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Executive Summary 

The purpose of the 2009 Applied Research Agenda Update Survey was to 1) update the Conserve Florida 

Water Research Agenda and Priorities, and 2) identify a potential new research synthesis topic for next 

year. The survey was administered from May 28 to June 22, 2009 and responses were solicited through e-

mail and through links on the Conserve Florida Water Conservation Clearinghouse (CFWC) web site. A 

total of 37 survey responses were received, which were fairly evenly distributed across different 

organization types. 

Based on the results of the survey, all six current research priorities should remain on the updated 

research priority list. Each topic showed high approval ratings and was viewed by the survey respondents 

to be of continued importance to CFWC. Although, the UPDATED priorities in 2009 will i nclude the 

same six priorities as before, there will be a slight change in their ranking order, as follows: 

2009 Priority 1: Residential Benchmarks for Minimal Landscape Water Use (previously 6
th
) 

2009 Priority 2: Pricing and Water Rates (no change) 

2009 Priority 3: Incentives and Planning (no change) 

2009 Priority 4: Quantification of Low Impact Development (no change) 

2009 Priority 5: Construction Benchmarks for Minimal Water Use (no change) 

2009 Priority 6: Impact of Perceptions and Practice on Conservation (previously 1
st
) 

The second objective of the survey was to identify which priority would be the most appropriate topic for 

the next research synthesis paper. All of the current research priorities received positive responses 

regarding the need for a synthesis.  However, a clear majority identified 2009 Priority 1: Residential 

Benchmarks for Minimal Landscape Water Use as the preferred topic for a synthesis. 

 

Both objectives of the 2009 Applied Research Agenda Update Survey were achieved and it appears that 

Residential Benchmarks for Minimal Landscape Water Use is both the new top-ranked priority, and the 

highest ranked topic for the next synthesis paper.  
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Introduction  

In 2008 the Conserve Florida Water Clearinghouse (CFWC), in coordination with Conserve Florida 

Water members, developed an Applied Research Agenda that identified and prioritized research needed to 

help public water supply utilities 1) identify tools and approaches that increase efficiency of existing and 

projected water use, and 2) identify practices that utilities can implement that will show quantifiable 

results toward addressing water use efficiency and conservation.  In addition, the CFWC prepared and 

released a research synthesis that documented state-of-the-art practices, research gaps, and studies related 

to one of the top research priorities.  The research synthesis focused on pricing and water rates with a 

particular focus on conservation and drought rates.  

In an effort to 1) update the Conserve Florida Water Research Agenda and Priorities, and 2) identify a 

potential new research synthesis topic for next year, CFWC administered a survey.  This document 

explains the process and results of the survey, including recommendations for realignment of the 

priorities, and the selection of the key topic for the next Research Synthesis Topic. 

 

Survey Design and Response Rates 

The survey was administered from May 28 to June 22, 2009 and responses were solicited through e-mail 

and through links on the CFWC web site (www.conservefloridawater.org).  A total of 37 survey 

responses were received. The number of respondents was fairly evenly distributed across different 

organization types (see Table 1.) with the exceptions of Non-governmental Organization, and Federal 

Government, which received 1 and 0 responses respectively.  

Table 1.  Number of respondents by organization  
Water 
Management 
District  

Water 
Utility  

State 
Government 

Local 
Government 

Federal 
Government 

State 
University 

Non-
Governmental 
Organization 

Private 
Entity 

Other Total 

7 5 6 5 0 7 1 6 0 37 

 

The survey was designed to be completed in only a few minutes and all individual responses were 

anonymous.  The survey consisted of 10 questions including closed format questions with categorical 

response options to determine level of agreement, and open-ended questions.  The first question asked the 

respondent to identify the type of organization for which they work (see table 1 for organization types).  

This information was later used to compare aggregated responses by organization to ascertain if there 

were significant differences in the priority ranking and or synthesis ranking.  The next set of questions 

focused on several attitude statements related to the six current research priorities.  The following two 

questions focused on establishing a new research priority.  This included a question asking about their 

level of agreement as to which of the current priorities should be selected for the next Research Synthesis 

as well as an open-ended question asking the respondent what new priority they would like to add.  

Pricing and Water Rates, the priority for which a Research Synthesis had already been completed, was not 

included as an option. The final question was an open-ended comment box for the respondent to share any 

other comments or suggestions.  

http://conservefloridawater.org/prioritized_agenda.asp
http://library.conservefloridawater.org/publications/11759296.pdf
http://www.conservefloridawater.org/
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Survey Findings 

 

Survey responses were analyzed specifically to a) update the Conserve Florida Water Research Agenda 

and Priorities, and b) identify a potential new research synthesis topic for next year.  The findings are 

reported with respect to each of these objectives.  

 

a)  Survey Findings related to Updating the Agenda Priorities 

In order to update the current Research Agenda Priorities, we were most interested in the determining 

which of the research priorities should remain on the Agenda, and in what order of importance.   The 

CFWC Research Priorities established in 2008 were: 

Priority 1: Impact of Perceptions and Practice on Conservation  

Priority 2: Pricing and Water Rates   

Priority 3: Incentives and Planning 

Priority 4: Quantification of Low Impact Development 

Priority 5: Construction Benchmarks for Minimal Water Use 

Priority 6: Residential Benchmarks for Minimal Landscape Water Use 

To determine the respondentsô opinion on each research priority area, five attitude statements were 

presented and categorical response options (Strongly Disagree, Somewhat Disagree, Neither Agree nor 

Disagree, Somewhat Agree, Strongly Agree, Donôt Know) were given for each current Research Priority.  

The statements were designed to obtain information supporting criteria identified as important in 

determining the initial priorities, including the potential relevance, research impact, data availability, data 

importance, and fundability of research in that priority area. The attitude statements (with criteria in 

parentheses) were: 

a) Research in this area will contribute directly to the Conserve Florida Water Clearinghouse 

Guide. (Relevance) 

b) Research in this area will contribute to quantifying water savings. (Research Impacts) 

c) The data needed for research projects in this priority area is readily available. (Data 

Availability) 

d) It is important to compile the data needed for research projects in this priority area, if it is 

not readily available. (Data Importance) 

e) My institution is well positioned to use the results of research in this priority area. 

(Fundability) 

Throughout this analysis, each attitude statement will be referred to primarily by the review criteria that it 

supports.  For analysis purposes, each of the categorical responses to the attitude statements was given a 

value on a scale of 1 -5 ( Strongly Disagree = 1,  Somewhat Disagree = 2, Neither Agree nor Disagree = 

3; Somewhat  Agree = 4,  Strongly Agree  = 5, and   Donôt Know = 0).   In order to assess the level of 

http://library.conservefloridawater.org/WCC?act=view&oid=5224100&lng=1
http://library.conservefloridawater.org/WCC?act=view&oid=9677670&lng=1
http://library.conservefloridawater.org/WCC?act=view&oid=651721&lng=1
http://library.conservefloridawater.org/WCC?act=view&oid=16083927&lng=1
http://library.conservefloridawater.org/WCC?act=view&oid=7845601&lng=1
http://library.conservefloridawater.org/WCC?act=view&oid=6641227&lng=1
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agreement or disagreement, an average of the responses was calculated.  In general, the higher the 

average (or mean) value received, the greater the level of agreement with the statement.  However, the 

average could be misleading if there were a high level of responses to neither agree nor disagree, donôt 

know, or a high variability in responses.  Therefore, we also considered the variability of responses to be 

important.  In order to ascertain the level of variability, a standard deviation was also calculated. 

Optimally, to measure the support for each statement, we would like to see a high level of 

agreement/disagreement and a low level of differences in the range of responses.   An ñIndex of Opinionò 

was developed (see figure 1).  Each attitude statement for each priority was indexed as being either 

clearly positive (CP), clearly negative (CN), or having no clear majority opinion (NC), based on 

percentage of aggregate agree and disagree responses, see figure 1 below. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 1.  Index of Opinion 

 

a.1)  Findings by Attitude Statements across Research Priorities 

There were several patterns clearly exhibited in the responses to the attitude statements across all research 

priorities that were taken into account.  These are outlined below, and can be seen in Table 2 which 

summarizes the results for each of the five Attitude Statements by Research Priority.  It shows the Index 

of Opinion, the percentage that agreed, the percentage that disagreed, the percentage that responded 

neutral or donôt know to each attitude statement, the average (mean) response and the sample standard 

deviation.  Table 2 and allows the reader to see all priorities at once for comparison.  Some key 

observations based on this data are: 

- No attitude statements for any of the research priorities fell into the Clear Negative Opinion (CN) 

category in the Index of Opinion.   

- Attitude statements a, relevance, d, data importance, and b, research impacts, all received the 

strongest level of agreement across all priorities.  

- There was generally a high percentage of agreement and low level of differences for attitude 

statements a, relevance, and d, data importance.  These two statements received the strongest positive 

responses for each priority and fell in the CP + or CP categories the most frequently (with d, data 

importance, being the highest). Attitude statements a and d also displayed low levels of Neutral and 

Donôt Know responses and low standard deviation indicating high level of consistency in responses.   

 (CP) Clearly Positive Opinion 

(CP +) Strongly Positive:   >80% agree or strongly agree and <15% disagree or strongly disagree 

(CP)  Somewhat Positive: >60% agree or strongly agree and <15% disagree or strongly disagree 

 
(CN) Clearly Negative Opinion 

(CN +) Strongly Negative:  >80% disagree or strongly disagree and <15% agree or strongly agree 

(CN)  Somewhat Negative: >60% disagree or strongly disagree and <15% agree or strongly agree 

 
(NC) No Clear Majority Opinion  

(NC +)  Mostly Positive: >50% agree and >15% disagree 

(NC)  No Majority :  <50% agree and <50% disagree 

όb/ ҍύ Mostly Negative:  >50% disagree and >15% disagree 
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- Attitude statement b, research impacts, was seen as clearly positive in all but two of the research 

priorities (Priority 1: Perceptions and Practice and Priority 3: Incentives and Planning).  

- In all priorities, there is high uncertainty of opinion around attitude statement c, data availability. 

Statement c was the only one that exhibited No Clear Majority Opinion (NC) across all research 

priorities. In addition, it exhibited consistently the highest percentage of Neutral or Donôt Know 

responses.  

- There was generally a high level of agreement on statement e, fundability, and it had one of the 

lowest levels of disagreement. However, statement e also had a high percentage of Donôt Know or 

Neutral responses.  

  

It appears that all six Research Priorities identified last year are indeed viewed by the survey respondents 

to be of continued importance to CFWC and should remain on the updated research priority list.  This is 

reinforced by a high level of consistency and positive responses to statement a, relevance, and d, data 

importance, for all of the Research Priorities.  Although attitude statement e, fundability, fell within the 

CP Index of Opinion category, it had a high percentage of Donôt Know or Neutral responses. This may 

potentially indicate a low level of fundability across all of the priorities.  The uncertainty in statement c, 

data availability, indicated that there is a lack of knowledge on the whether or not data for each of these 

Research Priorities is available and reinforces the need for a Research Synthesis (see next section), in all 

of the priority areas. 

So, all six of the Research Priorities will remain on the updated research agenda. Our efforts focused on 

determining a new relative order of the research priorities.  Attitude statement c, data availability, was 

removed from the priority ranking process because of a high level of uncertainty or lack of knowledge on 

responses to this statement. Therefore, responses to attitude statements a, relevance, b, research impacts, 

d, data importance, and e, fundability, were given the most significance and provided better insight to the 

potential relevance, research impact, ease of implementation and fundability for each of the Priority 

research topics.  Differences in organizational responses were also considered to ascertain if there were 

significant differences in the priority ranking and or synthesis topic ranking.    

 

 



 
 

Table 2.  Results summary by priority 

C riteria S tatement Mean S t. Dev. Mean S t. Dev. Mean S t. Dev. Mean S t. Dev. Mean S t. Dev. Mean S t. Dev.

C ategory* C P  + C P  + C P  + C P C P C P  +

P ercent Agree 83.8% 89.2% 91.9% 78.4% 75.7% 94.4%

P ercent Disagree 10.8% 5.4% 5.4% 8.1% 5.4% 0.0%

P ercent Neutral/ 

Don't Know
5.4% 5.4% 2.7% 13.5% 18.9% 5.6%

C ategory* NC  + C P  + NC  + C P C P  + C P  +

P ercent Agree 54.1% 83.8% 70.3% 75.7% 89.2% 88.9%

P ercent Disagree 32.4% 5.4% 21.6% 10.8% 2.7% 2.8%

P ercent Neutral/ 

Don't Know
13.5% 10.8% 8.1% 13.5% 8.1% 8.3%

C ategory* NC  ҍ NC  + NC NC NC NC  +

P ercent Agree 21.6% 62.2% 35.1% 37.8% 48.6% 54.3%

P ercent Disagree 54.1% 29.7% 29.7% 37.8% 18.9% 31.4%

P ercent Neutral/ 

Don't Know
24.3% 8.1% 35.1% 24.3% 32.4% 14.3%

C ategory* C P  + C P  + C P  + C P  + C P  + C P  +

P ercent Agree 89.2% 94.4% 89.2% 89.2% 86.4% 97.2%

P ercent Disagree 5.4% 2.8% 2.7% 2.7% 10.8% 0.0%

P ercent Neutral/ 

Don't Know
5.4% 2.8% 8.1% 8.1% 10.8% 2.8%

C ategory* C P C P  + C P  + C P C P C P  +

P ercent Agree 67.6% 83.3% 83.8% 70.3% 64.9% 83.3%

P ercent Disagree 2.7% 2.8% 0.0% 2.7% 5.4% 0.0%

P ercent Neutral/ 

Don't Know
29.7% 13.9% 16.2% 27.0% 29.7% 16.7%

* CP +  >80% agree  &  <15% disagree

  CP    >60% agree  &  <15% disagree

  NC +  >50% agree  &  >15% disagree

  NC    <50% agree  &  <50% disagree

  NC ī  >15% agree  &  >50% disagree

P riority 6P riority 1 P riority 2 P riority 3 P riority 4 P riority 5

d) It is  important to compile 

the data needed for research 

projects  in this  priority area, if 

it is  not readily available.

e) My institution is  well 

pos itioned to use the results  

of research in this  priority 

area.

Impact of P erceptions & 

P ractice on C onservation

P ricing and Water R ates Incentives and P lanning

3.54 1.32

2.56 1.13

a) R esearch in this  area will 

contribute directly to the 

C onserve F lorida Water 

C learinghouse G uide.

b) R esearch in this  area will 

contribute to quantifying 

water savings.

c) The data needed for 

research projects  in this  

priority area is  readily 

available.

4.36 0.96

3.47 1.24

R esidential Benchmarks 

for Minimal Landscape 

Water Use

0.984.24 4.49 0.90 4.214.51 0.84

0.84

4.50 0.70

Quantification of Low 

Impact Development 

(L ID) Water S avings

C onstruction Benchmarks 

for Minimal Water Use

4.31 0.72

4.46

0.92

4.41 0.83

4.11 0.90

4.50 0.74 4.46 0.77

4.46 0.70 3.974.12

3.92 1.26

3.17 1.23

0.984.29 0.96

0.70

3.47 1.25

4.31 0.80

4.19 1.05

0.964.64

4.61 0.77

3.48 1.43

4.74 0.44

4.44 0.77

3.03 1.20

1
3 



14 
 

This page intentionally left blank.  



15 
 

a.2)  Findings by Research Priority 

This section presents specific results for each of the six current Research Priorities.   

Priority 1: Impact of Perceptions and Practice on Conservation 

Identification of barriers to behavioral change and methods to affect behavioral practices impacting 

water conservation by homeowners, homeowner associations, developers, corporation, green industry.  

Priority 2: Pricing and Water Rates 

Evaluation of the potential for rate levels, rate standards, tiered rates, and impact fees to increase water 

conservation.  

Priority 3: Incentives and Planning 

Design of water conservation incentive programs that are effective for different groups (people, 

builders, government, utilities, developers) including more creative strategies for conservation as a 

planning tool. 

Priority 4: Quantification of Low Impact Development 

Quantification of Low Impact Development (LID) water savings including environmental savings, benefits 

of LID for delaying the need for capital improvements, impact of use of pattern books (laying out 

different water efficient designs) for new development landscaping.  

Priority 5: Construction Benchmarks for Minimal Water Use 

Benchmarks for minimum achievable water use standards for buildings (i.e. retrofitting and new 

ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎΣ ŜŦŦƛŎŀŎȅ ƻŦ [L5 ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ άǇŀǘǘŜǊƴ ōƻƻƪέύΦ 

Priority 6: Residential Benchmarks for Minimal Landscape Water Use 

Benchmarks for minimum water required for residential landscaping and relationship between the 

volume of water usage and quality of landscape.  

 

Information for each priority is provided on separate pages for ease of review.  Tables include the 

percentage and number of responses for each attitude statement and index of opinion (see figure 1) and 

responses presented by organization.  Observations and some general conclusions each Research Priority 

are presented. .  

  

http://library.conservefloridawater.org/WCC?act=view&oid=5224100&lng=1
http://library.conservefloridawater.org/WCC?act=view&oid=9677670&lng=1
http://library.conservefloridawater.org/WCC?act=view&oid=651721&lng=1
http://library.conservefloridawater.org/WCC?act=view&oid=16083927&lng=1
http://library.conservefloridawater.org/WCC?act=view&oid=7845601&lng=1
http://library.conservefloridawater.org/WCC?act=view&oid=6641227&lng=1
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Priority 1: Impact of Perceptions and Practice on Conservation 

Topic: Identification of barriers to behavioral change and methods to affect behavioral practices 

impacting water conservation by homeowners, homeowner associations, developers, corporation, green 

industry.  

Description:  Research in this area may include understanding current knowledge and use of irrigation 

technologies (sensors, scheduling, etc., effectiveness of education and demonstrations, identification of 

high water users). In addition, understanding barriers to installing water conserving landscapes as a 

component of Low Impact Development, LID ordinances, use of pattern books, integrating water 

conserving practices into HOA documents; implementation of Water Star at the development level. In 

addition it could include looking at the impact of incentives or other creative strategies encouraging water 

saving practices, effective regulatory/incentive practices, effectiveness of irrigation ordinances, and 

specific types of incentive programs that should be encouraged for implementation by local governments. 

 

Table 3.  Priority 1 detailed responses and Index of Opinion   

 Index of 
Opinion 

CP + 

NC + 

NC ς 

CP + 

CP 

 

 

Table 4.  Priority 1 rating average by organization   

Organization  n = 1a) 1b) 1c) 1d) 1e) 

Water Management District 7 4.57 3.57 2.00 4.43 4.14 

Utility 5 4.00 3.00 3.25 4.80 4.40 

State Government 6 4.33 4.00 2.33 4.17 4.17 

Local Government 5 3.80 3.60 3.75 3.60 4.00 

State University 7 3.86 2.71 2.00 4.71 3.83 

Non-Governmental Organization 1 5.00 5.00 2.00 5.00 4.00 

Private Entity 6 4.67 4.17 2.83 4.50 4.20 

Total 37 4.24 3.54 2.56 4.41 4.11 
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Priority 1: Impact of Perceptions and Practice on Conservation 

Observations 

Clear Positive Responses: 

Statement a, relevance ï 83.8% of respondents strongly or somewhat agreed 

Statement d, data importance ï 89.2% of all responded positive  

Somewhat Positive Response: 

Statement e, fundability ï 67.6% of respondents strongly or somewhat agreed (the lowest 

positive response to this statement among all Priorities); 29.7% Neutral/Donôt Know (the 

highest percentage for this statement among all Priorities) 

No Clear Majority Opinion: 

Statement b, research impacts ï Mostly positive, 54.1% of respondents strongly or 

somewhat agreed; 32.4% strongly or somewhat disagreed; 13.5% chose 

ñNeitherò 

Statement c, data availability ï Mostly negative, 54.1% of respondents disagreed; 21.6% 

agreed 

 

Utility  - had highest average response for statement d, data importance.  In fact, the Utility group 

had a consistently high response to statement d across all priorities indicating that these 

respondents feel it is important to compile the data needed for research in all priority areas.  

Water Management District respondents indicated a high average rating for statement a, 

relevance to the Guide, but low for statement b, research impacts. 

Conclusions  

The responses indicated that research in Priority 1: Impact of Perceptions and Practice on Conservation 

will clearly contribute to the CFWC Guide, and that it is important to compile the data needed. There was 

a lower level of consensus on whether the research would contribute to quantifying water savings. Over 

62% of respondents (the highest percentage of any priority) indicated that the data needed for this priority 

is not readily available. This priority also had one of the lowest levels of agreement and one of the highest 

percentage of neutral or donôt know responses for statement e, fundability and usefulness of results, 

which may reflect the complexity of understanding the type of research, data, methods and benefits of the 

type of research. So, although the need for research in this priority area remains high, the knowledge of 

how to obtain the data and how the results will be used are somewhat unclear.   
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Priority 2: Pricing and Water Rates 

Topic: Evaluation of the potential for rate levels, rate standards, tiered rates, and impact fees to increase 

water conservation.  

Description: Research may include looking at rate levels, rate standards, drought rates, tiered rates 

savings, and impact fees. Who is using pricing strategies, do they work? Do they save water? Does cost 

make a difference in water efficiency and conservation? What is the potential for using rate structures to 

fund conservation programs? 

 
Table 5.  Priority 2 detailed responses and Index of Opinion 

 Index of 
Opinion 

CP + 

CP + 

NC + 

CP + 

CP + 

 

 

 

Table 6.  Priority 2 rating average by organization 

Organization  n = 2a) 2b) 2c) 2d) 2e) 

Water Management  District 7 4.57 4.67 3.80 4.43 4.71 

Utility 5 3.80 3.80 3.40 4.75 4.60 

State Government 6 4.83 4.50 3.00 4.50 4.33 

Local Government 5 3.80 3.60 3.60 4.00 4.25 

State University 7 4.86 4.57 3.57 4.43 3.67 

Non-Governmental Organization 1 5.00 5.00 4.00 5.00 4.00 

Private Entity 6 4.83 4.67 3.33 4.83 4.33 

Total 37 4.51 4.36 3.47 4.50 4.31 
 

 

http://library.conservefloridawater.org/WCC?act=view&oid=9677670&lng=1
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Priority 2: Pricing and Water Rates 

Observations  

Clear Positive Responses (CP +): 

Statement a, relevance ï Second highest positive response for this priority: 89.2% 

(although clearly the highest in the number of respondents that strongly agreed) 

Statement b, research impacts ïThird highest positive response: 83.8%; Moderate level of 

Neutral/Donôt Know responses: 10.8% 

Statement d, data importance ï Highest positive response for this priority: 94.4% 

(although somewhat lower than statement a, relevance, in number of respondents 

that strongly agreed) 

Statement e, fundability ï 83.3% Strongly or Somewhat agree; Moderate level of 

Neutral/Donôt Know responses: 13.9%   

No Clear Majority Opinion (NC +): 

Statement c, data availability ï Mostly Positive: 62.2% Strongly or Somewhat Agree; 

29.7% Strongly or Somewhat Disagree; Moderate level of Donôt Know 

responses: 8.1%; no ñNeitherò response; Fewer responses toward ñStronglyò 

agree or disagree extremes 

 

Water Management District respondents felt that research in this area is highly useful, 

quantifiable and will contribute to the Guide. 

Local Government and Utility respondents rated this priority as lower in relevance to the Guide, 

while State Government and University respondents rated it highest in relevance to the Guide. 

Conclusions 

Priority 2: Pricing and Water Rates received clearly positive responses for all the attitude statements, with 

a moderate level of strongly agree responses.  Research in Pricing and Water rates will contribute to water 

savings and be useful to institutions.  There was a high level of agreement in terms of research in this 

priority area contribution to the Guide. However an institutional difference was observed, with State 

Government and University respondents rating it highly relevant and Local Governments and Utility 

rating it less relevant.  The strong positive, limited negative and no neutral responses regarding the 

importance of compiling data indicates clear agreement in this area. This Research Priority was the focus 

of last yearôs CFWC Research Synthesis in an effort to fill this need. 
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Priority 3: Incentives and Planning 

 

Topic: Design of water conservation incentive programs that are effective for different groups (people, 

builders, government, utilities, developers) including more creative strategies for conservation as a 

planning tool. 

 

Description: Research on incentives and planning may include topics that would be useful to utilities 

and local governments such as identification of barriers to accurately pricing water and strategies to 

overcome them (i.e. severance taxes, trust funds, peak demand rates); identification of local regulatory 

constraints to water reuse and strategies for removing them; evaluation of impact fee structures to answer 

the question, ñAre users using more than developers paid for?ò; and evaluation of the conservation 

benefits of informational billing to determine ñWhat information works?ò 

 
 

Table 7.  Priority 3 detailed responses and Index of Opinion 

 Index of 
Opinion 

CP + 

NC + 

NC 

CP + 

CP + 

 

 

Table 8.  Priority 3 rating average by organization 

Organization  n = 3a) 3b) 3c) 3d) 3e) 

Water Management District 7 4.29 3.43 3.40 4.43 4.67 

Utility 5 4.80 4.20 3.25 4.20 4.60 

State Government 6 4.50 4.33 2.25 4.33 4.60 

Local Government 5 3.60 3.40 4.25 4.25 4.20 

State University 7 4.71 3.57 2.33 4.86 4.14 

Non-Governmental Organization 1 5.00 5.00 3.00 5.00 5.00 

Private Entity 6 4.83 4.50 3.67 4.67 4.50 

Total 37 4.49 3.92 3.17 4.50 4.46 
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Priority 3: Incentives and Planning 

Observations 

Clear Positive Responses: 

Statement a, relevance ï Highest positive response for this priority: 91.9% 

Statement d, data importance ï Second highest positive response for this priority: 89.2%; 

Moderate level of Neutral/Donôt Know responses: 8.1% 

Statement e, fundability ï Third highest positive response: 83.8%; No disagree responses; 

Moderate level of Neutral/Donôt Know responses: 16.2% 

No Clear Majority Opinion: 

Statement b, research impacts ï Mostly positive: 70.2% Agree; 21.6% Disagree, 

Moderate level of Neutral responses: 8.1%, Private entity and St. Govt. each had 

83.3% of their respondents agree; WMD, Local Govt., and St. Univ. were all 

divided with slightly more agree than disagree. Together, these three groups 

accounted for 87.5% of all Disagree responses.  

Statement c, data availability ï 35.1% Agree; 29.7% Disagree; High level of 

Neutral/Donôt Know responses: 35.1%  

 

Utility and private entity respondents rated this priority as being highly relevant and contributing 

to the guide, whereas local government respondents did not.  

Conclusions    

Responses indicated that research in Priority 3: Incentives and Planning would clearly contribute to the 

CFWC Guide, that it is important to compile data in this area, and that the results could be used by the 

institutions (no one disagreed). Utility and Private Entity responses in particular saw research in this 

priority area as highly relevant in contributing to the Guide.  Research in this area was less likely seen to 

contribute to the quantification of water savings. Although there was no clear dominant opinion regarding 

the availability of data, almost 60% strongly agreed that data should be compiled.  The responses to this 

priority were somewhat similar to those of Priority 1 (Impact of Perceptions and Practice on 

Conservation), perhaps reflecting a link in the need to better understand social data and its usefulness to 

planning, incentives and the ultimate adoption of practices.  In addition, the difficulty that such research 

faces in providing quantifications of water saving was shared with Priority 1. 
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Priority 4: Quantification of Low Impact Development 

Topic: Quantification of Low Impact Development (LID) water savings including environmental 

savings, benefits of LID for delaying the need for capital improvements, impact of use of pattern books 

(laying out different water efficient designs) for new development landscaping.  

 

Description: Research in this priority area includes gathering information to compare landscaping and 

irrigation practicesô costs and effectiveness. It could focus on determining environmental differences 

between traditional landscaping and Florida Friendly Landscaping; gather information on landscape 

irrigation differences (on capital and other costs and efficiencies); explore an environmental difference 

between traditional and Florida Friendly landscaping (cost, energy, habitat); or quantify water savings 

resulting from water efficiencies in developments that have mandates through ordinances vs. voluntary 

participation. It might also examine the impact of public education and demonstration of alternatives to 

traditional landscaping, as well as the possibilities of government incentives for LID conservation 

practices. 
 

Table 9.  Priority 4 detailed responses and Index of Opinion 

 Index of 
Opinion 

CP 

CP 

NC 

CP + 

CP 

 

 

 

Table 10.  Priority 4 rating average by organization 

Organization  n = 4a) 4b) 4c) 4d) 4e) 

Water Management District 7 3.86 3.86 2.29 4.57 4.29 

Utility 5 4.20 4.00 3.75 4.40 4.40 

State Government 6 5.00 4.67 3.00 4.67 4.50 

Local Government 5 3.75 3.80 4.00 3.80 3.75 

State University 7 4.43 4.29 2.40 4.86 3.40 

Non-Governmental Organization 1 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.00 4.00 

Private Entity 6 4.50 4.50 3.33 4.50 4.17 

Total 37 4.29 4.19 3.03 4.46 4.12 
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Priority 4: Quantification of Low Impact Development 

Observations 

Clear Positive Response: 

Statement d, data importance ï 89.2% Strongly or Somewhat Agree; 2.7% Strongly or 

Somewhat Disagree; Moderate level of Neutral responses: 8.1%  

Somewhat Positive Responses: 

Statement a, relevance ï 78.4% Strongly or Somewhat Agree; Moderate level of 

Neutral/Donôt Know responses: 13.5% 

Statement b, research impacts ï 75.7% Strongly or Somewhat Agree; Moderate level of 

Neutral responses: 13.5% 

Statement e, fundability ï 70.2% Strongly or Somewhat Agree; High level of 

Neutral/Donôt Know responses: 27.0% 

No Clear Majority Opinion: 

Statement c, data availability ï 37.8% Strongly or Somewhat Agree; 37.8 Strongly or 

Somewhat Disagree; High level of Neutral/Donôt Know responses: 24.3% 

 

Local Government and Water Management District respondents had lower rating averages in 

terms of research in this priority area contribution to the Guide (relevance).  All of the State 

Government respondents rated its relevance at 5, the highest possible rating.   

Utilities, State Government, and Water Management District respondents ranked the ability to use 

the information high.   

Conclusions 

The support for Priority 4: Quantification of Low Impact Development was moderate, with only a clearly 

positive opinion indicated for the need to compile data.  Although over 70% responded positively to the 

research being useful to their institution, those were evenly split between strongly and somewhat agree, 

and there was a moderately high level of unknown and neutral responses. There was  also a contrast by 

organization regarding the contribution of research in this area to the Guide, with respondents from Local 

Government and Water Management District rating it lower, and State Government rating it very high 

(5).   
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Priority 5: Construction Benchmarks for Minimal Water Use 

Topic: Benchmarks for minimum achievable water use standards for buildings (i.e. retrofitting and new 

building, efficacy of LID certifications, use of ñpattern bookò). 

 

Description: Research in this priority area will focus on topics relevant to the building construction 

community, such as determining the minimum building standards for a ñwater-efficientò community, 

cost-benefit analysis of retro-fitting existing homes with low- or non- irrigated landscape design, 

economic evaluation of incentives, and gathering information to compare all landscaping and irrigation 

practicesô cost, effectiveness, and environmental differences between traditional landscaping and Florida 

Friendly Landscaping. Additionally, research in this topic area will examine who the decision-makers are, 

including buildersô and contractorsô influence metrics; their certification processes, and certification of 

irrigation and landscapes.  

 
 

 

Table 11.  Priority 5 detailed responses and Index of Opinion 

 Index of 
Opinion 

CP 

CP + 

NC 

CP + 

CP 

 

 

 

Table 12.  Priority 5 rating average by organization 

Organization  n = 5a) 5b) 5c) 5d) 5e) 

Water Management District 7 4.33 4.57 3.80 4.57 4.00 

Utility 5 4.40 4.80 3.75 4.20 3.80 

State Government 6 4.50 4.67 3.00 4.33 4.00 

Local Government 5 3.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 

State University 7 3.86 4.14 2.83 4.14 3.57 

Non-Governmental Organization 1 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 

Private Entity 6 4.67 4.50 3.67 4.50 4.50 

Total 37 4.21 4.46 3.47 4.31 3.97 
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Priority 5: Construction Benchmarks for Minimal Water Use 

Observations 

Clear Positive Responses: 

Statement b, research impacts ï 89.2% Strongly or Somewhat Agree  

Statement d, data importance ï 86.4% Strongly or Somewhat Agree; Moderate level of 

Neutral/Donôt Know responses: 10.8% 

Somewhat Positive Responses: 

Statement a, relevance ï 75.6% Strongly or Somewhat Agree; Moderate level of 

Neutral/Donôt Know responses: 18.9%; WMD and Local Govt. made up all Donôt Know 

responses 

Statement e, fundability ï 64.8% Strongly or Somewhat Agree; 5.4% Strongly or 

Somewhat Disagree; High level of Neutral/Donôt Know responses 

No Clear Majority Opinion: 

Statement c, data availability ï 48.6% Strongly or Somewhat Agree; 18.9% Disagree; 

High level of Neutral/Donôt Know responses: 32.4% 

 

State University and Utility respondentsô lower average rating reflected a higher level of neutral 

responses.  Local Governments also had a high level of Donôt Know responses to this question. 

 

Conclusions 

Responses indicated moderate support for research in Priority 5: Construction Benchmarks for Minimal 

Water Use. This priority was not viewed as significantly contributing to the CFWC Guide or as 

immediately useful to the participating institutions.  Although, as with all of the priorities, there was an 

agreement that data is needed.   There may be need to better clarify in the future what is meant by this 

topic in hopes to lower the unknown and neutral responses.    
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Priority 6: Residential Benchmarks for Minimal Landscape Water Use 

Topic: Benchmarks for minimum water required for residential landscaping and relationship between the 

volume of water usage and quality of landscape.  

 

Description: This priority area will focus research on how much water is required (i.e. minimum 

amount) for different landscapes based on site conditions and quality (visual and quantitative). It will also 

address landscape designs for no irrigation, and translation of known research to actual landscapes. In 

addition research will evaluate landscape needs in replications of actual residential settings (change in 

canopy comer, soils, including compacted soils, etc,) effect on water demand, as well as measure the 

effectiveness of water restrictions and their use and consistency. 

 

 

Table 13.  Priority 6 detailed responses and Index of Opinion 

 Index of 
Opinion 

CP + 

CP + 

NC + 

CP + 

CP + 

 

 

 

Table 14.  Priority 6 rating average by organization 

Organization  n = 6a) 6b) 6c) 6d) 6e) 

Water Management District 7 4.71 4.57 2.83 4.57 4.71 

Utility 5 4.20 4.60 4.00 5.00 4.60 

State Government 6 4.83 4.67 3.20 4.67 4.50 

Local Government 5 4.00 4.20 4.40 4.60 4.60 

State University 7 4.83 4.83 2.25 4.83 3.83 

Non-Governmental Organization 1 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 3.00 

Private Entity 6 5.00 4.67 3.83 4.83 4.67 

Total 37 4.64 4.61 3.48 4.74 4.44 
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Priority 6: Residential Benchmarks for Minimal Landscape Water Use 

Observations 

Clear Positive Responses: 

Statement d, data importance ï 97.2% Strongly or Somewhat Agree; Highest level of 

agreement for any of the priorities on entire survey 

Statement a, relevance ï 94.5% Strongly or Somewhat Agree; Most Strongly Agree 

responses of any question on survey 

Statement b, research impacts ï 88.9% Strongly or Somewhat Agree; Moderate level of 

Neutral responses: 8.3% 

Statement e, fundability ï 83.3% Strongly or Somewhat Agree; Moderate level of Neutral 

responses: 16.7% 

No Clear Majority Opinion: 

Statement c, data availability ï Mostly Positive: 54.3% Strongly or Somewhat Agree; 

31.5% Strongly or Somewhat Disagree; Moderate level of Neutral/Donôt Know 

responses: 14.3%; Only 2.9% ñNeitherò responses shows high degree of 

polarization. 

 

Water Management District, State University, NGO and Private entity respondents all indicated 

very high relevance to the Guide, while State University NGO respondents noted lower average 

ratings for usefulness to their institutions.  

Although local government and Utility respondents did not have the highest rating for relevance, 

their average ratings for usefulness were high, whereas the usefulness ratings for State University 

and NGO respondents were low.   

Conclusions 

By far, the need for research in Priority 6: Residential Benchmarks for Minimal Landscape Water Use 

received both the highest level of strongly agree responses for each attitude statement, as well as one of 

the lowest levels of neutral and donôt know responses.  The responses reflect a significantly positive and 

shared view of the relevance, usefulness, and need for research in this area.  Research in this area will 

contribute directly to the CFWC guide, contributes to quantifying water savings, and will be useful to 

institutions.  Interestingly, although local government and Utility respondents did not have the highest 

rating for relevance to the Guide, their average ratings for usefulness were high.  On the other hand, the 

usefulness to State University and NGO respondents were lower while their view of relevance to the 

Guide was high.  There was no clear majority opinion regarding the availability of data, with the 

responses being relatively evenly split, indicating that CFWC could benefit from a review of available 

research and data in this priority area.    
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a.3)  Results - Updated Ranking of Research Priorities 

The UPDATED priorities in 2009, based on the results of the survey, remain the same with a slight 

change in order of priority.  All six Research Priorities identified last year are viewed by the survey 

respondents to be of continued importance to CFWC and should remain on the updated research priority 

list.  This following section presents specific results for each of the six current Research Priorities. The 

UPDATED Priorities based on the survey include: 

Priority 1: Residential Benchmarks for Minimal Landscape Water Use (previously 6) 

Priority 2: Pricing and Water Rates (no change) 

Priority 3: Incentives and Planning (no change) 

Priority 4: Quantification of Low Impact Development (no change) 

Priority 5: Construction Benchmarks for Minimal Water Use (no change) 

Priority 6: Impact of Perceptions and Practice on Conservation (previously 1) 

 

In addition to the analysis of responses to individual priorities as reported in the previous section, a 

comparison of the average responses by organization was used to help update the relative order of the 

Research Priorities. The summary results for ranking are presented in table 15 below. Due to a high 

uncertainty of opinion on Statement c, data availability, as explained in Section a.1, it was not included in 

the calculations of the weighted average response for each priority. .  Rather, the rankings are based on 

the average responses to a, relevance, b, research impacts, d, data importance, and e, fundability.  

Across all organizations, Priority 6: Residential Benchmarks for Minimal Landscape Water Use, clearly 

ranked as #1 with a weighted average response of 4.6.   It received the highest average total response, 

highest average rating in all but two organizations, and the single highest average rating from any group 

(Private Entity -7 responses).  In addition, although Local Government respondents rated all Priorities 

consistently lower (under 3.9) than other respondent groups, they rated Priority 6 significantly higher, at 

4.35. 

Some other interesting differences by organization are worth noting.  Although most organizations rated 

priority 2, Pricing and Water Rates,  as 2
nd

 most important, Utility group rated it at 5
th
 with Priority 3, 

Incentives and Planning, as #2.  Priority 1, Impact of Perceptions and Practice on Conservation, was 

consistently ranked as lowest or second lowest by all organizations, except for NGO where it tied with 

another priority for 2
nd

.  Note, however, the NGO group response was based on only one response. 

  

http://library.conservefloridawater.org/WCC?act=view&oid=6641227&lng=1
http://library.conservefloridawater.org/WCC?act=view&oid=9677670&lng=1
http://library.conservefloridawater.org/WCC?act=view&oid=651721&lng=1
http://library.conservefloridawater.org/WCC?act=view&oid=16083927&lng=1
http://library.conservefloridawater.org/WCC?act=view&oid=7845601&lng=1
http://library.conservefloridawater.org/WCC?act=view&oid=5224100&lng=1
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Table 15.  Weighted average response for each priority by organization 

 

 

Table 16.  Priority ranking by organization 

Organization Priority 1 Priority 2 Priority 3  Priority 4  Priority 5 Priority 6 

Water Management District 5
th

 2
nd

  4
th
  6

th
  3

rd
  1

st
  

Utility 6
th

 5
th

 2
nd

 4
th

 3
rd

 1
st
 

State Government 6
th

 3
rd

 4
th

 1
st
 5

th
 2

nd
 

Local Government 5
th

 2
nd

 3
rd

 4
th

 5
th

 1
st
 

State University 6
th

 2
nd

 3
rd

 4
th

 5
th

 1
st
 

Non-Governmental Organization 2
nd  

(tie)
 

2
nd  

(tie)
 

1
st
 6

th
 5

th
 4

th
 

Private Entity 6
th

 2
nd

 3
rd

 5
th

 4
th

 1
st
 

Overall 6
th

 2
nd

 3
rd

 4
th

 5
th

 1
st
 

 

 

In addition to the existing priorities, several suggestions were made in response to the open-ended 

question regarding new priorities that might be considered in future research agendas.  The responses 

appear below, by organization.  Many of these suggestions reiterate the interest by all organizations in 

ñquantifying savingsò of technologies and practice. Many reflect the current priorities, however, a newly 

suggested priority that was not included in the list from last year focused on cooling tower research. 

Water Management District: How often is installation of an irrigation system done correctly (for 

optimal efficiency) by professionals? How many homeowners who have automatic irrigation 

systems "set-it and forget it" vs. take control of their timers (i.e. manually shut it off when rainfall 

Organization n = P riority 1 P riority 2 P riority 3 P riority 4 P riority 5 P riority 6

Water Management 

Dis trict 7 4.18 4.59 4.19 4.14 4.37 4.64

Utility 5 4.05 4.21 4.45 4.25 4.30 4.58

S tate G overnment 6 4.17 4.54 4.43 4.70 4.38 4.67

L ocal G overnment 5 3.75 3.89 3.84 3.78 3.75 4.35

S tate Univers ity 7 3.78 4.41 4.32 4.31 3.93 4.58

Non-G overnmental 

Organization 1 4.75 4.75 5.00 3.75 4.00 4.50

P rivate E ntity 6 4.39 4.67 4.63 4.42 4.54 4.79

Total 37 4.08 4.42 4.34 4.26 4.24 4.61
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is sufficient or during the cooler months when less is needed)?; Effectiveness of water-conserving 

technology. 

Utilit y: Cooling tower research ï Methods and true efficiency; Water budget rates ï effects of, 

and ability to implement and administer; Technology benefits for conservation (i.e. soil moisture 

sensors, automatic meter reading to monitor use, etc.) 

State government: Strategies to prevent water pollution; Strategies to reuse water for irrigation 

(on golf courses and hospitality areas); Cost/benefit study of retrofitting all urban/residential 

irrigation to minimum 80% daily use, and conversion of non-turf to micro-irrigation with 

evapotranspiration or soil-moisture based controllers. 

Local Government: Research in development of a regional storm water retention area useable to 

several municipal entities at a time for holding and treating for later use; Development of 

brackish water treatment facilities that could access the saline waters below the Floridan Aquifer 

in confined layers that wouldnôt impact fresh water withdrawal or springs out flow. 

State university:  Relationship of human behavior to water conservation ï Identification of 

ñcultural modelsò of water conservation; Projected cost savings of irrigation reduction (due to 

reduction in peak seasonal demands); Reliability of savings for a [particular] conservation 

practice. 

Private entity:  Drinking water ï Cost-effectiveness/water-savings of new water-producing 

technologies; Industrial, commercial, and investment (ICI) property water use compared to 

residential use; Personal on-site storage facilities ï Such as cisterns and rain barrels, which 

capture and store rainwater for reuse 

 

 

  

  



31 
 

b) Survey Findings related to Identifying Research Synthesis Focus 

The 2008 CFWC Research Synthesis focused on pricing and water rates with a particular focus on 

conservation and drought rates.  This section of the survey focused on identifying a potential new 

research synthesis topic.  The survey included a question asking about the level of agreement as to which 

of the current priorities should be selected for the next Research Synthesis as well as an open-ended 

question asking the respondent what new priority they would like to add.  The 2008 research synthesis 

topic was not included as an option.  The final question was an open-ended comment box for the 

respondent to share any other comments or suggestions.  

Based on the responses to this question, the next synthesis topic should be on Priority 6: Residential 

Benchmarks for Minimal Landscape Water Use. Priority 6 had 5 out of 7 organizations give it the highest 

average rating, and it received the highest overall average rating, 4.44. Another reason to rank Priority 6 

as the best choice for the next synthesis paper is that it had the highest percentage of respondents 

ñStrongly Agreeò with it, 69.4%. Priority 3: Incentives and Planning ï Design of water conservation 

incentive programs was the second highest rated topic for the next synthesis paper, with 54.1% of 

respondents who ñStrongly Agreeò, and a mean response of 4.32. 

Observations on Attitude Statements for Next Synthesis Topic 

Clear Positive Responses (Top 3 priorities): 

Priority 6:  Residential Benchmarks for Minimal Landscape Water Use 

 83.3% Agree (69.4% Strongly Agree); Highest percentage strongly agree for all topics 

 8.3% Disagree; 8.3% Neutral/Donôt Know 

 Mean 4.44; Standard Deviation 0.97; Highest mean of all topics 

Priority 3:  Incentives and Planning ͂ Design of water conservation incentive programs 

 83.8% Agree (54.1% Strongly Agree); Second highest percentage strongly agree for any  

 5.4% Disagree; 10.8% Neutral/Donôt Know 

 Mean 4.32; Standard Deviation 0.88 

Priority 1 : Impact of Perceptions and Practice on Conservation 

 81.1% Agree (51.4% Strongly Agree) 

 10.8% Disagree; 8.1% Neutral/Donôt Know 

 Mean 4.19; Standard Deviation 1.08 

 

Somewhat Positive Responses: 

Priority 4:  Quantification of Low Impact Development 

 78.3% Agree (43.2% Strongly Agree) 

 5.4% Disagree; 16.2% Neutral/Donôt Know 

 Mean 4.16; Standard Deviation 0.90 

Priority 5:  Construction Benchmarks for Minimal Water Use 

 72.2% Agree (47.2% Strongly Agree) 

 11.1% Disagree ;  16.7% Neutral/ Donôt Know 

 Mean 4.11; Standard Deviation 1.05 

Each organizationôs average rating was highest for Priority 6, except State University and Private Entity, 

which rated Priority 3 the highest on average. See table 18.  

  

http://library.conservefloridawater.org/publications/11759296.pdf
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Table 17.  Next Synthesis Topic Detailed Responses 

 Index of 
Opinion 

CP + 

CP + 

CP 

CP  

CP + 

 

 
 

 

 

Table 18.  Next Synthesis Topic Average Responses for each Priority by Organization 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 


