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Executive Summary

Thepurpose of th009 Applied Research Agenda Update Suway to 1)update the Conserve Florida
Water Research Agenda and Priorities, and 2) identify a potential new research synthesis topic for next
year. Thesurvey was anhinistered from May 28 to June 22, 2009 and responses were solicited through e
mail and through links on theéonserve Florida Water Conservation ClearinghoG§aNC web site A

total of 37 survey responses were recejveltich werefairly evenly distribuéd across different

organization types

Based on the results of the suryvaysix current esearctpriorities should remain on the updated
research priority listtachtopic showed high approval ratings and wéswed by the survey respondents
to be of ontinued importance to CFW@lIthough, he UPDATED priorities in 200%ill i ncludethe
samesix prioritiesas beforethere will bea slight change itheir rankingorder, as follows:

2009 Priority 1: Residential Benchmarks for Minimal Landscape Watefpuseously &)

2009 Priority 2: Pricing and Water Rate® (Changg

2009 Priority 3: Incentives and Planning(changg

2009 Priority 4: Quantification of Low Impact Developmemb Changi

2009 Priority 5: Construction Benchmarks for Minimal Water gechangg

2009 Priority 6: Impact of Perceptions and Practice on Conservatieviqusly )
The second objective of the survey was to identify which priority would beadisé appropriatéopic for
the next research synthesis papdrof the currentresearch priorities received positive responses

regarding the need for argesis However, a cleanajority identified2009 Priority 1: Residential
Benchmarks for Minimal Landscape Water Use as the preferred topic for a synthesis.

Both objectives oftie 2009 Applied Research Agenda Update Suwese achieved antlappears that
Residential Benchmarks for Minimal Landscape Waterit/beth the new topanked priority, and the
highest ranked topic for the next synthesis paper.
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Introduction

In 2008 the Conserve Florida Watglearinghouse (CFW®), in coordination with Conserve Florida

Water members, devaded arApplied Research Agendhat idenified 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 conservati@ddition, theCFWCprepared and
released aesearclsynthesisthat documented staté-the-art practices, research gaps, and studies related
to one of the top research priorities. Theearch synthesiscused orpricing and water rates with a
particular focus on conservation and drought rates.

In an effort to 1) update the Conserve Florida Water ResearcldAger 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, includtgmmendations foralignmenbf the

priorities, and the seléon of the key topidor the nextResearch Synthesi®pic.

Survey Designand ResponsdRates

Thesurveywas administered froflay 28 to June 22, 20Ghd esponses were solicited througmail
and through links on the CFWC web sitevw.conservefloridawater.ojg A total of 37 survey
responses were received. The number of respondestsirly evenly distributedacross different
organizatiortypes (see Table 1with the exceptions of Negovernmental @anization, and Federal
Government, which received 1 and 0 responses respectively.

Tablel. Number of respondents by organization

Water Water State Local Federal State Non- Private Other Total
Management  Utility Government Government Government University  Governmental  Entity

District Organization

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 questiomduding closedormat questions with categorical
response options to determine level of agreenagntoperended questionsThe first question asked the
respondent to identifihe type oforganizatiorfor whichthey work(see table 1 for organization types)

This information wadaterused to compare aggregated respobhgawganization to ascertain if there

were significant differences in the priority ranking and or synthesis ranKing.nextset of questions
focused orseveral attitude statements related to thesixentresearclpriorities. Thefollowing two
guestions focused on establishing a new research pridritis includeda question asking about their

level of agreement as to which of the current priorities should be selected for the next ReseaesisSynth
as well asanopenended questioaskingthe respondent what new priority they wolike to add

Pricing and Water Ratesa priority for which a Research Synthesis hldadybeen completgdvas not
included as an optioMhe final question waseopenrended 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/

Survey Findings

Survey responses weaRalyzedspecifically to a) update the Conserve Florida Water Research Agenda
and Priorities, and b) identify a potential neagearch synthesis topic for next year. The findings are
reportedwith respect to each dfieseobjectives.

a) Survey Findings related to Updating the Agenda Priorities

In order to update the current Research Agenda Priorities, we were most interdstedigtermining
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 respondend o0 p i n i researclpriorityeaeea, five attitude statemenisre
presentecdnd categorical response optigBsrongly Disagree, Somewhat Disagree, Neither Agree nor
Di sagree, Somewhat Agr e eneregiéenfooeach tuyrentgpareh @rjorityD o n 6t
The statements were designed to obtain informatimporting criteria identified as important in
determining the initial priorities, includingetpotential relevance, research impdataavailability, data
importanceand fundabilityof research in that priority aredhe attitude statemenfwith criteria in
parenthesesyere
a) Research in this area will contribute directly to the Conserve Florida Water Clearinghouse
Guide.(Relevance)
b) Research in this area will contribute to quaritify water savinggResearchmpacs)
c) The data needed for research projects in this priority area is readily availdde¢a
Availability)
d) Itisimportant to compile the data needed for research projects in this priority area, if it is
not readily availake. (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 referggdnarily by the review criteria that it
supports For analyss purposes,a&h of the categoricaésponses to the attitudetements was given a
valueon a scale of 15 ( Strongly Disagree= 1, Somewhat Disagree 2, Neither Agree nor Disagree
3; Somewhat Agree4, Strongly Agree=5,and Do n 6 t =B)n lm arder to assess the level of

10
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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

agreement or disagreement, an average of the responses was caltuigeeeral, e higher the
average @r mean) valueeceived the greater thievel ofagreement with the statememiowever, the
average could beisieading if there were a high level of responses to neither agree nor disiagreé, t
know, or a high variability in response$herefore, we also considered the variability of responses to be
important. In order to ascertain the level of variabilitystandard deviation wadsocalculated

Optimally, to measure the support for each statememtyould like to see a high level of
agreemeritlisagreement and a low level of differenaethe range of response#\n Inflexof Opiniond

was developeseefigure 1) Eachattitudestatementor each prioritywas indexed as being either

clearly positive (CP), clearly negati¢€N), or having no clear majority opinion (N@ased on

percentage of aggregate agree and disagree respsgesdigiure below.

(CP) Clearly Positive Opinion
(CP +) Strongly Positive:>80% agree or strongly agree and <15% disagree or strongly disagres
(CP) Somewhat Positive:60% agree or strongly agraad<15% disagree or strongtlisagree

(CN) Clearly Negative Opinion
(ON+) StronglyNegative >80%disagree or stronglylisagree and <15%gree or stronglagree
(CN SomewhatNegative:>60%disagree or stronglylisagreeand <15% gree or strongly agree

(NC) No Clear Majority Qpion
(NC +) Mostly Positive: >50% agree and >15% disagree
(NC) No Majority:  <50% agree and <50% disagree

Ah/ Mnaths Nlanative:>EN0A dicanrea and >1R04 dicanran

Figurel. Index of Opinion

a.1l) Findings by Attitude Statements across Research Priorities

There were several patterns clearly exhibited in the responses to the attitude statements across all research
priorities thatwere taken into accountThese are outlined below, and can be seen in Table 2 which
summarizes theesults for each of thieve Attitude Statements bigesearclPriority. It showstheIndex

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

neutr al or dondt Kk n othe atemge énzeanhresponge and thelsampte stantdaedme n t
deviation. Table 2 and allows the reader to see all priorities at once for comp&usoe.key

observations based dmg 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, relevanced, data importanceandb, research impactall received the
strongestevel of agreement across all priorities.

- There was generally a high percentage of agreement and low level of differences for attitude
statements, relevanceandd, dataimportance These two statementsceived the strongest positive
responses for ehgriority and fell in the CP + or CP categories the most frequenitlly ¢, data
importancebeing the highejt Attitude statements andd also displayed low levels of Neutral and
Dondét Know responses and | ow s toasistérgyirdrespoeses. at i on

11



- Attitude statemen, research impactsvas seen as clearly positive in all but two of the research
priorities Priority 1: Perceptions and Practice dpbrity 3: Incentives and Planning).

- Inall priorities, there is high wertainty of opinion around attitude statemendata availability
Statement was the only one that exhibited No Clear Majority Opinion (NC) across all research
priorities. I n additi on, it exhi bitdakdnowonsi stent
responses.

- There was generally a high level of agreement on statesnemidability, and it had one of the
lowest levels of disagreemehtowever statemenealsohad a hi gh percentage of
Neutral responses.

It appears that all siResearch Priorities identified last year are indeed vidwedtle survey respondents

to be of continued importance to CFWC and should remain on the updated research priofityslist.

reinforced by a high level of consistency and positive respaastatemend, relevanceandd, data

importancefor all of the Research Priorities. Although attitude statemdnndability, fell within the

CP Index of Opinion category, it had a high perce
potentidly indicate a low level of fundability acrosd of thepriorities. The uncertainty in statemeaqt

data availabilityjndicated that there is a lack of knowledge on the whether or not data for each of these
Research Priorities is available amihforaes the need for a Research Synthesis (see next section), in all

of the priority areas.

So, all six of the Research Prioritie#ll remain on the updatadsearctagenda. Our efforts focused on
determining anewrelative order of the research prioritie&ttitude statement, data availabilityywas
removel from the priority ranking procedmcause of high level of uncertainty or lack of knowledga
responses to this statement. Therefsponses to attitude statememtselevanceb, research impacts,
d, data importancegnde, fundability, were giverthe most significancendprovidedbetter insight to the
potential relevance, research impact, ease of implementation and fundab#i#gh of the Priority
research topicsDifferences in organizati@h responsegerealso consideretb ascertain if there were
significant differences in the priority ranking and or synthesisc ranking.

12
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Table2. Results summary by priority

Priority 1

P riority 2

Priority 3

Priority 4

Priority 5

P riority 6

Impact of Perceptions &
Practice on C onservatio|

Pricing and Water Rate

Incentives and P lanning

Quantification of Low
Impact Development

Construction Benchmark
for Minimal Water Use

Residential Benchmark
for Minimal Landscape

(LID) Water Savings Water Use
Criteria Statement Mean |St. Deyv| Mean |St. Deyv| Mean [St. Dey| Mean |St. Dev| Mean |St. Deyv| Mean |St. Dey|
a) Research in this area will{C ategory* CP + CP + CP + CP CP CP +
contribute directly to the Percent Agree 83.8% 89.2% 91.9% 78.4% 75.7% 94.4%
Conserve Florida Water Percent Disagree| 10.8%| 4.24 | 0.98 | 5495 | 4.51 | 0.84 [ 549 | 4.49 | 0.90] 8.1%| 4.29| 0.96 | 5.49% | 4.21| 0.98 [ 0.0% | 4.64 | 0.96
Clearinghouse Guide. Percent Neutral/ | 5.4% 5.4% 2.7% 13.5% 18.9% 5.6%
Don't Know
b) Research in this area will{C ategory* NC + CP + NC + CP CP + CP +
contribute to quantifying Percent Agree | 54.1% 83.8% 70.3% 75.7% 89.2% 88.9%
water savings. Percent Disagree| 32.4%| 3.54 | 1.32 | 5.49% | 4.36 | 0.96 | 21.6%| 3.92 | 1.26 [ 10.8%| 4.19 | 1.05 [ 2.7% | 4.46 | 0.70 | 2.8% | 4.61 | 0.77
Percent Neutral/ | 13.5% 10.8% 8.1% 13.5% 8.1% 8.3%
Don't Know
c) The data needed for Category* NCb NC + NC NC NC NC +
research projects in this Percent Agree 21.6% 62.2% 35.1% 37.8% 48.6% 54.3%
priority area is readily Percent Disagree] 54.1%| 2.56 | 1.13 [ 29.7%| 3.47 | 1.24 | 29.7%| 3.17 | 1.23 [ 37.8%| 3.03 | 1.20 [18.9%| 3.47 | 1.25 | 31.4%| 3.48 | 1.43
available. Percent Neutral/ | 24.3% 8.1% 35.1% 24.3% 32.4% 14.3%
Don't Know
d) Itis important to compile |Category* CP + CP + CP + CP + CP + CP +
the data needed for researc|Percent Agree 89.2% 94.4% 89.2% 89.2% 86.4% 97.2%
projects in this priority area, {Percent Disagree] 5.4% [ 4.41| 0.83 | 2.8% | 4.50 | 0.70 | 2.7% | 4.50 | 0.74 | 2.7% | 4.46 | 0.77 | 10.8%| 4.31 [ 0.72| 0.0% | 4.74 | 0.44
it is not readily available. Percent Neutral/ | 5.4% 2.8% 8.1% 8.1% 10.8% 2.8%
Don't Know
e) My institution is well Category* CP CP + CP + CP CP CP +
positioned to use the results|Percent Agree 67.6% 83.3% 83.8% 70.3% 64.9% 83.3%
of research in this priority Percent Disagree] 2.7% | 4.11| 0.90 [ 2.8% | 4.31| 0.80 | 0.0% | 4.46 | 0.70 [ 2.79% | 4.12 | 0.84 | 5.4% | 3.97 | 0.92 | 0.0% | 4.44| 0.77
area. Percent Neutral/ | 29.7% 13.9% 16.2% 27.0% 29.7% 16.7%
Don't Know
*CP + >80% agree & <15% disagree
CP >60% agree & <15% disagree
NC + >50% agree & >15% disagree
NC <50% agree & <50% disagree
NC 1 >15% agree & >50% di sagree
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a.2) kdings by Research Priority
This section presents specific results for each of the six current Research Priorities

Priority 1: Impact of Perceptions and Practice on Gervation
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 cotiseraa a
planning tool.

Priority 4: Quantification of Low Impact Development

Quantification of Low Impact Development (LID) water savings including environmentakséengfits
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
o0dzZAf RAy3a: STFFAOIOE 2F [ L5 OSNIATAOFGAZ2Yyas dzasS 27

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 laihdscape.

Information for each prioritis providedon separate pagésr ease of review. Tables inclutte

percentage and number of responses for each attitude statardertex of opinion(see figure 1) and
responsepresentedby organization. Oservations and some general conclusions each Research Priority
are presented.

15
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Priority 1: Impact of Rerceptions 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 bart@emsstalling 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 couldnclude 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 encedrag implementation by local governments.

Table3. Priority 1 detailed responses and Index of Opinion

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly T Rating Response | Indexof
on't Know L
Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree Average Count Op|n|0n

1a) Research in this area will
contribute directly to the Conserve 0.0% (0) 10.8% (4) 5.4% (2) 32.4% (12) 51.4% (19) 0.0% (0) 4.24 S CP +
Florida Water Clearinghouse Guide.

1b) Research in this area will
contribute to guantifying water 27% (1) 20.7% (11) 13.6% (6) 18.9% (7) 35.1% (13) 0.0% (0) 3.54 ar NC +
savings.

1c) The data needed for research
projects in this priority area is 13.5% (5) 40.5% (15) 16.2% (B) 16.2% (6) 5.4% (2) B.1% (3) 2.56 a7 NCC
readily available.

1d) It is important to compile the
data needed for research projects
X . . . 0.0% (0) 5.4% (2) 5.4% (2) 32.4% (12) 56.8% (21) 0.0% (0) 4.41 ar CP +
in this priority area., if it is not

readily available.

1e) My institution is well positioned
to use the results of research in 0.0% (0) 2.7% (1) 24.3% (9) 27.0% (10) 40.5% (15) 5.4% (2) 4.11 a0 CP
this priority area.

Table4. Priority 1 rating average by orgaration

Organization n= la) 1b) 1c) 1d) le)
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
NonGovernmental Organizatiol 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:
Statemenag, relevancd 83.8% of respondents strongly or somewhat agreed
Statement, data importancé 89.2% of all reponded positive
Somewhat Positive Response:
Statemeng, fundabilityi 67.6% of respondents strongly or somewhat agreed (the lowest
positive response to this statement among all Priori2e8). 7 % Newutr al / Donot
highestpercentage fathis staterant among all Priorities)
No Clear Majority Opinion:
Statemenb, research impacisMostly positive, 54.1% of respondents strongly or
somewhat agree®2.4% strongly osomewhat disagreed3.5% chose
ANei thero
Statement, data availability Mostly negéaive, 54.1% of respondents disagre2t.6%
agreed

Utility - had highest average respoifi@estatement, data importanceln fact,the Utility group
had a consistently high response to statem@ictoss all priorities indicating thdtese
respondentgeelit is important to compile the data needed for researettl priority area.

Water Management District respondents indicated a high average rating for statement
relevanceo the Guide, but low for statememtresearch impacts.

Conclusions

Theresponses indicated that researcRriiority 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 rebeaauild contribute to quantifying water savings. Over

62% of respondentéhe highespercentagef any priority) indicated that the data needed for this priority

is not readily availablelhis priorityalso had one of the lowdstelsof agreement and erof the highest
percenageo f neut r al or d osmi@rmengfundabilityraedssefudness ef sesuftso r

which may reflect the complexity of understanding the type of research, data, methods and benefits of the
type of research. So, althoutite need for research in this priority area remains high, the knowledge of

how to obtain the data and how the results will be usescamewhatnclear.

17



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 ratesatésred r
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?

Table5. Priority 2 detailed responses and Index of Opinion

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly Don't Know Rating Response Indexof
Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree Average Count Opinion

2a) Research in this area will
contribute directly to the Conserve 0.0% (0) 5.4% (2) 5.4% (2) 21.6% (8) 67.6% (25) 0.0% (0) 4.51 ar CP +
Florida Water Clearinghouse Guide.

2b) Research in this area will
contribute to quantifying water 27% (1) 2.7% (1) 8.1% (3) 27.0% (10) 56.8% (21) 2.7% (1) 4.36 ar CP +
savings.

2c) The data needed for research
projects in this priority area is 5.4% (2) 24.3% (9) 0.0% (D) 45.9% (17) 16.2% (B) B.1% (3) 3.47 3r NC +
readily available.

2d) It is important to compile the
data needed for research projects
in this priority area. if it is not
readily available.

0.0% (0) 2.8% (1) 2.8% (1) 36.1% (13) 58.3% (21) 0.0% (0) 4.50 36 CP +

2e) My institution is well positioned
to use the results of research in 0.0% (0) 2.8% (1) 11.1% (4) 36.1% (13) 47.2% (17) 2.8% (1) 4.31 36 CP +
this pricrity area.

Table6. Priority 2 rating average by organization

Organization n= 2a) 2b) 2¢C) 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 4.86 457 3.57 4.43 3.67
NonGovernmental Organizatiot 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 37 451 4.36 3.47 4.50 4.31
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Priority 2: Pricing and Water Rates

Observations

Clear Positive ResponsésP +)
Statemeng, relevancd Second highest positive response for thisryin89.2%
(although clearly the highest in the numbérespondentthat strongly agreed)
Statemenb, research impacfisThird highest positive response: 83.8Moderate level of
Neutral/ Donét Know responses: 10. 8%
Statementl, data importancé Highestpositive response for this priority: 94.4%
(although somewhat lower thatatemeng, relevancein numberof respondents

thatstrongly agreed)
Statemeng, fundabilityi 83.3% Strongly or Somewhat agrééoderate level of
Neutral/ Donét K¥ow responses: 13

No Clear Majority Opinior(NC +):.
Statement, data availabilityy Mostly Positive: 62.29Btrongly or Somewhat Agree;
29.7% Strongly or Somewhat Disagrééo d er at e | evel of D

onobt

responses: 8.1%h 0 fA Nei t heFreowerre ssrpeosmpsoen @ g |l yowar d

agree or disagree extremes

Water Management Districespondents felt that research in this ardaghkly useful,
guantifiable andawill contribute to th&uide

Local Government and Ultilityespondentsated this priority as lower in relevancethe Quide,
while State Governménd Universityespondentsatedit highest in relevance to tiguide.

Conclusions

Priority 2: Pricing and Water Ratesceived clearly positive responses for all the attitude statements, with
amoderate level of strongggreeresponses Research in Pricing and Water rates will contribute to water
savings and be useful to institutioriBhere was a high level of agreement in terms of research in this
priority area contributiomo the GuideHowever an institutional diffence was observed, with State
Government and University respondents rating it highly relevant and Local Governments and Utility
rating it less relevantThe strong positive, limited negative and no neutral responses regarding the
importance of compilinglataindicates clear agreement in this arBais Research Priority was the focus

of

ast yearodos CFWC Research Synthesis in an

19

effo



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 conselsta
planning tool.

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

and local governments such as identificatiobanfriers to accurately pricing water and strategies to

overcome them (i.e. sever@ntaxes, 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, AAre wuser s us i nlgatiomoftheconsération devel op
fi

e
benefits of informational billing to deter mine W

Table7. Priority 3 detailed responses and Index of Opinion

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly Don't K Rating  Response Indexof
on't Know .
Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree Average Count Opinion

3a) Research in this area will
contribute directly to the Conserve 27% (1) 2.7% (1) 2.7% (1) 27.0% (10) 64.9% (24) 0.0% (0) 4.49 ar CP +
Florida Water Clearinghouse Guide.

3b) Research in this area will
contribute to quantifying water 27% (1) 18.9% (7) B.1% (3) 24.3% (9) 45.9% (17) 0.0% (0) 3.92 37 NC +
savings.

3c) The data needed for research
projects in this priority area is 5.4% (2) 24.3% (9) 16.2% (6) 21.6% (8) 13.5% (5) 18.9% (7) 3.17 3r NC
readily available.

3d) It is important to compile the
data needed for research projects
o ) M 0.0% (0) 2.7% (1) 5.4% (2) 29.7% (11) 59.5% (22) 2.7% (1) 4.50 ar CP +

in this priority area. if it is not

readily available.

3e) My institution is well positioned
to use the results of research in 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 10.8% (4) 29.7% (11) 54.1% (20) 5.4% (2) 4.46 g% CP +
this prierity area.

Table 8. Priority 3 rating averageylorganization

Organization n= 3a) 3b) 3c) 3d) 3e)
Water Management District 7 4.29 3.43 3.40 443 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 Organizatiol 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:
Statemena, relevancei Highest positive response for this priority: 91.9%
Statement], data importancé Second highest positive response for this priority: 89.2%

Moderate | evel of Neutral/ Donét Know r e:
Statemeng, fundability i Third highest positive respse: 83.8%; No disagree responses
Moder ate | evel of Neutral/ Dondét Know r e:

No Clear Majority Opinion:

Statemenb, research impactsMostly positive: 70.2% Agree; 21.6% Disagree,
Moderate level oNeutral responses: 8.1%, Private entity &hdGovt. each had
83.3% of their respondents agr&#¢MD, 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, data availability’ 35.1% Agree; 29.7% Disagree; High level of
Neutral/ Dondt 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 researcPriority 3: Incentives and Planningould 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 disagreeditility and Private Entity responses in particular saw research in this

priority area as highly relevant in contributing to the GuiBesearch in this area was less likely seen to
contribute to the quantification of water savings. Although there was no clear donpiraoh segarding

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 linkhe need tdetterunderstand social dagand 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 sas 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 @a includes gathering information to compare landscaping and
irrigation practicesod0 costs and effectiveness.
between traditional landscaping and Florida Friendly Landscaping; gather information soafaand
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 delepments 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 ihdBrgation

practices.

Table 9. Priority 4 detailed responses and Index of Opinion

Strongly Somewhat  Neither Agree  Somewhat Strongly AT Rating Response | Indexof
on't Know .
Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree Average Count Oplnlon

4a) Research in this area will
centribute directly to the Conserve 0.0% (0) 8.1% (3) B.1% (3) 27.0% (10) 51.4% (19) 5.4% (2) 4.28 37 CP
Florida Water Clearinghouse Guide.

4b) Research in this area will

contribute to quantifying water 0.0% (0} 10.8% (4) 13.5% (5) 21.6% (8) 54.1% (20) 0.0% (0) 4.19 37 CP
savings.
4c) The data needed for research
projects in this priority area is 54% (2) 32.4% (12) 8.1% (3) 29.7% (11) 8.1% (3) 16.2% (8) 3.03 37 NC

readily available.

4d) It is important to compile the
data needed for research projects
in this priority area, if it is not
readily available.

0.0% (0) 2.7% (1) 8.1% (3) 29.7% (11) 59.5% (22) 0.0% (0) 4.46 a7 CP +

4e) My institution is well positioned
to use the results of research in 0.0% (0) 2.7% (1) 18.9% (7) 35.1% (13) 35.1% (13) 8.1% (3) 4.12 37 CP
this priority area.

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
NonGovernmentaOrganization 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 4.46 412
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Priority 4: Quantification of Low Impact Development
Observations

Clear Positive Response:
Statement], data imprtancei 89.2% Strongly or Somewhat Agree; 2.7% Strongly or
Somewhat Disagree; Moderate level of Neutral responses: 8.1%

Somewhat Positive Responses:
Statemenag, relevancd 78.4% Strongly or Somewhat Agree; Moderate level of
Neutral/ Dondé6136kow response
Statemenb, research impacts75.7% Strongly or Somewhat Agree; Moderate level of
Neutral responses: 13.5%
Statemeng, fundabilityi 70.2% Strongly or Somewhat Agree; High level of
Neutral/ Dondt Know responses: 27.0%

No Clear Majority Opinion:
Statement, data availabilityf 37.8% Strongly or Somewhat Agree; 37.8 Strongly or
Somewhat Disagree; Hi gh | evel of Neutral/ Do

Local Government and Water Management District respondents had lower rating averages in
terms of resaah 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 alslity to
the information high.

Conclusions

The support foPriority 4: Quantification of Low Impact Developmesas moderate, with only a clearly
positive opinion indicated for the need to compile data. Although over 70% responded positively to the
researclbeing useful to their institution, those were evenly split between strongly and somewhat agree,
and there was a moderately high level of unknown and neutral respbineeswas also a contrast by
organization regarding the contribution of research mahea 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
buil ding, efficacy oft elrInD boerktoi)f.i cati ons, use of

Description:  Research in this priority area will focus on topics relevant to the building construction
community, such as determiningtted ni mum bui | di ng -sff aindiaentso f ®o mmu i i
costbenefit analysis of retrbitting existing homes with lowor nor irrigated landscape design,

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

practicesd cost, effectiveness, and enndiFloriden ment al
Friendly Landscaping. Additionally, research in this topic area will examine who the decskens are,
including buildersé and contractorsd influence me

irrigation and landscapes.

Table 11. Priority 5 detailed responses and Index of Opinion

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly Y Rating Response Indexof
on't Know .
Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree Average Count Oplnlon

5a) Research in this area will
contribute directly to the Conserve 27% (1) 2.7% (1) 10.8% (4) 32.4% (12) 43.2% (16) 8.1% (3) 4.21 37 CP
Florida Water Clearinghouse Guide.

5b) Research in this area will
contribute to quantifying water 0.0% (0} 2.7% (1) 2.7% (1) 37.8% (14) 51.4% (18) 5.4% (2) 4.48 37 CP +
savings.

5c) The data needed for research
projects in this priority area is 8.1% (3) 10.8% (4) 13.5% (5) 32.4% (12) 16.2% (B) 18.9% (7) 3.47 37 NC
readily available.

5d) It is important to compile the
data needed for research projects
in this pricrity area, if it is not
readily available.

0.0% (0) 2.7% (1) 5.4% (2) 45.9% (17) 40.5% (15) 5.4% (2) 4.31 a7 CP +

5e) My institution is well positioned
to use the results of research in 0.0% (0) 5.4% (2) 24.3% (9) 32.4% (12) 32.4% (12) 5.4% (2) 3.97 37 CP
this priority area.

Table 12. Priority 5 rating average by organization

Organization n= 5a) 5b) 5¢) 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
NonGovernmental Organizatior 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:
Statemenb, research impacts89.2% Strongly or Somewhat Agree
Statement], data importancé 86.4% Strongly or Somewhat Agree; Moderate level of
Neutral/ Donét Know responses: 10. 8%

Somewhat Positive Responses:
Statemenag, relevancd 75.6% Strongly or Somewhat Agree; Moderate level of
Neutral / Donot Know responses: al8. ©%;n WM nan

responses
Statemeng, fundability i 64.8% Strongly or Somewhat Agree; 5.4% Strongly or
Somewhat Disagree; Hi gh | evel of Neutral/ Do

No Clear Majority Opinion:
Statement, data availabilityy 48.6% Strongly or Somewhat Aag; 18.9% Disagree;
Hi gh | evel of Newutral/ Donbét Know responses:

StateUniversityand Utility respondest | ower average rating reflect
responses. Local Governments also had a high lei®lboh 6 t relSportses to this gation.

Conclusions

Responses indicated moderate support for reseaketidrity 5: GonstructionBenchmarks foMinimal
WaterUse This priority was not viewed as significantly contributing to the CFWC Guidses or
immediately useful to the participatingstitutions. Although as with all of the priorities, there was an
agreement that data is needethere 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 resitial landscaping and relationship between the
volume of water usage and quality of landscape.

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

amount) for different landscapes based on site conditionguadity (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 settingsrichange i
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

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly Don't K Rating  Response Indexof
on't Know .
Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree Average Count Op|n|0n

Ba) Research in this area will
contribute directly to the Conserve 5.68% (2) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 13.9% (5) B0.6% (29) 0.0% (0) 4.64 36 P+
Florida Water Clearinghouse Guide.

Bb) Research in this area will
contribute to guantifying water 0.0% (0) 2.8% (1) 8.3% (3) 13.9% (5) 75.0% (27) 0.0% (0) 4.81 36 CP +
savings.

6c) The data needed for research
projects in this priority area is 8.6% (3) 22.9% (8) 2.9% (1) 25.7% (9) 28.6% (10) 11.4% (4) 3.48 35 NC +
readily available.

6d) It is important to compile the
data needed for research projects

0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 25.0% (9) 72.2% (26) 2.8% (1) 4.74 36 CP +
in this pricrity area, if it is not

readily available.

Be) My institution is well positioned
to use the results of research in 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 16.7% (B) 22.2% (8) 61.1% (22) 0.0% (0) 4.44 36 CP +
this priority area.

Table 14. Priority 6 rating average by organization

Organization n= 6a) 6b) 6¢) 6d) 6e)
Water Management District 7 4.71 4.57 2.83 457 471
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: Residenial Benchmarks for Minimal Landscape Water Use
Observations

Clear Positive Responses:

Statement], data importancé 97.2% Strongly or Somewhat Agree; Highest level of
agreement for any of the priorities on entire survey

Statemenag, relevancd 94.5% Stragly or Somewhat Agree; Most Strongly Agree
responses of any question on survey

Statemenb, research impacts88.9% Strongly or Somewhat Agree; Moderate level of
Neutral responses: 8.3%

Statemeng, fundabilityi 83.3% Strongly or Somewhat Agree; Moderkgvel of Neutral
responses: 16.7%

No Clear Majority Opinion:

Statement, data availabilityy Mostly Positive: 54.3% Strongly or Somewhat Agree;
31.5% Strongly or Somewhat Disagree; Mo «
responses: 14.3%@nl y 2. 9% fArNed gpdireses shows high
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 usefulngs 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 needdr research irPriority 6: ResidentiaBenchmarks foMinimal Landscap&VaterUse

received both the highest level of strongly agree responses for each attitude statement, as well as one of
the lowestlevedo f n e ut rt&rlow respahsesl dmedesponses reflect a significantly positive and
shared view of the relevance, usefulness, and need for research in thRemearch in this area will
contribute directly to the CFWC guide, contributes to quantifying water saeindsyill 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 Staterliversity and NGO respondents were lower while their view of relevance to the
Guide was high.Therewas no clear majority opinion regang the availability of datawith the

responsebeing relatively evenly spliindicating that CFWC could benefit froareview 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. Abix 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 ciResetarch 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 Be nchmarks for Minimal Water Use (no change)

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

In addition to the analysis of responses toviittlial 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 Prioritie§.he summary results for ranking are presentadhtel5 below Due to a hjjh

uncertainty of opinion oStatement, data availabilityas explained Section a.1, itvas not included in

the calculation®sf the weighted average response for each priarifather, the rankings are based on
theaveragaesponses ta, relevane, b, research impactsl, data importanceande, fundability.

Across all organization®riority 6: Residential Benchmarks for Minimal Landscape Water tesarly
ranked as #1 with a weighted average response ofltréceived the highest averageal response
highest average rating in all but two organizatj@rsl thesingle highest average rating from any group
(Private Entity-7 responses)In addition, althoughocal Government respondents rated all Priorities
consistently lowefunder 3.9 than other respondent groups, they rd&édrity 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, &8rdost important, Utilitygroup rated it at"with Priority 3,

Incentives and Planning, as #2. Priorityritpact of Perceptions and Practice on Conservatias
consistently ranked as lowest or second lowest by all organizations, except for NGO where it tied with
another pridty for 2" Note, however, the NGO group response was based on only one response.
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Table 15. Weighted average response for each priority by organization

Organization n= Priority 1 Priority 2 Priority 3 Priority 4 Priority 5 Priority 6
Water Management

District 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
State Government 6 4.17 4.54 4.43 4.70 4.38 4.67
Local Government 5 3.75 3.89 3.84 3.78 3.75 4.35
State University 7 3.78 4.41 4.32 4.31 3.93 4.58
Non-Governmental

Organization 1 4,75 4.75 5.00 3.75 4.00 4.50
Private 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

Table 16. Priority ranking by organization

Organization Priority 1~ Priority 2 Priority 3  Priority 4  Priority 5  Priority 6
Water Management District 5" 2" 4" 6" 3 1™
util ity 6th 5th 2nd 4th 3rd 1st
State Government 6" 3¢ 4" 1% 5" 2"
Local Government 5" 2" 3¢ 4" 5" 1
State University 6" 2" 3 4" 5" 1%
Non-Govermmental Organization 2™ 2" 1% 6" 5" 4"
(tie) (tie)
Private Entity 6" 2" 3 5" 4" 1%
Overall 6" 2" 3¢ 4" 5" 1%

In addition to the existing prioritiesegeral suggestions were made in response to #reamed

guestiorregarding newprioritiesthat might be considered in future research agentlas responses

appear below, bgrganization Many of thesesuggestionseiterate the interest by all organizations in
Aquanti fying savi ngs oManyreflecethe buerd prioriges, b@vevarmaewyp r act i ¢
suggestegbriority that wasot included in the list from lagear focusean coolingtowerresearch.

Water Management DistricHow often is installation of an irrigation system done correctly (for
optimal efficiency) ly professionals? How many homeowners who have automatic irrigation
systems "seit and forget it" vs. take control of their timers (i.e. manually shut it off when rainfall
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is sufficient or during the cooler months when less is needed)?; Effectivenesertarserving
technology.

utility: Cooling tower researdhMethods and true efficiency; Water budget rétesfects of,
and ability to implement and administer; Technology benefits for conservation (i.e. soil moisture
sensors, automatic meter readingrtonitor use, etc.)

State governmenttrategies 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, ardnversion of nourf to micrairrigation with
evapotranspiration or seihoisture based controllers.

Local GovernmentResearch in development of a regional storm water retention area useable to
several municipal entities at a time for holding and iingdfor later use; Development of

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

in confined | ayers that wouldnodot i mpact fresh

State university Relationship of humabehavior to water conservationdentification of
fcul tur al mo d e | s pProfedted voat sawings af iorigasion reduetioni (duato
reduction in peak seasonal deman&sliability of savings for a [particular] conservation
practice

Private entity: Drinking wateri Costeffectiveness/watesavings of new watgsroducing
technologiesindustrial, commercial, and investment (ICI) property water use compared to
residential usePersonal ossite storage facilities Such as cisterns and rdiarrels, which
capture and store rainwater for reuse
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b) Survey Findings related to Identifying Research Synthesis Focus

The2008 CFWCResearkh Synthesidocusedon pricirg and water rates with a particular focus on
conservation and drought rateBhis section of the survey focusedidantifying a potental new
research synthesis topic. The survey incluglgdestion asking about tlevel of agreement as to which
of thecurrent priorities should be selected for the next Research Synthesis as well asemdegen
guestion asking the respondent what new priority they would like toHukel2008research synthesis
topicwas not included as an optiomhe final question as an opeended 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 FResityesttial

Benchmarks for Minimal Landscape Water LUBgority 6 had ®ut 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
AStongly Agr eeod wi tldceniives,and®@nnidg®esigriPof waterconseyvatidn:

incentive programsvas the second highest rated topic for the next synthesis paper, with 54.1% of
respondents who AStrongly Agreed, and a mean resp

Observations orttitude Statemenfsr Next Synthesis Topic

Clear Positive Responses (Top 3 priorities):

Priority 6: Residential Benchmarks for Minimal Landscape Water Use
e 83.3% Agree (69.4% Strongly Agredjighest percentage strongly agree for alidsp
e 8.3% Disagrece; 8. 3% Neutral/ Donot Know
¢ Mean 4.44; Standard Deviation 0, Highest mean of all topics

Priority 3: Incentives and PlannifigDesign of water conservation incentive programs
e 83.8% Agree (54.1% Strongly Agre§econd highest percentageagly agree for any
e 5. 4% Disagreece; 10. 8% Neutral/ Donot Know
e Mean 4.32; Standard Deviation 0.88

Priority 1 : Impact of Perceptions and Practice on Conservation
e 81.1% Agree (51.4% Strongly Agree)
e 10.8% Disagree; 8.1% Neutral/ Donot Know
e Mean 4.19; Standardd®iation 1.08

Somewhat Positive Responses:
Priority 4: Quantification of Low Impact Development
e 78.3% Agree (43.2% Strongly Agree)
e 5. 4% Disagr ece,; 16. 2% Neutral/ Donot Know
e Mean 4.16; Standard Deviation 0.90
Priority 5: Construction Benchmarks for Minimal &tér Use
o 72.2% Agree (47.2% Strongly Agree)
e 11. 1% Disagree ; 16. 7% Neutral/ Dondt Know
e Mean 4.11; Standard Deviation 1.05
Each organizationb6és average rating was highest fo

which rated Priority 3 thhighest on average. See table 18.
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Table 17. Next Synthesis Topic Detailed Responses

Indexof
Opinion

CP +

CP +

CP

CP

CP+

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