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Appendix F. Polling Response Statistics by Participant Affiliation

Supplemental Cross-tabulations: Frequencies and Means & Medians
(Note: Total percentages and means vary slightly from group rankings and chart totals due to missing affiliation data)

Primary affiligtion™
Characteristic? Federal State/Prov | NGO/Un/Oth Tatal
hat has heeg waur role in the Applicant BL ] L] 3304 L
RCH program? Fdministrative 3% 3% = 5%
State Rewiew Team 0% 5% &% 20%
Tech Review Team 3% 27% 0% 1%
Mot invalved E3%%h 16840 A0% 380
Total 22 ar 12 il
‘What has bean your rale in the Steerng Committes A% 2% 27% 1%
-
L& program’ Technical Committes 41 1304 1204 3%
Project Participant L 0% LE 4%
Mot Invalved 41% E1% 4584 520
Total 22 38 11 T
| =pand the largest proportion of LCC a0% L] 1884 20%4
my time on this regional inftiative: RCH Ty T pETTY 0%
J A% 11% 9% 4%
FHP 1% 3% 9% T
SUG 0% 50% 9% 28%
Other 25% 2% 6% 17%
Total 22 ] 11 il
On awverage, 1:al:n:-l.rt ul.:liha't . 4 Mone 3% 80 084 7o
percentage of wour duty time do
ywou typically spend on regional 1%-15% N T3 17 4%
consenvation responsibilities" 650 04 1604 1704 1484
A1%-T5% 9% L] 24 B4
TEE-100% 32% 0% 5804 20%
Total 22 B 12 T
| attended Albany 1 ez LT ] 320 L] 21%
Ho 864 E1% 82% Ti%
What's Abany 17 0% 3% 9% %
Don't remember A% A% 0% 4%
Total 2z it} 11 il
vy position in regional Director LT 1% L] 0%
gonservation is: Pdministrator 23% 165 994 17%
Program hdanager RL ] 4180 1804 2B
Binlogist 27% 30% 3654 0%
Other 3654 L] 27% 17%
Total 22 v 11 70
Do you agree that a comman iy strongly BRL 3200 bR 4194
Zl:#;gﬂfartci;ﬁ;eeded for regional Strongly P % P 1%
Somewhat A% 19% L 1584
Slightly A% A% 0% 4%
Total 22 w 11 7o
Elnes_}:lhe general set of elements Yes 21% 3% 43% 13%
ezcribing 3 conservation -
framawork make sanse to yvou? Fairly well 38 3% 43% 3%
Heeds wark 21% 19% %% 18%
Rewarked 0% 3% 0% 2%
Total 19 36 11 EE
Bazed on }r-:-urlexpgarien;e with Al thers 14% A% 5% 13%
conservation planning, decision-
making, and delivery, are there Mast there 570 E2% 1% 5%
any key elements or concepts Some missing 1954 3204 200 2704
missing from this frAmework?
Mot sure 10%% A% 11%% ER4
Total 1 B 4 B




Appendix F. Polling Response Statistics by Participant Affiliation

Primary affiliation™

lwapping Project Prionties Federal StatesProw MG O/UnsCth Tatal
Priorty Habitat happing a) Strongly disagres 0% Eg 2204 7%
Aeeuracy (DAL Dizagree 160 160 0% 1%
Meutral 1% 34% 11%4 27%
Agree 55% 26% 4% 35%
Strongly agree 1% 160G 2204 14t
Total 14 a2 | [:11]
Priority Habitat hispping b hdodel Strongly disagres Rl ] L] 1194 A%
validation Disagres 20% 0% 0% 2%
MHeutral 15% 21% 44404 3%
Agree 55% 30% 3304 9%
Strongly agres A% 15% 11% 11%
Total 20 33 | B2
Priorty Habitat happing <) Strongly disagres 0% 0% 084 0%
Linkages to other databases Dizagres e =% % 150
Meutral 16%4 35%% 4494 20%
Agres 47% 30% 4494 35%%
Strongly agree 3200 12% 1% 1804
Total 14 33 | B1
Priority Habitat happing d) Finish Strongly disagree A% 0% 0% 2%
Tahg) all systems (Lanada, Disagres 15% 12% 1% 13%
Meutral 10% 24% 11% 18%
Agres A40% 39% 0% 34%
Strongly agres 20% 24% TE% 2%
Total 20 33 ] B2
Priority Habitat Mapping &) Strongly disagres BL L 084 L
oy, Produst fespectations. Dizagres 5% 5% % 16%
Meutral 10%% 18%4 3504 188
Agres 25% 3654 3554 2%
Strongly agree kL] 24% 2200 %4
Total 20 33 | B2
Priority Habitat hiapping 1) Strongly disagres 1% 1200 JILE ] 0%
Efafgl‘f.n?'a":',j'en"es (V. FHP. Dizagree 1% 3% 20% 1%
Meutral 2% 24% E0% 2%
Agres 26 2d% 20% 24%
Strongly agres 1% Lt ] Lt ] 204
Total 14 33 10 B2
Priority Habitat happing g0 Strongly dizagres A% A% 0% 20
gclﬁg'én;unlcatmng, tool kits, user Dizagres e e e T
Meutral 10%% 9% 11%% 10%
Agree 20% 30% 5684 1%
Strongly agree B BRL ] 3304 St
Total 20 33 | B2
Priorty Habitat happing h) Strongly disagres BL ] Eog Lt ] A%
E&ﬂ‘-’ focus areas using map Dizagres 0% 2% 0% T8%
Meutral 15% 15% 4% 19%
Agres 15% 5% 22%% 2E%%
Strongly agres hiRL ] 24% 2304 2204
Tutal 20 x] 3 E2
Priority Habitat happing i) Add Disagres 15% A% 0% BT
2yare Jand use, threats, r=Rgi@, [y rai 10% 2% 10% 17%
Pgree 0% 21% 40%% 27%
Strongly agree 450G A20 A0%4 4904
Total 20 33 10 ]
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Primary affiligtion™

Fedaral StateProw NGO/ UndCth Total?
Priarity frarm higher to [ower | hkean | bdedian | “alid H hiean hiedian | “alid M | hiean hiedian | “alid M hiean | hedian | “Alid H
Priority Habitat Mapping g0 4.400 3 20 4.303 5 33 4.222 4 k] 4323 5 B2
Communications, taol kits, user
guides
Priorty Habitat happing i) Add 4.050 4 20 422 3 33 4.400 3 10 4130 4 B3
layers gand uze, threats, refugia,
exotics
Priority Habitat happing d) Finish 3.750 4 20 3.758 4 33 4.444 5 ] 3855 4 B2
mapping all system= (Canada,
lakes)
Priority Habitat happing =) 3.900 4 20 3606 4 a3 3.BET 4 ] .70 4 B2
Us=able product (ezpectations,
limits))
Priority Habitat happing h) 3.750 4 20 3.4385 4 33 3.889 4 3 323 4 B2
Priority focus areas using map
output
Priority Habitat hepping «) 4053 4 13 3.303 3 33 3BT 4 3 35490 4 E1
Linkages to ather databaszes
Priority Habitat hepping a) 3579 4 13 32 3 3z 3444 4 3 3.417 4 [=11]
Aocuracy [LADIC)
Priority Habitat Mapping b) hodel 3.350 4 20 3242 3 33 3.333 3 3 3.290 4 B2
walidation
Priority Habitat h'h_lli',."ﬁ'_- fg 3.053 3 13 2 B0E 2 33 3.000 3 10 2806 3 B2
Define audiences F . FHP,
academial

3. Priorties from highest to lowest on basis of rounded mean scores for Total.
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Primary affiliation?

Gyestion: Fedearal State/Prov | NGOQILINOth Total
Dovyou agree on the need | Yery strongly G3% 44% 6% a2%
o A vation Strongly % 4% 4% 38%
goals? Samewhat 1% 2% 0% 2%
Slightly 2% 0% 0% 2%
Mot at all 0% 3% 0% 2%
Total 19 36 q G4
Primary affiliation?

Biological Assessment Priorities Federal State/Prov | MNGO/LINGth Total
Biological Asgessment Strongly disagree 0% 2% 0% 2%
Ferlsnurllttlse{Ssgn'tr?ees“i“se) rgp t?m Disagree 0% 0% 0% 0%
projects (products) Meutral 11% a% 11% H%

Adree A6 % 43% 44% 47 %
Stronaly agree 33% 46% 44% 42%
Total 18 ar ] G4
Biological Assessment Stronaly disadgree 0% 0% 0% 0%
carridars, Meutral 32% 16% 13% 20%
Agres 26% 43% a0% 9%
Stronaly agree 32% 30% 25% 30%
Total 148 ar a G4
Biological Assessment Stronaly disagree 0% 3% 0% 2%
e Foroi® [ Disagres 0% | o 0% [ %
Meutral 32% 168% 13% 22%
Agree 42% 43% a0% 44%
Strongly agree 26% 32% 38% 3%
Total 148 ar a G4
Biological Assessment Strongly disagres 0% 2% 0% a%
Priorilies 4. wondut Disagres 1% 25% 22% 23%
Making Warkshop Meutral a28% 42% 33% 45%
Agree 11% 22% 3% 20%
Stronaly agree 11% 3% 11% 5%
Total 14 36 ] G4
Biological Assessment Strongly disagree 1M1% 0% 0% 2%
Croriles, S, oy 652l | Disapres
best examples Meutral 42% 3% 33% 34%
Adree 16% 26% 33% 23%
Stronaly agree 21% IMN% 11% 25%
Tatal 148 a6 ] Fid
Biological Asgessment Strongly disadree 5% 1% 11% 5%
e o ant Disagres 1% 1% 0% o%
impartant species Meutral 42% 24% 33% MN%
Agree 26% 8% 44% 35%
Strongly agree 16% 24% 11% 20%
Total 148 ar ] G5
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Primary affiliation?

Biological Assessment Priorities Federal StatefFrov | NGOILINOth Total
Biological Assessment Strongly disagree 0% 6% 23% 6%
ot 2ot O hisagres 1% 3% 4% 15%

Meutral 44% % 11% 35%
Agree 3% 43% 11% 5%
Stronoly agree 11% % 11% 3%
Total 18 35 g 62
Binlogical Assessment Strongly disagres 5% 4% 14% f%
e i oo [[Disagree S % | o
hahitat changes Meutral 21% 43% 29% 5%
Agree 26% 27% 43% 259%
Stronoly agree 431% 19% 1% 24%
Total 19 ar T 63
Binlogical Assessment Stronaly disagree a% 3% 1% 3%
E'frmgnes 9 Assessment Dizagree =% % 1% 5%
completenessirepresenta | Meutral 21% 26% 3% 26%
fiveness Adres 37% 36% 72% 34%
Stronoly agree 3% % 33% 3%
Total 19 36 g 64
Binlogical Assessment Stronaly disagree 16% 0% 1% 2%
oo, 10 Ware Disagres 37% 25% 7% 7%
vulnerahilitythreat Meutral 47% 39% 33% 41%
analysis
Agree 0% 19% 44% 17 %
Stronaly agree A% 17% 1% 11%
Total 15 36 ] 64
Binlogical Assessment Stronaly disagree 1% 0% 1% 0%
e o PP # | Disagres 15% 1% 0% 1%
rsepgeigirnlaasl B%%ESEHTETWE Meutral 16% 16% 13% 16%
Agree 16% 8% G3% 3%
Stronaly agree 53% 8% 5% 1%
Total 15 ar a 64
Binlogical Assessment Strangly disagree 0% 0% 0% 0%
s e, s [Disagres o I e | o%
and representative Meutral 1% 36% 44% 30%
SHBLIES Anres 56% 30% 1% 34%
Stranghly agree 28% 24% 33% 2T%
Total 18 ar ] 64
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Primary affiliation?

Biological Assessment Priorities Federal StatefFrov | NGOILINOth Total
Biological Assessment Strongly disagree 2% 0% 0% 2%
Friontles 13 Disagree 5% 8% 0% 6%

prment and
evaluating models to Meutral 21% 42% a6% 38%
identity adequate Agree 7% 19% 7% 276%

Stronoly agree 1% % 21% 2T%
Total 19 36 g 64
Binlogical Assessment Strongly disagres 16% 0% 0% 5%
ﬁ;‘g&'g%gr;ﬁhé%ﬁgd'am Disagree 1% 14% 0% 1%
impacts Meutral 11% 11% 25% 13%
Agree 7% 41% 63% 45%
Stronoly agree 16% 3% 13% 2%
Total 19 ar a 64
Binlogical Assessment Stronaly disagree 1% a% 1% 3%
Frories 19.In1he New I Bicagres 5% 1% 0% 8%
adopting a consistent Meutral 16% 24% 13% 20%
formatiemplate Adres 32% 37% 38% 33%
Stronoly agree 47 % 2T% al% J6%
Total 19 ar a 64
Binlogical Assessment Stronaly disagree 1% 0% 1% 0%
e S reanae® | Disagres 1% B% 13% a%
develop regiohal Meutral 3% 33% 13% 33%
hopulation goals Anree 32% 30% B3% 34%
Stronaly agree 26% 24% 13% 23%
Total 15 ar a 64
Binlogical Assessment Stronaly disagree 1% 0% 1% 0%
e ey | Disagres 5% 16% 0% 1%
YAF revisions Meutral 5% 0% 3% 23%
Agree 63% 24% 11% 34%
Stronaly agree 26% 0% aE% 3%
Total 15 ar ] 65
Binlogical Assessment Strangly disagree 5% 4% 0% 5%
e eaisialle), [ Disagree
gither species of suites of | Neutral 16% 39% 3% 0%
species and hahitats Agree % 1% T3% %
Stranghly agree 26% 19% 33% 23%
Total 19 ar a 64
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Primary affiliation’

Federal StatesProw MG O/UnfCth Tatal?
o ) "Alid "Alid " Alid
Priority from higher to lower hdean | hdedian H hiean hdedian H hidean hdedian H hiean hdedian | “alid N
Biological Azsessment Prionties 4222 4.000 18 4287 4.000 ar 4.333 4.000 3 4.281 4.000 Ed

1. Deliver the results (synthesis)
of the projects (products)

Biological Assessment Priorties 4.053 5.000 14 4.000 4.000 a7 4125 4.000 3 4.031 4.000 B4
1. Develop @ process to develop
regional representative species

goals

Biological Aszessment Priorties 3847 4.000 14 4.000 4.000 ar 4250 4.000 ] 4016 4.000 Ed
3. Create distribution maps

Biological Assessment Priorties 4.211 4.000 14 3649 4.000 ar 4375 4.500 ] 3.906 4.000 Ed

15, In the new SUIAPs
recommend adopting 3 consistent
formattemplate

Biological A=sessment Priorties 4105 4.000 15 3.ETE 4.000 £ 4222 5.000 4 3877 4.000 B3
17. An SGCH analys=es for
preparing WAP revisions

Biological Azsessment Priomties a.red 4.000 19 3.9149 4.000 ar R 4.000 3 R 4.000 Ed
2. Development of habitat focus
areas and comidors.

Biological Assessment Priorties 3.842 4.000 19 3861 4.000 35 3778 4.000 3 3.844 4.000 Ed
9. Azzessment of the

completenessirepresentativeness

Biological Azsessment Prionties 4 0356 4.000 18 3.ETE 4.000 a7 3.EEY 2.000 3 278 4.000 Ed
12. Marine, aquatic, plants data
gaps and representative species

Biological Assessment Priorties 3.368 4.000 19 3473 4.000 a7 3875 4.000 3 3781 4.000 Ed
14, Immediate neads for
emerging impacts

Biological A=szessment Priorties 3787 4.000 14 aryez 2.500 36 3BT 2.000 ] 3.7149 4.000 B4
13. Development and ewvaluating
miadels to identify adequate
streamtlom

Biological Assessment Priofties 3.7ET 4.000 19 3703 4.000 a7 3.ra0 4.000 3 3714 4.000 Ed
16. Consensus on 3 pilot process
to dewelop regional population
goals

Biological A=sessment Priorties 3.947 4.000 18 2.488 2.000 LT 3.000 3.000 7 3.5 4.000 B3
&. Cross-cutting understanding of
aquatic habitat changes

Biological A=szessment Priorties 3368 3.000 14 a.vn: 4.000 T 3444 4.000 ] 3.569 4.000 [h]
f. Expand surveys for regionally
important species

Biological Assessment Priorties 3.263 3.000 14 3yzz 4.000 36 3.333 3.000 ] 353 3.000 B4
5. Identify focal areas that
represernt the best examples

Biological A=szessment Prioties 3632 4.000 14 .85 2.000 T 3.750 3.500 F] 3.484 3.500 B4
18. Apilot(s) goal setting exercise
for either species of suites of
species and habitats

Biological A=ssessment Priorties 3444 3.000 18 3543 2.000 35 2444 2.000 3 3242 3.000 B2
T. Capacity of species to adapt
Biological As=sessment Priorties 2474 3.000 13 3278 3.000 36 ez 3.000 3 303 3.000 Ed

10, Mare complete
wulnerability threat analysis

Biological Acsessment Priorties 3.1035 3.000 19 2861 2.000 35 3.533 3.000 3 3.000 3.000 Ed
4. Conduct Structured Decision
haking WMiorkshop

3. Priorties from highest to lowest on basis of rounded mean scores for Total.

Note: Order of priorities listed above differs slightly from actual group ranking order due
to missing affiliation data. See Appendix E for actual ranking based on group voting.
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Primary affiliation?

Consersation Priorities Federal StatefFrov | NGOILINOth Total
Conservation Priorities 1. | Stronaly disagree 6% 0% 0% 2%
jniuence other a0BNties  Mpisagres 5% 16% 14% 13%
conservation on a local Meutral 19% 24% 20% 23%
level Agres 56% 5% 43% 45%

Stronoly agree 13% 14% 14% 13%
Total 16 ar T 60
Conservation Priorities 2. [ Strongly disagres 1% 3% 1% 2%
Manage for species of Disagree 12% 14% 17% 13%
constituent importance Meutral 47% 41% a0% 43%
and 8GN Adres 24% 38% 17% 32%
Stronoly agree 18% a% 17% 10%
Total 17 ar 5] 60
Conservation Priorities 3. [ Strongly disagree 1% 0% 1% 0%
wertifcation ofhabitat M oicagres 5% 3% 0% 3%
(Regional to local) Meutral 18% 26% 20% 23%
PrOLess Adres 1% 33% 43% 37%
Stronoly agree 35% 39% 29% IT%
Total 17 36 T 60
Conservation Priarities 4. | Stronaly disagree 1% 3% 1% 2%
e e oT | Disagres 12% 14% 29% 15%
tiver hasin to the Region Meutral 41% 33% 43% Ir%
Agree 29% 22% 0% 22%
Stronaly agree 18% 28% 29% 25%
Total 17 36 T G0
Conserdation Priorities 5. [ Strongly disagree F % 0% 14% 3%
A ormaton selieny . [Diaauree % | 1% N IREL
requirernert Meutral 12% 11% 14% 12%
Agree 41% 28% 289% 3%
Stronaly agree I5% 42% 43% 40%
Total 17 36 T G0
Conservation Priorities 6. [ Strongly disagree F % 1% 1% 3%
e ' Disagres 5% 5% 0% 5%
communication specialist | Neutral 259% 14% 14% 17%
Agree 8% 0% 0% 28%
Stranghly agree 29% 411% 26% 42%
Total 16 ar 7 60
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Primary affiliation?

Consersation Priorities Federal StatefFrov | NGOILINOth Total
Conservation Priorities 7. | Stronaly disagree 1% 3% 0% 2%
Next generalonofiabiat [ Dicagres
ecological purpose Meutral 3% 27T% 1% 33%

Agree 25% 43% 0% ek
Stronoly agree % 3% 1% 13%
Total 16 ar T 60
Conservation Priarities 8. | Stronaly disagree 1% 0% 1% 0%
Wik with Disagree 5% 3% 0% 3%
implementersfusers,
translate the information Meutral % 2% 0% %
Into usable tools Adres 53% 6% 33% 47%
Stronoly agree 35% 43% A7 % 43%
Total 17 ar 5] 60
Conseration Priorities 9. [ Strongly disagres F % 0% 1% 2%
e e #1on MDizagree 7% 5% 4% 8%
areasispecies Meutral 18% 28% 14% 23%
Agree 35% 44% 29% 40%
Stronoly agree 29% 23% 43% 2%
Total 17 36 T 60
Conserdation Priorities Stronaly disagree 13% 3% 1% 3%
i e hest | Disagres 0% 4% 6% 7%
Management Practices Meutral 27% 24% 25% 25%
for invasives Anree 27% 35% 13% 30%
Stronaly agree 13% 19% 8% 20%
Total 15 ar a G0
Conservation Priarities Stronaly disagree 1% 3% 1% 2%
g;hglgr?rgﬁtnenhdueﬁign togl | Disagree B% 4% 13% 8%
Eﬁ:ﬂ':g&%ﬂeﬁ?amwe Meutral 22% 23% al% 26%
Agree 9% 43% 25% 9%
Stronaly agree 33% 23% 13% 25%
Total 18 Kia) a 61
Conserdation Priorities Stronaly disagree 1% 1% 1% 1%
A e [ Disagres 1% 1% 14% 1%
implementation details Meutral 11% 22% 29% 19%
Agree 0% 0% 289% 5%
Stranghly agree 28% 33% 29% 34%
Total 18 ar 7 62




Appendix F. Polling Response Statistics by Participant Affiliation

Primary affiliation?

Consersation Priorities Federal StatefFrov | NGOILINOth Total
Conservation Priorities Strongly disagree B % 0% 0% 2%
ot doanoa 1o 0r#te | TDisagres 6% 14% 25% 13%
delineate landscapes Meutral 28% 189% 13% 21%

Agree 28% 9% 13% 2%
Stronoly agree 33% 28% al% 3%
Total 18 36 a 62
Conserdation Priorities Stronaly disagree F % 0% 1% 2%
1Dﬁ-|g'r2%”s"g§$gf§fj'?a“°” Disagree 0% 0% 0% 0%
regional significance to Meutral 24% 11% 0% 13%
conserdation parners Rgree 5% F3% T4% 5%
Stronoly agree 35% 2T% 36 % J6%
Total 17 ar T 1
Conservation Priarities Stronaly disagree F % 0% 1% 2%
IS rameworkier [ Dicagmee % I
conservation capacity Meutral 22% 33% 0% 26%
Agree 44% J6% 63% 42%
Stronoly agree 8% 23% 2% 24%
Total 18 36 a 62
Conserdation Priorities Stronaly disagree 1% a% 14% 2%
oy dage sone At | Disagres 5% 14% 0% 10%
Meutral 24% 0% 20% 28%
Agree 18% 3% 29% 28%
Stronaly agree 53% 19% 29% 0%
Total 17 ar T 61
Conservation Priarities Stronaly disagree 1% 0% 13% 2%
17 Develop Disagree 0% 2% 13% 7%
comprehensive toolbox
Meutral 29% 28% 13% 26%
Agree 5% 421% al% 41%
Stronaly agree I5% 2% 13% 25%
Total 17 36 a 61
Conserdation Priotities Stronaly disagree 1% 1% 1% 1%
LE Drelop soneenaton [ Dicagres N |
representive species Meutral 24% 32% a0% 32%
Agree 29% 43% 8% 9%
Stranghly agree 47% 23% 13% 2T%
Total 17 ar a 62
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Priority from higher to lower

Primary affiliation™

Federal

StatesProwv

NGO Un/Tth

Total?

hizan

hiedian

“alid
N

llzan

hiedian

“lid
N

hwlean

luledian

“dalid
M

hizan

luledian

“Alid
M

Conservation Prionties 8. Work
with implementersfusers,
translate the infermation into
uzable tools

4176

4.000

17

4.297

4.000

v

4867

5.000

&

4.200

4.000

1]

Conservation Pricrties 14,
Prowide information on
landscapes of regional
significance to conservation
partners

3.94

4,000

17

4162

4,000

3T

4837

3.000

4180

4,000

&1

Conservation Prionties 3.
Idertification of habitat focus
areas with (Regional to local)
process

4.053

4.000

17

4083

4.000

i1

4.000

4.000

4067

4.000

1]

Conservation Priorties 12,
Provide cookbook or catalog of
on-the-ground implementation
details

2944

4.000

18

2945

4.000

T

374

4.000

3.918

4.000

[

Conservation Pricrties 18,
Develop consenvation designs for
multiple representive species

4233

4,000

17

3.838

4,000

3T

3623

3500

3.913

4,000

B2

Conservation Prionties 5. An
infarmation delivery machanizm
should be 3 requirement

334

4.000

17

3.917

4.000

1

3857

4.000

3917

4.000

1]

Conservation Prionties §. Take
existing RCH products and fund
a communication specialist

3683

4.000

16

3838

4.000

3T

4.714

3.000

3.900

4.000

1]

Conservation Priorties 9. Target
science translation (outreach)
efforts to areasfspecies

3706

4.000

17

3833

4.000

1

4.000

4.000

3817

4.000

1]

Conservation Prionties 13,
Owerday and integrate existing
dataszets to delineate landscapes

arTe

4.000

18

2808

4.000

i1

3873

4.500

3.808

4.000

B2

Conservation Priorties 15, A
framewark for building and
aligning conservation capacity

229

4.000

18

ar

4.000

36

4.000

4.000

3806

4.000

[

Conservation Priorties 17.
Dewvelop comprehensive toolbox

4.0:53

4.000

17

3778

4.000

36

337

4.000

3.803

4.000

1

Conservation Priorties 11.
llustrate how conservation design
tool can lead to adaptive
managemerit

4.000

4.000

18

4743

4.000

5]

3373

3.000

3770

4.000

B1

Conservation Priorties 16,
En?(a%e society and major
stakeholders

4176

a.000

17

3.453

4.000

ar

3457

4.000

3672

4.000

&1

Conservation Priorties 1.
Influence other agencies to better
incentivize conservation on a
local lewel

3625

4.000

16

3568

4.000

3T

357

4.000

3.583

4.000

1]

Conservation Priorties 4.
Eepand streamflow predictive
medel from CT river basin to the
Fegion

2529

2.000

17

2583

2.500

i1

3.286

3.000

3532

3.000

1]

Conservation Prionties 7. Meet
generation of habitat connectivity
wark defines ecological purpose

.30

4.000

16

2.3

4.000

ar

2.4

3.000

3.383

3.000

21

Conservation Prionties 10,
Dewvelop suite of regionally
standard Best hBAnagement
Practices for invasives

3067

3.000

13

3432

4,000

3T

3623

3500

3367

3,500

1]

Conservation Prionties 2.
wBnage for species of economic
concem or constituent importance
and 5GCH

347

3.000

17

3.297

3.000

3T

3.333

3.000

3.350

3.000

1]

3. Priorties from highest to lowest on basis of rounded mean scores for Total.

Note: Order of priorities listed above differs slightly from actual group ranking order due

to missing affiliation data. See Appendix E for actual ranking based on group voting.




Appendix F. Polling Response Statistics by Participant Affiliation

Frirmary affiliation?
Question Federal | State/Prov [ MGOULINOth Total

Your prirmary discipline Wildlifa 13% 83% anl% 43%

refative to regional Fisheries 0% 26% 13% 3%

Marine 20% 0% 0% a%

Watcualhydrol 13% 0% 0% 4%

LandEcol 20% f% 25% 12%

HumDirmen 0% 0% 0% 0%

Forester 0% 3% 13% 4%,

Other 13% 12% 0% 1%

Total 15 34 8 ar

Frirmary affiliation?

Monitoring Priarities Federal | State/Prov | MGOMInfDth Total
Manitaring Priorities 1. Strongly disagree 0% 3% 0% 2%
oo e NE Disagres 0% 6% 0% 1%
Ferfarmance Framework Meutral 27% 24% 25% 25%
Agree 47 % 3% a0% 9%
Strongly agree 2T% 5% 8% 2%
Total 16 34 a ar
Monitoring Priorities 2. Strongly disagree 7% 0% 0% 2%
Monioring protocol for Dizagree 33% 12% 14% 18%
hahitat quality Meutral 20% 26% 29% 4%
Agres 27% 47% 43% 41%
Strongly agree 13% 18% 14% 14%
Total 15 34 T 3]
Monitoring Priorities 3. Strangly disagree 7% 0% 0% 2%
mgnnrlgr?rmagnsavgé?’nr%ut at Disagree 0% 4% 25% 4%
multiple scales Meutral 13% 29% 8% 26%
Agree 83% 1% 25% 42%
Strangly agree 27% 1% 13% 21%
Total 15 34 a ar
Maonitaring Priorities 4. Strangly dizagree 0% 0% 0% 0%
o AR [Disagree (E I I I
species &target species Meutral 27% 2% 25% 0%
Agree 27% 5% a0% 5%
Strangly agree 33% 29% 0% 26%
Total 16 34 a ar
Monitoring Priorities 5. Strangly disagree 0% 0% 0% 0%
SO Grantfundedwork | Disagree % 0% 0% %
Meutral 1% 9% 13% 13%
Agree 43% 24% a0% 3%
Stronaly agree 29% A8 % 8% 4%
Total 14 34 a 3]
Monitoring Priorities B Strangly disagree 0% 3% 0% 2%
Long femt MONIEG AN [ Dicagres | % 0% | 5%
Meutral 20% 15% 8% 19%
Agree 27% 26% 25% 26%
Strangly agree 47% a0% 38% 47 %
Total 15 34 a ar




Appendix F. Polling Response Statistics by Participant Affiliation

Primary affiliation?

Monitaring Priorities Federal StatefFrov | MNGOILINOth Total
Monitoring Priorities 7. Strongly disagree 0% 1% 1% 0%
rénf?ég{:ingetr?easgsggfgtgchnical Disagree 13% B% 13% 4%
assistance Meutral 40% 33% 8% 6%
Agree 2T% 42% 8% 8%
Stronogly agree 20% 18% 13% 18%
Total 15 33 a 56
Monitaring Priorities 8. Stronoly disadree 0% 1% 1% 0%
hg”&é?gggggé“&g?em 0 Disagree 19% 1% 75% 1%
integrity) MHeutral 19% 42% 25% 3%
Agree 3% 33% 0% 5%
Stronogly agree % 3% 1% 1%
Total 16 33 a a7
Muaonitaring Priorities 9. Stronoly disadree 0% 3% 1% 2%
e ooy Disagres 15% 5% 1% 1%
Meutral 19% 29% 14% 26%
Agree 44% 35% 43% 9%
Stronogly agree 19% 6% 29% 25%
Total 16 34 7 a7
Manitaring Priorities 10 Stronoly disagree F% 1% 1% 2%
e o | Disagree 0% 12% 38% 12%
specific manageament Meutral 13% 45% 13% 32%
actions Adree 59% 30% 38% 47%
Strongly agree 13% 12% 13% 12%
Total 16 a3 a a¥
Manitaring Priorities 11 Stronoly disagree 0% 1% 1% 0%
rI|EJ1%tr?i$::lulr?r21 gUPnrlg?:;mes that | Disagree b% 4% 13% 4%
can be applied across Meutral 13% 15% 13% 14%
large areas Agree 44% 32% 25% 34%
Strongly agree 8% 4% 0% 43%
Total 16 a4 a a8
Manitaring Priorities 12, Stronoly disagree 0% 1% 1% 1%
pevelon & decision Malix oisagree 31% 15% 25% 2%
manitar MHeutral a6 % 29% J8% J8%
Agree 6% 8% 25% 28%
Strongly agree 6% 13% 13% 14%
Total 16 a4 a a8




Appendix F. Polling Response Statistics by Participant Affiliation

Primary affiliation?

Monitaring Priorities Federal StatefFrov | MNGOILINOth Total
Monitoring Priorities 13, Strongly disagree 0% 1% 1% 0%
ARG Disagres 13% 6% 0% %
monitaring programs Meutral 0% 26% 14% 17%
Agree 8% 40% 43% 40%
Stronogly agree al% 29% 43% 6%
Total 16 35 7 58
Manitaring Priorities 14 Stronoly disadree 0% 1% 1% 0%
Ldaeb’}{g;“;‘%gg%?ggggﬁg 3., [ Disagres 19% 5% 13% 10%
to monitor challenging Meutral E% 26% 38% 22%
priority species Agree 50% 56% 25% 50%
Stronogly agree 25% 12% 5% 17%
Total 16 34 a 58
Manitaring Priorities 15. Stronoly disadree 7% 9% 25% 10%
B and leohiner O [Disagree 0% 1% 25% 0%
changes that occur as a Meutral 47% 29% 25% 33%
result of NRCS (Farm Bill Agree 0% 0% T3% %
Stronogly agree T% 11% 13% 10%
Total 15 35 a 58
Manitaring Priorities 16. Stronoly disagree 0% 1% 13% 2%
including citizen science MHeutral 27% 29% 13% 26%
Agree 33% 40% 8% 8%
Strongly agree 20% 11% 13% 14%
Total 15 a5 a a8
Manitaring Priorities 17 Stronoly disagree 0% 1% 1% 0%
Speclfc pEMOMANce | Disagree % | % % | %
ghuétcbrs?;n;?gﬁgm partof | peutral 13% 23% 13% 19%
Agree 0% 40% 8% 421%
Strongly agree % % 25% N%
Total 16 a5 a a5
Maonitaring Priarities 18. Stronoly disagree 0% 1% 13% 2%
i B Turate Disagres 0% 3% 0% 2%
representative species Meutral 13% 24% 13% 19%
Agree 8% 48% 0% 46%
Strongly agree a0% 24% 29% 3%
Total 16 a3 a a7




Appendix F. Polling Response Statistics by Participant Affiliation

Priarity frorm higher to lower

Primary affiliation™

Federal

StateProwv

NG O/URSTth

Total?

flean

hiadian

“alid
M

hizan

hdedian

“dalid
M

hizan

tiedian

“alid
N

flean

iedian

“alid N

hionitoring Priorties 5. Reparting
l:ll'lril.IGGESS of 5WIG grant-funded
o

223

4.000

14

4.588

5.000

34

4250

4.000

2

4875

5000

36

hdonitoring Priorities 6. Long tem
manitoring and performance
evalugtion

4133

4,000

13

4.147

4,500

34

4,000

4,000

4123

4,000

ar

honitoring Priorties 11. Establish
Uniform bdonitoring Practices that
can be applied across large areas

4125

4.000

16

4118

4.000

34

41235

4400

4121

4.000

b

hanitoring Prionties 13, ldentify
and leverage existing federal
manitofing programs

4.2350

4500

16

34

4.000

33

4286

4.000

4052

4.000

b

hanitoring Prionties 17, Specific
performance critera and reporting
must be 3 required part of all
RCH projects

4063

4.000

16

397

4.000

33

2E23

4.000

2943

4.000

b

hianitoring Prionties 1. Implement
the ME hdonitoring and
Performance Framework

4.000

4.000

13

1912

4.000

34

4.000

4.000

2047

4.000

a7

hnitoring Priorties 4. Establish
relationshipl=) between
representative species Starget
specias

2800

4.000

13

3412

4.000

34

2250

2.500

area

4.000

a7

hanitoring Prionties 12, Ensure
accurgte monitoring of
representative spacies

4373

4300

16

3.933

4.000

33

3.730

4,000

40335

4,000

ar

hanitoring Prionties 14, ldentify
surmogates (e.9., habitats,
species groups]to monitar
challenging priority species

3813

4.000

16

3.733

4.000

34d

3623

3.400

3741

4.000

b

hanitoring Prionties 9. Dewvelop 3
shared regional database

2E25

4.000

16

3765

4.000

4

2857

4.000

2737

4.000

a7

honitoring Priorties 2. Monitoring
sy=tem to inform management at
multiple scales

2933

4.000

13

3735

4.000

4

2.250

2.000

2714

4.000

a7

Menitoring Priorties 7. Metrics to
assess effectiveness of
technical assistance

2523

2.000

13

T

4.000

]

2.500

2.500

2R3

4.000

a6

honitoring Priorties 10. Conduct
analysis of expected outcomes
of zpecific management actions

B k]

4.000

16

3424

3.000

1]

2250

2.500

2403

4.000

a7

hianitoring Prionties 2. hanitorin
rotacol for wetland and temestrial
abitat quality

3.067

2.000

1a

3647

4.000

34

2.7

4.000

2452

4.000

Ak

hianitoring Prionties 16, Inventony
of monitoring efforts - all
organizations, including citizen
Eoience

33533

4,000

13

3.423

4.000

33

3123

3400

3414

4,000

a8

hianitoring Prionties &. Link
species numbers to habitat
acreage (or integrity )

3750

4.000

16

R L

3.000

33

3.250

3.400

3.35

3.000

ar

hanitoring Prionties 12, Dewelop
a decizion matrix to detemine
when ta monitor

287

2.000

16

3588

4.000

34

2.250

2.000

2345

2.000

b

hianitoring Priantie=s 15, honitoring
response of tanget =pp or habitat

changes that occur as a result of
MRCE (Farm Bill)

2.400

2.000

13

4.000

35

2625

2500

2259

2.000

]

a. Priortes from highest to lowest on basis of rounded mean scores for Total.

Note: Order of priorities listed above differs slightly from actual group ranking order due

to missing affiliation data. See Appendix E for actual ranking based on group voting.




Appendix F. Polling Response Statistics by Participant Affiliation

Primary affiliation?

Information Managernent Priorities Federal StatefFrov | MNGOILINOth Total
Inforrmation Management Strongly disagree 0% 11% 1% 7%
Bt e & | Disagree 13% 14% 0% 12%
collaboration Meutral 20% 11% 29% 16%

Agree 60% 40% 29% 44%
Stronogly agree T% 3% 43% 21%
Total 15 35 7 a7
Information Management Stronoly disadree 2T% 12% 14% 16%
Epglgggberigatg' fnrazlg:nng Disagree 0% 12% 0% [
cenices MHeutral 20% 15% 29% 18%
Agree 2% 24% 0% 22%
Stronogly agree 2T% I6% av% I6%
Total 15 33 7 55
Information Management Stronoly disadree 7% 1% 14% 4%
e Gomar et | Disagres 13% 12% 4% 13%
that also links to TRACS mMeyutral AT, 18%, 43%, TA%,
Agree 33% 48% 14% 40%
Stronogly agree 20% 1% 14% 20%
Total 15 33 7 585
Information Management Stronoly disagree 0% 1% 1% 0%
Friories 3 E29Y3C020S | Dinaproe o o v | o
makers in Congress MHeutral 27% 14% 17% 18%
Agree 47 % 43% 17% 41%
Strongly agree 2T% 4% BT % 6%
Total 15 a5 G a6
Information Management Stronoly disagree 0% 1% 1% 0%
T bl D 2 Disagres 36% 7% 7% 3%
classification into Meutral 8% 46% 67 % 46%
hoveBank database Agree 3% 7w 0 Ta%
Strongly agree 13% 20% 17% 18%
Total 16 a5 G a¥
Information Management Stronoly disagree 0% 3% 1% 2%
A Disagres 5% 3% 29% 1%
databasethat can he MHeutral 6% 9%, 0%, 7%,
shared Adree 44% 47% 29% 44%
Strongly agree 14% 3% 43% IT%
Total 16 a4 7 a7
Information Management Stronoly disagree 0% 1% 1% 1%
ot a3 oM Digagres 19% 5% 0% 10%
guickly assess regional Meutral 25% 29% 43% 29%
status Agree 38% 49% 43% 45%
Strongly agree 19% 14% 14% 16%
Total 16 lal 7 a8




Appendix F. Polling Response Statistics by Participant Affiliation

Primary affiliation?

Information Managernent Priorities Federal StatefFrov | MNGOILINOth Total
Inforrmation Management Strongly disagree 6% 1% 1% 2%
Friorites 8.Establsh @ Disapres 5% 1% 0% 3%
better capture SWAR Meutral 44% 26% 43% 33%

Agree 1% 43% 29% 8%
Stronogly agree 13% 20% 29% 19%
Total 16 35 7 58
Information Management Stronoly disadree 0% 1% 1% 0%
e oroaberle [ Disaares N -
database to promote Meutral 2% 8% 28% 18%
consistancy Agree 75% 1% 3% 37%
Stronogly agree 44% 1% 29% 40%
Total 16 34 7 a7
Information Management Stronoly disadree 0% 1% 1% 0%
T I
to evaluate Meutral 19% 46% 0% 33%
Agree 38% 20% 43% 28%
Stronogly agree % 29% 14% 28%
Total 16 35 7 58
Information Management Stronoly disagree 0% 1% 1% 0%
Eré?imlt‘iangngl?ie long terrm Disagree 19% 3% T4% 4%
datazets on a Regional Meutral 25% 11% 28% 17%
cooperative hasis Adree 38% 54% 29% 47 %
Strongly agree 19% % 29% 28%
Total 16 a5 7 a8
Information Management Stronoly disagree F% 17% 14% 14%
projects Meutral 19% 29% 29% 26%
Agree 3% 26% 43% 289%
Strongly agree 19% 11% 1% 12%
Total 16 a5 7 a8
Information Managerment Stronoly disagree 13% 3% 1% a%
e o 1t icagres 0% | % % | o%
designed to interface Meutral M% 43% 0% 34%
Agree 3% 40% a87% 40%
Strongly agree 285% 1% 14% 16%
Total 16 lal 7 a8
Information Management Stronoly disagree F% 1% 1% 2%
fnrgunrglgeegd ?adht?segg[[g%aaae Disagree 0% 12% 49% 1%
to document Meutral 25% 18% 0% 18%
management Agree F6% 47% 43% 49%
Strongly agree 13% 24% 29% 21%
Total 16 a4 7 a7




Appendix F. Polling Response Statistics by Participant Affiliation

Primary affiliation?

Information Managernent Priorities Federal StatefFrov | MNGOILINOth Total
Inforrmation Managerment Strongly disagree 0% 1% 1% 0%
prioriles 19. CONQUCta M pisapras 13% 5% 0% %
assessmentbased on Meutral 6% 26% 14% 189%
Framework Agree 13% 37% 3% 3%

Stronogly agree A9 % % 43% 43%
Total 16 35 7 58
Information Management Stronoly disadree 0% 1% 1% 0%
database includes spatial | Meutral 19% 14% 0% 14%
& tabular data Agree B3% 9% 1% 55%
Stronogly agree 19% 29% 14% 24%
Total 16 35 7 58
Information Management Stronoly disadree 0% 1% 1% 0%
Foriles 1upbet Bigapree o % [
managerment needs Meutral 6% 17% 0% 12%
assessment Agree 75% 34% B7% 35%
Stronogly agree A3% 40% 33% 465%
Total 16 35 G a7
Information Management Stronoly disagree 0% 1% 1% 0%
e areermens (4 Disagres 0% 1% 0% %
hetween all memhbers Meutral 13% 23% 17% 19%
Agree 0% IT% 17% 39%
Strongly agree 8% 29% BT % 3%
Total 16 a5 G a¥
Information Management Stronoly disagree 0% 1% 1% 0%
o i SURPOAN  Dicagree 13% 3% 0% 5%
assessment process Meutral 6% 26% 29% 21%
Agree 19% a87% 29% 43%
Strongly agree F3% 14% 43% N%
Total 16 a5 7 a8
Information Management Stronoly disagree 0% 1% 1% 1%
e oy | Disagree 0% | o% |
other partners to Meutral 6% 0% 14% 3%
immediately access Agree % 5% T1% 1%
Strongly agree B3% 43% 1% 22%
Total 16 lal 7 a8




Appendix F. Polling Response Statistics by Participant Affiliation

Priority from higher to lower

Primary affiligtion™

Federal

StateProw

MGO/UR/Oth

Total?

hiean

hiedian

“alid
M

hdzan

hiedian

“Alid
M

hizan

iedian

“dalid
N

hiean

hiadian

“alid N

Information hdanagement
Priorities 20, Dewelop a way for
states, LCCs and ather partners
to immediately access

4563

5.000

16

4314

4.000

35

4571

5000

7

4.414

5.000

]

Information hBnagement
Priarities 17, Suppart regional
infarmation management neads
assessment

4437

3.000

16

4057

4.000

il

4333

4.000

4133

4.000

ar

Information hBnagement
Priarties 9. Support dewelopment
of SWAP database to promote
consistancy

4125

4.000

16

4147

4.000

34

4.000

4.000

4123

4.000

3T

Information hdanagement
Priorities 15, Conduct a
information needs assessment
based on Framework

4373

5.000

16

4.000

35

4286

4.000

4103

4.000

]

Information hBnagement
Priarities 4. BEasy access to
infarmation for policy makers in
Caongrass

4.000

4.000

13

4023

4.000

33

4.:a00

2000

4,071

4,000

36

Information hBnagement
Priaritias 6. Create regional
geospatial database that can be
shared

42350

4.000

16

397

4.000

34

3857

4.000

4033

4.000

ar

Information hEnagement
Priorties 18. Create data sharing
agreements between all members

4250

4.000

16

1829

4.000

25

4500

5000

4018

4.000

a7

Information hdanagement
Priarities 19, Suppaort an urgernt
needs assessment process

4312

5.000

16

1823

4.000

35

4143

4.000

4.000

4.000

]

Infarmation hianagement
Priorities 16, Regional habitat
management database includes
spatial &tabular data

4.000

4.000

18

297

4.000

5]

2837

4.000

3.966

4.000

Al

Information hBnagement
Priarities 11, Institutionalize long
temmn dataset=s on 3 Regional
coopergtive basis

3563

4.000

16

4143

4.000

il

3714

4.000

3.931

4.000

b

Infarmation hBnagement
Priarities 14, Develop a3 managed
lands databasze to document
managemerit

1E82

4.000

16

1824

4.000

4

2714

4.000

a7z

4.000

a7

Information hdanagement
Priarities 10, Leadership commit
funding and staff to evaluate

3873

4.000

16

3714

3.000

35

2286

4.000

a7

4.000

]

Information hBnagement
Priorties 7. Tie in data on
species monitaning to quickhy
assess regional status

3063

4.000

18

3686

4.000

5]

274

4.000

3.E33

4.000

Al

Information hBnagement
Priorties 8. Establish a module in
TRACS to better capture SU0AP

3373

3.000

16

if14d

4.000

il

3857

4.000

3638

4.000

b

Information hBnagement
Priaritia= 3. 5UWAP database
development that also links to
TRF-E!%J

3467

4.000

13

iTaa

4.000

33

3.000

3.000

3600

4.000

k]

Information hdanagement
Priorties 1. Prowide warkshops
to improwe collaboration

3800

4.000

13

3426

4.000

25

4143

4.000

2596

4.000

a7

Information hdanagement
Priarities 13, Ensure that all
spatial databases are designed to
interface

3563

4.000

16

4.000

35

2471

4.000

4.552

4.000

]

Information hBnagement
Priarties 2. Prowide appropriate
counseling services

3267

4.000

13

3606

4.000

33

3837

2000

30435

4,000

bh]

Information hBnagement
Priorities 4. Integrate regional
habitat classification into
love Bank databasze

3.000

3.000

16

3.400

3.000

il

3167

3.000

3.263

3.000

ar

Infarmation hBnagement
Priaritias 12. Require data
analysis for funded projects

1z

3500

16

2487

3.000

35

2.000

2.000

2063

2.000

]

3. Priortes from highest to lowest on basis of rounded mean scores for Total.
Note: Order of priorities listed above differs slightly from actual group ranking order due to missing
affiliation data. See Appendix E for actual ranking based on group voting.




Appendix F. Polling Response Statistics by Participant Affiliation

Primary affiliation?

Wost Important 2-yr Priorities Federal | StateiProv | NGO Oth Total
Maost Important Priorities Lower 0% 0% 0% 0%
Communications, tool ki, | 2 14% 3% 0% 5%
users guide 3 6% 14% 14% 20%

4 14% 34% 43% 0%
Higher 6% 49% 43% 45%
Total 14 34 7 a6
Mast Important Priorities Lower 0% f% 14% 9%
o2 rears ZLaers 7
refudia, invasives) 3 6% AT% 14% 3%
4 21% 20% 29% 2%
Higher 21% 14% 29% 18%
Total 14 34 7 a6
Most Important Priorities Lowver 0% 6% 0% 4%
o 2 (e s [ 0% | T
i(Canada, lakes) 3 2% 3% 29% 23%
4 28% 3% 14% 23%
Higher 6% IT% 7% 9%
Total 14 34 7 a6
Maost Important Priorities Lower 0% f% 14% 9%
o2 Yeats e [2
lirnits) 3 7% 11% 43% 14%
4 289% 43% 29% 8%
Higher a0% 3% 1% 27T%
Total 14 34 7 56
Most Irmportant Priorities Lonwer 7% 12% 29% 13%
Nex2 Years, o, anpina. |5 0 I
3 14% 26% 43% 28%
4 a0% 26% 1% 29%
Higher 21% 24% 14% 22%
Total 14 34 7 a5
ost Important Priorities Loweer 0% 0% 14% 2%
mgﬁezaﬁﬁg?ay%tr?eeshiﬁ;e} r|:|f 2 0% 9% 0% 5%
the projects 3 14% 3% 0% 2%
4 a7 % 29% 29% 6%
Higher 28% B0% 7% 2%
Total 14 34 7 a6
Maost Important Priorities Lower 0% 14% 14% 11%
o2 oot e [2
regional representative 3 14%, L 14% 0%
specles goals 4 21% 20% 29% 21%
Higher a0% 26% 29% 32%
Total 14 34 7 56
Maost Important Priorities Lower 14% 1% 14% 13%
oo SAPS rocommend | 2 2% | 1% 0% | 13%
adopting a consistent 3 0%, 20%, 149, 14%,
format 7 1% 79% 3% 70%
Higher 43% 29% 29% 32%
Total 14 34 7 a6




Appendix F. Polling Response Statistics by Participant Affiliation

FPrimary affiliation?

Most Irmportant 2-yr Priorities Federal | StateiProv | NGO/UInOth Total
Most Important Priorities Lowwer 14% f % 0% 7%
tioibution mapsor - | 2 4% 3% 0% | 5%
regmnal'bili’rﬂhigh 3 21% 26% 0% 22%
Concem speties : 14% 3% % | 5%

Higher J6% 29% 29% MN%
Total 14 KL 7 a5
Mast Impartant Priarities Lower 14% % 14% 8%
ngmelzn;?éﬁt Ohabitat | 2 [ 7% 0% 13%
facus areas and corridars | 3 43% 17% 14% 23%
4 7% 40% 29% 0%
Higher 28% 20% 43% 25%
Total 14 34 7 ah
Most Important Priorities Lower 7% 9% 14% 8%
mﬁhmir%nﬁg rrr?e r1111e'rﬁ3 Qg pSg z 14% 4% 0% 9%
translate the information 3 14% 17% 43% 0%
4 43% 26% 0% 27%
Higher 21% 40% 43% 6%
Total 14 34 7 aE
Most Important Priorities Lowwer 0% 0% 0% 0%
mﬁrﬁ;‘iﬁsﬂg 2. Provide 175 21% 12% 14% 15%
landscapes of regional 3 29% 32% 0% 27%
significance I 36% 20% 43% 33%
Higher 14% 26% 43% 25%
Total 14 34 7 a5
Most Important Priorities Lower T % 0% 17% 4%,
ldenificaton of habitat 2 14% 1% 0% 1%
facus areas with a step 3 6, AT, 0% 330,
Up step down 4 21% 20% 33% 2%
Higher 21% 3% a0% %
Total 14 34 f ild
Most Important Priorities Lower 7% 9% 14% 8%
Coakbook or catalog of | 2 4% | 20% 20% | 20%
on-the-ground 3 43% 26% 0% 27%
implementation 3 % 0% ~0% ~7
Higher 14% 17% 29% 18%
Total 14 34 7 ah
Most Important Priorities Lowwer 0% 0% 0% 0%
onsanaion designe for | 2 Ta% | 6% 0% | 20%
multiple representive 3 0%, A0%, A0%, 30%,
SHECIEs 4 14% 23% 17% 20%
Higher 43% 1% 33% 22%
Total 14 34 G a5
Mast Impartant Priarities Lower 7% 23% 17% 18%
otayes to e | % | o % [
andfunda o 3 J6% 20% 17% 24%
communication specialist 1 3% 5% 7% =0%
Higher 7% 23% al% 22%
Total 14 34 G a5




Appendix F. Polling Response Statistics by Participant Affiliation

FPrimary affiliation?

Most Irmportant 2-yr Priorities Federal | StateiProv | NGO/UInOth Total
Most Important Priorities Lowwer 0% 9% 0% 6%
ot deer, 11 dvrer | e | o % [T
datasets to delineate 3 200, 20%, 0%, DR
landscapes I 29% 37% 40% 35%

Higher 21% 17% B0% 22%
Total 14 34 a a4
Mast Impartant Priarities Lower 14% 17% 43% 20%
mechanism should be a 3 14% 23% 14% 20%
reduirement o every g 36% 73% 0% 73%
Higher 28% 1% 29% 18%
Total 14 34 7 ah
Mast Impartant Priorities Lower 0% 3% 0% 2%
mnediaia need for 2 0% 0% 0% | 0%
reporting on success of 3 2% %, 0% 11%
SWGE grant-funded wark 1 25% 4% Z7% =3%
Higher 0% Ta4% 43% B4 %
Total 14 34 7 aE
Mast Impartant Priorities Lower 0% 20% 14% 15%
Eatablich Uniforin 2 o% | 1a% 0% | 13%
Manitaring Practices 3 3% 20% 14% 16%
4 1% 26% 29% 27%
Higher 46% 20% 43% 20%
Total 13 34 7 a5
Most Important Priorities Lower 0% 3% 0% 2%
torm montoring and © | 2 % 1% Ta% | 1a%
petformance evaluation 3 145 0%, 0% 16%,
4 2H% 3% A7 % 3d%
Higher 0% 29% 29% 3%
Total 14 34 T A
Most Important Priorities Lower 0% 6% 0% 4%
Ao e, e 7 8 N AT N
federal monitaring 3 18% 26% 0% 20%
Rrograms I % 3% T4% 20%
Higher 4% 20% T1% 35%
Total 13 34 7 a5
Most Important Priorities Lowwer 0% f % 29% 7%
caurate manioring of | 2 Ta% | 20% 20% | 5%
representative species 3 6% 6%, 14%, T
4 14% 4% 29% 28%
Higher J6% 6% 0% 13%
Total 14 34 7 ah
Most Important Priorities Lower 14% 23% 29% 21%
erormante citeraand | 2 0% | 17% 1a% | 20%
reporting for RCMs 3 14% 11% 29% 14%
q 14% 26% 29% 23%
Higher 28% 23% 0% 21%
Total 14 34 7 ah




Appendix F. Polling Response Statistics by Participant Affiliation

FPrimary affiliation?

Most Irmportant 2-yr Priorities Federal | StateiProv | NGO/UInOth Total
Most Important Priorities Lowwer 14% 3% 0% A%
et 2 veare 25,08velon 1 |
and other partners 3 A6, 16%, 14% 230

q T% 29% 0% 20%
Higher J6% 8% 1% 42%
Total 14 KL 7 a5
Mast Impartant Priarities Lower 0% 0% 0% 0%
ot 2 veets 25, 0P |2 G % | o
forthcoming regional 3 29% 12% 29% 18%
hniafner[jrgatmn managerment 1 1% Z0% 25% 5%
Higher 7% 24% 43% 5%
Total 14 KL 7 a5
Mast Impartant Priorities Lower 7% 3% 14% 5%
Uevsiopment i SwAR | 2 e | 1e% 4% | 1o%
datahase to promote 3 14%, 15% 0% 139
consistancy I 36% 20% 43% 33%
Higher J6% 5% 29% 5%
Total 14 34 7 a5
Mast Impartant Priorities Lower 14% 9% 14% 11%
guf c}g g SYt%aiﬁfDEr%a%ianiyfnr z 0% 8% 0% 1%
palicy makers in 3 A7 % 9% 29% 24%
Congress I 14% 24% 25% 72%
Higher 14% 41% 29% 33%
Total 14 34 7 a5
Most Important Priorities Lower 14% 17 % 29% 18%
ot 2 e 2creete [
hetween all members 3 210 179, 0% 16%,
4 21% 26% 29% 25%
Higher 29% 11% 29% 18%
Total 14 34 T A
Most Important Priorities Lower 28% 9% 29% 16%
e [2 8 8 A N
database that can be 3 21% 20% 0% 18%
shared
4 14% 23% 29% 21%
Higher J6% 23% 43% 28%
Total 14 34 7 ah
Most Important Priorities Lowwer 29% 9% 29% 16%
mg}t{ittﬁt;g?%rlisz;ﬂdng term Z 7% 24% 0% 16%
datasets on a Regional 3 14%, 5%, 579, 7%,
cooperative hasis f 0% TR 1A% 0%
Higher 21% 16% 0% 15%
Total 14 KL 7 a5
Mast Impartant Priarities Lower 7% 14% 29% 14%
Resional hatiat 2 i S 0% | 11%
managernent database 3 43%, 23%, 0%, L
ﬁauéttgapatlal and tabular 1 75% 5% 13% =0%
Higher 14% 23% 29% 21%
Total 14 34 7 ah




Appendix F. Polling Response Statistics by Participant Affiliation

Primary affiliation’
Federal StatesPro MG OSUnsCth Total?
Lo . “wdalid “wdalid “wdalid
Priarity from higher to lower hdzan hdedian H hdzan hiedian H hdzan hdedian H hdzan hdedian Walid N
19. Immediate need for reporting 4,286 4.500 14 4.571 5000 25 4.423 4.000 7 4.482 5000 bl
on success of WG grant-funded
wiark
fi. Deliver the results (synthesis) 4.143 4.000 14 4.400 5000 25 4.143 5000 7 4.304 5000 bl
of the projects
1. Communications, tool kit, 2714 2500 14 4,286 4.000 25 4,286 4.000 7 4.143 4.000 bl
users guide
26. Support and engage in the 4,286 5000 14 3824 4.000 24 4.143 4.000 7 3.482 4.000 a5
fortheoming regional infarmation
management neads
3. Finish mapping all systems 2857 4.000 14 3743 4.000 25 4,286 5000 7 2839 4.000 bl
(Canada, lakes)
21. Long term manitoring and 4.214 4.500 14 2E5T 4.000 25 4.000 4.000 7 2839 4.000 bl
performance evaluation
25, Develop 3 way for states, 2429 2.000 14 3882 4.000 24 4,286 5000 7 2818 4.000 a5
LCC= and ather partners
22. Identify and leverage existing 4385 5000 13 2429 4.000 25 4.423 5000 7 .72 4.000 a5
federal monitoring programs
8. Create distribution maps for 2429 2500 14 3794 4.000 24 4,286 4.000 7 376 4.000 a5
regional responsibility high
CONCEM Species
27, Support development of 2857 4.000 14 3.TES 4.000 24 257 4.000 7 376 4.000 a5
SWiAP database to promote
consistancy
1. Wiarking with 257 4.000 14 2.800 4.000 25 257 2.000 7 2714 4.000 bl
implementersfusers, translate the
information
12. Prowide information on 2429 2500 14 3.T0E 4.000 24 4.143 4.000 7 2EM 4.000 a5
landscapes of regional
significance
13. Identification of habitat focus 2357 2.000 14 2714 4.000 25 4.000 4.500 [ 2655 4.000 a5
areas with a step up step down
It}. !.Isjahle product (expectations, 4.143 4.500 14 2600 4.000 25 2857 2.000 7 2643 4.000 bl
imits
17. Owerday and integrate existing 2500 2500 14 2457 4.000 25 4,600 5000 3 2574 4.000 54
datazets to delineate landscapes
8. Inthe new SWAPs recommend 257 4.000 14 2514 4.000 25 2714 4.000 7 .55 4.000 bl
adopting @ consistent format
28. Basy access to information 2143 2.000 14 3.T0E 4.000 24 257 4.000 7 2545 4.000 a5
for policy makers in Congress
10. Development of habitat focus 3286 2.000 14 2514 4.000 25 2857 4.000 7 2500 4.000 bl
areas and comidors
7. Develop 3 process to dewvelop 4.071 4500 14 3257 2.000 35 3429 4.000 T 3432 4.000 Ak
regional representative species
goals
15, Develop consensation 2857 4.000 14 2200 2.000 25 2833 2500 [ 3436 2.000 a5
designs for multiple reprezentive
species
20. Establish Uniform honitoring 4.077 4.000 13 2114 2.000 25 2857 4.000 7 3436 4.000 a5
Practices
5. Mapping, accuracy and 2714 4.000 14 3382 2500 24 2457 2.000 7 3364 4.000 a5
walidation
32. Regional habitat management 2357 2.000 14 3286 2.000 25 2429 4.000 7 | 2500 bl
database with spatial and tabular
data
30. Create regional geospatial 3286 2500 14 3257 2.000 25 257 4.000 7 2304 2500 bl
database that can be shared
16. Take existing RCM products 2357 2500 14 217 2.000 25 2833 4.500 [ 2. 4.000 a5
and fund a communication
specialist
1. Layers (Jand use, threats, 2429 2.000 14 2143 2.000 25 2429 4.000 7 2250 2.000 bl
refugia, invasives)
14. Prowide cookbook or catalog 2.214 2.000 14 3257 2.000 25 3286 4.000 7 2250 2.000 bl
of on-the-ground implementation
23. Ensure accurate monitoring of 2714 2500 14 2057 2.000 25 2429 2.000 7 2143 2.000 bl
representative species
24, Specific performance critena 2143 2.000 14 2086 2.000 25 2457 2.000 7 2036 2.000 bl
and repaorting for RCHs
29. Create data sharing 2357 2500 14 2857 2.000 25 2143 4.000 7 2018 2.000 bl
agreements between all members
18. An information delivery 3457 4.000 14 2857 3.000 35 247 2.000 7 3.000 3.000 a6
mechanism should be 3
requirernent of ewery future RCH
21, Institutionalize long term 207 2500 14 20359 2.000 24 2457 2.000 7 2.000 2.000 a5
datasets on @ Regional
cooperdtive basis

a. Priorties from highest to lowest on basis of rounded mean scores for Total.

Note: Order of priorities listed above differs slightly from actual group ranking order due to missing affiliation data. See Appendix E
for actual ranking based on group voting.



Appendix F. Polling Response Statistics by Participant Affiliation

Fritnary affiliation?

Quality of Workshop Forrmat Federal | StateiProv | MGOMUNICth Total
Quality ofWarkshop FPoor 0% F% 0% 4%
) e A KNP ayerage 0% 24% 0% 16%
communications Good G2% 0% 67 % 1%

Excellent 15% 36% 33% 3%
Mo answaer 23% 3% 0% 2%
Total 13 a3 3 44
Cluality ofWorkshop Foor 0% 0% 0% 0%
EE;E%%‘SW Registration Average 8% 3% 0% %
Good IM% 0% 0% 29%
Excellent B2% 67 % 100% 67%
Mo answer 0% 0% 0% 0%
Total 13 a3 2 48
Giuality ofWarkshop FPoor 0% 0% 0% 1%
Farmat ) Breakfasts, Average 15% 12% 0% 13%
Good 15% 45% a0% 8%
Excellent B5% 42% a0% 0%
Mo answer 0% 0% 0% 0%
Total 13 33 2 45
Ciuality ofWarkshop FPoor 1% 0% 0% 1%
T et & Average 38% 16% 0% 1%
sleeping rooms) Good 38% 6% BT % 52%
Excellent 23% 25% ek 25%
Mo answaer 0% 3% 0% 2%
Total 13 32 3 45
Cluality ofWorkshop Wery poor 1% 3% 0% 2%
S amerienceof [Poor % | % % |
Average 15% 9% BY % 15%
Good B2% 83% ick 54%
Excellant 23% 25% 0% 23%
Mo answer 0% 0% 0% 0%
Total 13 32 3 45
cuality of Workshop Foar 2% 0% 0% 2%
Format fi Poster Session AvErage 0% S0 0% 15%
Good 23% 28% ick 2T%
Excellent 54% 22% BY% 33%
Mo answer 15% 28% 0% 23%
Total 13 32 3 45
cuality of Workshop Foar 0% 0% 0% 0%
e o S average 0% 0% 100% 2%
Good 2% 28% 0% 22%
Excellent G5 % 56% 0% 59%
Mo answer 23% 16% 0% 17%
Total 13 3z 1 45




Appendix F. Polling Response Statistics by Participant Affiliation

Fritnary affiliation?

Quality of Workshop Process Federal | StateiProv | MGOMUNICth Total
Quality ofWaorkshop FPoor 0% 0% 0% 1%
e ) otherean® | “average 17% 10% 0% 1%

Good 42% 1% 100% 64%
Excellent 42% 19% 0% 24%
Mo answaer 0% 0% 0% 0%
Total 12 3| 2 45
Cluality of Workshop FPoor 0% 3% 0% 2%
el [ Prerage T o | 70%
ga55i0n Good B4% BB % 67 % G5%
Excellent 2% 6% 3% 13%
Mo answer 0% 0% 0% 0%
Total 11 3z 3 45
Cluality ofWorkshop FPoor 0% 0% 0% 1%
Crotess pSessn y  [Averane o | 2% 0% | 19%
rmapping, biolagical Good a2% 0% BY % T2%
el delivery. Excellent 9% 6% 33% 9%
et Mo answer 0% 0% 0% 0%
Total 11 33 3 47
Ciuality ofWaorkshop FPoor 9% 0% 0% 2%
e T e [Ferae % | % 0% | o%
Good 45% 7% a0% 3%
Excellent 36% IT% 0% 5%
Mo answaer 0% 0% 0% 0%
Total 11 a0 2 43
ciuality ofWarkshop FPoor 1% 0% 0% 1%
Goeess e [Remse | arw [ e 0% | %
Good 45% 9% 67 % a87%
Excellent 2% 13% ick 17%
Mo answaer 0% 0% 0% 0%
Total 11 32 3 46
Gluality ofWorkshop Wery poor 1% 3% 0% 2%
iosese ) Hghest Friory Boo; % | % N
Average J6% J6E% 0% AT%
Good 45% 48% a0% 48%
Excellent 9% 6% 0% 7%
Mo answer 0% 0% 0% 0%
Total 11 33 2 46
Gluality ofWorkshop Foar 0% 0% 0% 0%
Cloere ) o 9o & average 8% 13% 0% 1%
Good 2% 20% 33% 17%
Excellent 3% 13% Kick 20%
Mo answer 4% 3% 33% 52%
Total 13 a0 3 45




Appendix F. Polling Response Statistics by Participant Affiliation

Frimary affiliation?

Desired Outcomes & E}{pectatiung Federal StatesProy M GOUIniOth Total
Desired outcomes and Strongly disagree 3% 0% 0% 2%
expectations of workshop -
were achieved... a) Somewhat disagree 3% 3% 0% 4%
Develop %_DﬂSfEﬂSUS ana Meutral 17 % % 0% 9%
LOnSeralion framewor Somewnhat agree 3% 1% 0% 58%

Stronaly agree 33% 19% 100% 2T%
Total 12 ) 2 45
Desired outcomes and Strongly disagree 0% 7% 0% 4%
expectations gf""b”}r““”p Somewhat disagree 5% 40% 33% 33%
E%vrijegfgdceval_uaze Meutral 23% 3% 0% 9%
Rrojects Somewnhat agree 8% 47% 33% 43%
Stronaly agree 23% 0% 33% 9%
Mo answer 0% 3% 0% 2%
Total 13 a0 3 46
Desired outcomes and Strongly disagree 0% 3% 0% 2%
g oENOR g ormewhat disagree 3% 19% 33% 23%
Egﬁ&&gf&u@reaatnward Meutral % 35% BT % 6%
Hoals program Somewhat agree 3% 20% 0% 78%
Stronaly agree 3% f% 0% G %
Mo answer 0% 6% 0% 4%
Total 13 ) 3 47
Desired outcomes and Strongly disagree 0% 0% 0% 0%
v w0 2P " rmewhat disagree 15% 7% B7% 20%
Increase HE?UEFRCN 2 Meutral % 33% 1% 0%
endagementin
LCE Bromrams Somewhat agree 3% 30% 0% 8%
Stronaly agree 15% 17% 33% 17%
Mo answer 2% 3% 0% 4%
Total 13 a0 3 46
Desired outcomes and Strongly disagree 0% 0% 0% 0%
sxpectations gfwe'j}”‘s“”p Somewhat disagree 8% 7% 0% 7
Disu:duaa cgallengrntas._t_ mHeutral 3% 10% 0% 9%
e | e e o ewhat agree 38% 33% 50% 36%
programs Stronogly agree 46% a0% a0% 49%,
Total 13 a0 2 45
Desired outcomes and Strongly disagree 0% 0% 33% 2%
expectations of workshop -
were achieved... f) Explaore Somewhat disagree 3% 10% 0% 9%
cnllat?ﬂtnra_tti_ve far RCN & Meutral 23% 3% 1% 9%
D Broarams. Somewhat agree 16% 7% 33% B5%
Stranogly agree 23% 10% 33% 15%
Total 13 a0 3 46
Desired outcomes and Strongly disagree 0% 10% 33% 9%
expectations of workshop -
were achieved... g) Reach Somewhat disagres 33% 20% 1% 24%
a commaon understanding | Meutral 3% IT% 33% 28%
of RON & LCC partner I ewhat agree 38% 33% 0% 33%
Strangly agree 3% 1% 33% 4%
Mo answer 2% 0% 0% 2%
Total 13 a0 3 46




Appendix F. Polling Response Statistics by Participant Affiliation

Primary affiliation™

Federal StateSProw MG OSUnsCth Total?
“alid “alid

Ewaluation hizan tiedian M hiean hiadian H hiean hiedian Walid M fzan hiedian Walid M
Quality of Workshop Format g 4.400 5.000 10 4. BET 5000 27 2.000 2.000 1 4684 5000 a8
Mew York State hoseum
Reception
Quality of Wiarkshop Fomat b 4,538 5000 13 4. E36 a.000 a3 a0 a0 2 4E2S a.000 A48
Registration process
Quality of Workshop Format c) 4538 5.000 13 4.303 4.000 33 4500 4500 2 4375 4500 48
Breakfasts, lunches and breaks
Quality of Workshop Format ) 4,455 5.000 11 4.000 4.000 23 4 BET 5000 3 4189 4.000 ar
Paster Session
Quality of Workshop Format a) 4.200 4.000 10 4.000 4.000 a2 4.333 4.000 3 4067 4.000 45
Pre-workzhop amangements &
COMmMmunications
Quality of Wiarkshop Fomat d) 3845 4000 13 4.097 A4.000 =l 4,333 A4.000 3 4.043 4000 47
Wiarkshop facilities (meeting &
sleeping rooms]
Quality of WMiarkshop Fomat &) 4.077 4.000 13 38TS 4.000 32 3333 3000 3 3895 4.000 48
I:u':ll'nr_enience of maeting location
and time

3. Ratings from highest to lowest on basis of roundad mean scores for Total, where 5="Bxcellent,” 4="Good,” 3="Fwrerage,” 2="Paar,” 1="vary poor” (NAA (not

present or don't know') eliminated for purposes of this analysis.

Primary affiligtion’?

Federal StatesProw MGO/URS TR Total?
“wialid “walid Salid
Evaluation Ivkzan fzdian M fkzan hiadian M Iwk2an hkzdian “alid M hian hidian M
Quality of Wiankshop Process d) 4.0 4.000 11 4300 4.000 a0 3.500 3.500 2 4208 4.000 43
Table discussion sessions
Quality of Wiorkshop Process q) 4.500 5.000 g 4.000 4.000 14 4.500 4.500 2 4182 4.000 22
Conclusion & Closing Femarks
Quality of Wiorkshop Process a) 4.250 4.000 12 4.037 4.000 ]| 4.000 4.000 2 4133 4.000 45
Context and purpose of warkshop
Quality of Wiarkshop Process &) 4.000 4.000 11 3844 4.000 3z 4333 4.000 3 3913 4.000
Group discussion sessions
Quality of Wiarkshop Process o) 4.000 4.000 11 ERLE 4.000 33 4333 4.000 3 3894 4.000 47
Se=zzion presentations (habitat
mapping, biological assessments,
conservation delivery, etc.)
Quality of Warkshop Process b) 4182 4.000 11 3750 4.000 a2 4333 4.000 3 38m 4.000 45
Regional conservation frameawark
SaEsion
Quality of Wiakshop Process ) 3.545 4.000 11 3.485 4.000 33 3.500 3.500 2 3.500 4.000 1
Elighgst Priarity Mext Steps
azsion

a.Ratings from highest ta lowest on basis of rounded mean scores for Total, where $="Ezcellent,” 4="Good," 3="fwerage,” 2="Poar,” 1=""ry poor” WA (ot

present or don't know') eliminated for purposes of this analysis.

Note: Order of priorities listed above may differ slightly from actual group ranking order due to
missing affiliation data. See Appendix E for actual ranking based on group voting.




Appendix F. Polling Response Statistics by Participant Affiliation

Evaluation

Primary affiliation’

Federal

StatesProw

NGO Un/Tth

Totald

llzan

hiedian

“alid
N

lulzan

liedian

“alid
M

hwlean

luledian

“dalid
M

hwlean

luledian

“alid M

Desired outcomes and
expectations of workshop were
achiewved... &) Discuss
challenges, needs, and
opportunities for RCM & LCC
programs

423

4.000

13

4267

4500

1]

4.500

4.500

2

4267

4.000

Deszired outcomes and
exﬁectati-:nn; of warkshop wers
achieved... 3) Dewvelop
CONsSensus on @ consenyation
framewark

2750

4.000

12

4065

4.000

EA

3.000

3.000

4022

4.000

Deszired outcomes and
exﬁen’tatil:-nE of workishop were
achieved... f1 Explore
collaborative apportunities for
RCH & LCC programs

2848

4.000

13

3867

4.000

a0

3.332

4.000

2826

4.000

Desired outcomes and
expectations of workshop were
achieved... d} Increase partner
engagement in RCH & LT
programs

3.400

3.400

12

3.483

3.000

23

3.000

2.000

34535

3.000

Desired outcomes and
exﬁec’tatinns of workishop were
achiewved... b Rewview and
evalugte RCH & LCC project=

2E92

4.000

13

2am

3.000

24

3EET

4.000

2.200

4.000

Desired outcomes and
expectations of workshop were
achieved... o Review prograss
toward RCH & LCC program
goals

31354

3.000

13

3172

3.000

23

2.EBET

3.000

3133

3.000

Desired outcomeas and
exﬁectatinns of workshop were
achiewved... g) Reach a common
understanding of RCM & LCC
partner roles

ERLT

2.500

12

24933

3.000

an

3.000

3.000

2.000

2.000

a. Ratings from highest to lowest on the basis of rounded mean scores for Total, where 5="5trongly agree,” 4="Somewhat agres,” 3="Meutral,” Z="5omewhat
disagree,” 1="5trongly disagree” ("MfA or no opinion” eliminated for purposes of this analy=is).

Note: Order of priorities listed above may differ slightly from actual group ranking order due to

missing affiliation data. See Appendix E for actual ranking based on group voting.
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