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Project Description

This report is the third in a series from the Sustainable
Residential Landscape Project. The Sustainable Residential
Landscape Project encompasses several studies with the
purpose of addressing Floridians” perceptions of landscapes
and key factors that influence their adoption of more
sustainable landscaping practices, and recognizing ways to
promote more sustainable landscaping options. This report
is meant to provide green-industry stakeholders with a
“snapshot” of their market. The project was funded by the
UF/IFAS Center for Land Use Policy (previously, Center
for Landscape Conservation and Ecology). The primary
purpose of this project was to investigate the linkages
between environmentally friendly features of residential
landscapes and economic value added.

Urban sprawl has underscored the need for green areas in
densely populated areas. From 2000 to 2010, U.S. urban ar-
eas increased to cover 3% of all U.S. landmass (U.S. Census
Bureau 2015), and 80% of the total U.S. population lives

in urban areas (Nowak et al. 2010). Multiple studies have
demonstrated that landscapes and other green areas (e.g.,
parks) improve quality of life and provide many economic,
health, and environmental benefits to homeowners and
other community members (Hall and Dickson 2011; Hall

and Knuth 2019a; Hall and Knuth 2019b). Sustainable resi-
dential landscapes are one way to provide these benefits but
with reduced inputs (e.g., fertilizer, irrigation, pest controls,
labor requirements, etc.). Reduced landscape inputs are
desirable from an economic and environmental standpoint
in that they cost less to maintain and reduce the likelihood
of pollution from excess fertilizer runoff or leaching (Suh et
al. 2017). Research suggests that homeowners are interested
in plants that require fewer inputs (Yue, Hugie, and
Watkins 2012). Before offering these options, it is important
to understand the current marketplace for sustainable
landscape plants. This report summarizes Floridian home-
owners’ interest in and response to economic incentives to
encourage the installation of more sustainable alternative
residential landscapes based on a survey.

Traditional landscape options primarily consist of turfgrass
with some non-turfgrass plant beds around the foundation
of the home. More environmentally friendly landscapes
often decrease the amount of turfgrass to reduce the fertil-
izer and irrigation needs of the landscape. For this survey,
three alternative landscapes were presented: a 50% turfgrass
and 50% non-turfgrass option; a 25% turfgrass and 75%
non-turfgrass option; and 100% non-turfgrass option.
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A Summary of Landscape
Modification Incentive Programs

Previous research demonstrates that monetary incentives
can be used to encourage water-efficient landscape installa-
tions. For instance, in Florida, Alachua County offers a 50%
rebate up to $2,000 for residents to replace turfgrass with
landscapes that require less water (Florida-Friendly Land-
scaping™) (Alachua County Florida 2018). Similar pro-
grams have been implemented in California and Nevada.
The California Water Commission has a program that pays
homeowners $3.75 per square foot to replace turfgrass with
drought-tolerant landscapes (Water Management District
of Southern California 2017). The Water Smart Landscapes
Rebate program of Las Vegas, NV, gives homeowners a
$3.00 per square foot rebate for turfgrass replaced by desert
landscaping (Southern Nevada Water Authority 2020).
Note that not all conservation incentive programs are cost-
effective. According to Addink (2008), the “Cash for Grass”
rebate cost per square foot was $0.40 in Albuquerque, NV,
while the total cost of the program including administrative
expenses was estimated at $0.55. The rebate for a similar
program cost $1.00 in El Paso, TX, while the estimated total
cost of the program was $1.33. Therefore, understanding
the effect of a rebate program on homeowners’ preferences
is very important.

Project Objectives

The main objective of this report is twofold:

o Investigate Floridian homeowners’ perceptions of how
maintained alternative landscapes influence property
valuation.

« Assess if economic incentives could be used to encour-
age installation of environmentally friendly alternative
landscapes (e.g., Florida-Friendly Landscapes).

To address these objectives, an online survey was adminis-
tered to 610 Florida homeowners in 2016. Only people who
live in a single-family house with an irrigated landscape
were selected to participate in the study. The survey
consisted of several sections that contained questions
related to the project objectives. Upon completion of the
survey, respondents were given online reward points as an
incentive.

This report summarizes homeowners’ perceptions of
economic benefits associated with alternative landscape
designs. The results are of particular interest to the
landscape industry, Extension agents, and other individuals
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interested in aiding homeowners with residential landscape
management.

Who participated in the study?

o Sample size: 610 participants

o Average age: 51 years old

o Gender: 59% female

« Education: 51% had a four-year college degree or higher.
e 2015 household income:

o 20% had an income less than $40,000.

o 54% had an income between $40,000 and $99,999.

* 26% had an income greater than $99,999.

« Household size: 65% of households consisted of 2 adults.

o Children in household: 68% had 0 children living in their
homes.

« Landscape maintenance responsibilities:
» 60% maintained their own landscapes.

* 40% hired landscaping companies.

« Geographical location: Figure 1 shows the geographic
distribution of participants.
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Figure 1. Floridian survey participants’ regions of residence.
Credits: UF/IFAS
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Results

Property Value

Most participants (95%) indicated that a well-maintained
landscape improves a property’s value (Figure 2). Nearly
41% of the sample perceived a well-maintained landscape
as adding 6%-10% to the property’s value, followed by 23%
believing the landscape adds 11%-15%. Eighteen percent
thought it increased value up to 5%, 11% viewed the value
as increasing from 16%-20%, and nearly 8% considered
value added over 20% (Figure 3). On average, participants
expected a 23% return-on-investment for their landscape
investments.
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Figure 2. Percent of participants who perceive well-maintained
landscapes as adding to property value.
Credits: UF/IFAS
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Figure 3. Participants’ perceptions of value added by a well-
maintained landscape.
Credits: UF/IFAS
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Participants perceived alternative, environmentally
friendly landscapes as providing more property value than
conventional landscapes (Figure 4). Participants rated their
perceived value added for each option when compared to
a primarily turf landscape. For an alternative landscape
that consists of 50% turfgrass and 50% non-turfgrass
plants, most participants indicated that they perceived
property value increasing up to 5%, followed by 6%-10%.
Conversely, 10% of the sample did not know the potential
change in value, and 13% indicated no difference between
conventional and alternative landscape options. The 25%
turfgrass to 75% non-turfgrass plant alternative landscape
design had a similar pattern, with most participants
indicating the property value would increase up to 5% and
5%-10%, followed by 11%-15%, 16%-20%, and over 20%.
Approximately 12% of the sample did not know the value
change, and 13% indicated no difference between the alter-
native and conventional landscape options. For the 100%
non-turfgrass option, 18% of the sample did not know the
potential value change, while 25% indicated no difference.
Fewer participants perceived this option (compared to the
landscapes that included turfgrass) as adding value to the
property. Those who perceived this option as adding value
followed the same ranking pattern for the other two design
options.
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Figure 4. Perceptions of the value added to a property with an
alternative landscape compared to a traditional landscape.
Credits: UF/IFAS

Financial Incentive

Participants indicated that a rebate or tax deduction/credit
would be the most effective at improving their likelihood
of installing an alternative landscape (Figure 5). Knowing
the value that the alternative landscape would add to the
property also improved their installation likelihood. Low
interest rate financing was less appealing.



Knowing if the alternative landscape adds
value to the house (return on investment/ROI)

Tax deduction/credit

A financing option with a low interest rate
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Figure 5. Financial incentives’impact on participants’installation
likelihood for alternative landscapes.
Credits: UF/IFAS

Prior to the study, 73% of participants indicated they had
not received any financial incentives to purchase/install
water-efficient technologies and/or landscape plants/prod-
ucts. Nearly 8% had received a tax deduction/credit while
14% received a rebate. On average, participants indicated
they needed a 44% rebate or 46% tax incentive to change
their existing landscape into an alternative design option.
However, if one views the distribution of participants’
financial incentive percentages, differences between the two
options become apparent (Figure 6). When considering
rebates, participants were primarily in the 21%-30% or

the 41%-50% categories. Rebates above 51% were selected
less frequently by participants. For the tax deduction
option, participants primarily selected the 10% or less, the
41%-50%, and the 91%-100% categories. These results
may suggest that rebates are more straightforward and
allow participants to gain money back for their purchase,
regardless of income. Tax deductions may be less impactful
for individuals with higher incomes given that they need
to reach a higher deduction level in order to gain financial

benefits.
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Figure 6. Percentage of participants in each financial incentive

category willing to convert to alternative landscapes.
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Next, participants indicated the minimum rebate they
would accept for the different alternative landscape designs
(50% turfgrass and 50% non-turfgrass; 25% turfgrass and
75% non-turfgrass; 100% non-turfgrass). For the 50%
turfgrass and 50% non-turfgrass design, most participants
indicated they would accept an 11%-20% rebate, followed
by a less than 10% rebate, and the 21%-30% rebate (Figure
7). For the 25% turfgrass and 75% non-turfgrass design,
most participants would accept an 11%-20% rebate, fol-
lowed by the 21%-30% rebate, and then the less than 10%
rebate. For the 100% non-turfgrass design, the 11%-20%
rebate and the less than 10% rebate options were preferred.
However, participants indicated a stronger preference for
the more than 50% rebate along with the “do not know”
and “no rebate” options.
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Figure 7. The minimum rebate (percent) needed to accept different

landscape design options.
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Participants also indicated the minimum dollar amount
per square foot (presented as a rebate) that they would
accept for the different landscape designs. For the 50%
turfgrass/50% non-turfgrass and the 25% turfgrass/75%
non-turfgrass designs, participants indicated they wanted
$0.25-$0.50 rebate per square foot (Figure 8). For the 100%
non-turfgrass design, participants indicated they would
accept $1.00 per square foot. Regardless of the design,
many participants indicated they did not know what their
minimum dollar amount was for changing their landscapes
to the presented designs.

Key Implications

o Floridian homeowners perceive residential landscapes as
improving a property’s value with an expected return-on-
investment of approximately 23%.

o Alternative, environmentally friendly landscapes are
perceived as increasing a property’s value more than a
traditional landscape.
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Figure 8. The minimum rebate (dollar amount) that participants would

accept for different landscape designs.
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o Rebates and tax deductions/credits are the most effective
financial incentives to increase installation of more
environmentally friendly landscapes.

« Consumers are willing to accept slightly lower rebates
(44%) than tax deductions/credits (46%), which may
reflect the changing impact of tax deductions/credits
based on income.

« For the mixed turfgrass/non-turfgrass alternative
landscape designs, the most preferred minimum rebate
was 11%-20%, while the minimum dollar amount was
$0.25-$0.50 per square foot.

o For the 100% non-turfgrass alternative landscape design,
homeowners expressed less certainty and required a
higher dollar amount ($1.00 per square foot).
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