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METHODS 

Question Collection and evaluation 

The initial question list was collected through mailing lists targeting the research groups and 
organisations between June and August 2014 as one of the 2014 drought workshop held in Mikulov. 
The list of criteria outlined by Sutherland et al. (2011) was used to guide question collection and 
selection process. The aim of this process was to target a list of questions that could feasibly be 
answered through scientific research, but which are novel or significant enough for further and deeper 
investigation. In total 448 questions were submitted online. Questions came from 65 individuals, 
laboratories and organizations, which spanned 23 countries from Europe, Asia, Northern and Southern 
America and Australia. Response rate from Europe and North America was the highest. The complete 
list of providers is part of the Supplement 2. Later in the process, the total number of 448 questions 
was reduced to 431. Certain questions were by respondents considered as less important from the point 
of drought research and removed from the question list. Some of questions were removed from the list 
due to the fact that they were repetitive or had similar meaning. Remaining 431 questions were 
organized in 6 research topics and each expert who contributed research questions was asked to 
identify two-thirds of the questions as “higher priority”. This process resulted in a set of 272 questions. 
These questions were compared by the first four authors for content, and semantically similar 
questions were reformulated and merged, which decreased the number of questions to 239. The set of 
239 questions is presented in the Supplement 3. These questions were available prior the second 
workshop held in Mikulov in the Czech Republic in 2015, 

During this workshop experts focusing on drought research from Europe and USA were present there 
and a panel of 18 experts were asked to fill in the questionnaires containing selected questions. 
Questions were organized in 6 research areas with ranking from 0 to 6 according to perceived 
importance given by respondents. A question ranked by 0 was thought as irrelevant or as a question 
that had already been answered sufficiently, while a question ranked by 6 was considered as a question 
to be answered with the highest priority. 

 

Complete ranking could be seen bellow: 

0 – irrelevant or the question has already been answered sufficiently 
1 – answering the question is of minor importance 
2 – answering of the question is of medium importance for particular field of research (but would have 
fairly limited impact on other fields) 
3 – answering of the question is of medium importance influencing research in other areas, too 
4 – answering of the question is of high importance for particular field of research (but would have 
fairly limited impact on other fields) 
5 – answering of the question is of high importance with profound importance for drought research as 
a whole 
6 – answering of the question should be the highest priority 

  

Filled in questionnaires from a panel of 18 experts were compiled into one list and number of 
questions reduced to 239 (due to reformulation of particular questions). Experts were also asked to 
state if they are experts at the field of question or not by the experience expertise questionnaires. The 
process of experience expertise questionnaires is described in detail later in the text. Outputs of 
expertise were used for weighting of score of answered questions. The weight of experts were doubled 
for questions at the fields for which they stated expertise. Other step was to normalize the responses in 
the way that every panel member had the equal relative weight as some experts were making questions 
overall with higher marks than others. 

Then, based on the score of each question and coefficient of variance, workshop coordinators [MT, 
MH, FJ] excluded the questions with low marks and/or high coefficient of variance. This caused the 
reduction of questions from 239 to 154 – approximately 3/5 of total number. 
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These 154 questions were included in the final list of questions distributed at the beginning of the year 
2016. Overview of the 154 questions is available in the Supplement 4. 

 

Final list of questions 

The final list of 154 questions was again organized into 6 topics and in total 18 subtopics was included 
(see Supplement 4). The questions were sent to those that participated at either of the drought 
workshops. The period for sending responds was between January and April 2016 and 21 experts 
filled in the final list of questions. Respondents were intructed to go through each research area and 
select only one half of questions which should be given priority. These questions were to be marked as 
1 in particular column. Questions to be dropped were marked as 0. This selection was done in the way 
that 50% of questions would retain in the list and remaining 50% would be dropped. 

The final list of 154 questions was also weighted by values of experience expertise questionnaire for 
those respondents we had experience expertise data available at the time of proceeding. After 
obtaining experts’ responses, one third of questions with highest ranking based on weighting 
according to the expertise were selected into the final list. 

 

Experience expertise questionnaires 

Respondents were asked to fill in experience expertise questionnaires every time they contributed to 
the study. The outputs of experience expertise were used for weighting responses to questions. 
Responses to questions included only those respondents for which the experience expertise data were 
available.    

The original ranking for questionnaires provided during the workshop in Mikulov was from 0 to 2, 
where 0 represented little knowledge and/or experience at the particular field of question. From 
practical reasons, this ranking was later changed for ranking from 1 to 2, where 1 represented non-
expert responses and 2 represented expert responses. This format of ranking stayed also for the second 
round of experience expertise for the final list of questions.   

 

Original ranking of experience expertise questionnaires: 

2 – considerable knowledge and/or experience 

1 – some knowledge and/or experience 

0 – little knowledge and/or experience 
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