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APPENDIX: SURVEY SUMMARY

1

The community survey was used as one of the five sources from which Lane County staff 
gathered information which was used to determine the strategies in the Community 
Climate Resilience Plan.

The community survey was available on the Lane County website from June 8th, 2022 to July 11th, 
2022. The survey was distributed through County channels, to partner agencies and networks, and 
other interested parties that had previously expressed interest or engagement with Lane County’s 
Climate Program.

The survey collected 110 total responses during the period.

SURVEY OVERVIEW

SURVEY STRUCTURE AND DESIGN
The survey was designed with the central idea that many community members are not interested in 
providing feedback on every climate resilience topic area. With that idea in mind, the survey initially 
provided participants with a “landing page” which allowed them to select from a list of topic areas. 
These topic areas were:

• Precipitation and Snowpack
• Winter Storms
• Drought
• Heat
• Wildfire and Smoke
• Oceanic Impacts
• Transitional Effects

Each of these answers would take the participant to the designated section with questions pertaining 
specifically to that topic area. After they completed that section, they were returned to the landing 
page and allowed to continue through other topic areas or submit their results.

Within each topic area, two questions were asked.

The first question presented participants with a set of five potential strategies 
that Lane County staff identified from other information sources. Participants 
were asked to rank these strategies in order of their preference level that Lane 
County implement that strategy. This provided each of these strategies with a 
score of 1 to 5.

The second question presented participants with a list of the top five identified 
local vulnerabilities. Participants then were provided an open ended question 
box which allowed them to submit strategies that they’d like Lane County that 
addressed these top five vulnerabilities.2
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RESULTS: LANDING PAGE
The landing page of the survey provided participants with the opportunity to choose up to seven topic 
areas they’d like to provide information on. Participants were allowed to participate in as many of the 
seven topic areas as they preferred, with a minimum of one to record their response. The breakdown 
of participation in each of the topic areas can be seen in Figure 1 below.

While primarily used to structure the survey, this question also provided information on what topic areas 
participants were most interested in overall. The topic areas ordered from most to fewest responses 
were: wildfire & smoke (52), heat (50), drought (47), transitional effects (45), precipitation and snowpack 
(40), winter storms (39), and oceanic impacts (37). No category generated responses from more than 
50% of respondents.

Figure 1: Topic Selection Totals on the Landing Page
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RESULTS: PRECIPITATION & SNOWPACK
Question one in the precipitation and snowpack topic area presented participants with five potential 
strategies and asked them to rank them according to preference. These rankings were then averaged 
to analyze which provided strategies were most and least preferred by participants. 

The average scores possible range from 1 to 5, with 1 indicating every participant ranked that strategy 
as their highest preference and 5 indicating every participant ranked that strategy as their lowest 
preference. Strategies were indicated as being recommended by survey respondents in the Community 
Climate Resilience Plan if their average score was equal to or less than 3. This break point represents 
an above average ranking.

The results of this question are displayed in the table below.

Potential Strategy Score

Support Oregon Department of Environmental Quality and local 
stakeholders to strategize on how to improve water quality by 
reducing the nutrient loads into watersheds and add more Lane 
County watersheds to the priority list.

2.34

Support utilities and water districts in reducing the flood risk to 
critical water supply facilities. 2.47

Continue to operate and expand the wetland management program 
in Lane County Waste Management. 3.00

Conduct a study to create a comprehensive list of transportation 
corridors at risk that would cut off access to portions of the county. 3.32

Support updates to data and maps for the National Flood Insurance 
Program, especially in smaller cities. 3.86
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Figure 2: Open Ended Coding for Precipitation & Snowpack

Question two in this topic area presented participants with five local impacts and an open ended 
response box where they were prompted to enter any strategies they’d like Lane County to consider 
that were not represented in question one. These open ended responses were then coded into 10 
different qualitative response categories to allow staff to analyze the frequency and type of response 
provided. The 10 different categories were:

• Cooperative Economic Planning
• Equitable Community Engagement
• Essential Goods Conservation
• Household Scale Assistance
• Pollution

• Mental Health
• Development Codes
• Knowledge Building
• Natural Solutions
• Emergency Preparedness
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RESULTS: WINTER STORMS
Question one in the winter storms topic area presented participants with five potential strategies and 
asked them to rank them according to preference. These rankings were then averaged to analyze 
which provided strategies were most and least preferred by participants. 

The average scores possible range from 1 to 5, with 1 indicating every participant ranked that strategy 
as their highest preference and 5 indicating every participant ranked that strategy as their lowest 
preference. Strategies were indicated as being recommended by survey respondents in the Community 
Climate Resilience Plan if their average score was equal to or less than 3. This break point represents 
an above average ranking.

The results of this question are displayed in the table below.

Potential Strategy

Convene a working group to establish microgrid strategies to 
address electric grid concerns on extreme cold days with utilities, 
community organizations, and other stakeholders.

Score

Support community organizations in efforts to secure funding 
and provide education for landowners on responsible vegetation 
management to prevent limb collapse during snow storms.

2.18

4.21

Increase public awareness of household scale energy resilience and 
heating system incentives available from Federal, State, and Local 
programs.

2.37

Support and expand emergency response networks such as 
Community Organizations Active in Disaster. 2.89

Bolster existing resources and support for Egan Warming Centers. 3.32
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Figure 3: Open Ended Coding for Winter Storms

Question two in this topic area presented participants with five local impacts and an open ended 
response box where they were prompted to enter any strategies they’d like Lane County to consider 
that were not represented in question one. These open ended responses were then coded into 10 
different qualitative response categories to allow staff to analyze the frequency and type of response 
provided. The 10 different categories were:

• Cooperative Economic Planning
• Equitable Community Engagement
• Essential Goods Conservation
• Household Scale Assistance
• Pollution

• Mental Health
• Development Codes
• Knowledge Building
• Natural Solutions
• Emergency Preparedness
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RESULTS: DROUGHT
Question one in the drought topic area presented participants with five potential strategies and asked 
them to rank them according to preference. These rankings were then averaged to analyze which 
provided strategies were most and least preferred by participants. 

The average scores possible range from 1 to 5, with 1 indicating every participant ranked that strategy 
as their highest preference and 5 indicating every participant ranked that strategy as their lowest 
preference. Strategies were indicated as being recommended by survey respondents in the Community 
Climate Resilience Plan if their average score was equal to or less than 3. This break point represents 
an above average ranking.

The results of this question are displayed in the table below.

Potential Strategy

Support working-land-owners and provide incentive programs to 
reduce intense water use.

Score

Convene rural small-scale agricultural organizations and food share 
programs to develop or expand rural nutrition resilience.

Support rural landowners in navigating and implementing Oregon 
Department of Fish and Wildlife’s Riparian Lands Tax Incentive 
Program.

Support State level action to provide assistance in water quality 
testing for low income resident wells.

2.07

3.20

3.27

3.80

Position Lane County as a priority area for new renewable energy 
development at the State and Regional levels. 2.67
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Figure 4: Open Ended Coding for Drought

Question two in this topic area presented participants with five local impacts and an open ended 
response box where they were prompted to enter any strategies they’d like Lane County to consider 
that were not represented in question one. These open ended responses were then coded into 10 
different qualitative response categories to allow staff to analyze the frequency and type of response 
provided. The 10 different categories were:

• Cooperative Economic Planning
• Equitable Community Engagement
• Essential Goods Conservation
• Household Scale Assistance
• Pollution

• Mental Health
• Development Codes
• Knowledge Building
• Natural Solutions
• Emergency Preparedness
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RESULTS: HEAT
Question one in the heat topic area presented participants with five potential strategies and asked 
them to rank them according to preference. These rankings were then averaged to analyze which 
provided strategies were most and least preferred by participants. 

The average scores possible range from 1 to 5, with 1 indicating every participant ranked that strategy 
as their highest preference and 5 indicating every participant ranked that strategy as their lowest 
preference. Strategies were indicated as being recommended by survey respondents in the Community 
Climate Resilience Plan if their average score was equal to or less than 3. This break point represents 
an above average ranking.

The results of this question are displayed in the table below.

Potential Strategy Score

Support jurisdictions in implementing green infrastructure policies. 2.67

Support stewardship focused organizations in securing funding and 
carrying out forest ecosystem health programs. 2.83

Develop model standards for community resilience hubs and 
activation protocols for extreme heat events. 2.96

Support expansion of Egan Warming Centers to include extreme 
heat events. 3.00

Support cities and towns in securing funding and carrying out 
programs to map and evaluate urban heat island effects within their 
urban growth boundaries.

3.54
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Figure 5: Open Ended Coding for Heat

Question two in this topic area presented participants with five local impacts and an open ended 
response box where they were prompted to enter any strategies they’d like Lane County to consider 
that were not represented in question one. These open ended responses were then coded into 10 
different qualitative response categories to allow staff to analyze the frequency and type of response 
provided. The 10 different categories were:

• Cooperative Economic Planning
• Equitable Community Engagement
• Essential Goods Conservation
• Household Scale Assistance
• Pollution

• Mental Health
• Development Codes
• Knowledge Building
• Natural Solutions
• Emergency Preparedness
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RESULTS: WILDFIRE & SMOKE
Question one in the wildfire & smoke topic area presented participants with five potential strategies 
and asked them to rank them according to preference. These rankings were then averaged to analyze 
which provided strategies were most and least preferred by participants. 

The average scores possible range from 1 to 5, with 1 indicating every participant ranked that strategy 
as their highest preference and 5 indicating every participant ranked that strategy as their lowest 
preference. Strategies were indicated as being recommended by survey respondents in the Community 
Climate Resilience Plan if their average score was equal to or less than 3. This break point represents 
an above average ranking.

The results of this question are displayed in the table below.

Potential Strategy Score

Support utilities in acquiring funding for and carrying out programs 
that harden electric and water infrastructure against the threat of 
wildfire.

2.34

Support the Oregon Department of Forestry to convene timber and 
forestry stakeholders to establish post-fire harvesting programs that 
are beneficial to ecosystem health.

3.06

Support community organizations in securing funding and 
distributing air filtration devices or services to vulnerable populations. 3.18

Seek out funding sources to increase the reach and capacity of Lane 
County FireWise program awareness and implementation. 3.20

Develop public education campaigns to educate property owners in 
Wildland-Urban Interfaces on the risks and steps to prepare against 
wildfires.

3.22
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Figure 6: Open Ended Coding for Wildfire & Smoke

Question two in this topic area presented participants with five local impacts and an open ended 
response box where they were prompted to enter any strategies they’d like Lane County to consider 
that were not represented in question one. These open ended responses were then coded into 10 
different qualitative response categories to allow staff to analyze the frequency and type of response 
provided. The 10 different categories were:

• Cooperative Economic Planning
• Equitable Community Engagement
• Essential Goods Conservation
• Household Scale Assistance
• Pollution

• Mental Health
• Development Codes
• Knowledge Building
• Natural Solutions
• Emergency Preparedness
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RESULTS: OCEANIC IMPACTS
Question one in the oceanic impacts topic area presented participants with five potential strategies 
and asked them to rank them according to preference. These rankings were then averaged to analyze 
which provided strategies were most and least preferred by participants. 

The average scores possible range from 1 to 5, with 1 indicating every participant ranked that strategy 
as their highest preference and 5 indicating every participant ranked that strategy as their lowest 
preference. Strategies were indicated as being recommended by survey respondents in the Community 
Climate Resilience Plan if their average score was equal to or less than 3. This break point represents 
an above average ranking.

The results of this question are displayed in the table below.

Potential Strategy

Support local jurisdictions in securing funding and implementing 
projects to prepare their urban areas against sea level rise and 
flooding.

Score

Carry out community education campaigns in coastal watersheds to 
raise awareness of the impacts of climate change on their rivers and 
streams.

Support coastal environmental stewardship organizations in securing 
funding and performing stewardship activities in coastal estuaries.

Include climate resilience considerations in capital construction 
projects, improvements, and facility relocation discussions in low-
lying coastal and coastal watershed regions.

Include coastal resilience considerations during park and recreation 
site planning and landscaping processes.

2.74

3.00

3.23

2.09

3.94
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Figure 7: Open Ended Coding for Oceanic Impacts

Question two in this topic area presented participants with five local impacts and an open ended 
response box where they were prompted to enter any strategies they’d like Lane County to consider 
that were not represented in question one. These open ended responses were then coded into 10 
different qualitative response categories to allow staff to analyze the frequency and type of response 
provided. The 10 different categories were:

• Cooperative Economic Planning
• Equitable Community Engagement
• Essential Goods Conservation
• Household Scale Assistance
• Pollution

• Mental Health
• Development Codes
• Knowledge Building
• Natural Solutions
• Emergency Preparedness
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RESULTS: TRANSITIONAL EFFECTS
Question one in the transitional effects area presented participants with five potential strategies and 
asked them to rank them according to preference. These rankings were then averaged to analyze 
which provided strategies were most and least preferred by participants. 

The average scores possible range from 1 to 5, with 1 indicating every participant ranked that strategy 
as their highest preference and 5 indicating every participant ranked that strategy as their lowest 
preference. Strategies were indicated as being recommended by survey respondents in the Community 
Climate Resilience Plan if their average score was equal to or less than 3. This break point represents 
an above average ranking.

The results of this question are displayed in the table below.

Potential Strategy

Support Federal, State, and Local programs that promote the 
construction of additional resilient residential housing units.

Score

Support organizations in securing funding for and providing 
programs and resources to address mental health and stress 
reactions to climate change.

Support essential service providers in securing funding for and 
developing backup energy storage for use during emergency events.

Assist community members and community associations in the 
development of evacuation and personal emergency preparedness 
plans.

Support jurisdictions in public awareness and engagement 
campaigns that reduce liability insurance for natural disasters, such as 
floods.

2.47

3.14

2.47

2.65

4.28
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Figure 8: Open Ended Coding for Transitional Effects

Question two in this topic area presented participants with five local impacts and an open ended 
response box where they were prompted to enter any strategies they’d like Lane County to consider 
that were not represented in question one. These open ended responses were then coded into 10 
different qualitative response categories to allow staff to analyze the frequency and type of response 
provided. The 10 different categories were:

• Cooperative Economic Planning
• Equitable Community Engagement
• Essential Goods Conservation
• Household Scale Assistance
• Pollution

• Mental Health
• Development Codes
• Knowledge Building
• Natural Solutions
• Emergency Preparedness


