Session No. 30


Course Title: Hazards Risk Management

Session #30: Consider the Assessment Criteria for Risk Mitigation Options












Time: 1 hour


Objectives: 

30.1: Explain Mitigation Evaluation and Discuss Why It Is Needed
30.2: Discuss the STAPLEE Method of Assessing Mitigation Options

30.3: Discuss Methods for Gathering Information on the STAPLEE Criteria


Scope: 

This is the second of five sessions that address risk mitigation. The following session deals with the assessment methodologies and criteria used to evaluate mitigation options for the community’s identified risks. 

The previous sessions, “Generate Risk Mitigation Options” and Insurance as a Risk mitigation option explained how the Hazards Risk Management team creates lists of possible mitigation options, each of which addresses the risks that have been analyzed and evaluated.  This session is a follow-on to those sessions in that it explains how these identified options are more closely examined for their applicability within the specific characteristics, requirements, and needs of the local community.  


Readings:

Student Reading:

Federal Emergency Management Agency. 1998. Introduction to Mitigation Independent Study Course. FEMA National Emergency Training Center. Emergency Management Institute. http://training.fema.gov/EMIWeb/IS/is393.asp
Federal Emergency Management Agency. 2003. State and Local Mitigation Planning How-To Guide: Developing the Mitigation Plan – Identifying Mitigation Actions and Implementation Strategies. FEMA. http://www.fema.gov/fima/planning_howto3.shtm.

Instructor Reading: 

Federal Emergency Management Agency. 1998. Introduction to Mitigation Independent Study Course. FEMA National Emergency Training Center. Emergency Management Institute. http://training.fema.gov/EMIWeb/IS/is393.asp
Federal Emergency Management Agency. 2003. State and Local Mitigation Planning How-To Guide: Developing the Mitigation Plan – Identifying Mitigation Actions and Implementation Strategies. FEMA. http://www.fema.gov/fima/planning_howto3.shtm.


General Requirements

Power Point slides are provided for the instructor’s use, if so desired.

It is recommended that the modified experiential learning cycle be completed for objectives 30.1 - 30.3 at the end of the session.

Handout 30 – 1 STAPLEE Criteria Worksheet

This session builds on the previous session, and will be most effective if used in sequence.


Objective 30.1: Explain Mitigation Evaluation and Discuss Why It Is Needed
Requirements:

Provide an overview of risk mitigation evaluation.  Facilitate discussions with students about this process.

Remarks: 

I. Once the Hazards Risk Management team has completed the process of generating the risk mitigation options that could possibly address the community’s identified, analyzed, assessed, and prioritized risks, they must assess those mitigation options to ensure that those they eventually choose most appropriately match the community’s needs.  

II. The proposed mitigation measures that have been identified and selected by the Hazards Risk Management team are all likely to be measures that will address (solve or alleviate) the community’s risks.  However, these mitigation options must be investigated to determine whether they will satisfy the specific mitigation objectives they previously identified (as discussed in Session 28), and whether or not they are appropriate for the specific planning area where the Hazards Risk Management team is working.

III. By their very nature, the mitigation options each seek to change some component of either the physical or social fabric of a community (Power Point Slide 30-1).  The changes they make somehow limit the likelihood, the consequences, or both, of the community’s disasters.  These changes, however, are often disruptive, though the disruptions that are felt between different options are rarely uniform.  

IV. Ask the Students, “What are some examples of mitigation options that may be very disruptive, and what mitigation alternatives for the same hazard would be less disruptive, regardless of cost or technical feasibility?”

A. One example could be forced movement from a floodplain.  Buyouts can be disruptive in that they move people from their homes, effectively breaking up neighborhood bonds and removing people from houses and land that often has sentimental value.

B. Alternative options include re-engineering the river, building structural mitigative defenses such as high levees or retaining walls, among other measures, that do not require the residents to leave.  Although not requiring relocation of people, these alternatives are not without their drawbacks that can include transferring the risk of flooding elsewhere and building a false sense of security that the risk of flooding has been reduced to zero through structural mitigation measures. 

C.  There are many more examples for this and other hazards that students should be able to cite.

V. Each of these options is likely to affect different populations differently, cost different amounts, adversely or beneficially affect the environment to differing degrees, among other effects.  These many components influence the selection process, making the finding of a simple solution go beyond anything a textbook or guide can feasibly offer.  Therefore, it is these analysis criteria that will ultimately guide the Hazards Risk Management team in deciding on which mitigation options to pursue.  

VI. In a vacuum, without any local context, risks would be much easier to address because mitigation decisions would be purely technical, or engineering-based in nature (Power Point Slide 30-2).  The community interaction and involvement, and the interaction of the Hazards Risk Management team with other government agencies that have a stake in the outcome of the team’s decisions, will together be used to guide this process of assessing decisions.  As was previously mentioned, within the community context there are many factors that will help to guide the chosen mitigations methods, broadly categorized as social, technical, administrative, political, legal, economic, and environmental.  

VII. Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000

A. These mitigation option analysis issues are considered so vital to the ultimate success of the Hazards Risk Management process that they were made a requirement of the Disaster Management Act of 2000 (DMA 2000 - described in Session 9).  

B. According to the requirements of this Act, State, tribal, and local governments must show how mitigation actions were evaluated and prioritized. Specifically, Requirement §201.4(c)(3) (iii) states, “plans shall include an identification, evaluation, and prioritization of cost-effective, environmentally sound, and technically feasible mitigation actions and activities [considered] and an explanation of how each activity contributes to the overall mitigation strategy.” (Power Point Slide 30-3).  
C. Additionally, Requirement §201.6(c)(3) (iii) states, “[The mitigation strategy section shall include] an action plan describing how the actions identified in section (c)(3)(ii) will be prioritized, implemented, and administered by the local jurisdiction.  Prioritization shall include a special emphasis on the extent to which benefits are maximized according to a cost benefit review of the proposed projects and their associated costs.” (Power Point Slide 30-4).
VIII. This session provides a widely accepted method for assessing the mitigation alternatives chosen by the Hazards Risk Management team – the so-called “STAPLEE” method (Objective 30.2).  There are many different ways that the Hazards Risk Management team can assess their mitigation options, STAPLEE being only one.  Just like public consultation was a process that needed to be tailored to the individual characteristics of the community, so must the process of assessing mitigation options.  

IX. The following excerpts are from the FEMA Independent Study Course “Introduction to Mitigation”, which addresses the assessment of risk mitigation options. 

A. “How will the planning team select the best measures for your community’s mitigation strategy?  Obviously the proposed mitigation measures are those that the technical experts have selected because they will solve or alleviate the problem.  Once it has been established that several proposed measures will accomplish the mitigation objective, how do community leaders choose between them?

B. “Clancy Philipsborn and Daniel Barbee, pioneers in helping communities make mitigation decisions, said the biggest obstacle to solving hazard management problems is the tendency to isolate the problem.  If a hazard-prone community avidly pursues mitigation strategies that will consume a disproportionate amount of available funds, the broader, longer-term community goals may be sacrificed.  The solution to long-term, cost effective mitigation often is imbedded in what the community is already doing. Tools and processes used on a daily basis may be able to be used to solve hazard management problems.  While a community may have to rethink their approach to planning to incorporate mitigation, it simply requires coordinating growth, economic development and environmental planning with the results of the hazard analysis.

C. “ The viability of the mitigation measures [will have been] demonstrated.  Multi-objective planning to achieve goals of disaster resistance in coordination with other community goals [will also have been] successfully demonstrated.  What is needed is for communities to use a standard set of decision criteria to promote the concurrent achievement of mitigation and other community goals.” 


Supplemental Considerations
N/A


Objective 30.2: Discuss the STAPLEE Method of Assessing Mitigation Options 

Requirements:

Provide an overview of the STAPLEE Criteria, which can be used to assess identified risk mitigation options.  Provide students with copies of Handout 30-1, from the FEMA How-To Guide.  Facilitate discussions with students about the STAPLEE Criteria.
Remarks: 

I. As previously mentioned, there are many methods by which the Hazards Risk Management team can assess the mitigation options that they have generated for each of the community’s risks.  One method, or framework as it may be called, that is currently recommended by FEMA to communities that are performing Hazards Risk Management in compliance with DMA 2000, is the STAPLEE method (Power Point Slide 30-5).

II. STAPLEE is a method that serves to guide the Hazards Risk Management team in their assessment by utilizing a systematic approach for addressing options.  The word STAPLEE is an acronym that stands for the following evaluation criteria terms:

A. Social
B. Technical
C. Administrative
D. Political
E. Legal
F. Economic
G. Environmental
III. Each of these terms represents an opportunity or constraint to implementing a particular mitigation option that has been identified.  Because communities are generally very different in their overall makeup, a single mitigation option analyzed according to the STAPLEE criteria will produce very different outcomes in different places.

IV. Each of these criteria considers a different aspect of the community, and requires different methods of information collection and analysis.  There is no definable or identifiable priority or weight that could be assigned to any of these criteria – the order of the letters in the acronym was determined by the word they formed (which was meant to be easy to remember).  

V. The Criteria (much of the following information was adapted from the FEMA How-To Guide, “Number 3: Developing the Mitigation Plan – Step 2.”):

A. Social
1. A mitigation option will only be viable if it is socially accepted within the community where it is implemented.  The public is instrumental in guiding decisions such as these through their support or lack thereof.   Even with public support, it is possible that a proposed mitigation option will not work, but without public support, it is almost certain that the taken action will fail.  

2. The Hazards Risk Management team must understand how the mitigation option will affect the population.  The Hazards Risk Management team must investigate several questions that will guide their interpretation of this criterion, including:

a. Will the proposed action adversely affect one segment of the population?  Will it give some disproportionate benefit to only one segment?

b. Will the action disrupt established neighborhoods, break up voting districts, or cause the relocation of lower income people?

c. Is the proposed action compatible with present and future community values?

d. Will the actions adversely affect cultural values or resources        (can be a primary issue in tribal communities).

3. The Hazards Risk Management team can contact local elected officials, community development staff, and the planning board to collect this information. Additionally, they can use the methods for public involvement discussed in Session 22, Public Input.

B. Technical
1. If the proposed action is investigated and found to not be technically feasible, it is probably not a good option.  Additionally, it is important to investigate, when looking into the technical feasibility of each option, whether or not it will help to reduce losses in the long term, and whether or not it has any secondary effects which could nullify its benefits.

2. By addressing the following questions, the Hazards Risk Management team can determine the suitability of their proposed actions with  regards to the actual degree of help they will ultimately provide:

a. How effective is the action in avoiding or reducing future losses?  The FEMA How-To Guide provides the following clarification.  

i. “If the proposed action involves upgrading culverts and storm drains to handle a 10-year storm event, and the objective is to reduce the potential impacts of a catastrophic flood, the proposed mitigation cannot be considered effective.

ii. “Conversely, if the objective were to reduce the adverse impacts of frequent flooding events, the same action would certainly meet technical feasibility criterion.”

b. Will it create more problems than it fixes?

c. Does it solve the problem or only a symptom?

3. The Hazards Risk Management team can work with the town engineer, public works staff, and building department staff, to collect this information.

4. The FEMA How-To Guide adds, “The U.S. State and Local Gateway is an invaluable resource for understanding a range of community governmental capabilities.  The web site was developed to give state, local, and tribal government officials and employees access to a variety of federal, state, local, tribal, and organizational information and links.  This site includes links to funding, best practices, tools, issues, partners, and other information by topic.”

a. The site can be accessed at http://firstgov.gov/Government/Government_Gateway.shtml
b.   The level of detail included in this site is beyond the scope of this session, but could be assigned to a student or group of students for independent research, review and reporting to the entire class 

C. Administrative
1. This measure investigates the community’s capabilities for carrying out the projects that would be required to implement each of the mitigation options.  Specifically, the Hazards Risk Management team will look at each option’s requirements in terms of:

a. Staffing
b. Funding
c. Maintenance
2. Some options the community will be able to implement on their own, with their own resources, while other will require (often significant) outside assistance.  The questions that the Hazards Risk Management team will have to ask include:

a. Does the jurisdiction have the capability (staff, technical experts, and/or funding) to implement the action, and can it be readily obtained.

b. Can the community provide the necessary maintenance work required to maintain the method of mitigation?

c. Can the implementation project be accomplished in a timely manner?

3. The FEMA How-To Guide adds the following insight into this criterion:

a.  “Spending is a fundamental power of local government.  Spending decisions made at all levels of government can include consideration of hazard mitigation goals and objectives.  

b. “Annual budgets and capital improvement plans offer an opportunity to include the costs of mitigation activities as part of routine state, community, or tribal outlays, rather than considering mitigation projects as separate special initiatives.  

c. “Just as communities have the power to spend, they also have the power to withhold spending for the public good.”

d. The guide than asks rhetorically,  “Does your State or community have the authority to withhold spending in hazard areas?  For example, the Florida ‘Rule 9J5’ discourages the extension of public infrastructure into coastal high-hazard zones by local communities.”

D. Political
1. Like most government actions at all levels of government that entail the spending of public funds, mitigation actions are political.  The political nature of each option will likewise be an influential factor in the choices that are made when options are being chosen for implementation.

2. The Hazards Risk Management team will need to be aware of, or will need to investigate, the way that the current local and state leadership feels about issues related to such agenda items as the environment, economic development, safety, and emergency management.  Actions that go against the current administration’s political ideology in any of these areas are logically likely to receive less support than those that are in line with such beliefs.  It is not uncommon for proposed mitigation actions to fail because they lack this much-needed political support.

3. The Hazards Risk Management team must seek insight into the level of political support they can expect to receive for each option to better assess the likelihood of that option being funded if it is ultimately chosen.  To do so, they can seek information that addresses the following questions:

a. Is there political support to implement and maintain this action?

b. Have political leaders participated in the planning process so far?

c. Is there a local champion willing to help see the action to completion?

d. Who are the stakeholders in this proposed action?

e. Is there enough public support to ensure the success of the action?

f. Have all of the stakeholders been offered an opportunity to participate in the planning process?

g. How can the mitigation objectives be accomplished at the lowest “cost” to the public?

4. The FEMA How-To Guide adds the following insight into this criterion:

a. “Current elected officials often have very different priorities than their predecessors, and every elected official is likely to have his or her own agenda driving these priorities.

b. “However, elected officials are voted into their position to represent their constituents, and if your team has done a good job of getting the public to buy into and support your plan, elected officials are more likely to lend their support.

c. “This may be particularly important if your plan proposes to use a significant amount of tax revenue or other public funds to finance mitigation projects.”

d. The FEMA guide adds, “State and local level government politics can sometimes be difficult to fully understand.”

5.
To promote this understanding the FEMA Guide references an online study guide, which was designed to accompany State and Local Politics, 10th Edition, by Burns, Peltason, and Magleby, and provides an objective overview of the institutions and political forces that can shape policies and outcomes in State and local jurisdictions.  The chapters of this guide are:

a.
State and Local politics: Who Governs?

b.
American Federalism

c.
State Constitutions: Charters or Straightjackets?

d.
Parties and Elections in the States

e.
State Legislatures

f.
State Governors

g.
Judges and Justice in the States

h.
Local Government and Metropolitics

i.
Making State and Local Policy

j.
Staffing and Financing State and Local Governments

2.
The study guide is available at http://cwx.prenhall.com/bookbind/pubbooks/burns6/.

3.
The level of detail included in this site is beyond the scope of this session, but could be assigned to a student or group of students for independent research, review and reporting to the entire class.

4.
The Hazards Risk Management team can work with the board of supervisors, the mayor, the city council, the city administrator, or the city manager to collect information about political support.

E. Legal
1. Many mitigation actions will require actions to be taken that require legal authority in order to be lawfully conducted.  The Hazards Risk Management team must determine whether the jurisdiction in which they are working has the legal authority at the State, tribal, or local level to implement the proposed mitigation actions, or whether the jurisdiction must pass new laws or regulations.  Oftentimes, this legal authority must be established long before the mitigation action is taken because of the exhaustive process that making or changing laws can present.

2. In general, government entities at each structural level each operate under their own specific source of delegated authority.  Most local governments operate under “enabling legislation” that gives them the power to engage in certain activities.

3. The Hazards Risk Management team will need to first identify the unit of government that will ultimately undertake the actions necessary to implement the mitigation action, and include an analysis of the interrelationships between local, regional, State, and Federal governments.  Much of this information can be obtained by asking:

a. Does the State, tribe, or community have the authority to implement the proposed action?

b. Is there a technical, scientific, or legal basis for the mitigation action (i.e., does the mitigation action “fit” the hazard setting?)

c. Are the proper laws, ordinances, and resolutions in place to implement the action?

d. Are there any potential legal consequences?

e. Will the community be liable for the actions or support of actions, or lack of action?

f. Is the action likely to be challenged by stakeholders who may be negatively affected?

4. The primary contact or source of information is the community’s legal counsel.

5. The FEMA How-To Guide adds the following insight into this criterion:

a. “An excellent resource to assist in quickly determining your state’s legal authorities with respect to planning to reduce natural hazard losses is available in an online report titled “A Survey of State Land-Use and Natural Hazards Planning Laws.”  This report can be found at http://www.ibhs.org/land_use_planning/  

b. This website also provides information on State-level technical assistance that is available through statutory requirements.”

F. Economic
1.
Like all government projects, mitigation options must prove to be cost-effective to the community before they are considered viable for implementation.

2.
A mitigation measure must be affordable in order for it to be considered.  Being affordable can mean many things, including being fundable without restructuring local budgets, fundable but with some budget restructuring required, fundable but requiring a special tax to be imposed, fundable but requiring external loans, and so on.

3.
Those mitigation measures that are cost-effective, especially those that can be financed within a current budget cycle, are much more attractive to government officials who are making funding decisions than those which will require general obligation bonds or other forms of debt that will ultimately draw upon future community funds.

4.
Those communities that have very little money to support mitigation actions (a common condition) are likely to be more willing to support a mitigation option if it can be funded, in part or in whole, by some alternative (outside) source or sources.  This is often the case in the recovery period of disasters when mitigation funds are available under federal and state relief funding regulations. 

5.
The Hazards Risk Management team should ask the following questions when considering the economic aspects of mitigation options:

a.
Are there currently sources of funds that can be used to implement the action?

b. What benefits will the action provide?

c. Does the cost seem reasonable for the size of the problem and likely benefits?

d. What burden will be placed on the tax base or local economy to implement this action?

e. Does the action contribute to other community economic goals, such as capital improvements or economic development?

f. What proposed actions should be considered but be ‘tabled’ for implementation until outside sources of funding are available?

6.
The Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance Programs (CFDA) is a government reference document, available online, that lists all federal programs, projects, services, and activities, that provide assistance or benefits to the American public.  These benefits include grants, loans, loan guarantees, services, among others.  This document can be found at http://12.46.245.173/cfda/cfda.html
7.
Non-profit and other philanthropic organizations and foundations are an invaluable source of information and funding, in addition to technical support and other assistance.  A list of community and other grant-making foundations, listed by State, can be found at http://www.tgci.com/resources/foundations/searchGeoLoc.asp. 

8.
The primary contacts or sources of information include community managers, economic development staff, and the assessor’s office.

9.
Ask the Students, “Why would the community not want to select a mitigation option that carried a cost expected to exceed the estimated financial cost of damages that would likely occur during the life of the mitigation measure?”  This option is not cost effective – the community is essentially losing money by investing in the option.  They would be better off selecting an option that may not offer the same level of protection, but comes at a cost that satisfies a cost-benefit analysis.

G.
Environmental
1.
Many mitigation measures affect the natural environment, either positively or negatively (and occasionally both positively and negatively to some degree). Consideration of these effects must be made by the Hazards Risk Management team, as there are State and Federal regulations (like the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)) that could make a mitigation option incapable of being implemented.  These considerations are especially important when federal funds are being used to fund a mitigation measure, as there are often more strict environmental requirements attached to such aid.

2.
Of course, there are often benefits to the environment that arise from the implementation of a mitigation measure that must be considered in the choosing of options.  Floodplain buyout programs, for instance, which include acquisition and relocation of structures out of identified floodplains, help to restore the natural function of the floodplain.  Vegetation management, which is often performed to control the wildfire hazard risk to humans and property, also provide the same protection to the environment. 

3.
Questions that the Hazards Risk Management team should ask themselves when considering the environmental factors associated with particular mitigation options include:

a.
How will this action affect the environment (including land, water, and air resources, and endangered species)? 

b.
Will this action comply with local, State, and Federal environmental laws and regulations?

c.
Is the action consistent with the community’s environmental values and goals?

4.
The primary contacts or sources of information include the local health department, conservation commissions, environmental or water resources agency, building officials, environmental groups, fish and game commissions, etc.

VI.
A worksheet created by FEMA to assist Hazards Risk Management teams in evaluating risk mitigation options according to the STAPLEE criteria is provided as Handout 30-1.  

VII.
Ask the Students to name mitigation measures (as they studied in the previous session), and analyze them according to the STAPLEE criteria, as they would apply to the university campus or to their hometown.  The instructor may wish to ask the students to use Handout 30-1 as a guide in this discussion/exercise. 


Supplemental Considerations:

The following example provides an illustration of an alternative method for evaluating risk mitigation options.  This example was taken from the State of Oregon Emergency Management Plan, Appendix 7: “Criteria for Evaluating Hazard Mitigation Projects”.

“Projects proposed, including those proposed under Section 404 of the Stafford Act, are evaluated on the basis of the following criteria:

· Be consistent with, support, and help implement the goals and objectives of hazard mitigation plans in place for the geographic area in question, especially those hazard mitigation plans developed under Section 409 of the Stafford Act;

· Have significant potential to reduce damages to public and/or private property to reduce the cost of recovering from future disasters; 

· Be the most practical, cost-effective, and environmentally sound alternative after a consideration of a range of options; 

· Address a repetitive problem, or one that has the potential to have a major impact on an area, reducing the potential for loss of life, loss of essential services or personal property, damage to critical facilities, economic loss, hardship, or suffering; 

· Solve a problem independently, or constitute a portion of a solution where there is a likelihood that the project as a whole will be completed; 

· Conform with 44 CFR Part 9, Floodplain Management and Protection of Wetlands, and not contribute to or encourage development in wetlands or in floodplains; 

· Conform with 44 CFR Part 10, Environmental Considerations;

· Be based on a hazard vulnerability analysis of the geographic area in question;

· Meet applicable permit requirements;

· Not encourage development in hazardous areas;

· Contribute to a permanent or long-term solution to the problem, and have manageable maintenance and modification costs; 

· Whenever possible, be designed to accomplish multiple objectives, including damage reduction, environmental enhancement, and economic development or recovery; and 

· Whenever possible, utilize existing agencies or programs to implement the project.


Objective 30.3: Discuss Methods for Gathering Information on the STAPLEE Criteria

Requirements:

Lead a discussion about the various issues that must be considered, and the sources of information that can be tapped, for each of the STAPLEE Criteria. 

Remarks: 

I. Assessing risk mitigation options, whether using the STAPLEE criteria or another method of assessment, requires considerable time and effort.  This is generally not the type of process that can be completed during a single meeting, but rather requires the assistance and input from many different members of the local and State governments, as well as non-governmental and civilian representatives. 

II.
FEMA has suggested, in their Mitigation How-To Guide series, several considerations and sources of information for each of the seven criteria named in the STAPLEE acronym.  The following information is adapted from table 2-1 of this guide, listed on pages 2-19 and 2-20.  For each criterion, considerations are presented that should be addressed in the assessment, followed by one or more sources of information that provide insight into such an assessment.

A. The Social Criterion (Power Point Slide 30-6)

1.
Consideration: Community Acceptance
a.
Questionnaire

b.
Interviews with government staff, non-profit organizations, and neighborhood advocacy organizations

c. Community plans

d. Newspaper Articles

2.
Consideration:  Adversely Affects One or More Segments of the Population
a.
Maps showing demographics (race, age, income, voting districts, etc.) with locations of proposed mitigation actions

b.
Census data

B.
The Technical Criterion (Power Point Slide 30-7)

1.
Consideration: Technical Feasibility
a. Judgment of mitigation experts, scientists, and engineers

b. Existing literature / studies on the action

2.
Consideration: Long-term Solution
a. Judgment of mitigation experts

b. Existing literature / studies on the action

3.
Consideration: Secondary Impacts
a. Judgment of mitigation experts

b. Existing literature

c. Maps showing environmentally sensitive resources with locations of proposed mitigation actions

d. Scientific and / or engineering evaluations

C.
The Administrative Criterion (Power Point Slide 30-8)

1.
Consideration: Staffing (sufficient number of staff and training)

a. Capability assessment

b. Jurisdiction organizational chart

c. Availability of technical assistance from regional or state agencies

d. Interviews with department heads and relevant staff

2. Consideration: Funding Allocated
a. Capability assessment

b. Annual operating budget

c. Capital improvement budget

d. Interviews with department heads and relevant staff

3. Consideration: Maintenance / Operations
a. Capability assessment

b. Existing literature on maintenance costs

c. Interviews with department heads and relevant staff

D.
The Political Criterion (Power Point Slide 30-9)

1.
Consideration: Political Support
a. Questionnaire

b. Interviews with elected officials

c. Newspaper articles

2.
Consideration: Local Champion or Plan Proponent (respected community member)

a. Questionnaire

b. Interviews with elected officials, community leaders, and private sector participants in the planning process

3.
Consideration: Public Support (Stakeholders)

a. Questionnaire

b. Interviews with government staff, non-profit organizations, and neighborhood advocacy organizations

c. Newspaper articles

d. Public meetings

E.
The Legal Criterion (Power Point Slide 30-10)

1. Consideration: State Authority
a. Research of State codes

b. Contact with State Attorney General’s office

2. Consideration: Existing Local Authority
a. Research of local codes and ordinances

b. Local legal counsel

3. Consideration: Action Potentially Subject to Legal Challenge by Opponents (stakeholders who would be negatively affected)

a. Research by local legal counsel

b. Maps, census, plans

F.
The Economic Criterion (Power Point Slide 30-11)

1. Consideration: Benefit of Mitigation Action
a. Benefit-cost analysis software / methodology

b. Judgment of experts

c. Existing literature

d. Case studies of similar implemented actions

e. Economic impact assessment

2. Consideration: Cost of Mitigation Action
a.
Order of magnitude cost estimate (e.g., Action A costs five times more than Action B)

b.
Judgment of experts

c.
Local contractors

d.
Case studies

3. Consideration: Contributes to Economic Goals
a. Judgment of experts

b. Evaluation of community’s comprehensive plan, economic development plan, and other community plans and policies

4. Consideration: Outside Funding Required
a. Order of magnitude cost estimate

b. Evaluation of State and Federal funding programs

G.
The Environmental Criterion (Power Point Slide 30-12)

1. Consideration: Affects Land / Water Bodies
a. Maps, studies, plans

b. Coordination with State and Federal resource agencies, including compliance with all relevant statutes and regulations

2. Consideration: Affects Endangered Species
a. Maps, studies, plans

b. Coordination with State and Federal resource agencies, including compliance with all relevant statutes and regulations

3. Consideration: Affects Hazardous Materials and Waste Sites
a.
Maps, studies, plans

b.
Coordination with State and Federal resource agencies, including compliance with all relevant statutes and regulations

c. Hazardous waste site databases

4. Consideration: Consistent with Community’s Environmental Goals
a. Maps of land use, zoning, sensitive areas, projected growth

b. Interviews with government staff

c. Review of local plans and policies

5. Consideration: Consistent with Federal Laws
a. Contact with Federal agencies

b.
Review of Federal laws. 


Supplemental Considerations:

N/A
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