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The overall results of this survey indicated that the most favored types of actions across the planning area 
were likely to be those related to structural projects, while the least favored types of actions across the 
planning area were likely to be those related to public information: 
 

Mitigation Activity Rank 
Most preferred / appropriate:   

Structural Projects (e.g. Floodwalls/Levees, drainage, dams) 1 
Preventive Measures (e.g. Regulations, building codes, and zoning) 2 

Emergency Services (e.g. Communication systems, response resources) 3 
Asset Protection (e.g. Structure retrofits for flood, wind and fireproofing) 4 

Least  preferred / appropriate:  
Natural Resource Protection (e.g. Open space, wetlands preservation) 5 
Public Information (e.g. education and outreach 6 

 
Detailed Analysis of Preferred Potential Actions and their Prioritization 
 
The working session continued with a detailed analysis and prioritization of the subset of preferred 
action items.  
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In order to further evaluate and ultimately prioritize the subset of preferred mitigation actions that were 
identified in the last step (that is, identified after the preliminary analysis discussed in Section 6), 
participants identified the benefits and costs of each preferred action using a planning concept called 
“STAPLEE”.  FEMA Guidance recommends that their “STAPLEE” method (considering each project’s 
social, technical, administrative, political, legal, economic and environmental aspects) can be used to 
evaluate potential actions for the mitigation strategy/action plan, and also to prioritize those actions that 
the community selects as its mitigation actions.  STAPLEE criteria are presented  in Table 7-1.  FEMA 
breaks these criteria down into a series of 23 detailed considerations. These considerations were discussed 
generally at the working session as part of the broader explanation of how to complete the prioritization 
exercise. 
 

Table 7-1 
STAPLEE Criteria 

Criteria Detailed Considerations Sample Benefit and Cost Scenarios 

S Social • Community acceptance 
• Affect on segment of population 

Is the action unfair to one section of the community 
over others? If yes, it is a social cost associated with 
the action. If the implementation of the action helps 
achieve a social goal of the community, it is a social 
benefit associated with the action. 

T Technical 
• Technical feasibility 
• Long-term solution 
• Secondary impacts 

Is the action a good technical solution to the problem? 
If yes, it is a benefit associated with the action. The 
better the solution, the higher the benefits. 

A Administrative 
• Staffing 
• Funding allocation  
• Maintenance/operations 

Is the action difficult to implement because of the 
administrative problems associated? If yes, it is an 
administrative cost. 

P Political 
• Political support 
• Local champion 
• Public support 

Is the action politically favored? If yes, it is a benefit. 
If the action is likely to be politically unacceptable, it 
is a cost associated with the action. 

L Legal 
• State authority 
• Existing local authority 
• Potential legal challenge 

Are there perceived legal problems in implementing 
the action? If yes, it is a cost associated with the 
action. 

E Economic 

• Benefit of action 
• Cost of action 
• Contributes to economic goals 
• Outside funding required 

Does implementing the action make economic sense? 
Are the costs too prohibitive? If yes, it is a cost 
associated with the action. 

E Environmental 

• Effect on land/water 
• Effect on endangered species 
• Effect on HAZMAT/waste sites 
• Consistent with community 

environmental goals 
• Consistent with federal laws 

Does the action have adverse environmental effects? If 
yes, it is a cost associated with the action. 

 
 
Jurisdictions conducted a detailed analysis of their preferred action items by rating the overall benefits 
and costs of each action against the STAPLEE criteria identified above according to FEMA How-To # 
386-5 STAPLEE Method B. Using this methodology, to determine overall “benefits” for a certain action, 
each jurisdiction considered qualitatively the individual social, technical, administrative, political, legal, 
economic, and environmental benefits for the action and then indicated whether the net benefits, overall, 
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could be characterized as high, medium, or low. To determine overall “costs” for a certain action, each 
jurisdiction considered qualitatively individual social, technical, administrative, political, legal, economic, 
and environmental costs for that action and then indicated whether the net costs, overall, could be 
characterized as high, medium, or low.  These overall ‘benefits’ and ‘costs’ were noted on the worksheet, 
and the jurisdictions concluded by prioritizing each preferred action based on its overall benefits and 
costs.   
 
It is important to note that a modified version of FEMA How-To #386-5 STAPLEE Method B was used. 
Because FEMA 386-5 included sample methodologies for applying a weighted score for only the two 
most complex STAPLEE methodologies (Methods C and D) but not for the more straightforward Method 
B, the consultant guided the CPG through a slightly modified Method B which used the methodology as 
presented in FEMA 386-5, but with a special weight placed on three factors:  ease of implementation, 
achievement of multiple mitigation objectives, and how quickly the action can be implemented. During 
future plan updates, the CPG will reevaluate FEMA How-To #5 to determine if the currently selected 
modified Method B continues to be deemed most appropriate for this planning project, or if a collective 
desire exists amongst CPG members to switch to one of the more complex Methods C or D. 
 
Since a qualitative approach was taken for the evaluation and prioritization of mitigation actions, 
jurisdictions were permitted to apply their own internal weightings to the costs and benefits of actions 
under each category, hence on the completed worksheets the overall priority of an action may not reflect a 
straightforward arithmetic comparison of its total “benefits” and total “costs”. 
 
All action items not selected for prioritization by a given community after considering the STAPLEE 
factors received a low priority. In the future, communities may still seek to pursue other actions which 
they evaluated but did not select for prioritization at this time, including but not limited to those discussed 
in Section 6 (and associated studies, funding, etc. for these actions). 
 
In addition to hazard mitigation projects, FEMA requires that each jurisdiction evaluate a set of actions 
specifically aimed at continuing participation in and compliance with FEMA’s National Flood Insurance 
Program (per FEMA’s new guidance released in July 2008, Part 201.6(c)(3)(ii)).  These actions include 
updating floodplain management ordinances to comply with the latest FEMA regulations and adopted 
flood maps, additional employment/training of staff to enforce the ordinances, and participation in 
FEMA’s Community Rating System (CRS). 
 
Appendix D contains detailed analysis and prioritization worksheets (STAPLEE) completed by 
each participant for their selected actions.  Each participant identified at least two action items for 
implementation.  The action items ultimately selected address every profiled hazard, for every 
participating jurisdiction. 
 
Appendix F contains prioritization and implementation strategy worksheets for those actions 
specifically related to continued and/or enhanced compliance with FEMA’s National Flood 
Insurance Program. During subsequent plan updates, jurisdictions should consider FEMA’s new 
Toolkit file, A Guide to NFIP Requirements (“4-strat-3-nfip-requirements”), provided herein at the 
end of Appendix F.  
 
 
 
 
Note to the reviewer:  The next section in this plan, entitled “Implementation Strategy,” will expand upon the prioritization step by identifying the 
hazard addressed, if the action applies to new and/or existing assets, the primary agency responsible for action item completion, any existing 
local planning mechanisms through which the action item will be implemented, target date for completion, estimated cost, and funding source. 
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SECTION 8 - IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY (“ACTION PLAN”)_ 
 
This section includes information regarding the process followed by participating jurisdictions to 
implement and administer their selected mitigation actions. FEMA’s guidance states that after 
considering a wide range of actions and projects for reducing the effects of each hazard (Part 
201.6(c)(3)(ii), the plan must describe the subset of mitigation actions to be included in the mitigation 
strategy/action plan including how they will be prioritized, implemented and administered by the 
local jurisdictions (Part 201.6(c)(3)(iii). And for multi-jurisdictional plans such as this plan for 
Rockland County, that there must be identifiable action items specific to each jurisdiction requesting 
FEMA approval or credit of the plan (Part 201.6(c)(3)(iv).  
 
The implementation strategy (“action plan”) developed by participants at the June 18, 2009 
Mitigation Strategy Working Session for selected and prioritized action items is community-specific 
for each jurisdiction. Participants were asked to develop an implementation strategy for their 
preferred action items they selected and prioritized (in Sections 6 and 7) for their respective 
communities using worksheets developed specifically for this task. 
 
The implementation strategy developed by each participant was based on each participant’s 
qualitative analysis of social, technical, administrative, political, legal, economic, and environmental 
benefits and costs associated with each selected action.   
 
Each community addressed how their preferred actions will be implemented and administered. 
For each selected and prioritized action item, participants identified the hazard addressed, if the action 
applies to new and/or existing assets, the primary agency responsible for action item completion, any 
existing local planning mechanisms through which the action item will be implemented, target date 
for completion, estimated cost, and funding source. For jurisdictions which provided qualitative 
project costs (“high/medium/low”), a range of dollar values for these designations will be provided at 
the first plan update (or more detailed, quantitative cost estimates if possible).  
 
All action items not selected for prioritization by a given community after considering the STAPLEE 
factors received a low priority. In the future, communities may still seek to pursue other actions 
which they evaluated but did not select for prioritization at this time, including but not limited to 
those discussed in Section 6 (and associated studies, funding, etc. for these actions). 
 
All participating jurisdictions who will be adopting this plan will undertake the following high 
priority public outreach actions at a minimum, as part of their plan maintenance obligation: 

o Each participating jurisdiction will add a link on their jurisdiction’s web page to the 
County mitigation planning website, if they have not already done so as part of the plan 
development process. 

o Participating jurisdictions will conduct annual interviews and/or smaller meetings with 
civic groups, the public and other stakeholders.  This will be accomplished through 
incorporating discussion of the mitigation plan into other regularly attended meetings. 

o Participating jurisdictions will consider annual flyers, newsletters, newspaper 
advertisements, and Radio/TV announcements, and will implement some or all of the 
above at the discretion of the jurisdiction. 

 
Appendix E contains completed worksheets for community-specific implementation strategies. 
The action items ultimately selected address every profiled hazard, for every participating 
jurisdiction. 
 
Appendix F contains prioritization and implementation strategy worksheets for those actions 
specifically related to continued and/or enhanced compliance with FEMA’s National Flood 
Insurance Program. 
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SECTION 9 - PLAN MAINTENANCE   
 
It is required by FEMA (as per 44 CFR Part 201.6(c)(4)(i) that, “[The plan maintenance process shall 
include a section describing the] method and schedule of monitoring, evaluating, and updating the 
mitigation plan within a five-year cycle.”  A formal plan maintenance process must take place to ensure 
that the Hazard Mitigation Plan remains an active and pertinent document. Regularly scheduled 
evaluations during the five-year cycle are important to assess the effectiveness of the program and to 
reflect changes that may affect mitigation priorities. 
 
URS Corporation (URS), as the consulting company, was able to provide the Core Planning Group with 
guidance on potential means to satisfy the requirement for plan maintenance procedures.  However, it was 
the members of the Core Planning Group who were in the best position to define the process.  URS 
submitted a Guidance Memorandum (Guidance Memorandum #2 – Plan Maintenance Procedures) to 
RCOFES on April 27, 2009, to summarize FEMA requirements for plan monitoring, evaluation, and 
updates. It was also posted to the mitigation planning web site soon after for review by Core Planning 
Group members, the public, and other stakeholders. 
 
Team members were asked to provide feedback regarding their desires for plan maintenance to RCOFES. 
RCOFES, in turn, worked with the Consultant to develop this mitigation strategy to best reflect expressed 
preferences.  The information presented below represents these decisions, as provided to URS through 
RCOFES. These methods will ensure that regular review and updating of the Hazard Mitigation Plan will 
occur.   
 
Mr. Chris Jensen of the RCOFES, who was identified as Coordinator for this mitigation planning project, 
will oversee the overall plan maintenance process. RCOFES will take the lead on plan monitoring and 
evaluation steps (with help from the rest of the County Mitigation Planning Jurisdictional Assessment 
Team), and the County’s Department of Planning will take the lead on any required plan updates (with 
help from Mr. Jensen and the rest of the County Mitigation Planning Jurisdictional Assessment Team).    
 
 
Monitoring the Plan 
 
An important step in any mitigation planning process is to document the method by which the Core 
Planning Group will monitor the Hazard Mitigation Plan throughout the five-year period of record.  
 
First, to accomplish this objective, the Core Planning Group has elected to prepare Annual Work Progress 
Monitoring Reports, prepared by entities responsible for implementing mitigation actions (as identified in 
the Mitigation Strategy). Progress Monitoring Reports shall be submitted by Core Planning Group 
members on an annual basis to RCOFES, beginning one year from the date of FEMA’s approval of the 
Final plan. Work progress reports shall be the FEMA How-To #4 (FEMA 386-4), Worksheet #1, Progress 
Report and will contain the key performance indicators identified in that document.  Using the FEMA 
Progress Reports will answer the following questions: 
 
o the hazard mitigation action(s) that the agency is responsible for 
o the supporting agencies/entities responsible for implementation; 
o a delineation of the various stages of work along with timelines (milestones should be included); 
o whether the resources needed for implementation, funding, staff time and technical assistance are 

available, or if other arrangements must be made to obtain them; 
o the types of permits or approvals necessary to implement the action; 
o details on the ways the actions will be accomplished within the organization; 
o whether the duties will be assigned to agency staff or contracted out; 
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o the current status of the project; and 
o identifying any issues that may hinder implementation. 
 
On a case-by-case basis, RCOFES will determine if site visits, phone calls, and/or meetings would be 
beneficial to supplement Annual Work Progress Monitoring Reports. If so, RCOFES will initiate the site 
visits/calls/meetings as applicable.   
 
 
Evaluating the Plan 
 
Post adoption, a mitigation plan should be evaluated on a regular basis in order to assess the effectiveness 
of the plan’s implementation and to reflect changes that may affect the mitigation priorities. 
 
To accomplish this objective, the Core Planning Group will convene once per year for an Annual Plan 
Evaluation Meeting.  Plan Evaluation Meetings will be conducted within three months after each annual 
batch of Progress Reports are due (see “Monitoring”, above).    At each Plan Evaluation Meeting, the 
Core Planning Group will review Progress Reports, and use the following criteria to evaluate the plan: 
 
o do the goals and objectives address current and expected conditions? 
o has the nature and magnitude of risks changed? 
o are the current resources appropriate for implementing the plan? 
o are there any implementation problems (such as technical, political and/or legal), or coordination 

issues with the other agencies and/or Committee members? 
o have the outcomes occurred as expected? 
o have the agencies and other Committee partners participated as proposed?; and 
o where shortcomings are identified, what can be done to bring things back on track? 
 
Following each Annual Plan Evaluation Meeting, the RCOFES will prepare meeting minutes 
summarizing the outcome of the evaluation meeting.  RCOFES will distribute meeting minutes to Core 
Planning Group members via email, and will post meeting minutes on the web site. 
 
 
Updating the Plan 
 
As part of the process to maintain FEMA mitigation funding eligibility, a plan update must always be 
submitted to NYSEMO/FEMA for their review. This must occur within five years of the plan’s approval 
by FEMA (and during subsequent five-year cycles thereafter). 
  
To accomplish this objective, RCOFES will take the lead on Plan updates, with support from the Core 
Planning Group members and the County Planning Department.  RCOFES will conduct Update 
Appraisals. During the Update Appraisal, RCOFES will evaluate the current Plan, Annual Progress 
Reports, and Annual Plan Evaluation Meeting Minutes. RCOFES will conduct the Update Appraisals at 
3.5 years from the date of FEMA’s approval of the Final plan, and at the same point in time during 
subsequent five-year windows (i.e., from the date of FEMA’s approval of the final plan, Update 
Appraisals will occur at Year 3.5, Year 8.5, Year 13.5, etc.). The Planning Group has selected Year 3.5 as 
the point for the Update Appraisals to ensure that sufficient time (18 months) will be available to update 
the document within the five year cycle, receive FEMA’s re-approval, and for local jurisdictions to 
formally adopt the updated plan.  
 
The plan update will not only involve a comprehensive review and evaluation of each section of the plan, 
but also a discussion of the results of evaluation and monitoring activities detailed in the Plan 
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Maintenance section of the previously approved plan.  Plan updates may validate the information in the 
previously approved plan, or may involve a major plan rewrite.  A plan update cannot be an annex 
referring to the previously approved plan; it must stand on its own as a complete and current plan. 
 
Other criteria that will be considered during the update include: 
• if changing situations have modified goals/objectives/actions and/or hazards;  
• if additional information is available to perform more accurate vulnerability assessments;  
• if it is determined that participating jurisdictions wish to be added to and/or removed from the Plan; 

or  
• if it is determined that the Plan no longer addresses current and expected future conditions. 
 
At the time of the update, RCOFES shall consult with FEMA for the latest Guidance in place regarding 
plan updates to ensure that the latest criteria are addressed in the update process.  
 
RCOFES will prepare an updated plan, and circulate it to Core Planning Group members via email for 
their review and comment.  Comments will be due back to RCOFES within 14 days; lack of response will 
be assumed to indicate concurrence with the RCOFES appraisal.  Comments received which cannot be 
resolved remotely will trigger an Update Resolution Meeting of the Core Planning Group to resolve 
differences and develop a joint determination on how to modify the document.  
 
Any plan updates will be released for public review and comment. The updated plan will be posted on the 
County web site, and made available in hard copy at the RCOFES offices.  Notification to the public will 
also be issued to this same effect, and interested parties will be given 30 days to provide comments to 
RCOFES. 
 
 
Public Participation in Plan Maintenance 
 
As per 44 CFR Part 201.6 (c)(4)(iii) states, “[The plan maintenance process shall include a] discussion on 
how the community will continue public participation in the plan maintenance process.”  To meet this 
requirement, the new Hazard Mitigation Plan should describe what opportunities the public will have 
during the plan’s periodic review to comment on the progress made to date and on any proposed plan 
revisions.   
 
The following array of activities was selected by RCOFES based on feedback received from Core 
Planning Group members.  It has been developed in consideration of not only the regulations but also 
with an aim to invoke additional public participation, since limited public response was received during 
the plan development process despite opportunities that were presented. It has also been developed with 
an aim to build upon outreach activities to other stakeholders that was undertaken as part of the plan 
development process. 
 
o RCOFES will continue to maintain the mitigation planning website and document repositories.   
o Each participating jurisdiction will add a link on their jurisdiction’s web page to the County 

mitigation planning website, if they have not already done so as part of the plan development process. 
o RCOFES will lead efforts to prepare an annual fact sheet on the plan.  This fact sheet will be 

submitted via email to Core Planning Group members for posting on community notice boards, at a 
minimum, and preferable supplemented with distribution at meetings as applicable. RCOFES will 
post the fact sheet on the county mitigation plan web site.  

o RCOFES will lead efforts to prepare a survey for the public and other stake holders which will be 
posted on the County mitigation planning web site and in document repositories.  Survey forms will 
be shared with participating jurisdictions for their use, as well.  All feedback will be directed to 
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RCOFES as a central location. Survey feedback will be a topic of discussion at Annual Plan 
Evaluation Meetings.  

o Participating jurisdictions will conduct annual interviews and/or smaller meetings with civic groups, 
the public and other stakeholders.  This will be accomplished through incorporating discussion of the 
mitigation plan into other regularly attended meetings. 

o Participating jurisdictions will consider annual flyers, newsletters, newspaper advertisements, and 
Radio/TV announcements, and will implement some or all of the above at the discretion of the 
jurisdiction. 

o RCOFES will establish a telephone hotline service (preferably a toll-free number) where interested 
parties can ask questions or submit feedback regarding the plan. 

o Participating jurisdictions will consider offering working groups by topic area (such as land use, 
hazard, mitigation action, etc.) if deemed necessary based upon feedback obtained during the plan 
maintenance cycles.  

o Participating jurisdictions will each conduct an annual town hall meeting on the progress of the 
mitigation plan.  This could be its own, separate meeting, or incorporated into another regularly 
scheduled meeting. 

o Despite the vast array of outreach efforts undertaken by participating jurisdictions during the plan 
development process, there was limited response. Therefore, CPG members will consider more 
targeted outreach to other stakeholders during the plan update, and will document these efforts in 
Section 1 of any plan updates. This will include consideration of direct outreach to inform and 
involve additional stakeholders in the plan development process, including (a) academia (such as 
local school districts, colleges and universities), (b) non-profit interests (such as the American Red 
Cross, hospitals, nursing homes, or other community associations) and (c) neighboring communities 
in Westchester and Orange counties that do not have mitigation plans.  

 
 
Plan Integration 
 
As per 44 CFR Part 201.6(c)(4)(ii), “[The plan shall include a] process by which local governments 
incorporate the requirements of the mitigation plan into other planning mechanisms such as 
comprehensive or capital improvement plans, when appropriate.” 
 
URS Corporation (URS), as the consulting company, was able to provide the Planning Group with 
guidance on potential means to satisfy the requirement for plan integration procedures.  However, it was 
the members of the Core Planning Group who were in the best position to define the process.  URS 
submitted a Guidance Memorandum (Guidance Memorandum #3 – Plan Integration) to RCOFES on 
April 27, 2009, to summarize FEMA requirements for integrating the plan into other local planning 
mechanisms. It was also posted to the mitigation planning web site soon after for review by Core 
Planning Group members, the public, and other stakeholders. 
 
Team members were asked to provide feedback regarding their desires for plan integration to RCOFES. 
RCOFES, in turn, worked with the Consultant to develop this mitigation strategy to best reflect expressed 
preferences.  The information presented below represents these decisions, as provided to URS through 
RCOFES. These methods will ensure that regular integration of the Hazard Mitigation Plan will occur.   
 
RCOFES, with input from URS and the Core Planning Group member feedback, noted the following 
capabilities in relation to mitigation planning and opportunities to integrate the mitigation plan into daily 
activities.  Progress with regard to Plan Integration will be on the agenda for each Annual Plan Evaluation 
Meetings. 
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Participating jurisdictions currently use comprehensive land use planning, capital improvements planning 
and building codes to guide and control development.  After the Hazard Mitigation Plan is formally 
adopted, these existing mechanisms will have hazard mitigation strategies integrated into them, as 
follows:   
 

Within six months after adoption of the Hazard Mitigation Plan, Core Planning Group members for 
each participating jurisdiction will issue a letter to each of its community’s department heads to solicit 
their support and explore opportunities for integrating hazard mitigation planning objectives into their 
daily activities.  Specifically, letters can include: 

o Many participating jurisdictions have Master Plans, General or Comprehensive Plans. In 
participating jurisdictions where Master Plans, General or Comprehensive Plans exist, Core 
Planning Group members will work with their respective planning departments to educate 
them on the Hazard Mitigation Plan and encourage that on the next updates of such plans, 
hazard mitigation for natural hazards is addressed. 

o Many participating jurisdictions have local building departments responsible for building 
code enforcement and review of site plans. Local jurisdictions enforce the state-adopted 
IBC.  In these communities, Core Planning Group Members can coordinate with their 
respective building departments to ensure that they have adopted and are enforcing the 
minimum standards established in the State-adopted IBC.  

o Many participating jurisdictions participate in FEMA’s National Flood Insurance Program 
and as such have local floodplain management ordinances.  In these communities, Core 
Planning Group Members can coordinate with their respective Floodplain Administrator to 
determine if enforcement beyond FEMA minimum requirements would be prudent for the 
community. 

o In participating jurisdictions with local zoning ordinances, Core Planning Group members 
can work with their zoning boards to educate them on the Hazard Mitigation Plan and 
encourage consideration of low occupancy, low-density zoning in hazard areas, when 
practicable. 

 
§ Participating jurisdictions will consider working with their department or agency heads to revise 

job descriptions of government staff to include mitigation-related duties could further 
institutionalize hazard mitigation.  This change would not necessarily result in great financial 
expenditures or programmatic changes.   For example, the How-To presents the following 
language which could be considered for adding into job descriptions for a community planner, 
floodplain manager, emergency manager, building code official, or water resources engineer in the 
Public Works Department: 

 
Knowledge, Skills and Abilities 

 
Knowledge.  Knowledge of the principles of emergency management, 

specifically hazard mitigation.  Knowledge of the principles and 
practices of sustainable development and how it is incorporated 
into hazard mitigation planning.  Knowledge of FEMA’s pre- and 
post-disaster mitigation programs, as well as other federal agency 
programs (HUD, EPA, SBA) that provide technical and/or 
financial assistance for implementing pre- or post-disaster 
mitigation planning.  Knowledge of private/non-governmental 
programs that can support reconstruction and mitigation strategies. 

 
Skills.   Consensus building and team building, communication (verbal and 

written), and interpersonal skills. 
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Abilities.   Ability to apply planning principles and tools to the goals of 

hazard loss reduction. 
  

 
§ Instead of solely relying on funding from hazard mitigation programs or other external sources of 

grant monies, participating jurisdictions will consider a line item for mitigation project funding in 
their capital or operational budgets.  Having a line item in these budgets may not guarantee funding 
every year, but it is certainly easier to get the money allocated if it is already there. Examples 
include: 
o A revolving fund to finance a buyout program. 
o A low-interest loan program to fund retrofits. 

 
§ Participating jurisdictions with comprehensive plans will add a hazard element to the 

comprehensive plan as one of the most effective mechanisms to institutionalize hazard mitigation 
for new construction.  A primary benefit of combining these processes is that they both influence 
the location, type, and characteristics of physical growth, specifically buildings and infrastructure.  
While planning in and of itself may not be regulatory, it uses regulatory mechanisms (zoning, 
development ordinances, etc.) for implementing goals and objectives.  Additionally, in many parts 
of the country, the comprehensive planning process is an established activity that is already 
familiar to the public, and it usually generates a great deal of interest and public participation. 

 
Examples of using existing resources to accomplish mitigation, as excerpted from FEMA’s How-To #4, 
include: 
§ Core Planning Group members will work with their local Department of Public Works to adopt 

more rigorous procedures for inspecting and cleaning debris from streams, ditches, and storm drain 
systems.  For example, instead of cleaning only after storms or complaints from citizens, or on an 
annual basis, the Department could require inspections of streams and ditches at least twice per 
year and after a significant rain event. 

§ Participating jurisdictions will seek to add hazard vulnerability to subdivision and site plan review 
criteria and incorporate any necessary actions at the planning stage. 

§ RCOFES will seek to identify a community conservation society or other interested voluntary 
organization could perform inventories of historic sites in hazard areas that might require special 
treatment to protect them from specific hazards. 

§ Partners and nonprofit organizations and businesses can assist the planning team in a number of 
ways, by including lending expertise, discounted materials, staff or volunteer time, or meeting 
space.   The planning team can in response offer these entities opportunities for greater public 
exposure and thus, greater recognition.  The planning team can inform partners about the hazards 
they potentially face the ways they can mitigate these hazards and how their staff can mitigate 
hazards at home.  Participating jurisdictions will reach out to partner groups in their communities 
to identify those who may be willing to donate goods or services and create a database of contact 
information and indicated goods/services.   

§ Citizens have an ongoing role to play in project implementation.  The planning team should 
actively seek volunteers to help implement programs and activities.  Knowledgeable citizens can 
also be recruited to provide expertise in specific subject areas.  The more the team involves people 
in implementing the plan, the greater the support it will receive. 

§ State agencies can lend their time, expertise and funds to the implementation of hazard mitigation 
projects.  RCOFES will make sure the planning team’s list of state contacts is very broad, as the 
resources of one state agency may be unknown to another.  RCOFES will assist participating 
jurisdictions in reaching out to state agencies for support.  
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§ Colleges and universities can provide technical expertise to projects that may require Geographic 
Information System (GIS), engineering, planning or other technical assistance.  They can also 
provide meeting space, laboratories and other logistical support. RCOFES will assist participating 
jurisdictions in reaching out to educational institutions for support. 

§ Community libraries are an excellent source of information and services, including volunteers.   
Participating jurisdictions will meet once each five years with their local library staff members to 
discuss the mitigation plan so they are well-versed in its purpose and understand where to direct 
interested parties for more information, to provide feedback, or to become involved. 
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SECTION 10 - FOR MORE INFORMATION 
 
 
If you have any questions or comments on the Rockland County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation 
Plan, additional information can be obtained by contacting your local municipality or: 
 

Christopher Jensen 
Program Coordinator 

Rockland County Office of Fire and Emergency Services 
35 Fireman’s Memorial Drive 

Pomona, New York 10970 
Phone: (845) 364-8800 
 Fax: (845) 364-8961 

E-Mail: JensenC@co.rockland.ny.us 
    

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
  




