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site of a potential hazardous material incident, but to a lesser extent due to a lighter volume of truck 
traffic. 

Transportation Accidents 

According to the Missouri State Highway Patrol crash report, Lincoln County experienced 52 fatal 
accidents during 2010 through 2015.  During the same period there were 1,246 personal injury 
accidents. Some of these accidents may have contributed to hazardous material spills and road 
closures consisting of many hours.  The figure below is intended to illustrate where the accidents 
are concentrated.  Because of the large number of accidents over 5 years, it is difficult to get an 
accurate depiction of individual accidents.  The blue dots represent personal injury accidents and 
the red dots signify accidents resulting in deaths.  

Figure 3.32. Major Roads Prone to Accidents in Lincoln County

 

Source: http://www.mshp.dps.mo.gov 

Previous Occurrences 

The years 2006 through 2009 contained 3,124 accidents in Lincoln County, including fatal, personal 
injury, and property damage.     
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Probability of Future Occurrence 

Given the already established high accident rate in Lincoln County, the increased volume of traffic, 
and the deteriorating highway system; the probability of future occurrence is high. 

Vulnerability 

Vulnerability Overview 

The high accident rate in Lincoln County overburdens first responders charged with servicing 
unincorporated areas of the county and the Cities of Troy, Winfield, and Elsberry through which the 
high accident prone corridors run.  In addition, the possibility of long term road closures due to 
accidents and hazardous materials spills provide additional stress to local emergency responders.  
Since 2011, US 61 north and south lanes were closed three times during 2015 due to high water, 
and MO 79 was closed three times in 2013 and nine times in 2015 due to high water. 

Potential Losses to Existing Development 

Losses to existing development are primarily due to the cost of jurisdictions responding to 
accidents within their boundaries. 

Future Development 

There is an effort underway to reduce the number of grade crossings to a section of US 61 in 
Lincoln County thereby reducing the potential for traffic accidents.  In addition, Lincoln County 
participates in the Boonslick Region’s Transportation Advisory Committee.  

Problem Statement 

Because Lincoln County is bisected by three major highways, accidents will continue to be an 
issue, one aggravated by highways designed to carry far fewer vehicles. 

3.4.13 Terrorism 

Hazard Profile 

Hazard Description 

Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) defines Terrorism as “the unlawful use of force or violence 
against persons or property to intimidate or coerce a government, the civilian population, or any 
segment thereof, in furtherance of political or social objectives.” Terrorism causes loss of life, 
injuries to people and properties, and disruptions in services. According to the State Hazard 
Mitigation Plan, potential terrorist actions include the following; bombings, airline attacks, weapons 
of mass destruction (WMD) attacks, Category A agents/infectious release, infrastructure attacks, 
cyberterrorism, agro-terrorism, arson, kidnappings, and assassinations.  

Domestic terrorism is another form of threat which comes from white supremacists, black 
separatists, animal rights/environmental terrorists, anarchists, antiabortion extremists, and self-
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styled militia. According to FBI, international terrorism has been a major challenge for the United 
States. This threat can be categorized into three: loosely affiliated extremists operating under the 
radical jihad movement, formal terrorist organizations, and state sponsors of terrorism. The different 
types of foreign terrorist organizations are listed in the State Hazard Mitigation Plan 2013. 

After the attacks on September 11, 2001, parts of 22 domestic agencies were consolidated into one 
department, the U.S. Department of Homeland Security (DHS), to protect the nation against future 
terrorist threats. Depending on the necessity communities may receive assistance from state and 
federal agencies operating within the existing Integrated Emergency Management System. FEMA is 
responsible for supporting state and local response to the consequences of terrorist attacks.  

There have been some terrorist groups identified operating in Lincoln County.  The county has 
potential targets for terrorist activities.  These may include, but are not limited to: 

• Federal, state, county and municipal government facilities and structures.  

• HAZMAT Facilities. 

• Medical facilities. 

• Religious facilities. 

• Businesses and manufacturing centers. 

• Airports, railroads, highways and navigable rivers. 

• Pipelines; power plants; public utilities; landmarks; and large public gatherings. 

• Agriculture.  

There are twenty eight Homeland Security Response Teams that operate throughout the State of 
Missouri. Lincoln County is under Region C. There are no terrorism incidents identified within the 
county. 

Probability of Future Occurrence 

Lincoln County has received few threats but has not suffered any past incidents of terrorism; 
therefore, the probability of future occurrence is considered low. 

Vulnerability 

Vulnerability Overview 

Lincoln County may be home to a small number of potential domestic terrorists putting the county at 
a higher level of risk of domestic terrorism than other counties in Missouri.   
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Potential Losses to Existing Development 

Depending on the type of terrorism employed, potential losses could be assumed to range from 
low to high.  However, Lincoln County lacks the concentration of soft targets that could account 
for catastrophic losses of life and property. 

Future Development 

As the county grows it is possible that future development could put Lincoln County at greater risk. 

Problem Statement 

Although not a prime target for terrorism, Lincoln County (like the entire U.S.) must remain vigilant 
and prepared respond to an attack by terrorists from within or without. 

 

3.4.14 Disruption of Transportation 

Hazard Profile 

Hazard Description 

Per the State Hazard Mitigation Plan and for the purpose of this study, transportation is defined as 
the means, or system, that transfers large groups of individuals from one place to another. This 
hazard addresses only those accidents that involve passenger air or rail travel that results in 
accident death or injury.  Two private transportation companies provide services for residents of 
Lincoln County; OATS, Incorporated and The LINC.  OATS, founded in 1971, is one of the largest 
providers in the nation.  It is a private, not-for profit organization serving 87 of Missouri’s 114 
counties. The LINC (operated by OATS) provides public transportation for all residents of Lincoln 
County regardless of age or income. The LINC transports Lincoln County residents to destinations 
outside Lincoln County for medical appointments. 

Geographic Location 

Three major highways cross the county; US 61 (North-South), Missouri Highway 47 (North-South), 
and Missouri Highway 79 (North-South) along the Missouri River. One active railroad also runs 
North-South (Burlington Northern & Santa Fe). Two hundred fifty-three Tier II facilities in Lincoln 
County manufacture, store and use hazardous substances. Six pipelines run through the county.  

Previous Occurrences 

The following table shows the fatality rates by Mode of Travel, 1990–2010 for highway vehicle 
occupants and transit passengers. There were about 148 fatal accidents in the State involving 
commercial vehicles. 
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 Transportation Fatalities by Mode: Select Years 1990-2010 Table 3.47.

Mode 1990 2000 2009 2010 

Air (in aircraft and ground fatalities)         

  Large U.S. air carrier 39 92 52 2 

  Commuter air carrier 6 5 0 0 

  On-demand air taxi 51 71 17 17 

  General aviation 770 596 478 450 

Highway (in vehicle and non-
occupants)a 44,599 41,945 33,883 32,885 

Pipeline, gas and hazardous liquid 9 38 13 25 

Railroad (on train and non-occupants)b 729 631 544 601 

Transitc 235 208 224 215 

Waterborne         

Vessel-related, commercial ship  85 53 49 41 

Non-vessel relatedd, commercial ship 101 69 58 43 

Recreational boating 865 701 736 672 

aIncludes fatalities at railroad crossings. b Incidents and accidents; includes commuter rail; 
excludes public highway-rail grade crossings involving motor vehicles. c All reportable 
incident and accident fatalities. d For example, a person on board stumbles falls overboard 
and drowns. 

SOURCES: Air: National Transportation Safety Board. Highway: U.S. Department of 
Transportation, National Highway Traffic Safety Administration. Rail: Highway-rail grade 
crossings: U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Railroad Administration. Transit: 
Highway-rail grade crossings: U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Transit 
Administration. Water: Vessel- and nonvessel-related: U.S. Department of Homeland 
Security, U.S. Coast Guard. Recreational boating: U.S. Department of Homeland Security, 
U.S. Coast Guard. Hazardous liquid and gas pipeline: U.S. Department of Transportation, 
Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration as cited in U.S. Department of 
Transportation, Research and Innovative Technology Administration, Bureau of 
Transportation Statistics, National Transportation Statistics, table 2-1, available at 
http://www.bts.gov/publications/national_transportation_statistics/ as of December 2011. 

Source: United States Department of Transportation 
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Probability of Future Occurrence 

The probability of future occurrence is likely; however, the events typically do not last more than a 
few hours. 

Vulnerability 

Lincoln County is vulnerable to transportation related incidents due to it being bisected by major 
commercial transportation routes. 

Potential Losses to Existing Development 

Potential losses to the existing infrastructure is not likely to be severe. 

Future Development 

As the area increases in population the exposure to life and property will increase accordingly.  A 
major multi-hub transportation port is being developed along the Mississippi River in Lincoln County.  
When operational in 10 years or so, the hub will bring increased traffic and additional risks to 
hazardous material releases. 

Problem Statement 

A major railroad, a major interstate highway, and a navigable river pass through or along the 
borders of Lincoln County.  In addition, the county lies below the approach path to a major 
international airport.  It is likely that emergency services personnel will continue to be required to 
respond to transportation related incidents. 

 

3.4.15 Utility Interruptions and Power Failure 

Hazard Profile 

Hazard Description 

This hazard may include electrical power, natural gas, public water supplies, and communications 
systems. Utility systems exist everywhere and are subject to damage from digging, fire, traffic 
accidents, and severe weather, including flooding, earthquake, and other day-to-day events.  

Geographic Location 

This hazard can occur anywhere in Lincoln County. 

Previous Occurrences 

On January 30, 2002, a severe ice storm struck portions of western and northern Missouri. This 
hazard was referred as the worst in Missouri’s history which left devastated and darkened homes 
and businesses. Ice accumulations were over an inch and covered all the objects that were at or 
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below freezing. Further, the weight of the ice broke utility poles, conductors, tree limbs and other 
objects that could not withstand the weight of the ice. The ice storm of 2005 with 2-6 inches snow 
caused two deaths. 

Utility failures could be localized. These failures impact generally on the very young or elderly, who 
are more prone to health risks that are associated with resultant loss of heating/cooling systems 
and with the loss of medical equipment that requires a power source.  

The threat of earthquakes has been of greatest concern to the County which obstructs the 
operability of the existing utilities. 

Probability of Future Occurrence 

Since utilities exist throughout the County and are vulnerable to interruptions or failures, there is a 
high probability that this hazard may occur at any time or anyplace throughout the state. The 
probability of future occurrence is “highly likely” 

Vulnerability 

Vulnerability Overview 

In many respects rural areas of the state such as Lincoln County, are more dependent on electrical 
power and other utilities than more urbanized areas.  Loss of electrical power, along with possible 
loss of cellular towers, televisions and radios can isolate emergency responders and citizens, 
especially those who are infirm or injured and require assistance.  Loss of power also means 
people who rely of powered equipment to sustain their lives are in immediate need of power 
restoration. Healthcare facilities are also vulnerable to the loss of electrical power.  The Missouri 
Statewide Wireless Interoperable Network (MOSWIN) system of radios provides emergency 
communications during emergencies, including those resulting in loss of electrical power. 

Potential Losses to Existing Development 

Loss of power and/or utilities can adversely impact any populated area of the county without 
regard to density of population. 

Future Development 

Future development will only add to the exposure of the county.   

Problem Statement 

Lincoln County will continue to be vulnerable to loss of power and/or utilities such as telephone, 
cellular towers, and home and business healthcare equipment.  Utilities continue to harden their 
infrastructure and businesses and residences should be encouraged to harden their assets as well. 
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This section presents the mitigation strategy updated by the Lincoln County Mitigation Planning 
Committee (MPC) based on the updated risk assessment.  The mitigation strategy was 
developed through a collaborative group process.  The process included review of the general 
goal statements to guide the jurisdictions in lessening disaster impacts as well as specific 
mitigation actions to directly reduce vulnerability to hazards and losses.  The following definitions 
are taken from FEMA’s Local Hazard Mitigation Review Guide (October 1, 2012).   
 

• Mitigation Goals are general guidelines that explain what you want to achieve.  Goals 
are long‐term policy statements and global visions that support the mitigation strategy.  
The goals address the risk of hazards identified in the plan. 

 
• Mitigation Actions are specific actions, projects, activities, or processes taken to reduce 

or eliminate long-term risk to people and property from hazards and their impacts.  
Implementing mitigation actions helps achieve the plan’s mission and goals. 

 

4.1 Goals 
 

 

 

 
 
This planning effort is an update to Lincoln County’s existing hazard mitigation plan approved by 
FEMA on February 8, 2012.  Therefore, the goals from the previous plan were reviewed to see if 
they were still valid, feasible, practical, and applicable to the defined hazard impacts.  These 
goals are listed below. 
 

Goal 1: Protect the lives and livelihoods of all citizens.  
 
Goal 2: Employ sustainable principles and practices to enhance mitigation effectiveness. 
 
Goal 3: Ensure continued operation of government and emergency functions during a 
disaster. 

 
The MPC conducted a discussion during their kick-off meeting to review and update their plan 
goals.  To ensure that the goals developed for this update were comprehensive and supported 
state goals, the previously approved plan goals were reviewed.  It was determined by the team 

44 CFR Requirement §201.6(c)(3): The plan shall include a mitigation strategy that provides the 
jurisdiction’s blueprint for reducing the potential losses identified in the risk assessment, based 
on existing authorities, policies, programs and resources, and its ability to expand on and 
improve these existing tools. 

44 CFR Requirement §201.6(c)(3)(i): [The hazard mitigation strategy shall include a] description of 
mitigation goals to reduce or avoid long-term vulnerabilities to the identified hazards. 
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that the broadly stated purposes were still valid for the 2016 update.  The goals and 
actions/projects proposed in the 2016 plan also were formed pursuant to these principals stated 
below. 
 

• To respond to the issues highlighted in the hazard risk and vulnerability sections of this 
plan. 

• To recognize the capabilities, limitations, and resources available to each jurisdiction to 
implement the polices of this plan. 

• To evaluate the broad range of alternative mitigation measures available. 
• To adapt polices that most effectively respond to the hazard issues facing each 

community. 
• To implement priority polices according to a 5-year action plan. 

 

4.2 Identification and Analysis of Mitigation Actions 
 

 

 

 
 
During the remainder of the kick-off meeting, the results of the risk assessment conducted by the 
Lincoln County EMD and Boonslick RPC staff were presented to the MPC for review and the key 
issues were identified for specific hazards and discussed.  The discussion included possible new 
mitigation actions, as well as actions from the previously approved plan.  Actions from the previous 
plan included completed actions, on-going actions, and actions upon which progress had not been 
made. Changes in the risk since the adoption of the previously plan were discussed as well.  The 
MPC discussed SEMA’s identified funding priorities and the types of mitigation actions generally 
accepted by FEMA. 
 
The MPC reviewed the actions from the previously approved plan for progress made since the 
plan had been adopted, using worksheets included in the appendix.  During the meeting, the list of 
actions was reviewed to determine the Action Status.     
 
All goals and actions from the 2012 plan were carried forward, and new actions were added. 
Based on the status updates, there were 11 Complete - Sustainment actions, 1 deleted actions, 21 
Continuing actions, and 4 actions Not Started. In addition, 3 new actions were added which are 
included in the Not Started status. Complete – Sustainment actions are those actions that are 
complete but the team felt they should remain open to ensure continued monitoring. 
 
The first table below lists the status of completed action plans and the second table lists new 
actions added to the plan update.  Continuing Actions are not listed in a table but may be found 
with the complete set of Action Plan Worksheets.  The Action Plan Worksheets are arranged by 
number. 
   
Table 4.1 provides a summary of the action statuses for each jurisdiction: 
 
Table 4.1. Action Status Summary 

Completed Actions Completion Details 

1.2.6 – NFIP – Monitor 
development in special flood 

County continues to ensure compliance with floodplain 
regulations and local municipalities continue to do the same. 

44 CFR Requirement §201.6(c)(3)(ii): The mitigation strategy shall include a section that identifies 
and analyzes a comprehensive range of specific mitigation actions and projects being considered 
to reduce the effects of each hazard, with particular emphasis on new and existing buildings and 
infrastructure. 
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Completed Actions Completion Details 

hazard areas to ensure 
compliance with local 
floodplain management 
ordinances. 

Lack of Planning and Zoning makes it difficult to enact 
meaningful measures.  Planning to upgrade low water 
crossings to bridges. 

1.3.3 – Provide earthquake 
preparedness and safety 
literature every year in 
school districts. 

School districts regularly participate in the statewide 
earthquake drills. 

1.5.3 – Identify existing 
mechanisms to promote 
NFIP policies and 
earthquake/seismic 
insurance and flood 
insurance. 

All county residents can have flood and seismic insurance. 

1.6.1 – Encourage tornado 
safe rooms in new 
construction. 

FEMA grants were used to provide tornado safe rooms in 
Troy High School, middle school, and the Truxton fire 
station.  Mobile homes are a major concern as people have 
nowhere to go in the event of severe weather.  Will continue 
to promote FEMA grants and tornado safe rooms.  Will 
continue to encourage COOP templates. 
 

1.7.3 – Provide shelter 
homes in case of 
emergency. 

There are issues in unincorporated areas.  Plan to consider 
making new mobile home parks build storm shelters for 
residents. 

1.8.2 – Maintain an 
inventory of vulnerable 
infrastructure. 

County and cities continue to inventory vulnerable 
structures.  A complete inventory will be prioritized and 
incorporated into the Lincoln County EOP. 

1.8.3 – Maintain an 
inventory of traffic accidents. 

High risk areas were identified and presented to local 
jurisdictions and Regional Transportation Advisory 
Committee.  Some of the presented risk areas were 
considered for remediation.  Due to lack of funds most of the 
high risk areas will not be addressed.  However, some were 
included in the TAC project list. 

2.1.1 – Institute or 
strengthen regulations to 
reduce stormwater runoff. 

County works with Missouri Extension, Missouri Department 
of Agriculture, USDA, and local farm bureaus to promote the 
best agricultural practices. 

3.1.3 – Maintain an 
inventory of levees in the 
county. 

Work with levee districts to support the levee emergency 
action plans.  EMA encourages all levee districts to be 
involved in the Corps program (2 private, 1 public). 

3.2.1 – Identify, review, and 
implement mechanisms to 
foster collaboration among 
jurisdictions, agencies, 
special districts, and private 
industry. 

County emergency management agency meets regularly 
with local jurisdictions to promote collaboration.  Increase 
collaboration and community with local businesses and key 
stakeholders. 

3.2.2 – Improve planning, 
funding, and response 
coordination. 

County works with local jurisdictions and local agencies to 
identify needs and potential funding sources through grants 
to improve coordination and communication. 

 
The table below shows the three new actions that were added to address Public Health issues 
due to pandemics that occur independently, or in the aftermath of other hazards.  These were 
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added at the request of MPC members from Public Health and EMA. 
 
 

Table 4.2. New Actions Added 

New Actions Added Action Details 

1.3.4 – Identify public health 
issues and identify ways to 
promote healthy life style 
changes 
 

Not yet started. Estimated cost is $5,000 per year for labor 
and supply cost.   
 

1.3.5 – Identify causes of 
disease and promote 
measures to control spread 
of disease in case of 
emergency such as ; reduce 
vectors, increase awareness 
of foodborne illness hazards 
due to spoilage and 
contamination. 

Not yet started. Estimated cost is $5,000 per year for labor 
and supply cost.   
 

1.7.4 – Identify community 
health disparities and their 
effects on post disaster 
population health, i.e., 
access to care, messaging, 
translation services, and 
mental/behavioral health 
services. 
 

Not yet started. Estimated cost is $5,000 per year for labor 
and supply cost.   
 

 

4.3 Implementation of Mitigation Actions 
 

 

 

 
 
During review and update of the STAPLEE by the Lincoln County EMD and Boonslick staff, 
emphasis was placed on the importance of a benefit-cost analysis in determining project priority.  
The Disaster Mitigation Act requires benefit-cost review as the primary method by which mitigation 
projects should be prioritized.  The MPC decided to pursue implementation according to when and 
where damage occurs, available funding, political will, jurisdictional priority, and priorities identified 
in the Missouri State Hazard Mitigation Plan.  The benefit/cost review at the planning stage 
primarily consisted of a qualitative analysis, and was not the detailed process required grant 
funding application.  For each action, the plan sets forth a narrative describing the types of benefits 
that could be realized from action implementation.  The cost was estimated as closely as possible, 
with further refinement to be supplied as project development occurs.  
 
FEMA’s STAPLEE methodology was used to assess the costs and benefits, overall feasibility of 
mitigation actions, and other issues impacting project.  During the prioritization process, the MPC 
used worksheets to assign scores.  The worksheets posed questions based on the STAPLEE 

44 CFR Requirement §201.6(c)(3)(ii): The mitigation strategy shall include an action strategy 
describing how the actions identified in paragraph (c)(2)(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 benefits review of the proposed projects and 
their associated costs. 
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elements as well as the potential mitigation effectiveness of each action.   Scores were based on 
the responses to the questions as follows:  
 
Definitely yes = 3 points 
Maybe yes = 2 points 
Probably no = 1 
Definitely no = 0 
 
The following questions were asked for each proposed action. 
 
S:  Is the action socially acceptable? 
T:  Is the action technically feasible and potentially successful? 
A:  Does the jurisdiction have the administrative capability to successfully implement this action? 
P:  Is the action politically acceptable? 
L:  Does the jurisdiction have the legal authority to implement the action? 
E:  Is the action economically beneficial? 
E:  Will the project have an environmental impact that is either beneficial or neutral?  (score “3” if 
positive and “2” if neutral)    
 
Will the implemented action result in lives saved?  Will the implanted action result in a reduction 
of disaster damage? 
 
The final STAPLEE score for each action are listed in the Action/Project Priority field on each of 
the Action Plan Worksheets below.  The STAPLEE worksheets are attached to this plan in the 
appendix.  Low priority action items were those that had a total score of between 0 and 24.  
Moderate priority actions were those scoring between 25 and 29.  High priority actions scored 30 
or above.  A specimen STAPLEE worksheet is shown in Figure 4.1 
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Figure 4.1. Blank STAPLEE Worksheet 

 
 

 
 



 

4.7  

Figure 4.2. Action Plan Worksheets 
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This chapter provides an overview of the overall strategy for plan maintenance and outlines the 
method and schedule for monitoring, updating and evaluating the plan.  The chapter also 
discusses incorporating the plan into existing planning mechanisms and how to address 
continued public involvement. 

5.1 Monitoring, Evaluating, and Updating the Plan 
 

 

 

 

5.1.1 Responsibility for Plan Maintenance 
The Lincoln County Hazard Mitigation Planning Committee (MPC) is not a standing committee, and 
therefore the responsibility for maintenance of the plan actions is delegated to individuals or 
entities as indicated in Section 4 of this document.  These entities are responsible for seeing that 
the actions placed into the plan are eventually implemented, if possible, and will be tasked with 
monitoring, evaluating, and maintaining the plan. BRPC coordinates with the County Emergency 
Management Director and the participating jurisdictions during the plan maintenance process and 
will coordinate any meetings that may be required.  

5.1.2 Plan Maintenance Schedule 
The Lincoln County Emergency Management Director will be responsible for initiating the plan 
reviews and will invite members of the MPC (or other designated responsible entity) to the meeting 
as necessary. 

In coordination with all participating jurisdictions, a five-year written update of the plan will be 
submitted to the Missouri State Emergency Management Agency (SEMA) and FEMA Region VII 
per Requirement §201.6(c)(4)(i) of the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000, unless disaster or other 
circumstances (e.g., changing regulations) require a change to this schedule. 

 

44 CFR Requirement 201.6(c)(4): 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. 
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5.1.3 Plan Maintenance Process 
 
Progress on the proposed actions can be monitored by evaluating changes in vulnerabilities identified 
in the plan.  

Future 5-year updates to this plan will include the following activities: 

• Consideration of changes in vulnerability due to action implementation, 

• Documentation of success stories where mitigation efforts have proven effective, 

• Documentation of unsuccessful mitigation actions and why the actions were not effective, 

• Documentation of previously overlooked hazard events that may have occurred since the 
previous plan approval, 

• Incorporation of new data or studies with information on hazard risks, 

• Incorporation of  new capabilities or changes in capabilities, 

• Incorporation of growth data and changes to inventories, and 

• Incorporation of ideas for new actions and changes in action prioritization. 

In order to best evaluate any changes in vulnerability as a result of plan implementation, the 
participating jurisdictions will adopt the following process: 

• Each proposed action in the plan identified an individual, office, or agency responsible for 
action implementation.  This entity will track and report on an annual basis to the 
jurisdictional MPC (or designated responsible entity) member on action status.  The 
entity will provide input on whether the action as implemented meets the defined 
objectives and is likely to be successful in reducing risk. 

• If the action does not meet identified objectives, the jurisdictional MPC (or designated 
responsible entity) member will determine necessary remedial action, making any 
required modifications to the plan. 

Changes will be made to the plan to remedy actions that have failed or are not considered 
feasible.  Feasibility will be determined after a review of action consistency with established 
criteria, time frame, community priorities, and/or funding resources. Actions that were not 
ranked high but were identified as potential mitigation activities will be reviewed as well 
during the monitoring of this plan.  Updating of the plan will be accomplished by written changes 
and submissions, as the ( MPC or designated responsible entity) deems appropriate and 
necessary.  Changes will be approved by the Lincoln County Board of Commissioners and the 
governing boards of the other participating jurisdictions. 
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5.2 Incorporation into Existing Planning Mechanisms 
 

 

 

 
 

Where possible, plan participants will use existing plans and/or programs to implement hazard 
mitigation actions. Based on the capability assessments of the participating jurisdictions, 
communities in Lincoln County will continue to plan and implement programs to reduce loss of life 
and property from hazards. This plan builds upon the momentum developed through previous 
related planning efforts and mitigation programs, and recommends implementing actions, where 
possible, through the following means: 

• Lincoln County Master Plan 2003 

• Lincoln County Emergency Operations Plan 2009 

• Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy 2014 

• Regional Transportation Plan 2009 

• Threat and Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment (THIRA) 2016 

• Disaster Resistant Jobs Plan 

The governing bodies of the jurisdictions adopting this plan will encourage all other relevant 
planning mechanisms under their authority to consult this plan to ensure minimization of risk to 
natural hazards as well as coordination of activities. 

The Lincoln County EMD and the Boonslick Regional Planning Commission will be responsible 
for integrating the findings and actions of the mitigation plan, as appropriate.   

5.3 Continued Public Involvement 
 

 

 

 
 

The hazard mitigation plan update process provides an opportunity to publicize success stories 
resulting from the plan’s implementation and seek additional public comment.  Information about 
the annual reviews will be posted in the local newspaper as well as on the Lincoln County website 
following each annual review of the mitigation plan.  When the MPC reconvenes for the five-year 
update, it will coordinate with all stakeholders participating in the planning process.  Included in this 
group will be those who joined the MPC after the initial effort, to update and revise the plan.  Public 
notice will be posted and public participation will be actively solicited, at a minimum, through 
available website postings and press releases to local media outlets, primarily newspapers. 

  

44 CFR Requirement §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. 

44 CFR Requirement §201.6(c)(4)(iii): [The plan maintenance process shall include a] 
discussion on how the community will continue public participation in the plan 
maintenance process. 
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