
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY (R&V) ASSESSMENT 

OF THE NATIONAL CFM PROGRAM AND EXAM 
 
In 2008, ASFPM and CBOR voted to have the National CFM® Certification exam and program 
evaluated for reliability and validity by an independent consulting group.  Evaluation criteria for this 
process were based on a comparison of the existing structure (National CFM® Exam, Program, and 
Administration) against the National Commission for Certifying Agencies (NCCA) Standards for 
Accreditation of Certification Programs.   
 
This project actually came about in 2006 for the primary reason that CBOR wanted to know if the CFM 
exam questions were written correctly and not leading people to choose a specific answer.  Also, CBOR 
wanted to know if the CFM exam was testing on the correct capabilities and competencies of floodplain 
managers.  In order to achieve this goal, a Scope of work was developed using NCCA accreditation 
standards as a guide.  (See Appendix A for R&V Assessment History) 
 
Reliability & Validity Testing 
Reliability and Validity testing involves looking at how well the CFM® Program and Exam are 
constructed to include: 
 individual test questions and answer choices are well written based on best testing practices and 

design 
 questions perform both individually and collectively as a well-designed exam 
 the exam measures what floodplain managers really need to know and represents current practice 

in the field 
 topics are represented in proportion on the exam comparable to representation in the field 
 passing score is properly placed 
 exam reflects best available data established following exam construction procedures, exam is 

legally defensible – properly researched, designed, and documented 
 follows an established criteria for best certification practices (NCCA standards) 
 proper and consistent procedures are followed for question pool, question design, exam design, 

scoring, grading, protection of test and results 
 proctors are well selected and supervised 
 program administration overall is appropriate with policies, procedures, and with adequate 

autonomy to be consistent with obtaining/qualifying for NCCA accreditation standards 
 

Benefit of Implementing Recommendations (in whole or in part) 
 

 Provides a better certification program that more effectively represents current practice in the field 
 Provides a greater defense against liability if sued 
 Ensures consistency and transparency in the application of best certification practices & standards 
 Establishes a schedule and standard for long term program / exam maintenance and practices to 

ensure continued best practice 
 Provides an unbiased third party (NCCA) review of the CFM® Certification Program and has 

verified it is valid, reliable, and that it demonstrates key characteristics of competency requirements 
for floodplain managers 

 Accreditation distinguishes the CFM® Certification as coming from a credible certifying agency. 
 
In 2009, CBOR identified a group of Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) from a representative cross section 
of the floodplain management profession to participate in a Floodplain Management Practice Analysis to 
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create a comprehensive list of tasks and duties floodplain managers perform. The Subject Matter Experts 
group was identified consisting of candidates: 

 From diverse geographical representation including riverine and coastal areas 
 From all levels of government, as well as representatives from private industry and academia 
 From a variety of areas of emphasis within the practice of floodplain management 
 Committed to continued involvement and support of the National CFM program and exam 
 Representation from an accredited state CFM program 
 Representation of new FPMs through seasoned FPMs 

 
The ASFPM panel of SMEs convened in July 2009 in Columbus, OH at the OSU Center on Education 
and Training for Employment (CETE) facility to perform the Floodplain Management Practice Analysis 
and DACUM process.  OSU defines the DACUM (Developing A CurriculUM) process as a quick, 
effective, low cost method of analyzing jobs and occupations.  (See Appendix A) 
 
These SMEs defined the duties, tasks, general knowledge and skills required for the floodplain 
management professional and defined the tools, equipment, supplies and materials required for a 
floodplain manager to perform their duties. The DACUM panel also identified future trends and 
concerns.  This process produced an end product, the “DACUM Chart” which was used by OSU to 
develop the Verification Survey.  (See Appendix B)  The survey was distributed to a pool of 6,622 
ASFPM members in September 2009 and 2,187 (33%) responses were received. The survey data was 
summarized by OSU, and became the basis for the R&V Validation process informing the 
recommended exam blueprint, topic areas, and question writing.  (See Appendix C) 
 
The second and third ASFPM panel of SMEs convened in November 2009 and February 2010 in 
Columbus, OH at the OSU facility to identify and validate exam topic areas, percentages of questions 
per topic on the exam (exam blue print) and to review / revise exam pool questions, and write new 
questions using established best practices for question writing. 
 
During the November 2009 and February 2010 meetings, the Subject Matter Experts reviewed the 
outcomes and results from the DACUM process and Verification Survey.  The panelists reviewed the 
current CFM seven exam categories and recommended new topic percentages for several of the exam 
categories. OSU held a question writing workshop to train SMEs on proper question construction.  All 
current pool questions were reviewed applying best practices in test question construction. 
 
The third ASFPM panel of SMEs convened in February 2010 in Columbus, OH at the OSU facility to 
perform the Exam Content Validation process and determine exam passing score. 
 
The February 2010 meeting provided the SNEs time to complete their review of all the questions in the 
exam pool and to write enough new questions following the question writing guidelines to fulfill the 
new exam blueprint topic percentages should CBOR choose to adopt the new blueprint. OSU 
recommended that future CFM Exam and question construction should limit (and over time eliminate) 
the number of True/False questions  to utilize more multiple choice, matching and exercise scenarios 
that would reduce the probability of an exam taker “guessing” a correct answer (True/False questions 
have a 50-50% probability of identifying the correct answer). The SMEs established recommendations 
on exam question structure requirements for question stem and answer choices. The number of answer 
choices for multiple choice questions should be limited to 4 or 5 total options but whichever number, the 
number of answer options should be consistent across the entire exam (including “all of the above” or 
“none of the above”) so as not indicate clues to which option is the answer.  
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OSU submitted a draft R&V Report in early 2010 which resulted in several exchanges of review and 
comments from CBOR and the ASFPM Executive Office. The Final R&V report was submitted by OSU 
prior to the ASFPM Annual Conference in May 2010.  CBOR met in March 2010 to discuss the draft  
report and recommendations.  During the meeting, CBOR formed two work groups to review and 
develop pros and cons for each of the OSU recommendations for: 

1. Testing standards 
2. Governance of the CFM Program 

 
CBOR met May 8, 2010, during the 2010 ASFPM Annual Conference to review the Final OSU R&V 
Report and discuss recommendations to improve the National CFM Program and Exam. CBOR formed 
an R&V Work Group of CBOR members to develop an implementation plan and timeline for 
implementing OSU recommendations for testing and governance. 
 
CBOR met September 27 to 29, 2010 at the ASFPM Executive Office in Madison, WI.  The CBOR 
R&V Work Group (Diane Calhoun, John Ivey, Rhonda Montgomery, and George Riedel) presented 
CBOR a plan to phase in the recommendations from the R&V report.  CBOR instructed the CFM Exam 
Review Committee (John Ivey, Diane Calhoun, Mike Parker, Dorothy Martinez, and George Riedel) to 
complete Phase 1 of R&V including expediting the 2010 CFM Exam Review and coordinating with the 
ASFPM Executive Office to introduce an updated CFM Exam by January 2011. CBOR then instructed 
the Exam Review Committee to initiate Phase 2 of R&V as soon as possible in 2011 to update the CFM 
Exam to comply with the following new exam description and the revised topic percentages (%) 
recommended by the R&V work group and approved by CBOR. 
 
CBOR met in March 2011 at the ASFPM Executive Office in Madison, Wisconsin.  CBOR approved 
the deletion of True/False questions on the CFM Exam over the next five years.  In addition, CBOR 
approved keeping the same format for the CFM Exam. 
 
The OSU R&V Report and all Appendices are posted on the ASFPM website at www.floods.org.  
 

 
Overall Recommendation Summary from R&V 

 
A. Governance 

 Governance: 
 Grant CBOR autonomy from ASFPM Board in regard to setting policies for the CFM 

 program. 
 Add a public member position to the CBOR. 
 Would need to apply for NCCA Accreditation separately from Accredited States unless 

 the Accredited State Certification programs were absorbed by ASFPM Certification 
 program and were managed by CBOR and administered by ASFPM since accredited 
 states are unlikely to meet the Accreditation criteria (per R&V assessment). 
 

 Policies & Procedures: 
 Revise the current Appeals policy. 
 Create a formal Confidentiality policy. 
 Create a record Retention policy. 
 Create a Security policy. 
 Organize all policies in a formal policy and procedure manual. 
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 Information for Candidates/Published Information: 
 Update certification statistics at least annually 
 Publish Confidentiality policy 
 Publish ADA Compliance policy 
 Publish exam development information 
 Publish the rationale for the recertification time period. 
 Publish information on how the recertification policy contributes to the professional 

development of CFMs. 
 Create a comprehensive candidate handbook. 

 
B. Testing 

 Exam Development & Maintenance: 
 Develop a protocol for regular exam maintenance and review 
 Develop a schedule for ongoing periodic R&V re-assessments (every 3-5 years) 
 Continue to train, develop, and expand existing group of trained question writers (using best 
 practices provided by OSU during R&V process) 
 Reduce or eliminate True / False questions over time (too easy with 50-50 chance) 
 Reduce percentage of questions which are too hard (<20% getting it right), and those which 

are too easy (>80% getting it right) review and adjust over time.  
 Increase the exam pool of questions in order to create two forms of the exam where there is a 

percentage of questions that both forms have, and a percentage of questions unique to either 
form as defined which are equivalently rated for difficulty and passing score. 

 New question pool, exam blueprint, and cut score deliverables from the R&V process would 
need to be adopted and implemented as “a whole” for current practice and use to meet NCCA 
Accreditation standards 

 Must demonstrate that different forms of the exam assess equivalent content. Currently we 
don’t have two forms of the exam (by psychometric definition of “form” as defined).  Plan 
would need to be in place to create two equivalent forms of the exam and a policy instituted 
for doing this and ongoing maintenance to qualify for accreditation 

 Develop two separate equivalent CFM Exams 
 Implement new CFM blueprint (% of Questions in Categories) 
 Establish CFM Exam review protocols 

 
  



 5 May 2011 

Appendix A 
 

2010 Reliability and Validity (R&V) assessment of the National CFM Program and Exam 
 

Annual reviews of the CFM Exam have been conducted by the CFM Exam Work Group, under 
direction of CBOR and the Profession Development Committee (PDC), since the National CFM Exam 
was introduced in 1999. At CBOR’s request in 2003, the PDC initiated a Reliability and Validity 
assessment of the CFM Program and the CFM Exam following criteria outlined in Standards for 
Educational and Psychological Testing published by the American Educational Research Association, 
the American Psychological Association and the National Council of Measurements in Education. The 
PDC report submitted to CBOR, November 12, 2003, states that the PDC concludes that the ASFPM 
CFM Program complies with the (Reliability and Validity) standards established by the Standards for 
Educational and Psychological Testing. 
 
During CBOR meetings in 2007 and 2008, plans were initiated to conduct a Reliability and Validity 
assessment of the entire CFM Program including the CFM Exam. In 2008 ASFPM and CBOR prepared 
a Request for Proposals (RFP) for a consultant or professional testing firm to perform a Reliability and 
Validity assessment of the CFM Program. The ASFPM Executive Office responded to questions from 
various consultants and education experts and received a total of seven (7) proposals from qualified 
contractors. The contractor selection process was complicated due to several excellent alternated 
approach proposals received, exceptions requested and technical issues that had to be resolved. 
 
In 2009, ASFPM executed a contract with Ohio State University and initiated the Reliability and 
Validity (R&V) analysis of the CFM Program and the CFM Exam.  
 
The ASFPM Executive Office provided CFM program background, exam formats and statistics to assist 
Ohio State with the R&V assessment. There were numerous meetings and correspondence during the 
R&V start-up period. Ohio State researched the ASFPM National CFM Program and worked closely 
with CBOR and the ASFPM Executive Office to identify and initiate the initial phases of the R&V 
assessment. 
 
CBOR’s R&V goal was to evaluate how well the CFM exam is constructed to include: 

 Individual test questions and answer choices well written on best testing practices and design 
 Questions performance both individually and collectively as  a well-designed exam 
 The exam measures what floodplain managers really need to know (and is current) 
 Topics are represented correctly on the exam comparable to representation in the field 
 Passing score is properly placed 
 Exam is legally defensible – properly researched, designed and documented 
 Follows an established criteria for best practices (such as NCCA standards) 
 Proper and consistent procedures are followed for question pool maintenance, question design, 

exam design, scoring, grading, and protection of test results 
 Proctors are well selected and supervised 
 Program administration overall is appropriate with policies, procedures, and with adequate 

autonomy to follow and maintain NCAA accreditation standards. 
 
In 2009, CBOR identified a group of Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) from a representative cross section 
of the floodplain management profession to participate in a Flood Plain Management Practice Analysis  
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to create a comprehensive list of tasks and duties floodplain managers perform. The Subject Matter 
Experts (SMEs) group was identified consisting of candidates: 

 From diverse geographical representation including riverene and coastal areas 
 From all levels of government, as well as representatives from private industry and academia 
 From a variety of areas of emphasis within the practice of floodplain management 
 Committed to continued involvement and support of the National CFM program and exam 
 Representation from CBOR 
 Representation from an accredited state CFM program 
 Representation from other ASFPM committees  

From July 20 to 21, 2009, the ASFPM DACUM Panel of Subject Matter Experts, met with the 
contractor, Ohio State University Center on Education and Training for Employment in Columbus, 
Ohio. Ohio State defines DACUM as Developing A CurriculUM as a quick, effectively, relatively low 
cost method of analyzing jobs and occupations that has been used worldwide for more than 40 years. 
The DACUM Panel of Subject Matter Experts from ASFPM included: 

 Jessica Baker, CFM, Program Manager, Halff Associates, Richardson, TX 
 Michelle F. Burnett, CFM, Rhode Island State Floodplain Coordinator, Rhode Island Emergency 

Management Agency, Cranston, RI 
 Jerry Hancock, CFM, Stormwater & Floodplain Programs Coordinator, City of Ann Arbor 

Systems Planning Unit, Ann Arbor, MI 
 Laura Hendrix, CFM, Executive Director, Association of Montana Floodplain Managers, 

Helena, MT 
 Christy Miller, CFM, Program Manager, Tetra Tech, Inc. Anchorage, AK 
 Stephen Mitchell, CFM, Operations Manager, City of Pascagoula, MS 
 Rhonda Montgomery, CFM, Program specialists, FEMA-HQ – Mitigation, Arlington, VA 
 Ricardo S. Pineda, CFM, Chief Floodplain Management Branch, State Floodplain Coordinator, 

Department of Water Resources, Division of Flood Management, Sacramento, CA 
 Joe Remondini, CFM, Floodplain Management Services Program Manager, US Army Corps of 

Engineers, Tulsa, OK 
 Robert Rogerson, CFM, Floodplain Manager, Town of Mount Pleasant, Mount Pleasant, SC 
 Terri L. Turner, CFM, Assistant Zoning & Development Administration, Augusta-Richmond 

County Planning Commission, Augusta, GA 
 Kait Laufenberg, CFM, Training & Chapter Coordinator, ASFPM, Madison, WI 

 
The ASFPM DACUM Panel defined the duties, tasks, general knowledge and skills required for the 
floodplain management professions and defined the tools, equipment, supplies and materials required for 
a floodplain manager to perform his duties. The DACUM panel identified future trends and concerns 
and designed an ASFPM membership Verification Survey to provide support data to perform the R&V 
analysis. The survey was distributed to a select pool of 6,622 ASFPM members in September 2009 and 
2,187 (33%) responses were received. The survey data was summarized by the contractor, Ohio State 
University Center on Education and Training for Employment, and became the research basis for the 
ASFPM R&V analysis. 
 
  



 7 May 2011 

Attachment 1, DACUM Research Chart for Floodplain Managers, includes: 
 Floodplain manager duties and tasks,  
 Listing of floodplain manager knowledge and skills 
 Floodplain managers tools, equipment, supplies and materials; and 
 Future trends and concerns 

 
The DACUM analysis, led by consultants from Ohio State University and representatives from CBOR 
and the ASFPM Executive Office developed Attachment 2, ASFPM membership Verification Survey.  
 
The ASFPM membership Verification Survey contains extremely valuable information not only for 
conducting the R&V assessment but also for evaluating the effectiveness of floodplain management 
programs and identifying training needs. CBOR recognized the value of Attachment 2 and the need to 
share this information with Federal, state and local partners. Therefore the information included in 
Attachment 2 has been scrubbed to protect privacy information while leaving raw data for further 
analysis.     
 
From November 2 to 4, 2009, representatives from the ASFPM R&V Task Force met with the 
contractor, Ohio State University Center on Education and Training for Employment, in Columbus, 
Ohio. The R&V Task Force participants included: 

 Chad Berginnis, CFM, Senior Specialists, Hazard Mitigation & Floodplain Management, 
Michael Baker Jr., Inc, Columbus, OH 

 Diane Calhoun, CFM, Project Manager, Michael Baker Jr., Inc., Denton, TX 
 Warren Campbell, CFM, Hall Professor of Civil Engineering, Western Kentucky University, 

Bowling Green, KT 
 Heidi Carlin, CFM, Floodplain Management Coordinator, Lower Colorado River Authority, 

Austin, TX 
 Cindy Crecelius, CFM, Consultant, CC Consults, Westerville, OH 
 John Ivey, CFM, Vice President, Halff Associates, Inc., Fort Worth, TX 
 Kait Laufenberg, CFM, Training & Chapter Coordinator, ASFPM, Madison, WI 
 Jen Marcy, CFM, Senior Public Information Specialists, PBS&J, Buffalo, NY 
 Dorothy Martinez, CFM, Senior Territory Training Manager, H2O Partners, Austin, TX 
 Stephen Mitchell, CFM, Operations Manager, City of Pascagoula, MS 
 Rhonda Montgomery, CFM, Program specialists, FEMA-HQ – Mitigation, Arlington, VA 
 Mike Parker, CFM, Floodplain Coordinator, Santa Barbara County, Santa Barbara, CA 
 Joe Remondini, CFM, Floodplain Management Services Program Manager, US Army Corps of 

Engineers, Tulsa, OK 
 
During the November 2009 work session with Ohio State, the R&V Task Force reviewed the DACUM 
process and Verification Survey. Ohio State, R&V contractor, presented the results of a review of all 
CFM Exam questions used since initiation of the CFM Program in 1999. Ohio State presented exam 
question protocols as a recommended blueprint for future CFM Exams. The Task Force reviewed the 
current CFM seven (7) exam categories and recommended new % for several of the exam categories. 
During this work session over 180 actual exam questions were reviewed and revised using the 
recommended protocol and 17 new exam questions were developed for future exams. The R&V Task 
Force submitted an R&V Status Report to CBOR with the following recommendations: 

1. Instruct the CFM Exam Review Work Group to revise the current exam based on the R&V Task 
Force recommendations 

2. Revise the exam topic categories (%) based on R&V Task Force recommendations 
3. Evaluate and incorporate, if appropriate, Ohio State R&V recommendations to finalize R&V 
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From February 23-24, 2010, an ASFPM Content Validation Workshop was held at Ohio State 
University Center on Education and Training for Employment in Columbus, Ohio. R&V Task Force 
participants included: 

 Diane Calhoun, CFM, Project Manager, Michael Baker Jr., Inc., Denton, TX 
 Heidi Carlin, CFM, Floodplain Management Coordinator, Lower Colorado River Authority, 

Austin, TX 
 Cindy Crecelius, CFM, Consultant, CC Consults, Westerville, OH 
 John Ivey, CFM, Vice President, Halff Associates, Inc., Fort Worth, TX 
 Kait Laufenberg, CFM, Training & Chapter Coordinator, ASFPM, Madison, WI 
 Rhonda Montgomery, CFM, Program specialists, FEMA-HQ – Mitigation, Arlington, VA 
 Mike Parker, CFM, Floodplain Coordinator, Santa Barbara County, Santa Barbara, CA 

 
The February 2010 ASFPM Content Validation Workshop resulted in approval of the recommended 
protocol for CFM Questions. Following recommendations from Ohio State, future CFM Exam should 
limit the number of T/F questions and utilize more multiple choice, matching and exercise scenarios. 
The exam question structure requirements were established for question stem and distracter. The number 
of answer choices for multiple choice questions should be limited to 4 but allow 5 when “all of the 
above” or “none of the above” is appropriate. The Workshop included a question writing session where 
new CFM exam questions were developed.    
 
Ohio State submitted a draft R&V Report in early 2010 which resulted in several exchanges of review 
comments with CBOR, R&V Task Force members, the ASFPM Executive Office and Ohio State. The 
Final R&V report was submitted by Ohio State prior to the ASFPM Annual Conference in May 2010. 
 
CBOR met May, 8, 2010, during the ASFPM Annual Conference in Oklahoma City to review the Final 
OHIO State R&V Report and discuss recommendations to improve the CFM Program and National 
CFM Exam. CBOR formed two work groups to review recommendations for: (1) testing standards and 
(2) governance of the CFM program. 
In September 2010, CBOR authorized the CFM Exam Review Work Group to finalize the annual CFM 
Exam Review following recommendations of the CBOR R&V Testing Work Group, incorporating exam 
question revisions, and complying to the newly developed R&V Exam Question protocol. 
 
CBOR met September 27 to 29, 2010 at the ASFPM Executive Offices in Madison, WI. CBOR 
instructed the CFM Exam Review Work Group to complete Phase 1 of R&V including expediting the 
2010 CFM Exam Review and coordinating with the ASFPM Executive Office to introduce an updated 
CFM Exam by January 2011. CBOR then instructed the Exam Review Committee to initiate Phase 2 of 
R&V as soon as possible in 2011 to update the CFM Exam to comply with the new exam description 
and the revised topic/category examples and percentages (%) developed by the R&V Task Force and 
approved by CBOR. 
 
CBOR met in March 2011 at the ASFPM Executive Offices in Madison, WI to review and approve the 
5-year R&V Implementation Plan included as Attachment 3. The ASFPM CFM Exam Review Work 
Group also met in March 2011 at the at the ASFPM Executive Offices in Madison, WI, to initiate Phase 
2 of the R&V Implementation Plan that includes evaluation of the entire CFM Exam Pool and initiation 
of the 2011 CFM Exam Review that will produce an updated CFM Exam to be utilized after January 1, 
2012. 
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The Ohio State R&V Report will be posted on the ASFPM webpage, www.floods.org, available for 
review by ASFPM membership and the floodplain management community. The R&V analysis of the 
CFM Program has produced extremely valuable information not only for the national CFM Program but 
also for improvement in all facets of floodplain management. CBOR is evaluating repeating the R&V 
process every five years.    
 
Draft document developed during the 3/7 to 3/11/2011 CBOR and CFM Exam Review Work Group 
meetings 
Notes by John Ivey 
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DACUM INFORMATION SHEET 
 

What is DACUM (Developing A Curriculum)? 
 
DACUM is an innovative and proved effective approach to job/occupational analysis.  It has proven to 
be a very effective method for colleges, companies, and others to quickly determine, at relatively low 
cost, the tasks or competencies that must be performed by persons employed in a given job or 
occupational area. 
 
The profile chart that results from the DACUM analysis is a detailed and graphic portrayal of the skills 
or competencies involved in the occupation being studied.  The DACUM analysis can be used as a basis 
for (1) curriculum development, (2) student learning, (3) training needs assessments, (4) worker 
performance evaluations, (5) test development, (6) meeting ADA requirements, (7) meeting ISO 9000 
requirements, (8) management decision-making, (9) worker certification, etc. 
 
DACUM has been successfully used both domestically and internationally to analyze occupations at the 
professional, technical, skilled, and semiskilled levels.  DACUM operates on the following three 
premises: (1) expert workers are better able to describe/define their job than anyone else, (2) any job can 
be effectively and sufficiently described in terms of the tasks that successful workers in that occupation 
perform, and (3) all tasks require certain knowledge and skills, tools and equipment, and worker 
behaviors in order for workers to perform the tasks correctly. 
 
A carefully chosen group of about 5-12 experts from the occupational area form the DACUM panel.  
Panel members are recruited directly from business, industry, or the professions.  The panel works under 
the guidance of a facilitator for two days to develop the DACUM chart.  Modified small-group 
brainstorming techniques are used to obtain the collective expertise and consensus of the panel. 
 
The DACUM panel is carefully guided through each of the following steps by the facilitator: 
 

1. Orientation to the DACUM process 
2. Job or occupational area and development of organizational chart 
3. Identification of the duties (general areas of job responsibility) 
4. Identification of specific tasks performed for each duty (brainstorming) 
5. Identification of general knowledge and skills, tools, equipment, supplies, and materials, worker 

behaviors needed, and future trends/concerns of the occupation 
6. Reviewing and refining the duty and task statements 
7. Sequencing the duty and task statements 
8. Other options, as desired 

 
Because of their current occupational expertise, panel members do not need to make any advance 
preparation.  Participants on past DACUM panels have, without exception, found the activity to be a 
professionally stimulating and rewarding experience. 
 
For more information about DACUM training, contact Bob Norton at the Center on Education and 
Training for Employment, The Ohio State University, 1900 Kenny Road, Columbus, OH  43210-1016; 
614-292-8481 or norton.1@osu.edu or website at www.dacumohiostate.com 
  



 

 
  

A

12

Appendi
 

ix C 

May 2011 

 



 

 
 

13 May 2011 

 



 

 
 

14 May 2011 

 



 

 
 

15 May 2011 

 



 

 
 

16 May 2011 

 



 

 
  

17 May 2011 

 



 18 May 2011 

Appendix D 
R&V CFM® Survey Fall 2009 

 
Survey Recipients   6622 people (Pool)    
Survey Respondents  2187 people (33% of Survey Pool) 
Survey Completers  1664 people (25% of Survey Pool) 
 
Survey Completers (1664 people)      
Non-CFMs   91  (5% of Completers) 
CFMs    1573  (95% of Completers)   

ASFPM CFMs    1008  (61% of Survey Completers) 
TX CFMs           294  (17% of Survey Completers) 
NC CFMs   121  (7% of Survey Completers) 
IL CFMs   100  (6% of Survey Completers) 
NM CFMs   38  (2% of Survey Completers) 
AR CFMs   4  (<1% of Survey Completers) 
OK CFMs   3  (<1% of Survey Completers) 
No State Provided  5  (<1% of Survey Completers) 

 
Percentage of work time in current job spent on FPM activities? 
 48% of respondents spend 30% or less of their work time on FPM activities, 18% of those 

respondents spent 1-10% of their time on FPM activities. 
 14% of respondents spend 91-100% of their work time on FPM activities. 
 
Highest degree earned? 

1% No Degree 
11%  HS Diploma / Equivalent 
7%  Associates degree 

49%   Bachelor’s degree 
29% Master’s degree 
2% Doctorate 

 
Years of FPM experience? 

5%  <1 Year 
35% 2-5 Years 
25% 6-10 Years 

15% 11-15 Years 
6% >26 Years 

 
Sector – Current Position 

59%  Public Sector  
39%  Private Sector 

 
 Current Organization’s Sector / Level      

2%  N/A 
48% Local (city, county) 
8%  State 
5% Regional or Multi-State 

9%  Federal 
27% Private 
1%  Academia 
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Location of Work Organization  
N/A  <1% 
International <1% 
Region I 2% 
Region II 2% 
Region III 8% 
Region IV 25%   

Region V 12%  
Region VI 24%   
Region VII 4% 
Region VIII 8%   
Region IX 11%  
Region X 3%

 
 

Rank FPM Duties by Importance 
MOST IMPORTANT 
             1 Administer FPM Programs (38%), Perform Mapping Activities (23%)  

2 Perform Customer Service (27%), Perform Hazard Identification & Risk Assess (21%)| 
    3 NONE 

4 NONE 
5 Perform Outreach Activities (20%) 

 6 Perform Mitigation & Preparedness Activities (29%) 
 7 Perform Disaster Response & Recovery Activities (38%) 
LEAST IMPORTANT 
 
Considering total set of tasks in the survey, how much do you agree they provide an accurate 
analysis of the FPM occupation? 

Strongly Agree 18% 
Agree   48% 
Somewhat Agree 23% 

Somewhat Disagree 4% 
Disagree  2% 
Strongly Disagree 5% 

 
 
Rank the following Knowledge Areas & Skills in order of IMPORTANCE as it pertains to your 
current role in FPM: 
 
EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 

62% Skill in Map Reading 
55%  Knowledge of Floodplain Mapping 
55% Skill in Communication (written, verbal, listening) 
50% Knowledge of the National Flood Insurance Program 

 
IMPORTANT 

54%  Skill in Organization 
53% Skill in Facilitation 
52%  Skill in Computer Software, Skill in Time Management 
51% Knowledge of Community / State / Federal Resources 

 
SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT 

45% Knowledge of Geomorphology  
42%  Knowledge of GPS 
37% Knowledge of Grant Opportunities 

 
NOT IMPORTANT AT ALL 

41% Knowledge of Coastal Barrier Resource Area (COBRA) zones 
38% Knowledge of Mutual Aid Agreements 
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Rank the following Knowledge Areas & Skills in order of your FAMILIARITY with it, as it 
pertains to your current role in FPM: 
 
VERY FAMILIAR 

55% Knowledge of Floodplain Mapping 
52% Knowledge of Basic Math/Statistics 
48% Skill in Problem Solving 
40%  Knowledge of Hydrology & Hydraulics Concepts 
37% Knowledge of Permitting Process 

 
FAMILIAR 

52% Skill in Time Management  
50% Skill in Leadership 
49% Skill in Organization 
47% Knowledge of the National Flood Insurance Program 

 
SOMEWHAT FAMILIAR 

34% Knowledge of other Agency or Dept. Regulations 
28% Knowledge of Building Codes 

 
MINIMALLY FAMILIAR 
 
NOT FAMILIAR 

39% Knowledge of Incident Command Structure (ICS) 
30% Knowledge of Coastal Barrier Resource Area (COBRA) zones 
28% Knowledge of Grant Opportunities 
28% Knowledge of Geomorphology 

 
Considering total set of tasks in the survey, how much do you agree they provide an accurate 
analysis of the FPM occupation? 

Strongly Agree 24% 
Agree   56% 
Somewhat Agree 15% 

Somewhat Disagree 1% 
Disagree  <1% 
Strongly Disagree 4% 

 
NATIONAL SALARY INFO. 
 
Optional-  What is your current salary range? (1551 people answered, 636 skipped this question). 
Note: this information is not broken out by state, region, or FPM sector.  
 
4%  N/A     
2%  $20,000 - $30,000 / Year  
7%  $31,000 - $40,000 / Year 
13%  $41,000 - $50,000 / Year 
18%  $51,000 - $60,000 / Year 

17%  $61,000 - $70,000 / Year 
15%  $71,000 - $80,000 / Year 
9%  $81,000 - $90,000 / Year 
7%  $91,000 - $100,000 / Year 
11%  >$100,000 / Year
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