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4.0 
Procedures for Prioritizing Hazard Mitigation Initiatives

4.1
Scoring
4.1.1
Annex F contains a listing of those projects & action items identified by the participating jurisdictions in Collier County as necessary for the successful implementation of the hazard mitigation process. Initiative(s) submitted by a participating municipality will go on the prioritized project/initiative listing.  However, its placement on the list in Annex F will depend on the score received on the “Mitigation Initiatives Evaluation Score Sheet in Annex I.  Each participating jurisdiction/agency has submitted initiatives that are intended to mitigate the identified hazards as they may impact that jurisdiction/agency.  Upon submittal, the individual initiative is scored using the criteria identified by the participants as being the most reflective of the mitigation needs of Collier County.  Included in this listing are the three review criteria deemed by FEMA as important:  Cost effectiveness (represented by the benefit-cost ratio), technical feasibility, and environmental soundness.  

4.1.2
The submitting jurisdiction/agency scores each initiative and completes the “simplified benefit-cost analysis (BCA)” prior to electronic submittal to the Local Mitigation Strategy Working Group, via the Collier County Emergency Management Office.  The simplified BCA will utilize reasonable costs for anticipated losses, and not just the total replacement cost of all facilities and equipment.  Additionally, the submitting entity must make a presentation to the assembled Local Mitigation Strategy Working Group describing the mitigation project, its impact and support the presentation with graphics and/or mapping to give the group an idea of the projects location.   The Local Mitigation Strategy Working Group reviews the initiative and the recommended scoring.  Upon review, the initiative is then placed in the list of Collier County Local Mitigation Action Items/Initiatives. 

4.1.2.1 SPECIAL RULES FOR PRIORITIZING HAZARD MITIGATION GRANT PROGRAM (HMGP) PROJECTS:   Following each disaster in the State of Florida, FEMA makes hazard mitigation grant monies available via the HMGP program.  The local LMSWG will establish a project priority listing for each HMGP opportunity.  PROCESS:  After each disaster the LMSWG Chair will notify each agency having a project on the project listing and determine their intent to apply for an HMGP grant.  Upon receipt of the “Notification of Funds Availability (NOFA)”, the Chair will issue a letter to all those having a project in Annex F, Prioritized Listing of Mitigation Action Items, stating they have 30 days from the date of the NOFA to let the Chair of the LMS Working Group know of their intentions to apply for that grant.   For those who do not intend to apply, no further action is necessary on their part.  For those who intend to apply, each will be asked to make a presentation to the LMSWG and make their case as to why their project should be ranked as number one.  Following the last presentation, the LMSWG will discuss and rank-order the projects going forward for the current grant opportunity.  (NOTE:  Approved project score sheets received after the “announced project prioritizing date” will be added to the bottom of the prioritized listing in the order received by the emergency management office.)  The Chair will furnish each potential applicant a letter to submit along with their grant application package that shows that the project complies with the county’s mitigation strategy and where it ranks.
4.1.3
For purposes of this section, jurisdictions will conduct a preliminary BCA for each of the projects prior to submittal to the working group.  (Another BCA, using FEMA guidelines for federal grants is required for actual grant application submission*.) 

* NOTE:  A Benefit-Cost Analysis (BCA) is required for all mitigation projects; however, a BCA is not required for planning activities. A BCA should be used as a tool to assist in project selection, as mitigation projects with higher benefit-cost ratios will be more competitive in the application evaluation process.  Mitigation projects without a BCA or with a benefit-cost ratio less than 1.0 will not be considered for the PDM competitive grant program. 

The Applicant is required to perform a BCA for all properties, including repetitive flood loss properties and substantially damaged properties. FEMA has developed a simplified, alternative methodology to conduct the BCA, which may be used in lieu of a traditional BCA, for certain properties insured under the NFIP and included in the Pilot NFIP Repetitive Loss Properties List. The guidance for using this alternative approach is available for Applicants and Sub-applicants on the FEMA website:  www.fema.gov/fima/pdm .  

Applicants and Sub-applicants are strongly encouraged to use FEMA's BCA software for their analyses. The software can be obtained free from FEMA by contacting the BCA hotline: 1-866-222-3580. Applicants may use programs or mechanisms other than the FEMA benefit-cost model to determine the benefit-cost ratio; however, the methodology used must be consistent with the FEMA benefit-cost model and must be approved in advance by FEMA.  

The Applicant must provide verification with the application that FEMA has approved the other BCA software or methods. An e-mail or letter signed and dated by FEMA is considered appropriate verification.  Questions, contact a State Mitigation Specialist @ 850.410.3286.

4.1.4
RULE FOR INITIATIVES THAT CAN NOT BE SCORED, BUT ACHIEVES A GOAL OF THE LMS:  There have been times where some initiatives cannot be scored or quantified because their natures, e.g. road elevation to facilitate evacuations, conduct hurricane seminars in the community, etc.  In these cases, if the applicants want the initiatives on the priority listing, they will automatically be placed at the end of the listing in the order received and approved.  Should the project later be completely scored on the worksheet, the projects position may change on the priority chart.  
4.1.5
PROJECT & INITIATIVE VALIDATION:  In order to keep the priority listing “fresh”, the Chair, LMSWG may contact the agencies responsible for projects or initiatives to determine their validity, annually.  This was done in 2007 after a whole series of HMGP grant opportunities were offered and a significant number of agencies with the “highest priorities” on the listing did not take advantage of those opportunities.  This resulted in initiatives further down the priority listing to not seek funding because “Tier 1” monies were to be used up.   

Local Mitigation Strategy Prioritization Matrix
	       Parameter
	Weighting Factor
	Percent
	Points

	SUITABILITY SUBTOTAL
	25%
	100%
	25

	RISK REDUCTION SUBTOTAL
	50%
	100%
	50

	COST SUBTOTAL
	25%
	100%
	25

	TOTAL
	100%
	
	100

	Suitability  = 25%

	Parameter
	Weighting Factor
	Scoring Criteria
	Score
	Points

	1
	Appropriateness of the Measure
	40%
	5- High:  Reduces vulnerability and is

consistent with Local Mitigation goals  

     and plans for future growth. 

3- Medium: Needed, but doesn’t tie to 

     identified vulnerability.    

1- Low:  Inconsistent with LMS goal or plans.
	5

     3

     1
	200

120

40

	2
	Community Acceptance
	15%
	5- High: Endorsed by most communities. 

3- Medium: Endorsed by most; may 

     create burdens. 

1- Low: Not likely to be endorsed by the communities.        
	5
	75

45

15

	3
	Environmental Impact
	15%
	5- Positive effect on the environment.

3- No effect

1- Adverse effect on the environment.
	5
	75

45

15

	4
	Legislation
	15%
	5- High: Consistent with the existing     laws and regulations.

3- Medium: New legislation or policy change.

1- Low:  Conflicts with existing laws and regulations.
	5
	75

45

15

	5
	Consistent With Existing Plans and Priorities. 


	15%


	5- High:  Consistent with existing plans.

3- Medium:  Somewhat consistant.
1- Low:  Conflicts with existing plans    and policies.
	5
	75

45

15

	Parameter Subtotal
	100%
	Sum of the parameter scores; max = 500
	500

	Suitability Subtotal
	(sum of parameter scores) / (maximum possible score)
	100%

	Risk  =  50%

	Parameter
	Weighting Factor
	Scoring Criteria
	Score
	Points

	1
	Scope of Benefits
	15%
	5- High: Benefits all municipalities and unincorporated area directly or indirectly
3- Medium: Benefits more than half, but not all

of  not all of the municipalities and/or the 

    unincorporated area.

 1-Low:  Benefits less than half of the 

municipalities and/or the unincorporated area.
	5
	75

45

15

	2
	Potential to save human lives
	35%
	5- High: More than 1,000 lives
3- Medium: Up to 1,000 lives

1- Low: No lifesaving potential.  
	5
	175

105

35

	3
	Importance of Benefits 
	15%
	5- High: Need for essential services.
3- Medium:  Need for other services.

1- Low:  No significant implications.
	5
	75

45

15

	4
	Inconvenience of

Problem Correction


	10%
	5- None: Causes no problems. 

3- Moderate: Causes few problems.  
1- Significant:  Causes much       inconvenience (i.e.traffic jams, loss of power, delays). 
	5
	50

30

10

	5
	Economic Effect or Loss

(Effect of implementing the project on local economy)
	10%


	5- Minimal: Economic loss has little

     effect during the project.  

3- Moderate: Economic loss (minimal disruption).

1- Significant: Economic loss (businesses closed, jobs affected).
	5
	50

30

10

	6
	Number of People to Benefit


	15%
	5- High: More than 20,000 

3- Medium: 4,000 –20,000

1- Lower:  Fewer than 4,000
	5
	75

      45

      30

	Parameter Subtotal
	100%
	Sum of the parameter scores; max = 500
	500

	Risk Subtotal
	(sum of parameter scores) / (maximum possible score)
	100%

	Cost  = 25%

	Parameter
	Weighting Factor
	Scoring Criteria
	Score
	Points

	1
	Initial Cost
	15%
	5- Low: $0 to $250,000

3- Moderate: $251,000 to

    $1 million

1- High:  More than $1 million


	5


	75

45

15



	2
	Maintenance /Operating Costs
	5%
	5- Lower costs: Less than 5% per annum of the

 initial cost. 

3- Moderate: 5%-10% per annum of  the initial

 cost.

1- High: More than 10% per annum of  the initial

 cost.
	5
	25

15

5

	3
	Environmental Cost Impact
	40%
	5- Positive effect on the environment.

3- No effect

1- Adverse effect on the environment.
	5
	200

120

40

	4
	Financing Availability
	10%
	5- Good: Readily available with grants and/or matching funds 

3- Moderate: Limited matching funds available

1- Poor:  No funding sources or matching funds identified
	5
	50

30

10

	5
	Repetitive FLOOD damages corrected


	30%


	5- High:  Resolves repetitive loss

3- Medium: Repetitive loss mitigation     possible, but not documented. 

1- Low:  Little effect on repetitive loss.
	5
	150

90

30

	Parameter Subtotal
	100%
	Sum of the parameter scores; max = 500
	500

	Cost Subtotal
	(sum of parameter scores) / (maximum possible score)
	100%


Benefit to Cost Ratio multiplied by the Final Score on the Project Score Sheet will provide the final score for the Project Priority Listing.
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