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PURPOSE

This document provides an overview of the evaluation process and factors that will be used to award Fiscal Year (FY) 2002 Supplemental and FY 2003 funds for the Emergency Operations Center (EOC) competitive grant program.

BACKGROUND

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)/ Emergency Preparedness and Response (EP&R) Directorate issued general guidance in September 2002 (revised in January 2003) for the submission of grant applications for FY 2002 Phase 2 EOC grant program.  Phase 1 of this program provided funds to assist the States in completing a self-assessment that identifies the hazards, vulnerabilities, and risks to their existing EOC.  Additional funding was also provided to requesting States for physical modifications to their EOC to accommodate the installation and operation of Federal government-provided secure communications equipment.  Under Phase 2, funding for the EOC grant program will be available on a 75/25 percent Federal/State cost share basis to address deficiencies affecting the operational capability of an EOC.  Grant funding will be awarded competitively based on the evaluation factors discussed later in this document.  FEMA will be issuing FY 2003 guidance shortly, but it is anticipated that the same competitive evaluation process will be used to award the FY 2003 funding. 

FEMA defines an EOC as:
"The protected site from which State and local government officials coordinate, monitor, and direct emergency response activities during an emergency."   (Taken from State and Local Guide 101, Guide for All-Hazard Emergency Operations Planning) 

EVALUATION FACTORS

The objective of the EOC grant program is to assist the States in building a nationwide network of fully functioning EOCs.  The goal for this network is to be capable of effectively and efficiently responding to the range of natural and manmade hazards and threats to minimize the loss of life, injuries, and damage to property, and continue essential government functions without interruption.  The first step towards creating a nationwide network of fully functioning EOCs is to ensure an EOC capability at the State level.  Proposals to address local EOC deficiencies may be submitted by the States on behalf of local governments.  The FY 2002 and FY 2003 EOC funds will address the most critical State EOC needs prior to addressing local EOC needs.

FEMA incorporated the published national priorities and EOC characteristics into the evaluation factors.  These factors are directly linked to deficiencies and the impact they might have on emergency operations.  The FY 2002 EOC grant guidance identified the national priorities as:

· New EOC construction where the most cost effective action is new construction.  (Benefit to Cost ratio should be greater than 1.)

· Corrective construction to address deficiencies determined by the Phase 1 or comparable EOC assessment;

· Architectural and Engineering services for EOC projects in FY 2003 and out years;

· Creation of State Alternate EOC at an existing building for Continuity of Operations;

· Physical modifications to enhance security, but not the hiring of guards;

· Retrofits of existing EOC with collective protection system for Chemical, Biological, Radiological, or Nuclear (CBRN) agents;

· Redundant communications; and

· Other projects to increase the survivability of existing State or local EOCs.

The guidance also identified the characteristics of a fully functioning EOC as:

· Survivability – the EOC can endure the effects of a realized potential risk and continue operations from the EOC or a fully-capable alternate location;

· Sustainability – the EOC can support operations for extended durations; e.g., be able to sustain operations 24 hours a day/7 days a week, with the capability of continuous operations for a minimum of 72 hours without resupply;

· Security – the EOC can guard against potential risks and protect operations from the unauthorized disclosure of sensitive information (e.g., have sufficient security and structural integrity to protect the facility, its occupants, and communications equipment and systems from relevant threats and hazards);

· Interoperability – the EOC can share common principles of operations and exchange routine and time-sensitive information with local jurisdictions, State-level EOCs, and FEMA’s network of operations centers (e.g. be able to communicate with key State agencies, local government EOCs, emergency response teams at or near an incident site, near-by State EOCs, and Federal authorities to include the FEMA Regional Operations Center (ROC) as well as the FEMA Operations Center); and 

· Flexibility – the EOC can scale operations and adapt operational space to the all hazards event (e.g., have sufficient space, equipment, furniture, administrative supplies, telecommunications, computer support, and the like available to satisfy mission requirements).

FEMA developed factors for evaluating each State’s grant submissions under the issued guidance.  The factors are categorized by the impact on an EOC’s operational capability; i.e., the capacity to disrupt operations.  These impacts, listed in order of significance, are:

· Permanent – deficiencies cause the immediate loss of operational capability and can result in permanent disruption of all capability until fixed;

· Moderate – deficiencies impair or degrade operational capability and can result in moderate disruption of a significant portion of capability until fixed;

· Temporary – deficiencies have the potential to impair or degrade operational capability and result in a temporary disruption of some capability until fixed;

· Limited – deficiencies are related to policy, procedural, or technical issues and limit operational capability until fixed; and

· Inconvenience – deficiencies encumber operational capability until fixed.

Table 1, Evaluation Factors, lists the operational impacts in order of relative significance, describes typical deficiencies associated with each impact, and assigns an identifier to each typical deficiency.  For example, ID # P2 refers to the second deficiency that could cause a Permanent Disruption, the realized effects of relevant natural or manmade hazards.  The ID numbers differentiate between deficiencies and facilitate the evaluation process (described later).

Table 1.  Evaluation Factors

	Operational Impact
	Deficiency
	ID #

	Permanent Disruption
	The grant application proposes fixing deficiencies associated with:


	

	
	Structural integrity; e.g., roof, walls, foundation
	P1

	
	Effects of relevant risks; e.g., natural and manmade (floodplain, fault line, nuclear power plant, HAZMAT sites, direct effects of WMD, earthquake)
	P2

	
	Alternate operating capabilities; e.g., primary EOC rendered non-functional/non-useable, mission critical capabilities not present in the Alternate EOC
	P3

	Moderate Disruption
	The grant application proposes fixing deficiencies associated with:


	

	
	Protection against indirect effects of WMD; e.g., collective protection system (including industrial chemicals)
	M1

	
	Physical security measures; e.g., barriers, surveillance systems, access control, intrusion detection system, alarms, security doors, window bars, etc.
	M2

	
	Power system; e.g., generator, UPS (duration based on operational need), transfer switch
	M3

	
	Sustain operations 24x7 for 72 hours without resupply; e.g., fuel, emergency food and water
	M4

	
	Emergency communications; e.g., state emergency agencies, warning points, local EOCs, key facilities (nuclear power plants, dams, chemical plants, etc.), local airport, highway, port, and waterway authorities
	M5

	
	LAN/WAN capability; e.g., hardware/software to prevent unauthorized access, denial of service, or malicious code attacks
	M6

	
	LAN/WAN capacity; e.g., servers, routers, bandwidth (non-recurring costs)
	M7

	Temporary Disruption
	The grant application proposes fixing deficiencies associated with:


	

	
	Building support systems; upgrades or repairs to HVAC, lighting, elevators, plumbing, electrical distribution, code compliance
	T1

	
	Sufficiency of telecommunications resources and peripherals; e.g., additional telephone instruments, line capacity, radios, frequency spectrum limitations, video teleconferencing equipment, computers, facsimiles, printers, copiers
	T2

	
	Telephone system as single point of failure; e.g., non-recurring costs for additional PBX, non-recurring costs to connect some telephones directly to different dial central offices (telephones draw dial tone from the local exchange)
	T3

	
	Protection of radio communications; e.g., privacy features
	T4

	
	Insufficient or inadequate operational space; e.g., space for federal and state augmentation; shared/multi-use space that must be reconfigured, loss to another agency
	T5

	Limited Disruption
	The grant application proposes fixing deficiencies associated with:


	

	
	Insufficient or inadequate support space; e.g., conference rooms, media room, telecommunications closets/equipment rooms, kitchens, sleeping accommodations, shower facilities, dining rooms
	L1

	
	The display and distribution of video information
	L2

	
	Telephone features; e.g., caller ID, voice recording, voice conferencing, privacy
	L3

	Inconvenience
	The grant application proposes fixing deficiencies associated with:


	

	
	Insufficient parking; e.g., dedicated space, visitor parking, lighting
	I1

	
	Helicopter landing zone
	I2


Deficiencies with the same operational impact – Permanent, Moderate, Temporary, Limited, and Inconvenience – have the same value.  The operational impacts are weighted by order of significance; i.e.,

· A Permanent Disruption is greater than

· A Moderate Disruption is greater than

· A Temporary Disruption is greater than

· A Limited Disruption is greater than

· An Inconvenience

Evaluation Process

A National Evaluation Panel will apply the factors described in Table 1 when evaluating each State’s grant submissions.  The National Panel will consist of one (1) representative from each Region.  A panelist shall not evaluate applications from States within his/her Region.  Because panelists may not be familiar with a particular State’s EOC, they will focus on the applicant's descriptions of deficiencies and proposed solutions.   Accordingly, it is imperative the applicants supply a clear, concise, and complete description of their deficiencies, their impact on operations, and their proposals to address them.  Applications must include all of the components listed in the general guidance issued in September 2002 and revised in January 2003.  The panelists will focus on:

· The description and detailed justification of the work to be done to fix each deficiency identified in the application; and

· A cost estimate for the Federal share of funds needed to fix the deficiency.

Applications may include deficiencies not addressed in the Phase 1 self-assessment or other assessment, but that the applicant considers to be significant issues that need to be addressed.  Although the panel’s evaluation will focus on the content of each proposal, assessments may be referenced and should be included with the grant applications to provide additional context, support, and justification for the application proposals.


