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LWTB PROGRAM AREA

§ 10,000 Acres

§ 28,400 Parcels

§ Sandy Impact:

§ 2,500 Acres

§ 4,100 Parcels (80% 
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THREE-WAY BALANCING ACT
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HOW AND WHY LWTB EVOLVED

• Large Area
• Broad Program
• Public Rights of Way
• Operation & Maintenance
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LWTB PROGRAM GOALS
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CONNECTING OBJECTIVES
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Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC)



24

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)



LWTB TYPES OF PROBLEMS



PROBLEM AREAS TO PROJECTS

90+ Problem Areas  à 35 
Projects



PROJECT DESCRIPTION DEVELOPMENT
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PROJECT GOALS



TOTAL PROJECT COSTS

$878M*
*$723M identified for 

1 of the 36 projects Program = $125M



THE NEED TO PRIORITIZE PROJECTS
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PRIORITIZATION FRAMEWORK
Increase 
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PRIORITIZATION BREAKDOWN
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PRIORITIZATION RANKING
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PRIORITIZATION RANKING
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COSTS

Cost	Category Values Weight Score
Rating	0% -$																								 1.00 25.0
Rating	10% 250,000$															 0.95 23.8
Rating	20% 500,000$															 0.90 22.5
Rating	30% 1,000,000$											 0.80 20.0
Rating	40% 2,500,000$											 0.70 17.5
Rating	50% 5,000,000$											 0.60 15.0
Rating	60% 10,000,000$									 0.50 12.5
Rating	70% 15,000,000$									 0.40 10.0
Rating	80% 20,000,000$									 0.30 7.5
Rating	90% 30,000,000$									 0.20 5.0
Rating	100% 50,000,000$									 0.10 2.5

Estimated Cost = $12,200,000



BENEFITS 

BENEFITS	SUBCATEGORIES Weight Score
Flood	Reduction	Benefits 40.0% 14.0
Water	Quality	Benefits 30.0% 10.5
Ecosystem/Habitat	Benefits 30.0% 10.5

Benefit	Categories Values
Flood	Reduction	Benefits 1,217,638$																																									
Water	Quality	Benefits 7
Ecosystem/Habitat	Benefits 0.7	acres



RISKS AND VULNERABILITY

3.2

Values
Health	and	Safety	Score 0.9
Reduced	Risk	Score 1.2
Adaptability	Score

Vulnerability	of	Projects	to	Future	Changes 6
Reliability	on	Other	Projects	for	Viability 6

Adaptability Score:  Ranking of 1-10



SYNERGIES
No. Category Description Values

Sy
ne

rg
y 1 Reduction in O&M to Existing Public Resources/Utilities Med

2 Provides Co-Benefits to Other Existing Plans or Strategies Yes

D
ep

en
d-

en
cy

1 Implementation Would Require Interjurisdictional Coord. Yes

2 Implementation Would Require Add’l O&M Efforts or 
Costs Med

Cr
iti

ca
l 

In
fra

. 1 Indirect Impacts on Critical Infrastructure Yes

2 If Yes, Approximate Number of Critical Facilities Within 
Project Area 1 to 5

Le
ve

ra
ge

 
Fu

nd
s

1
Likelihood of Access to Additional Funding Sources or 
Combining with Other Opportunities to Increase Cost 
Effectiveness

Possible



SOCIAL RESILIENCY 

New Points of Waterfront Access Created / Improved 
Accessibility to Water Resources Yes

Increase in Number of Recreation Opportunities Yes
Enhancement to Existing Recreation Opportunities Yes
Creation of New Educational Opportunities Yes


