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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

By request of the Department of Financial Services of the State of Florida, Risk Management Solutions
(RMS) has conducted an impact analysis of the My Safe Florida Home (MSFH) program The RMS U.S.
Hurricane Model was used to analyze the impact of the program on individual structures retrofitted with
MSFH grant money. Unlike other studies that focus on the benefits to individual structures, this study
explores the benefits on a statewide basis. The results of the study found that the MSFH program has
reduced the statewide economic liability and the risk carried by the homeowners in Florida.

As of May 2009, less than 1% of the 4.9 million ho mes in Florida have been retrofitted under the program.
Approximately $93 million in MSFH grants of the $250 million appropriation have been allocated to roughly
32,000 homes. Aware of the current debate about the merits of funding a continuation of the MSFH
program, RMS offers the following four key recommendations based on its analysis.

Key Recommendations
Recommendation 1.  Continue providing grants to retrofit homes in Florida .

The RMS impact analysis illustrates that the grants provided under the MSFH program are beneficial to all
stakeholdersd the state of Florida, individual homeowners, and the insurance industry. To date, the
mitigation grants in the current MSFH program, when combined with homeowner investments, have
reduced the total Florida hurricane risk by approximately $1.50 per dollar in mitigation grants. Risk is
measured here by the 100-year loss to the entire single-family residential building stock and is estimated to
be approximately $62 billion (i.e., 1% annual probability of exceeding a loss of $62 billion). The reduction
of $1.50 per dollar invested in grant money equates to a reduction in the 100-year loss of approximately
$140 million, an amount significantly larger than the $93 million invested in grants.

Recommendation 2. Prioritize grant eligibility for the homes with the highest risk

The RMS analysis illustrates that larger benefits per investment dollar are possible if future mitigation
grants for the program are targeted at homes contributing the most to the overall state risk. The State of
Florida can achieve reductions in statewide 100-year loss of as much as $2.75 per $1.00 in mitigation
grants, up from the $1.50 achieved under the current program. The existing program already focused
grants in coastal areas subject to wind-borne debris; however a more thorough building -specific rating
approach to grant allocation could achieve even greater impacts.

Recommendation 3 : Expand the grant program to include roof retrofits

The current MSFH program provides matching grants for certain improvements, such as window protection
or reinforced garage doors. The RMS analysis shows that expanding mitigation investments to include
roofing component upgrades, such as new high wind roof covers, roof deck reinforcements, and roof straps
on older structures, will further reduce statewide hurricane risk over time. For example, i f all of the homes
in Florida were mitigated under the existin g program, the maximum reduction in the 100 -year loss would be
35%. The inclusion of roofing component mitigation would reduce the 100-year loss by 55%.

Recommendation 4:  Establish process to systematically collect and use detailed building
information fo rinsurance rate -making in Florida

It is important that building information used to evaluate wind risk is collected in a manner that is both
detailed and comprehensive. The MSFH program hasgathered detailed building information, like roof deck
attachment, roof anchors, and roof geometry, on 10% of the single family homes in Florida. RMS
recommends this effort be continued, with a goal of collecting and making available such information for
the entire population of single family homes in Florida.

Widespread availability of this detailed information would enable insurers to implement rating plans that

woul d systematically account for a homeos speci fic
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misalignments with the current insurance premium credits for mitigation and would position insurers to
actively incentivize voluntary mitigation investments by homeowners above and beyond incentives provided
by matching grants from the State.
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INTRODUCTION

Risk mitigation, in its broadest sense, aims to reduce or limit the components of risk: hazard, vulnerability ,
and exposure. Due to the inherently uncertain and unpredictable nature of hazard, risk mitigation efforts
tend to focus on reducing vulnerability and exposure, driven by a need to save lives and lessen injuries. In
hazard-prone areas, engineers and builders often understand the need to design buildings to withstand
strong winds or severe ground shaking, and building codes have been proven to reduce the impact of
natural disasters. Although a greater expenditure is required during construction to invest in safer designs
and materials, these construction methods have been shown to be cost-effective, when one compares the
upfront cost to the reduction in potential losses'.

Following the active hurricane seasons of 2004 and 2005 RMSresearch on claims data in Florida showed
that homes and businesses constructed in compliance with the most up-to-date building codes suffered the
least financial loss by fard up to a 50% lower loss than older properties. Catastrophe models canbe utilized
to illustrate the reduction in losses due to the implementation of more stringent building codes. Most of the
individual features of a building specified in a code or building standard are captured in a model and
identified as fisecondary characteristic® that can be applied to each property in an exposure data set as
appropriate. Some of these secondary characteristics such as roof sheathing attachments or window
protection, can serve to reduce the vulnerability of a property at risk, hence reducing damage and the
resulting financial loss. The model can additionally quantify the net benefit of these secondary
characteristics to applicable locations.

Total Possible Hurricane Risk Reduction

Figure 1 illustrates how rebuilding all of the single-family dwellings in Florida to a more stringent building
construction standard, such as the Institute for
living® program (http://www.ibhs.org ), can reduce risk. In this case, the 100 -year loss is reduced by 77%8
a significant reduction in claims liability. As rebuilding the 4.9 million homes in the state of Florida is not a
feasible scenario, this analysis indicates an extreme bound for reference. In practical terms, then, the real
issue is to determine the minimum amount of investment in retrofitting that could significant ly reduce the
100-year loss leveld perhaps even approaching a reduction to one-half of the current risk. The subsequent
sections of this report address a recommended approach to attaining this goal.

o 10% | = Baseline: Current Building Stock
§ = \Whatif: Year built = 1974
3 8% === \What if: Year built = 2008
§ == \Whatif: IBHS Fortified Home Standard
Ll
S &%
2 IBHS reduces
3 100 yr loss by
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Figure 1: Exceedanceprobability curve for single-family dwellings in Florida, as modeled by
the RMS® U.S. Hurricane Model

! Grossi, P. (2008). Chapter 10: Modeling seismic mitigation strategies. in Risk Assessment, Modeling and Decision Support:
Strategic Directions, (Risk, Governance and Society, Ed. Bostom, French, Gottlieb, pp. 227-244.
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Structure of Report

The objective of this report is twofold: first, to demonstrate how future investments in mitigation can
impact the statewide hurricane risk levels, and second, to illustrate how the My Safe Florida Home (MSFH)
program is an integral path to this goal.

The section, iThe Myrogdanb e d & b otlrei MBBHsd&ta sateand compares it to RMS
data on statewide property characteristics. The sectionfil mpact Anrad ych & dthepanalysis, e s
which involved merging the detailed attribute information contained in the MSFH data set with a
comprehensive RMSaggregate data set representing the Florida single-family residential building stock. The
resulting fhybridd data set was used to measure first how the statewide risk metrics changed as a result of
the current MSFH mitigation grant program, and second, how these same risk metrics might change for
future investments in the program. The analysis considers wo mitigation packages for each house, and a
method of identifying the best mitigation candidates is proposed. The candidate homes are grouped into
sub-portfolios that can be incrementally mitigated within the model. Then, a series of mitigation scenarios
that incrementally apply these mitigation packages to portions of the population are created.

The sectioncalledA | mpact Anal gisussestieaesults df these mitigation scenarios on statewide
losses and A Us i ng MS F HinsiranteaRatingd rexplores how changes to the rating variables might
affect the premiums charged within the state and how those changes might be used to maximize the
mitigation credit signal. Finally, the report concludes with comments on other barriers in the risk transfer
system from homeowner to primary insurer to reinsurer that can act as disincentives to fully promoting
mitigation techniques.

E © 2009 Risk Management Solutions, Inc.



THE MY SAFE FLORIDA HOME PROGRAM

Following the U.S. hurricane storm seasons of 2004 and 2005, in which Florida saw eight major named
storms impact its residents, the Florida legislature created the My Safe Florida Home (MSFH) Program. The
MSFH Program is a mitigation program operated by the Florida Department of Financial Services, assisting
the general public with mitigating the risk of property damage due to high winds following a hurricane. By
promoting retrofitting and education through an inspection program and public outreach campaign , the
program aims to help Floridians better protect their property and save money on insurance premiums.

The MSFH program enables better risk management through two mechanisms. First, the collection of
detailed wind risk attribute information on nearly 400,000 homes has improved the characterization of risk.
Second, the provision of grant money has promoted the mitigation of 32,000 individual homes. This report
demonstrates quantitatively how each of these two mechanisms contributes to the goal of reducing
hurricane losses within the state of Florida.

The program, which was originally allocated $250 million dollars, has provided approximately 400,000 free
home inspections and up to 35,000 matching grants for Floridian homeowners to protect their homes.
Approximately $93 million of the funds allocated to the program have been used for the matching grant
portion of the program .

The MSFH programevaluated the following seven classes of wind mitigation improvements for each home?:

Roof deck attachments

Secondary water barriers

Roof coverings

Gable-end bracing

Roof-to-wall connections

Opening protection for glazed openings (e.g., windows, skylights, sliding glass doors)

Opening protection for non-glazed openings (e.g., entry doors, garage doors, gable-end vents)

NooakwnhE

The MSFHprogram offered reimbursement for opening protection (i.e., items 6 and 7 above). Homeowner
participation in the inspection portion of the program was voluntary, and the state mounted an adverti sing
campaign to ensure adequate coverage across the state. The grant program, however, was limited to only
those homes that were less than $300,000 in value, and were within the wind-borne debris zone as defined
by the Florida Building Coded i.e., coastal properties.

Characteristics of the MSFH Portfolio

The MSFH program database current as of November 2008, was made available to RMS as part of this
project to determine the impact of the MSFH program . The datasetdi dent i fi ed herein as a
discussing the aggregate impact of the programd represents approximately 10% of the entire population of
single-family dwellings in Florida, with a total value of approximately $212 billion. Note that at the time at
which RMS received the database, not all of the available grant money had been allocated to the public.
Thus in order to evaluate the status at the end of the program, RMS hasidentified about 32,000 locations
(approximately 1% of the population) that will likely receive a total of $93 million in grants at the
conclusion of this phase of the program as shown in Table 1. The locations included in the set of grant
locations were identified by their application for a grantd consideration of whether they are eligible was not
considered here. Thus, it is possible that the final set of grant recipients will be slightly different than the
set used in this analysis.

2 For more details, see http://www.mysafefloridahome.com/ .
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Table 1. Characteristics of the MSFH portfolio relative to all single-family dwellings in Florida

MSFH Portfolio Grant locations in

Total Florida MSFH Portfolio
Building Stock
Quantity % of FL Quantity % of FL
Number of 4,900,000 400,000 8% 32,000 0.7%
Locations
Total Value $ 2,019 billion $ 212 billion 11% $ 12 billion 0.6%

Figure 2 shows a comparison of some of the key characteristics of the MSFH portfolio and the entire
residential building stock in the State of Florida. These include: the size of living area, the roof geometry
(e.g., hip or gable roof), the roof deck construction (e.g., nail size/spacing), and the presence of any
window protection. The information on the entire residential building stock is based on RMS research into
building characteristics and represents statewide averages.

Each of these attributes affects the hurricane resistance of a building. For example, based on RMS research,

larger homes have lower loss ratios than smaller buildings; hip roofs are better than gable roofs; and it is

better to have impact rated shutters than pressure rated shutters than no shutters. Roof deck strength is

related to the size and spacing of the nails used to attach the roof deck to roof trusses. In general, the

larger the nail size and the tighter the nail spacing, the stronger the roof deck will be®. Thus, 10d nails are

better than 8d nails which are better than 6d nails. In Figure 2, nail patterns wit h 60/ 60 spacin
superior to patterns with 60/1206 spacing

Figure 2 illustrates that t he MSFH portfolio is not representative of the whole state , but includes a higher
proportion of larger homes (i.e., greater than 4,500 square feet), with some degree of existing hurricane
protection features (i.e., higher percentage of window protection) . It is assumed that the MSFH portfolio
exhibits these characteristicsdue tothe pr oj ect 6 s adv er t iakeffortg, whiah dvere foaused t i o n
toward areas with higher risk and higher valued properties (i.e., along the coastal and southern parts of the

state).

% Roof decks are typically made of plywood, and the nail spacing is nominally specified first by the spacing along trusses that
support the edge of the plywood sheet, and second along the trusses that support the middle of the sheet.

E © 2009 Risk Management Solutions, Inc.
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Figure 2: Key characteristics of the MSFH portfolio versus the Florida statewide building
stock: size of living area (in square feet), roof geometry (by type of roof); roof deck
construction (according to nail size and nail spacing); window protection (by type)
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IMPACT ANALYSIS APPR OACH

In order to determine the impact of the MSFH program on statewide risk levels, the current MSFH portfolio
must be analyzed in conjunction with the remaining insured residential structures in the state of Florida.
The approach taken in this study involves three steps:

1. Creationofa r epr es e ybtidd exposee siththat merges the homes in the MSFH program
portfolio with the Florida residential building stock in the RMS® U.S. Industry Exposure Database
(IED) to represent the range of wind risk attributes found in the 4.9 million locations in the s tate

2. ldentification of the homes for which mitigation would most effectively reducet he st ateds ov
liability

3. Development of mitigation scenarios that simulate, step -wise, how the application of future grant
money will reduce the statewide liability

The following sections outline in more detail the various building blocks of the analysis: the key risk
metrics, the creation of the hybrid exposure data set, and the creation of mitigation scenarios, based on the
Ahybri do expossub-portfdiestof semilad at-risk komes.

Key Risk Metrics

This analysis was conducted using the RMS’ U.S. Hurricane Model” This catastrophe loss model estimates
the financial losses from wind and storm surge perils associated with hurricanes striking the U.S. coastline
from Maine to Texas. The model allocates these losses to the various financial stakeholders involved in the
risk transfer process, which in this case are the homeowner, the primary insurance company, and the
reinsurance companies that help diversify the risk borne by primary companies.

For quantifying the impact of the mitigation scenarios on the building stock and insurance industry in this
study, two key risk metrics were considered: the 100 -year probable maximum loss (PML) and the average
annual loss (AAL). The 100-year PML is the loss associated with the 100-year return period on an
exceedance probability (EP) curve and is a metric that insurance companies utilize for capital adequacy
requirements. An exceedance probability (EP) curve is a key output of a probabilistic catastrophe model,
illustrating the annual probability of exceeding a certain level of loss. Typically, EP curves are displayed
graphically, but they can also be summarized by key return period loss levels (Figure 3).

The average annual loss (AAL) is the area under the exceedance probability curve. It represents an

estimate of the annual premium needed to cover losses from the modeled peril(s) over time, assuming that

the exposure remains constant. This metric can be used to evaluate the catastrophe load portion of an
insurance rating plan. The i nsur edAAl iAgrofstsén referred to as the pu
I n this analysi s, t h e f gaf oheisep meAslrring thesloss that is atlriteuted tanthé r i ¢
insurance and reinsurance companies | n addi ti ompo AAAlbunwdhi ch otadlpgsesdoent s t
the exposure at risk, regardless of liability for the loss, is utilized to determine the baseline or current risk

of the exposure.

These metrics focus on the hurricane portion of Florida residential insurance premiums. Typically, the

hurricane premium is about one-half of the total homeowner s premium, but varies by location. Therefore,

any relative differences shown in this analysis should not be equated to absolute reductionsi n homeowner s
premiums. The gross AAL metric is also utilized, as the state of Florida has a significant stake in the

insurance market.

4 Model developed for the RiskLink® version 8.0.
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Figure 3: An example of an exceedance probability curve, with return periods and associated
losses®

Step 1: Creation of  Hybrid Exposure Data Set

For this project, RMS created a hybrid exposure data set of the entire Florida building stock by combining
the MSFH portfolio with the RMS’ U.S. Industry Exposure Database (IED). Specifically, RMS merged the
homes in the MSFH program portfoliod approximately 400,000 individual locations representing
approximately 10% of Florida single-family dwellingsd with the Florida residential building stock in the
RMS’ U.S. IED, containing approximately 1,000 aggregate locations which represent the 4.9 million homes
that constitute the Florida residential building stock. The 32,000 individual homes receiving grants in the
MSFH porfolio are identified within the resulting hybrid exposure data set.

IED Characteristics

The RMS® U.S. IED consists of aggregate exposures at the ZIP Code level of geographic resolution and is a
representation of insured property exposure by line of business in the U.S. Using proprietary RMS data, the
IED exposures for the approximate 1,000 ZIP Codes in Florida were divided into 114,000 locations,
representing classes of structures by living area, roof shape, roof cover, roof anchor, opening protection,
and year of construction. In order to perform this disaggregation, RMS utili zed its ExposureSource
database, and the inventory data that forms a basis of the vulnerability module of the RMS® U.S. Hurricane
Model. The inventory data in the RMS model assumes a distribution for the number of stories, and other
attributes of structures throughout Florida, such as roof shape, shutter usage, and construction class. The
ExposureSource database contains over 60 million residential locations and 10 million commercial and
industrial properties from a variety of third party data sources, field surveys, and remote sensing work that
can be used to judge the data quality and completeness of insurance data sets. It contains tax record
information on nearly every property in t he state of Florida, and has been used to create an explicit
distribution of square footage or living area and year built within the aggregate portfolio.

To account for the differences in the characteristics of exposure data sets, the IED portion of the ex posure
set must be adjusted to offset the distributions of characteristics found in the MSFH data. For example, the
MSFH portfolio contains wind-specific risk information on almost 400,000 locations in Florida, including roof
cover, roof shape, roof deck, construction, year built, opening protection, and roof anchors. As shown in
Figure 2, the MSFH exposure data exhibits a greater proportion of wind -resistive characteristics than the
general building stock. This means that the straight incorporation of the MSFH data into the hybrid
exposure set would result in a slight bias toward lower statewide loss results. To compensate, the
disaggregated IED portion of the hybrid database must contain the complement of the wind -resistive

5 Source: The Review (2008). A Guide to Catastrophe Modeling. Available at
http://lwww.rms.com/Publications/RMS%20Guide%202008.pdf
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features so that the average across the hybrid exposure set remains the same as the statewide average.
This was accomplished wsing additional data sources and extensive research to ensure that the resulting
hybrid exposure data set represents the range of wind risk attributes found throughout all locations in the
state. A baseline analysis on this hybrid exposure set was conducted, measuring the risk associated with
the current building stock.

Thus, the hybrid exposure data set combines the detailed location-specific information of the MSFH
portfolio with the comprehensive aggregate location information in the IED . Once combined, the resulting
hybrid data set was then disaggregated into sub-portfolios (discussed in Step 2), representing various sets
of structures with similar characteristics and applicable retrofit techniques.

MSFH Characteristics

In the creation of th e hybrid exposure data set, it is assumed that building values in the MSFH portfolio
represent replacement cost value of the building only, excluding land. Note that building values were
collected from each homeowner applicant, and thus may include land value. There was a tendency for the
aggregated MSFH building values in someZIP Codes to exceed the aggregate values in the IED. However,
this was generally less than 2% of the total state value and thus does not affect this analysis. With no
value associated with contents or time element insurance coverages in the MSFH portfolio, contents value is
assumed to be 50% of the building value and additional living expense (ALE) coverage is valued at 10% of
the building replacement cost.

Deductible amounts, supplied by homeowner applicants in the MSFH portfolio at the time of the inspection ,
were utilized in this exposure set. Any inconsistencies in data were treated with reasonable assumptions.
For example, a 2% deductible was assumed if no other information was supplied ; similarly, structures were
assumed to be one story if no information was provided .

Moreover, the living area of a home was estimated using the plan area collected by the inspector and the
known or assumed number of stories. Living area, denoted in square footage, is a key parameter in properly
analyzing a structure& susceptibility to risk. Asthe MSFH program currently collects only a general estimate
of living area, it should consider ways to augment the data set with tax records or other such data sets,
such as the RMS ExposureSourcedatabase.

Step 2: Identify Locations to Mitigate A Mitigation Sub -Portfolios

This report is designed to show how the focused application of mitigation grant dollars would accelerate the
reduction of t he st &M Gesearch \ardr amdlybis demomdiratésithaty certain homes
contribute to the total risk profile in @ manner thatis di sproporti onate t o vdlueeln home6
other words, certain homes are more likely to be damaged due to their location s (i.e., proximity to the

coast), as well as property-specific factors, such as living area, year built, and overall protection level. As

stated earlier, it is unlikely that all homes in the state could be mitigated. So, alternatively, the grant

money could be allocated to have the maximum impact on statewide liability.

To this end, the hybrid exposure set is subdivided into mutually exclusive mitigation sub-portfolios, or
Aislicesdo of theaexerndiunmg tad a iusdngoatheioweralbrisk level nkdased dn the
results from the baseline or current risk analysis. These exposure slices represent portions of the total
exposure set that can be retrofitted in incremental steps.

Locations currently receiving grants are identified as the first sub -portfolio (sub-por t f ol i o 6A6 i n
portfolio) of the hybrid exposure set. The grant portion of the MSFH program is focused on specific areas of

the stated namely the wind-borne debris region and buildings with a value of less than $300,000. While this

policy focuses the mitigation dollars where funds are generally most needed, it does not consider an
individual h o meddosnt r i buti on t o t h 8y idehtiyingetbese lacatiens sepdrately,iosekcan

gauge the effectiveness of the present program separate from the strategy used for future grant programs.

Therefore, in order to determine if there are other more optimal ways in which to apply grant funds, the
remaining portion of the hybrid exposure data set is divided into sub-portfolios of exposure and the change

E © 2009 Risk Management Solutions, Inc.
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in risk is measured as each sub-portfolio is mitigated. In this analysis, contribution to the statewide ground-
up average annual loss (AALD in the baseline analysis (i.e., before mitigation techniques are applied) is used
as the basisto determine the mitigation grant priorities for the remaining homes.

Note that there are other methods and metrics that could be used instead of the ground-up AAL such as
the contribution to the 100 -year probable maximum loss (PML, or metrics more specifically tailored to
reducing the Florida Hurricane Catastrophe Fund FHCH liabilities. These other metrics would identify
slightly different sets of homes, and their use should be considered for the next phase of the grant
program. For the purpose of this analysis, the ground-up AAL is consideredadequate.

It is assumed that the state is considering further investment solely in the grant portion of the MSFH
program, and that no other homes will receive free inspections. Furthermore it is reasonable to assume that
these grants will first go toward those homes that have alread y been inspected. Thus, this analysis has
identified sub-portfolios to incrementally mitigate in two phasesd first by splitting up the MSFH portfolio of
the hybrid exposure into sub-portfolios, and then second by splitting the IED portion of the hybrid exposure

into sub-portfolios. As described later, each sub-portfolio will be mitigated in steps starting with the MSFH

sub-portfolios, and then moving to the IED sub -portfolios.

Note that the assumption of future grants being allocated to MSFH locations first means that there is a
possibility that grants are not allocated in the fimostd optimal manner. Because this analysis does not
consider a blended portfolio of the MSFH and IED portfolios during the grant allocation process, it is
possible that a location in the IED portfolio could be a better candidate for mitigation grants than some of
the locations in the MSFH portfolio. However, given this limitation, the results presented here will actually
be more directly applicable to how the program is expected to operate in the immediate future .

My Safe Florida Home (MSFH) Portfolio . 5 Sub-Portfolios

MSFH sub-portfolio AAdincludes the locations that are likely to receive grants to assist with mitigation under

the current programd approximately 32,000 homes. The division of the remaining portion of the MSFH
portfoliointosub-por t f ol i os i s based on each |l ocation@munaduntri bu
AAL. Sub-portfolios @6through d&bare compiled assuming that future grant money will be focused on those

locations that participated in the inspection program , as well as their contribution to overall risk . The 25%

of the locations with the highest individual AAL were assigned to sub-portfolio 8§ the next 25% of the

locations to sub-portfolio €dand so on. Thus, an equal number of locations are apportioned to each of the
sub-portfolios within the MSFH portfolio, excluding the current grant locations .

Figure 4 shows each of the approximately 400,000 locations in the MSFH portfolio, plotted according to
their ground-up AAL. Red locations represent exposures with the highest risk and the top contributors to
the statewide AAL (AAL of $1,500 or greater). Likewise the green locations represent those exposures with
the lowest risk or have the lowest contribution to the statewide AAL (AAL of $200 or less). As expected,
Figure 4 shows that higher AALs are generally found along the coastline rather than inland, and also in
southeastern Florida and along the Gulf Coast, where the hazard levels are generally highest. However,
there is a wide range of AAL loss levels within the southeastern Florida counties (shown in the inset in
Figure 4), because structure-specific features, as well as location, determine a p r o presk leveld s

It is important to emphasize that it is not just geography that determines the ov erall risk level. Figure 5 is a
close-up of one ZIP Code in Palm Beach County illustrating the variation in ground-up AAL for individual
homes. Within this generally high risk region, there are some locations with low AAL values Moreover, the
figure also illustrates that the AAL is generally lower after the application of opening and roofing retrofits to
all the structures (i.e., map on right versus map on left in Figure 5). However, even after mitigation, there
are still some high risk homes. Because of these variations in risk, a structure-specific rating mechanism,
like the ground-up AAL or another index that takes into account a home& specific features, as well as its
location, is ideal to distribute future grant funds.

E © 2009 Risk Management Solutions, Inc.
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Figure 4. MSFH portfolio locations mapped according to ground-up AAL inset shows
distribution within the southern Florida counties of Dade, Broward and Palm Beacld blue box
on the inset denotes region shown in Figure 5
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Figure 5: MSFH portfolio locations. dose up of ground-up average annual loss (AAL) map in Figure 4 showing ground-up AAL by

location before mitigation (left) and ground-up AAL with opening and roof mitigation applied (right). For details on mitigation, see
sectionfiMi t i gati on Packageso

© 2009 Risk Management Solutions, Inc.

15



