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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of natural hazards mitigation is taicedor eliminate long-term risk to people and
property from natural hazards. Rush County andqgyaating jurisdictions developed this multi-
hazard mitigation plan to reduce future losses to the County and its communities resulting from
natural hazards. The plan was prepared pursuant toghieeiments of the Disaster Mitigation

Act of 2000 and to achieve eligibility for the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
Flood Mitigation Assistance, Pre-Disaster Mitigationd &fazard Mitigation Grant Programs.

The Rush County Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan is a multigdictional plan that covers the
following local governments that participated in h@nning process:

I Rush County

I City of Bison

I City of La Crosse

I City of McCracken

I City of Rush Center

I Unified School District 395

In addition to these jurisdictions that officiajiarticipated in the planning process, the following
local organizations contributed to the planning efféitalnut Creek Extension, Rush County
Fire District #4, Wet Walnut Watershed District 358¢d&Rush County Memorial Hospital.
Although representatives were unable to attend the pignmeetings, the three rural electric
cooperatives that service the planning area were contacted to solicit aetieriadthe

mitigation strategy. Midwest Energy, Inc provided aciaeas to be incorporated in the
mitigation strategy section of the plan. Although Westesop@rative Electric Association and
Lane Scott Electric Cooperative did not providaeactdeas specific to their service areas in
Rush County, they expressed their support of the miigaianning effort.

The Cities of Alexander, Liebenthal, Otis, and Tenlas well as Unified School District 403 did
not respond to the invitations to participate ia theetings and planning process. During the
plan maintenance and revision process, outlined in det@hapter 5, all jurisdictions will again
be invited to officially participate in the plangiprocess for future plan updates.

Rush County, Kansas A
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The County’s planning process followed a methodploigescribed by FEMA, which began with
the formation of a Hazard Mitigation Planning Committee (MBJ comprised of key
stakeholders from Rush County and participating jurisdictions. The representative from the
Kansas Department of Agriculture, Division of Water Resesliis the only representative from
the invited state and federal agencies that attetigeplanning meetings. Please see Appendix
B for a complete list of invited agencies/organizas. The HMPC conducted a risk assessment
that identified and profiled hazards that posesk t® Rush County, assessed the County’s
vulnerability to these hazards, and examined the capediln place to mitigate them. The
County is vulnerable to several hazards that are identified, profiled, alydeshan this plan.
Tornadoes, floods, winter storm, and windstorm are anteagazards that can have a
significant impact on the County.

Based upon the risk assessment, the HMPC identified fppalksducing risk from hazards. The
goals of this multi-hazard mitigation plan are to:

I Goal #1: Improve the level of responder, governimausiness, and citizen awareness and
preparedness for disaster in Rush County.

I Goal #2: Adopt new or modify existing policieegulations that will reduce the potential
damaging effects of natural hazards in Rush County.

I Goal #3: Reduce or eliminate the impact of disastemssidents and property in Rush
County through mitigation actions.

To meet the identified goals, the plan recommenedsrtitigation actions detailed in Chapter 4.
The HMPC developed an implementation plan for esxtlon, which identifies priority level,
background information, ideas for implementati@sponsible agency, timeline, cost estimate,
potential funding sources, and more. These additidetails are also provided in Chapter 4.

The multi-hazard mitigation plan has been formally adopiethe Rush County Commissioners
and the governing bodies of each participating jurisalicind will be updated within a five-year
timeframe. This will be accomplished AFTER FEMA provides appt@ending adoption.
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PREREQUISITES

44 CFR requirement 201.6(c)(5): The local hazard mi tigation plan shall include documentation that
the plan has been formally adopted by the governing body of the jurisdiction requesting approval

of the plan. For multi-jurisdictional plans, each j urisdiction requesting approval of the plan must
document that it has been formally adopted.

Note to ReviewersNhen this plan has been reviewed and approved pendingiaaldyt FEMA
Region VII the adoption resolutions will be sigiwdthe participating jurisdictions and added to
Appendix E. A model resolution is provided.

The following jurisdictions participated in the aédgopment of this plan and have adopted the
multi-jurisdictional plan. Resolutions of Adoptions ameluded in Appendix E.

I Rush County

I City of Bison

I City of La Crosse

I City of McCracken

I City of Rush Center

I Unified School District 395

Rush County, Kansas vii
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Model Resolution

Resolution # Adopting the Rush County Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan

Whereas the (Name of Government/District/Organizationkseg FEMA approval of hazard
mitigation plan) recognizes the threat that natbeaards pose to people and property within our
community; and

Whereas,undertaking hazard mitigation actions will reduce plotential for harm to people and
property from future hazard occurrences; and

Whereas,the U.S. Congress passed the Disaster Mitigation A2000 (“Disaster Mitigation
Act”) emphasizing the need for pre-disaster mitigatiopaiéntial hazards;

Whereas,the Disaster Mitigation Act made available hazartigation grants to state and local
governments; and

Whereas,an adopted Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan is reqdiges a condition of future funding
for mitigation projects under multiple FEMA pre-dapost-disaster mitigation grant programs;
and

Whereas,the (Name of Government/District/Organization)yuhrticipated in the FEMA-
prescribed mitigation planning process to prepaieNulti-Hazard Mitigation Plan; and
Whereas,the Kansas Division of Emergency Management and the Fdei@exigency
Management Agency Region VII officials have reviewed the “Rush County Multi-Hazard
Mitigation Plan,” and approved it contingent upon thisaiddi adoption of the participating
governing body; and

Whereas,the (Name of Government/District/Organization) desito comply with the
requirements of the Disaster Mitigation Act and to augntsr@mergency planning efforts by
formally adopting the Rush County Multi-Hazard MitigatiBlan; and

Whereas,adoption by the governing body for the (Name of Governrbgsitict/Organization)
demonstrates the jurisdictions’ commitment to fliutfg the mitigation goals and objectives
outlined in this Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan.

Whereas,adoption of this legitimizes the plan and authorizes resplenagencies to carry out
their responsibilities under the plan;

Now, therefore, be it resolvedthat the (Name of Government/District/Organizatiadppts the
“Rush County Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan” as an ofél plan; and

Be it further resolved, the (Name of Government/District/Organization) will subthis
Adoption Resolution to the Kansas Division of Engrgy Management and Federal Emergency
Management Agency Region VII officials to enable the @dimal approval.

Passed:

Certifying Official
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1 INTRODUCTION AND
PLANNING PROCESS

1.1 Purpose

Rush County and five other jurisdictions prepared tlaallbazard mitigation plan to guide
hazard mitigation planning to better protect thegbeand property of the County from the
effects of hazard events. This plan demonstratesdimmunities’ commitment to reducing risks
from hazards and serves as a tool to help decamsaders direct mitigation activities and
resources. This plan was also developed to make RushyGamahparticipating jurisdictions
eligible for certain federal disaster assistanpec#ically, the Federal Emergency Management
Agency’s (FEMA) Hazard Mitigation Grant Program, Pre-Biea Mitigation program, and
Flood Mitigation Assistance program.

1.2 Background and Scope

Each year in the United States, natural disastéesthe lives of hundreds of people and injure
thousands more. Nationwide, taxpayers pay billions oadoknnually to help communities,
organizations, businesses, and individuals recover dlisasters. These monies only partially
reflect the true cost of disasters, because additiexpenses to insurance companies and
nongovernmental organizations are not reimbursed by feacsildViany natural disasters are
predictable, and much of the damage caused by thesésecan be alleviated or even
eliminated.

Hazard mitigation is defined by FEMA as “any suséa action taken to reduce or eliminate
long-term risk to human life and property from a hazard evé&he results of a three-year,
congressionally mandated independent study to afsese savings from mitigation activities
provides evidence that mitigation activities arghtty cost-effective. On average, each dollar
spent on mitigation saves society an average af $&oided future losses in addition to saving
lives and preventing injuries (National InstituteBafilding Science Multi-Hazard Mitigation
Council 2005).

Hazard mitigation planning is the process through whidatus that threaten communities are
identified, likely impacts of those hazards are determinetigation goals are set, and
appropriate strategies to lessen impacts are detedmpmioritized, and implemented. This plan
documents Rush County’s hazard mitigation planpiregess and identifies relevant hazards,
vulnerabilities, and strategies the County andigggting jurisdictions will use to decrease
vulnerability and increase resiliency and sustaintghit Rush County.

The Rush County Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan is a multigdictional plan that geographically
covers the participating jurisdictions within RuSbhunty’s boundaries (hereinafter referred to as
the planning area). The following six jurisdictions participated in the planning process:

Rush County, Kansas 11
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' Rush County

I City of Bison

I City of La Crosse

I City of McCracken

I City of Rush Center

I Unified School District 395

In addition to these jurisdictions that officiajparticipated in the planning process, the following
local organizations contributed to the planning effaitalnut Creek Extension, Rush County
Fire District #4, Wet Walnut Watershed District 338d Rush County Memorial Hospital.
Although representatives were unable to attend the pignmeetings, the three rural electric
cooperatives that service the planning area were contacted to solicit agtisriadthe

mitigation strategy. Midwest Energy, Inc provided aciaeas to be incorporated in the
mitigation strategy section of the plan. Although Westesopg@rative Electric Association and
Lane Scott Electric Cooperative did not provideacideas specific to their service areas in
Rush County, they expressed their support of the migaianning effort.

This plan was prepared pursuant to the requirenadrite Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000
(Public Law 106-390) and the implementing regulationsa#t by the Interim Final Rule
published in thé-ederal Registeon February 26, 2002, (44 CFR 8201.6) and finalized on
October 31, 2007. (Hereatfter, these requiremertsegulations will be referred to collectively
as the Disaster Mitigation Act.) While the act emphasihecheed for mitigation plans and more
coordinated mitigation planning and implementagdforts, the regulations established the
requirements that local hazard mitigation planstrmeset in order for a local jurisdiction to be
eligible for certain federal disaster assistance andrbanitigation funding under the Robert T.
Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Act (Public Law 93-288).

Information in this plan will be used to help gualed coordinate mitigation activities and
decisions for local land use policy in the futUPeoactive mitigation planning will help reduce

the cost of disaster response and recovery to communitigben residents by protecting

critical community facilities, reducing liability expase, and minimizing overall community
impacts and disruptions. The Rush County plannieg has been affected by hazards in the past
and the participating jurisdictions are therefasenmitted to reducing future impacts from

hazard events and becoming eligible for mitigation-rel&eeral funding.

Rush County, Kansas 1.2
Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan
September 2009



1.3 Plan Organization

The Rush County Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan is orgaadizas follows:

Executive Summary

Prerequisites

Chapter 1: Introduction and Planning Process
Chapter 2: Planning Area Profile and Capabilities
Chapter 3: Risk Assessment

Chapter 4: Mitigation Strategy

Chapter 5: Plan Implementation and Maintenance

!
!
[
I
I
[
[
I Appendices
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1.4 Planning Process

44 CFR Requirement 201.6(c)(1): [The plan shall document] the planning process used to develop
the plan, including how it was prepared, who was in volved in the process, and how the public was
involved.

In September 2008, Rush County contracted with AMEC EadtEanironmental (AMEC) to
facilitate the development of a multi-jurisdictional, milazard mitigation plan. Rush County
Emergency Management took the lead in developing this plan with AMEC'’s assistance.
AMEC's role was to:

I Assist in establishing the Hazard Mitigation PlaaghnCommittee (HMPC) as defined by the
Disaster Mitigation Act (DMA),

I Ensure the developed plan meets the DMA requirementsadsigised by federal regulations
and following FEMA's planning guidance,

I Facilitate the entire planning process,

I Identify the data requirements that HMPC partictparould provide and conduct the
research and documentation necessary to augment that data,

I Assist in facilitating the public input process,

I Produce the draft and final plan documents, and

I Coordinate the Kansas Division of Emergency Managemed FEMA Region VIl plan
reviews.

1.4.1 Multi-Jurisdictional Participation

44 CFR Requirement §201.6(a)(3): Multi-jurisdictional plans may be accepted, as appropriate, as
long as each jurisdiction has participated in the p rocess and has officially adopted the plan.

Rush County Emergency Management invited all incorpor@tess$, the two school districts that
service the County, various county departmentswittershed district representative, media,
rural electric cooperative representatives, and figadment personnel to participate in the
multi-jurisdictional Rush County Multi-Hazard Mitigata Plan. In addition, AMEC provided
meeting invitation notices to various state and fedmgahcies. The list of invited entities is
included in Appendix B. The jurisdictions thatated to participate in this plan are listed above
in section 1.2. The Disaster Mitigation Act requires #daath jurisdiction participate in the
planning process and officially adopt the multiigdictional hazard mitigation plan. Each
jurisdiction that chose to participate in the planning processlevelopment of the plan was
required to meet plan participation requirementsngefiat the beginning of the process, which
included the following:

I Designate a representative to serve on the HMPC

I Participate in at least one of two HMPC meetings byeeitlirect representation or
authorized representation

Rush County, Kansas 14
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I Provide information to support the plan development by detimg and returning the AMEC
Data Collection Guide

I Identify mitigation actions for the plan (at least one)

I Review and comment on plan drafts

I Inform the public, local officials, and other ingésted parties about the planning process and
provide an opportunity for them to comment on the plan

I Formally adopt the mitigation plan

All six of the jurisdictions listed as official paripants in this plan met all of these participation
requirements.

Table 1.1 shows the representation of each participatirggliction at the planning meetings;
sign-in sheets are included in Appendix B: Planning Process Documentation. Pledisatnote
two members of the HMPC represented more thanwisaljction. The Rush County
Emergency Manager is also the Mayor of Bison and one of the three represethative
attended for Rush Center also represented USD 395.

Table 1.1. Jurisdictional Participation in Planning Process

Data
HMPC Meeting Collection

Jurisdiction HMPC Kick-off Meeting #2 Guide Action(s)
Rush County X X X X
City of Bison X X X X
City of La Crosse X X X X
City of McCracken X X X
City of Rush X X X
Center

USD 395 X X X

1.4.2 The 12-Step Planning Process

AMEC and Rush County Emergency Management workgelthear to establish the framework
and process for this planning effort using FEMA&al Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning
Guidance(2008) and the State and Local Mitigation Planning HowGTiades (2001), which
includeMulti-Jurisdictional Mitigation Planning2006). The plan is structured around a four-
phase process:

1) Organize resources

2) Assess risks

3) Develop the mitigation plan

4) Implement the plan and monitor progress

Rush County, Kansas 15
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Into this process, AMEC integrated a modified detailedt&B-planning process used for
FEMA’s Community Rating System (CRS) and Flood Mitigatissi&tance programs. Thus, the
modified 12-step process used for this plan meets the fyedigibility requirements of the
Hazard Mitigation Grant Program, Pre-Disaster Mitigagiwogram, Community Rating System,
and Flood Mitigation Assistance program. Tablesh@ws how the modified 12-step process fits
into FEMA's four-phase process.

Table 1.2. Mitigation Planning Process Used to Deve lop the Rush County Multi-Hazard
Mitigation Plan

DMA Process Modified CRS Process
1) Organize Resources
201.6(c)(1) 1) Organize the Planning Effort
201.6(b)(2) 2) Involve the Public
201.6(b)(2) and (3) 3) Coordinate with Other Departments and Agencies
2) Assess Risks
201.6(c)(2)(i), (iii) 4) Identify the Hazards
201.6(c)(2)(i), (iii) 5) Profile the Hazards
201.6(c)(2)(ii), (iii) 6) Identify Assets
201.6(c)(2)(ii), (iii) 7) Estimate Losses
3) Develop the Mitigation Plan
201.6(c)(3)(i) 8) Set Goals
201.6(c)(3)(ii) 9) Review Possible Activities
201.6(c)(3)(iii) 10) Draft an Action Plan
4) Implement the Plan and Monitor Progress
201.6(c)(5) 11) Adopt the Plan
201.6(c)(4) 12) Implement, Evaluate, and Revise the Plan

Phase | Organize Resources

Step 1: Organize the Planning Effort

The planning process resulting in the preparatiohisfglan document officially began with a
kickoff meeting in La Crosse, Kansas, on February 24, 2009. Rush County Emergency
Management mailed letters of invitation to the kickoff timegeto organizations listed in section
1.4.1. In addition, AMEC notified state, federabaother potentially interested parties via e-
mail. These invite lists are included in Appendix B.

A Hazard Mitigation Planning Committee (HMPC) was crealted includes representatives

from each participating jurisdiction, departmentshaf County (including the county-owned
hospital), and other local and state organizatiesponsible for making decisions in the plan and
agreeing upon the final contents. Although varistage and federal agencies were notified of the
meeting dates, no federal agencies attended the plannetongse The only state agency that
attended any planning meetings was the Kansas Departim&gticulture, Division of Water
Resources. Kickoff meeting attendees discussed potential participants and macesdsooit
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additional stakeholders to invite to participate on theF@MThe agencies and organizations that
participated in the planning meetings included theovailhg:

I City of Bison

I City of McCracken

I City of La Crosse

I City of Rush Center

' Rush County Emergency Preparedness
' Rush County Commission

' Rush County Memorial Hospital
' Rush County Health Department

' Rush County Fire District #4

I Unified School District 395

I Wet Walnut Watershed District 358

I KS Department of Ag, Division of Water Resources
' Walnut Creek Extension

A complete list of all representatives of the agesi@and organizations that participated on the
Rush County HMPC is provided in Appendix B.

The HMPC contributed to this planning process by:

I providing facilities for meetings,

I attending and participating in meetings,

I collecting data,

I managing administrative details,

I making decisions on plan process and content,

I submitting mitigation action implementation workstse

I reviewing drafts, and

I coordinating and assisting with public involvement plach adoptions.

The HMPC communicated during the planning process wittngbination of face-to-face
meetings, phone interviews, and email correspondeneemgeting schedule and topics are
listed in Table 1.3. The sign-in sheets, agendas, andngesinutes for each of the meetings are
included in Appendix B.
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Table 1.3. Schedule of HMPC Meetings

Meeting Topic Date

HMPC #1 Kickoff meeting: introduction to DMA, the planning process, and February 24, 2009
hazard identification. Distribution of data collection guide to
jurisdictions. Preliminary hazard ranking results.

HMPC #2 Review of draft Risk Assessment, Development of plan goals. May 6, 2009
Mitigation action identification and prioritization. Determine process
to monitor, evaluate, and update plan.

During the kickoff meeting, AMEC presented information on the scope andssugbdhe plan,
participation requirements of HMPC members, and tbpgsed project work plan and schedule.
Plans for public involvement (Step 2) and coordoratvith other agencies and departments
(Step 3) were discussed. AMEC also introduced lobizintification requirements and data
needs. The HMPC discussed past events and impattsire probability for each of the
hazards suggested by FEMA and the Kansas Division of Enwrdgésnagement for
consideration in a local hazard mitigation plane HMPC refined the list of hazards to make it
relevant to Rush County.

Participants were given the AMEC Data Collectioridetto facilitate the collection of
information needed to support the plan, such as data tmmitilsazard events, values at risk, and
current capabilities. Each participating jurisdictimmpleted and returned the worksheets in the
Data Collection Guide document to AMEC. AMEC integrated #hiormation into the plan,
supporting the development of Chapters 2 and 3.

Step 2: Plan for Public Involvement

44 CFR Requirement 201.6(b): An open public involve  ment process is essential to the
development of an effective plan. In order to devel  op a more comprehensive approach to reducing
the effects of natural disasters, the planning proc ess shall include: (1) An opportunity for the
public to comment on the plan during the drafting s tage and prior to plan approval.

At the kickoff meeting, the HMPC discussed optiomsdoliciting public input on the mitigation
plan. The committee discussed holding a public meetmpdetermined from past experience
that this would not be an effective way to reachtouhe public. The committee determined
that the most effective way to inform the public abihe planning effort underway and achieve
their input would be dissemination of a survey.

During the drafting stage, each committee member diséabaitpublic survey to members of the
public and key stakeholders in their own jurisdiction. This survey was developed specific to the
Rush County Mitigation Plan and provided a brief plan sanyras well as a questionnaire to
capture public and stakeholder input.

The survey, provided in Appendix B, asked the jguiol indicate the level of risk, or extent of
potential impacts, in Rush County that they pereédr each hazard. They were asked to rate the
impacts of each hazard profiled in this plan as tgible, 2=limited, 3=moderate, 4=critical,
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or 5=catastrophic. 37 surveys were completed resultitfgeinanking order provided in Table
1.4 from greatest perceived impacts to least perceiveccisipdo provide a comparison, the
magnitude level determined by the Hazard Mitigatdanning Committee is provided in the far
right column. Additional elements were considdogdhe committee to determine the overall
planning significance. The complete hazard ranking melbgg used by the committee as well
as the results are discussed in detail in Chapter 3

Table 1.4 Public Perception of Hazard Impacts (High  to Low)

HMPC
Average Public Magnitude

Public Hazard Ranking Impact Rating Ranking
Tornado 4.14 2
Drought 3.86 2
Hail Storm 3.81 3
Winter Storm 3.68 3
Utility Infrastructure 3.46 3
Wind Storm 3.35 2
Agricultural Infestation 3.27 2
Extreme Temperatures 3.19 1
Lightning 3.05 1
Soil Erosion / Dust 2.92 2
Wildfire 2.92 3
Flood 2.78 2

*Note—the public did not rate the dam and levee failure hazard

In the survey, the public was also asked to review the typegtightion actions determined by
the State of Kansas as the priority project types$e of FEMA mitigation funds. The survey
asked the public to place a check next to the types of mitigatitions that they felt could
benefit their community. Table 1.5 provides the pded results of this question.

Table 1.5 Public Prioritization of State Mitigation Priorities

Project Type Total Public “votes”
Acquisition/Demolition/Elevation of Flood Prone Str uctures 11
Community Shelters, Shelters for Schools and Public Buildings 29
Power Line Upgrades 23
Protection of Critical Facilities 22

The public was also asked to review the types tifation actions being considered by the Rush
County Hazard Mitigation Planning Committee forlugion in the plan’s mitigation strategy.
The survey asked the public to place a check wetktet THREE types of mitigation actions that
they felt should have the highest priority in thamp Table 1.6 provides the compiled results of
this question.
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Table 1.6 Public Prioritization of Rush County Miti

gation Actions

Project Type Total Public “votes”
Indoor/Outdoor Warning Sirens 19
Power Line Maintenance/Upgrades 20
Participation in the NFIP 3
Floodprone Property Buyout 0
Installation of Generators 23
Planning 10
Public Education on Natural Hazards 10
Wildfire Mitigation 1
Saferoom Construction 12
Culvert Upgrades 12

Some specific comments made by members of theqrdgarding other issues that the planning

committee should consider are provided below:

“Our town needs more generators.”

“Each community needs a shelter.”

The public was also given an opportunity to provitgit on a draft of the complete plan prior to

its submittal to the State and FEMA. From August@$eptember 11, 2009, Rush County
provided the plan draft for review and commentlomRush County website at:

http://www.rushcountykansas.org/MV2Base.asp?VarCN=1

In hard copy at the following locations:

Rush County Courthouse
715 Elm St

La Crosse, KS 67548
(785) 222-3417

Rush County Emergency Management Office
804 W. 1*

La Crosse, KS 67548

Phone: 785.222.3537

Barnard Library

521 Elm St

La Crosse, KS 67548-9713
(785) 222-2826

Bison Library

202 Main St

Bison, KS 67520-9792
(785) 356-4803

McCracken Public Library
303 Main / P. O. Box 125
McCracken, KS 67556
(785) 394-2444

Otis Community Library
122 S Main St

Otis, KS 67565

(785) 387-2287

The jurisdictions announced the availability of the drifh@and the public comment period in
theRush County News A copy of the article is provided in Appendix B.
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The HMPC invited other targeted stakeholders toroemt on the draft plan via an e-mail letter,
which is described in greater detail in Step 3: @owte with Other Departments and Agencies.
Minor comments were received and incorporated.

Step 3: Coordinate with Other Departments and Agenc  ies

44 CFR Requirement 201.6(b): An open public involve  ment process is essential to the
development of an effective plan. In order to devel  op a more comprehensive approach to reducing
the effects of natural disasters, the planning proc ess shall include: (2) An opportunity for
neighboring communities, local and regional agencie s involved in hazard mitigation activities, and
agencies that have the authority to regulate develo  pment, as well as businesses, academia and
other private and non-profit interests to be involv ed in the planning process. (3) Review and
incorporation, if appropriate, of existing plans, s tudies, reports, and technical information.

There are numerous organizations whose goals and intertestace with hazard mitigation in
Rush County. Coordination with these organizations and other community planning efforts is
vital to the success of this plan. Rush County Emergency géamant invited other local, state,
and federal departments and agencies to the kiokedting to learn about the hazard mitigation
planning initiative. In addition, AMEC provided rifi¢tation to additional state and federal
agencies. Several of the agencies participated throutt®ptanning process on the HMPC
and were listed previously in Step 1: Organize the Rigniaffort.

In addition, the HMPC developed a list of neighbhgrcommunities and local and regional
agencies involved in hazard mitigation activities, ad a&bther interests, to invite by letter to
review and comment on the draft of the Rush County Multid#itigation Plan prior to
submittal to the state and FEMA. These include emergencggearent officials of adjacent
counties, members of academic organizations, and statiederal agencies. A copy of the e-
mail letter that was sent and the address listasiged in Appendix B. Due to the large
planning area included in this effort and the vast nurabether potential stakeholders in the
business community, private non-profit organizati@mg| the general public, the news article
and surveys distributed by each jurisdiction weikzad to ensure notification, inclusion, and
opportunity for involvement from these sectors.

As part of the coordination with other agencies, the HMPC collected and reviewed existing
technical data, reports, and plans. These incltiie&ansas State Hazard Mitigation Plan, Rush
County Basic Operations Plan (June 2008), Rush County Economic Development plan, reports
from the National Flood Insurance Program’s Comunyulmformation System, Dam Inundation
Maps and Emergency Action Plans for state-regulated dathe county, as well as other data
from state and federal agencies. This information was uaste idevelopment of the hazard
identification, vulnerability assessment, and capga#sessment and in the formation of goals,
objectives, and mitigation actions. These sourceslacumented throughout the plan and in
Appendix A: References.
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Phase 2 Assess Risk

Step 4: Identify the Hazards

AMEC assisted the HMPC in a process to identify the nahazhrds that have impacted or
could impact communities in Rush County. At the kickoff nmggtthe HMPC examined the
history of disaster declarations in Rush County, idteof hazards suggested by FEMA for
consideration, and additional hazards included irkdngsas State Plan. The committee then
worked through this list of all potential hazardst ttauld affect the planning area. They
discussed past hazard events, types of damage&yteerd additional information might be found.
There were several hazards that the committee ¢baseclude from further review.
Justification is provided for each hazard removediffurther review in Section 3.1.

Step 5: Profile the Hazards

During the kick-off meeting, the HMPC refined tligt bf hazards to make the analysis relevant
to Rush County, discussed past events and impacts anda@aomesensus on the probability,
magnitude, warning time, and duration level fortehazard. Prior to the meeting, a profile of
each of these hazards had been developed. Webrgespaxisting reports and plans, and
existing geographic information systems (GIS) layeere used to compile information about
past hazard events. After this meeting, the prelny research and supplementary information
and results of discussion by the HMPC, was compdetkvelop complete hazard profiles
detailing the location, previous occurrences, praitalof future occurrences, and
magnitude/severity of each hazard. The data collectiadedlistributed at the kickoff meeting
was returned to AMEC by each participating jurisdictiod also provided supplemental
jurisdictional-specific information to identify hazts and vulnerabilities. More information on
the methodology and resources used to identifypsofile the hazards can be found in Sections
3.1 and 3.2.

Step 6: Identify Assets

After profiling the hazards that could affect Rusbunty, the HMPC collected information to
describe the likely impacts of future hazard eventshe participating jurisdictions. This step
included two parts: a vulnerability assessment anghalility assessment.

Vulnerability Assessment—Participating jurisdictions inventoried their aissat risk to natural
hazards—overall and in identified hazard areassélassets included total number and value of
structures; critical facilities and infrastructuretural, historic, and cultural assets; economic
assets; and vulnerable populations. The HMPC also coadidevelopment trends in known
hazard areas. FEMA'’s loss estimation computer softwar&UBAMH, was utilized to provide
information on populations at risk as well as estimatezibers and values of buildings at risk.
The assets at risk were discussed for the plarares as a whole for those hazards that do not
vary geographically. Additionally, utilizing the HAZRJMH tool, assets at risk to a 100-year
flood in Rush County were discussed separately as this hazarda@adss the planning area
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Capability Assessment—This assessment consisted of identifying the existingation
capabilities of participating jurisdictions. This involveallecting information about existing
government programs, policies, regulations, ordinarases plans that mitigate or could be used
to mitigate risk from hazards. Participating jurtsans collected information on their
regulatory, personnel, fiscal, and technical cap&slitas well as previous and ongoing
mitigation initiatives. This information is included in gter 2 Planning Area Profile and
Capabilities.

Step 7: Estimate Losses

Where sufficient information was available, a varief methods was used to estimate losses for
each profiled hazard that received a moderateghr planning significance level. For the flood
hazard, FEMA'’s loss estimation computer software, HA2M$was utilized to estimate losses
in the planning area as a result of a 100-yeadfleent. The methodology is described in detail
for each hazard analysis that included a loss estinTdies information can be found in Section
3.3.3

Results of the preliminary risk assessment were presented and comments discussed during the
kick-off meeting. AMEC provided the draft risk assment to the HMPC at the second meeting
on May 6, 2009 for review and comment by the committee. r8esemments, corrections, and
suggestions were provided to AMEC and incorporateathe risk assessment as appropriate.

Phase 3 Develop the Mitigation Plan

Step 8: Set Goals

AMEC facilitated a brainstorming and discussion sessidh the HMPC during their second

and final meeting to identify goals for the overalllti-jurisdictional mitigation plan. To focus

the committee on the issues brought out by theasslessment, key issues were summarized for
each hazard profiled. Then the HMPC discussed theititen and purpose of goal statements
and reviewed examples of goals from the State Mitigatian &1d other local plans. The
committee also discussed the purposes and goals of othergilaady in use in Rush County
such as the local emergency operations plan aredt ok management plans such as
Emergency Action Plans for dam breach scenarios. Thengesip, the HMPC achieved
consensus on the final goals for the multi-juridital plan, which are described in Chapter 4.

Step 9: Review Possible Activities

At the final meeting the HMPC reviewed a handoumsiarizing the Kansas Division of
Emergency Management HMGP funding priorities as wed handout describing the types of
mitigation projects generally recognized by FEMA. Theup discussed the types of mitigation
actions/projects that could be done by the jurigaiis in Rush County. Consideration was given
to the identified key issues that were developethfthe risk assessment and the anticipated
success for each project type. Committee membecashied issues such as how many shelter
projects the county could reasonably support anefgvhest to place shelters if funds were
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limited. Projects such as emergency preparedness drills were discussed, but were given low
priority because the response-related mitigatidio@as occur on a routine basis as requirements
of other plans. Complex projects that would necessitate use of large numteustyf

resources were also discussed. This opportunitystuss a broad range of mitigation
alternatives allowed the jurisdictions wishing tomplete projects to understand the overall
priorities of the committee and to allow for discussiotheftypes of project most beneficial to
each jurisdiction. Projects were discussed within timeest of the priorities and likelihood of
success/failure for each was determined. As pdhi®discussion, consideration was given to
the potential cost of each project in relation to thecgated future cost savings. Following the
project/action discussion, action forms were distributed to all committee engm@llong with a
modified form of the STAPLEE process to evaluate each aclitiese completed worksheets
were returned to AMEC. Each participating jurisdiction ptized the projects they submitted
by indicating high, moderate, or low local priority.

Step 10: Draft the Plan

A complete draft of the plan was made availablénemdnd in hard copy for review and
comment by the public and other agencies and stiedestakeholders. This review period was
from August 31 — September 11, 2009. Methods for invititgy@sted parties and the public to
review and comment on the plan were discussedeips2 and 3, and materials are provided in
Appendix B. Comments were integrated into a final draft titinsttal to the Kansas Division of
Emergency Management and FEMA Region VII.

Phase 4 Implement the Plan and Monitor Progress

Step 11: Adopt the Plan

To secure buy-in and officially implement the plan, theegoing bodies of each participating
jurisdiction adopted the plan. Scanned copies of resolutions of adoption are included in
Appendix E of this plan.

Step 12: Implement, Evaluate, and Revise the Plan

The HMPC developed and agreed upon an overall strategy for plan implementation and for
monitoring and maintaining the plan over time during Meeti2. This strategy is described in
Chapter 5 Plan Maintenance Process.
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2 PLANNING AREA PROFILE
AND CAPABILITIES

Chapter 2 provides a general profile of Rush Cotwitpwed by descriptions of each of the
jurisdictions participating in this plan and their exigtimitigation capabilities.

2.1 Rush County Planning Area Profile

Figure 2.1 provides a map of the Rush County planning area.

Figure 2.1. Rush County Planning Area
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2.1.1 Geography and Topography

Rush County is located in central Kansas, slighibgt of the center of the state. Rush County is
bounded by six neighboring counties; on the north by Eltisnty, on the north east corner by
Russell County, on the east by Barton County, on the south by Pawnee County, on the west by
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Ness County, and on the northwest corner by Tregan€y. The County Seat is the City of La
Crosse, also the largest city in the county. Hmellarea of Rush County is 718 square miles.

As shown in Figure 2.2, the County is in the BluisHphysiographic region that comes down
from north-central Kansas across a narrow bandéiig southwest. This region is underlain by
chalk, limestone and shale bedrock.

Figure 2.2 Physiographic Regions of Kansas
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The State of Kansas is divided in to 12 major drainage baSiastions of Rush County are
included in two of the major drainage basins. Approximattetynorth third of Rush County is
in Smoky Hill River drainage basin (Figure 2.3). Bignber Creek is the largest tributary to the
Smoky Hill River in Rush County; it heads in norktern Ness County, enters Rush County in
the vicinity of McCracken, and enters Ellis Countyrtheast of Liebenthal. Other Smoky Hill
tributaries in Rush County include Shelter CreelicloCreek, and Eagle Creek.
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Figure 2.3 Smoky-Hill Saline Basin
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The southern two-thirds of Rush County is in th&akisas River drainage basin (Figure 2.4).
The major stream in this part of the county is Wial@reek, which heads in western Lane
County about 55 miles west of where it enters Rustin@/ near Alexander. Walnut Creek flows
eastward across Rush County and enters Barton ¥east of Shaffer. Major tributaries to
Walnut Creek from the south include Old Maid Fd&kndy Creek, and Otter Creek. Alexander
Dry Creek and Sand Creek are the major tributaoidé¥alnut Creek from the north. Dry Walnut
and Dry Creeks trend east-northeast in the soutlyeaster of Rush County and enter Walnut
Creek in Barton County. Along the south side ofiRGeunty are headwater areas for some
tributaries of Pawnee River (Kansas Geological 8Suiulletin 207 by Jesse M. McNellis,
1973, http://www.kgs.ku.edu/General/Geology/Rushitd®?o.html)
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Figure 2.4 Upper Arkansas Basin
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2.1.2 Climate

The climate regime for the Midwestern region of thated States that includes Rush County is
a transition area between semi-arid and humid wental areas. It is characterized by moderate
precipitation levels and continental weather patternp@tipg temperate grasslands, savannahs,
and shrublands.

The Kansas State University Weather Data Library reports an annual precipitation average of
23.51 inches per year in Bison, Kansas for the ge2@@0-2008, with a high of 34.5 inches in
2008 and a low of 16.10 inches in 2002. Precipitation tévaldhe months of December through
February are generally the lowest of the year. Additionadifip climate information was

obtained for La Crosse, Kansas and is providedainld 2.1 below and is fairly representative of
the planning area. According to this climate informratize planning area averages about 205
sunny days per year and average high temperatudesyi are more than six degrees hotter than
the national average. The comfort index for La Cros&2 iout of 100 where higher is more
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comfortable. This index is based on humidity dgtine hot months. The U.S. average comfort
index is 44.

Table 2.1. La Crosse, Kansas Annual Climate Average s

La Crosse, KS

Climate Rush County United States

Annual Rainfall (inches) 24 36.6
Annual Snowfall (inches) 18.3 25.2
Precipitation Days (annual total) 70 101
Sunny Days (annual total) 245 205
Average July High Temperature (°F) 92.7 86.5
Average January Low Temperature (°F) 15.2 20.8

Source: Kansas State University Research and Extension, http://www.oznet.ksu.edu/wdl/precip%?20files/rh_p.asp; Sperlings,
http://lwww.bestplaces.net/city/La_Crosse-Kansas.aspx#

2.1.3 Population/Demographics

According to the Kansas Division of the Budget, the JulR0D7 population estimate for Rush

County was 3,211. Population density based on this estimate is 4.47 people per square mile (718
total square miles in the county). County populatiecreased 16 percent from 1990 to 2007.
Population and housing unit changes for each ointt@rporated cities and the unincorporated

County are provided in Table 2.2.

Table 2.2 Change in Population and Housing Units

Percent 1990 2000 Percent

1990 2000 2007 Change Housing Housing Change
Location Population Population Population 1990-2007 Units Units 1990-2000
Alexander 85 75 66 -22% 47 42 -11%
Bison 252 235 207 -18% 122 120 -2%
La Crosse 1,427 1,376 1,234 -14% 711 720 1%
Liebenthal 112 111 101 -10% 58 56 -3%
McCracken 231 211 191 -17% 137 139 1%
Otis 385 325 300 -22% 183 170 -71%
Rush Center 177 176 163 -8% 97 99 2%
Timken 87 83 76 -13% 52 51 -2%
Rush County 3,842 3,551 3,211 -16% 1,999 1,928 -4%

Source: Source: U.S. Census Bureau; http://budget.ks.gov/files/FY2010/KS_Certified Population July2008.xls

La Crosse, the County Seat, is the county’s largest city with a 2007 estimated population of
1,234,

Selected U.S. Census 2000 demographic and social chatiztdor Rush County are shown in
Table 2.3. Characteristics for Rush County are for the entire county including totals from
incorporated areas.
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Table 2.3. Rush County Demographic and Social Chara cteristics
65 Years Average Bachelor Persons

Under 5 and Over Household High School Degree or Below
Jurisdiction Years (%) (%) Size Graduates (%) Higher (%) Poverty (%)
u.s. 6.8 12.4 2.6 80.4 24.4 12.4
Kansas 7.0 13.3 2.5 86.0 25.8 111
Alexander 5.3 29.3 2.21 87.5 20.0 31.9
Bison 8.1 20.0 2.42 95.5 21.3 5.3
La Crosse 5.2 27.3 2.20 80.5 14.7 9.7
Liebenthal 4.5 18.0 2.31 64.4 20.3 11.1
McCracken 4.3 28.4 1.99 84.7 23.7 13.7
Otis 55 21.2 2.20 86.2 13.3 6.5
Rush Center 34 26.7 212 725 6.9 5.6
Timken 8.4 22.9 2.08 78.0 10.0 10.4
Rush County 4.8 25.3 2.24 82.8 16.4 9.7

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, www.census.gov/, State and County QuickFacts, Census 2000.

2.1.4 History

In 1869 the first settlers in Rush County lived aldmg \Walnut Creek near a trading post and
stockade on the Fort Hays-Fort Dodge Trail, nowptesent town of Alexander. The prairie was
active with coyotes, buffalo, deer, pheasants, andi@iciickens. By 1874, the area from
Walnut City west to Alexander, was a well settleglsannder the protection of the cavalry units
of Fort Larned, Fort Hays, Fort Dodge, and Fort Scott.

Rush County was surveyed in 1867 and organized on December 5, 1874. The county was named
in honor of Captain Alexander Rush, Company H of the 2nd Kansas Coloredyinfdramut

City was designated as the county seat and th'e oigyne was later changed to Rush Center.

Within two years the county was re-surveyed and the sautiegrof townships was given to
neighboring Pawnee County in 1876. This changedé¢néer of the county from Rush Center to

La Crosse. During the period between the organization of the courlydnahd the beginning

of construction of the court house in La Crosse i88liie county seat was moved back and

forth between Rush Center and La Crosse five times. In 1888rdsse became the permanent
county seat with the construction of the courthqigesh County, Kansas: A Century in Story &
Pictures, published by the Rush County Historicadi€ty, 1976).

2.1.5 Economy/Industry

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, the industhiasémployed the highest percentage of Rush
County’s labor force were; educational, health and soeralces (24.0 percent), agriculture,
forestry, fishing and hunting, and mining (14.8 perceart)l manufacturing (12.8 percent).
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The 2000 census reported 1,697 in the civilian labor farte2.7 percent county
unemployment rate. The reported statewide unemployragntvas 4.2 percent for that period.
In 2007, the Bureau of Labor Statistics reportediRQounty unemployment at 3.5 percent
compared to the state unemployment rate of 4.1 percentathatysear.

Table 2.4 lists selected economic characteristics for Rush County and incorporated cities from
the 2000 U.S. Census.

Table 2.4. Rush County Economic Characteristics by Jurisdiction, 2000

Median Median Median Population
Household Home Monthly 16+ in Labor Top Three Employing
Jurisdiction Income ($) Value ($) Mortgage ($) Force (%) Industries
U.S. 41,994 119,600 1,088 63.9 Educational, health, social

services (19.9%),
manufacturing (14.1%), retail
trade (11.7%)

Kansas 40,624 83,500 888 67.5 Educational, health, social
services (21.9%),
manufacturing (15.0%), retail
trade (11.5%)

Rush Co. 31,268 32,200 544 1,697 Educational, health, social
services (24%), agriculture,
forestry, fishing and hunting,
and mining (14.8%,
manufacturing (12.8%)

Alexander 12,083 27,500 350 40 Agriculture, forestry, fishing and
hunting, and mining (34%),
educational, health and social
services (21.1%), wholesale
trade (15.8%)

Bison 33,333 31,800 486 114 Educational, health and social
services (20.2%), agriculture,
forestry, fishing and hunting,
and mining (14%),
manufacturing (12.3%)

La Crosse 31,435 41,700 584 648 Educational, health and social
services (26.9%),
manufacturing (17.8%), retail
trade (8.8%)

Liebenthal 21,875 21,300 825 39 Educational, health and social
services (28.9%), construction
(15.8%), other services (13.2%)

McCracken 29,750 15,900 523 102 Educational, health and social
services (25.8%), transportation
and warehousing, and utilities
(15.1%), agriculture, forestry,
fishing and hunting, and mining
(12.9%)
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Jurisdiction

Median
Household
Income ($)

Median
Home
Value ($)

Median
Monthly
Mortgage ($)

Population
16+ in Labor
Force (%)

Top Three Employing
Industries

Otis 27,109 29,100 533 174 Educational, health and social

services (27.5%),
manufacturing (20.5%), finance,
insurance, real estate, and
rental and leasing (8.2%)

Rush Center 31,500 29,200 530 87 Arts, entertainment, recreation,
accommodation and food
services (20.7), transportation
and warehousing, and utilities
(13.8%), Educational, health

and social services (13.8%)

Timken 25,500 12,500 460 40 Manufacturing (25.7%),

educational, health and social
services (20.0%), construction
(17.1%)

Source: U.S. Census 2000; http://factfinder.census.qgov/

Information from the Kansas Center for Community &sdnomic Development (KCCED)
reports the number of business establishments in RughtyCdecreased from 101 to 96 from
2000-2006. In 2006, 86 businesses had 1-19 empydead 20-99 employees, and 3
businesses had more than 100 employees.

According to reported data from 2006, payrolls from manufagy establishments constitute the
highest percentage of the county payroll total (39.12 percent), folloywethdlesale trade
(19.67 percent) and health care and social assista?d@&¥ (dercent).

2.1.6 Agriculture

Agriculture is a major component of the economy of Rush County. In 2006, overall value of
crops harvested was $47,212,000 and the value of cattlmiéd products was $8,657,900.
Table 2.5 below shows the production value andgrgage of the county total for the main
agricultural products in Rush County.

Table 2.5. Rush County Agricultural Production Valu e, 2007-2008

Percent of Total

Annual Production
Crop Farm Value ($) Value
Cattle 8,657,900 15
Wheat 20,320,000 36
Soybeans 1,429,900 3
Hay 5,766,400 10
Sorghum 16,256,800 29
Corn 2,822,500 5
Other 616,400 2

Source: Kansas Agricultural Statistics Service, Kansas Farm Facts-2007-2008 County Profiles
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Table 2.6 provides harvest and yield informationdi@mps in Rush County for 2007. During this
period, the value of cattle inventory in the countyswatimated to be $21,660,000.

Table 2.6. Rush County Crop Production, 2007-2008

Yield Total Production
Commodity Harvested (acres) (bushels/acre) (bushels/tons)
Wheat 105,100 31 3,206,000
Corn 5,000 140 698,000
Sorghum 49,800 80 4,002,300
Soybeans 3,700 37 136,000
Hay 20,600 2.8 58,300

Source: Kansas Agricultural Statistics Service, Kansas Farm Facts-2007-2008 County Profiles

2.2 Jurisdictional Descriptions and Capabilities

The mitigation capabilities for each of the jurisdictigasticipating in the plan are profiled in
the section that follows. These profiles includeoaarview of the jurisdiction and its
organizational structure; a description of staff,dlsand technical resources; and information
regarding existing hazard mitigation capabilities suchdopted plans policies and regulations,
if any. The descriptions and capabilities assessmentaseel lon available and applicable data,
including information provided by the jurisdictions eaited during the planning process.

For the purposes of this section, participatingsflictions are grouped as follows:
unincorporated county, incorporated cities, and adifchool districts. Table 2.7 is a listing of
participating jurisdictions and their groupings.

Table 2.7 Hazard Mitigation Plan Participating Juri  sdictions by Group

Category Jurisdiction
County

Rush County
Cities

Bison

La Crosse

McCracken

Rush Center

School Districts

USD 395 La Crosse

In the subsections that follow, Sections 2.2.1 2202 summarize mitigation capabilities for
Rush County and participating cities respectivect®n 2.2.3 summarizes mitigation
capabilities for the participating school district.
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2.2.1 Unincorporated Rush County

Overview

The jurisdiction of Rush County includes all unincorpattadeeas within the County boundaries.
Rush County has a three-member elected commission. The®uslty government includes
the following departments and offices.

! County Commissioners
! County Clerk
! County Appraiser
! County Attorney
! Walnut Creek Extension District Office
! Economic Development
! Health Department
! Highway Department
! Noxious Weed Department
! Public Transportation
! Register of Deeds Office
! Treasurers Office
! Public Safety
" Emergency Management
Emergency Medical Services
Sheriff's Department

Technical and Fiscal Resources

Rush County has staff resources in emergency mar&agen the Public Safety Department, and
GIS services in the Appraiser’s Office. The emergency management office provides grant
writing services. Personnel resources for planning anciegigng are contracted as needed.

The County has a 911 central dispatch center locatéa iBheriff's office that is manned 24/7

as well as outdoor warning sirens throughout the county that are remotely activated through the
dispatch center. Each incorporated city in RustrBphas at least one warning siren; La Crosse
and Otis each have two warning sirens. Table 2.8 outlines Rush County personnel resources in
2008.

Table 2.8 Rush County Administrative and Technical Resources

Personnel Resources Department/Position Comments

Planner/Engineer with knowledge  Contracted as needed
of land development/land
management practices

Planner/engineer/scientist with Contracted as needed
understanding of natural hazards
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Personnel Resources Department/Position Comments

Personnel skilled in GIS County Appraisers Department

Emergency Manager Public Safety Department

Grant Writer Emergency Management

Warning Systems/Services Emergency Management Outdoor warning signals in
(Reverse 9-11, cable override, Sheriff each town are remotely
outdoor warning signals) activated by dispatch with

local ability to override.

Source: HMPC

Fiscal tools or resources that the County coulemitlly use to help fund mitigation activities
include the following:

! Capital improvements project funding
! Taxes for specific purposes

! Debt through general obligation bonds
! Debt through special tax bonds

Existing Plans and Policies

Rush County is currently not a member of the Nationaldrlosurance Program. The
Unincorporated County has a building code with ¢gwide zoning ordinance. The County
Commission has the responsibility of approving allding permits in the county as the cities
have adopted a countywide zoning plan. This inetual dam breach inundation zoning
ordinance which prohibits development in dam inundatreas All cities have adopted this
zoning plan. The County has a Basic Emergency @pasaPlan approved by the Kansas
Division of Emergency Management on June 24, 2008, aiagd by the Emergency
Management Office as well as an Economic Development Plartaimed by the Economic
Development Department. The County also has an erosioméset control program through
the Natural Resources Conservation Service/NPDESdhal Pollution Discharge Elimination
System). The fire department ISO rating for the unincatedrareas of the county is a 10.

Other Mitigation Activities

The County provides annual severe weather trainingtéodsted citizens through the National
Oceanic Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). In addition, the County has prepared and
provided informational materials to the public about potential hazards and survival tips.

Rush County received a grant to purchase a seck-and trailer to serve as a Mobile
Emergency Operations Center and Haz-Mat and DisBst&ponse unit.

The La Crosse/Brookdale Township and City of La Crosse épadments merged at the
beginning of 2009 to become Rush County Fire District #4.Qibeof La Crosse will contract
with the new fire department to provide fire protectionthe city.
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Fire District #4 has just completed constructiom@;,000 sq. ft. fire station that will house the 5
pieces of equipment owned by the district.

In 2006, Fire District #5 received a 95%/5% grant to purchase a new 1250 gallon per minute
pumper truck.

The three ambulance districts in Rush County mergeddorbe Rush County Ambulance
District. EMS service is provided by one unit haiige Otis, two units in La Crosse, and one
unit stationed in McCracken.

2.2.2 Cities

Four incorporated cities participated in the plagnilevelopment process: Bison, La Crosse,
McCracken, and Rush Center. The amount of information regarding mitigation capabilities of
these participating incorporated cities varies,dadh supports the mitigation goals of the county
overall. Descriptions of each participating citg @rovided below as reported by each city in the
data collection guide and Table 2.9 at the enthisfdection summarizes the mitigation related
capabilities of these cities.

City of Bison

Overview

The City of Bison is located in eastern central Rush Cqgustysouth of Highway 4 and had a
2007 population estimate of 207. Bison was established in 1888 and incorporated ifli®11.
town of Bison is named in honor of the buffalo, owner of the prairie land before the railroads
came. The first homestead was in 1876. The locatidison was determined by the Missouri-
Pacific Railroad Townsite Company.

Bison is governed by a Mayor and five-member Cibp@cil. City Departments and officials
include the following:

! City Maintenance

! City Clerk

! City Treasurer

! Utilities Department (water & sewer)

Technical and Fiscal Resources

The City of Bison does not participate in the Na#ibFlood Insurance Program. The City has an
outdoor warning system. The City utilizes a part-timedmg official as needed. Grant writing
duties are carried out by the City treasurer aeddbunty Emergency Manager who also
provides emergency management services for the City County Appraiser provides GIS
services. Planning and engineering services are ctadras needed.
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Fiscal tools or resources that the City could poténtiese to help fund mitigation activities
include the following:

! Community Development Block Grants

! Capital improvements project funding

! Taxes for specific purposes

! Fees for water, sewer, gas or electric services
! Debt through general obligation bonds

! Withhold spending in hazard prone areas

Existing Plans and Policies

Rush County and the incorporated cities have adopted a county-wide zoning plan. However,
Bison does not have a separate building code. A Building Inspector performs site plan review
requirements. The Mayor serves on the County BoamBevelopment Council and

participated in the Economic Development plan whindhudes specific development goals for
Bison. The City utilizes the County Emergency @piens Plan. The Fire Department ISO

rating is an 8.

Other Mitigation Activities
The City provides mitigation-related materials tizvens.

City of La Crosse

Overview

La Crosse, the County Seat of Rush County was established in 1876 and incorporated in 1886
and is centrally located in the County along Highway 4. When Rush County was re-surveyed
in 1876, the county offices were moved to La Crdsz@ Rush Center, much to the dismay of
Rush Center's citizens. The present court housebwit in 1888 and became the permanent
home of the county offices. This building is now listedio# National Register of Historic
Buildings. La Crosse is known throughout the natis the '‘Barbed Wire Capital of the World'

and hosts the Annual Barbed Wire Convention every spring.Barbed Wire Museum, The

Post Rock Museum, The Rush County Historical Museum, anaba@honoring Howard R.
Barnard (1863-1948), pioneer educator, founder of cataged schools, and the school bus
system, are located in Grass Park (the old Varoeydstead) at the south side of town.

The 2007 population estimate for La Crosse was 1,234. Thées@joverned by a City Manager
and 5 member City Council. City officials and departraemtiude:

! City Clerk

! City Treasurer

! City Attorney (on retainer)

! Water and Sewer Department
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! Street Department
! Electric Department
! Police Department

Technical and Fiscal Resources

The City joined the NFIP in 1990 and the City Manager servésea$oodplain administrator.
The City Manager also serves as the building @fjaity emergency manager, and grant writer.
Planning, engineering, and GIS services are contracted as needed.

Fiscal tools or resources that the City could potéytisse to help fund mitigation activities
include the following:

! Community Development Block Grants

! Capital Improvements project funding

! Taxes for specific purposes

! Fees for water, sewer, gas or electric services
! Debt through general obligation bonds

! Debt through special tax bonds

! Withhold spending in hazard prone areas

Existing Plans and Policies

La Crosse enforces their floodplain ordinance as vgettha county-wide zoning ordinance

which, among other things, controls developmentaim dreach inundation areas. The city has a
building code with site plan review requirementd arcapital improvements plan. As with other
cities in the county, the city is included in theuotywide economic development plan. The city
utilizes the County Emergency Operations Plan.

Other Mitigation Activities

None identified

City of McCracken
Overview

McCracken is located in northwester Rush Countpgldighway 4. The town was organized in
1886 along the soon to be completed Missouri-Pacific Rallrdhe town was named in honor

of J. K. McCracken, one of the first trustees. The founders of the town knew that Eastern
newspapers were promoting the new railroad tovessdnd that settlers and businessmen from
the East would come to McCracken and build thesifmsses in town, or set up their farms
nearby. Within the first year, McCracken boastedrekbtwo grocery stores, a newspaper, drug
store, theater, and numerous other businesses. Segnab physicians moved to town and set
up practice. McCracken's business section was tMs&royed by fire. In 1905, half of the
business section of the town lay in ashes afteea¥ept through the east side of Main Street. A
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second fire struck McCracken in January 1909, wiping out most of the buildings and businesses
on the west side of Main Street (“Rush County, Kansas: A Century in Story &eRittur

published by the Rush County Historical Society, 1976).

The 2007 population estimate for McCracken was 191. ThesCiggverned by a Mayor and
two-member City Council and has the following other officials:

! City Clerk-Part Time

Technical and Fiscal Resources

McCracken is not currently a participant of theibiaal Flood Insurance Program. However, as
a result of this planning effort, the City has voted to detegthe process to join. Through this
process, the City will identify a position to seia®floodplain manager. As for other technical
resources, the City relies on consultants for planning and engineering services. iitye Cou
Appraiser provides GIS services and the County Emergency Manager provides emergency
management services. There is a part time buildifigal as needed and grant writing services
are contracted out to Great Plains Development, Inc.

Fiscal tools or resources that the City could potéytisse to help fund mitigation activities
include the following:

! Community Development Block Grants

! Capital improvements project funding

! Authority to levee taxes for specific purposes
! Fees for water and sewer services

! Incur debt through general obligation bonds

! Incur debt through special tax bonds

! Withhold spending in hazard prone areas

Existing Plans and Policies

The City of McCracken adheres to the County-wide zoning plan and is a participla@tRush
county Economic Development Group. The City did not repagiecific building code enforced
other than the County wide zoning plan. The Citggdnot have a separate local emergency
operations plan as they utilize the County plan.

Other Mitigation Activities

None reported.
City of Rush Center
Overview

The City of Rush Center is located in south cerRah County approximately 4 miles south of
La Crosse along Highway 4. In the early pioneer days, RustelOsas the county seat and it
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was here that the county was organized. The ridotmoiands of the Walnut Valley gave the
promise of bountiful crops and the residents aspiredaike Rush Center a trade center of this
region. The settlement was first known as Walnut City,iari874 the name was changed to
Rush Centre with a spelling change in 1895.

As early as 1874 many business houses and dwellings ha@te=ted. In 1875 the first school
district in the county was organized in Rush Center. By I8ig8store carried insurance of

$40,000 and the population was more than 150CaisizThe county was re-surveyed in 1876

and six miles were cut off the south boundary of the 18@#tgcsurvey and given to the north

side of Pawnee County. This put the center of thenty four miles north of Rush Center, and on
the future Missouri Pacific Railroad Line. The newh of La Crosse was platted immediately.

A "tug of war" between Rush Center and La Crosséheicourthouse caused the records to

move, by wagon, back and forth between the villages, soregtiinder threat and gunfire but no
physical harm. This event is celebrated every year in the two mile long St. Patrick's Day Parade.
"The Courthouse" is carried by wagon back to Rusheteawvery March 17th.

The 2007 population estimate for Rush Center was 163. Thés@overned by a Mayor and 5-
member City Council. Other city staff and include:

! City Clerk

Technical and Fiscal Resources

Rush Center joined the regular phase of the National Flood Insurance Program in May of 1988.
The City Clerk serves as the city’s floodplain manager aodges grant writing services. The

city utilizes the county for GIS services as walleanergency management duties. For planning
and engineering services, the City contracts thesecssras needed.

Fiscal tools or resources that the City could potéytisse to help fund mitigation activities
include the following:

! Community Development Block Grants

! Capital improvements project funding

! Taxes for specific purposes

! Fees for water and sewer services

! Debt through general obligation bonds

! Withhold spending in hazard prone areas

Existing Plans and Policies

The City of Rush Center has adopted the countywide zonimgamice and has a floodplain
management ordinance. The City participated in theldpment of the County Economic
Development Plan and utilizes the County Emergency QpasaPlan to respond to and recover
from emergencies. The fire department’s ISO rating is 8.
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Other Mitigation Activities

None reported.

Table 2.9 Rush County and Participating Cities: Sum

mary of Mitigation Capabilities

Capability
£ c g
g % g 5
(§) 2 S O
@ & 3) 3] @
S §o © O S
14 m — = 04
Master Plan N N N N N
Emergency Operations Plan Y N Y Y N
Economic Development Y Y Y Y Y
Plan/Policy
Capital Improvements Plan N N Y N N
Building Code Y N Y N N
Building Code Year Not Reported N/A Not Reported N N/A
Fire Department SO Rating 10 8 7 Not Reported 8
Stormwater Management N N N N N
Ordinance
Floodplain Management N N Y Y Y
Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance Y Y Y Y Y
Subdivision Ordinance N N N N N
Site plan review requirements N Y Y Y N
Erosion Management Y N N N N
Ordinance
National Flood Insurance N N Y Pending Y
Program Participant
Flood insurance study N N N
Elevation Certificates N N N N N
Maintained

2.2.3 School Districts

There are two Unified School Districts in Rush County—UéwifSchool District 395-Lacrosse
and Unified School District 403-Otis-Bison. However, WrdfSchool District 395-La Crosse is
the only school district that is participating ims hazard mitigation plan. As a public institution
the school district shares an interest in publietgaand in achieving Rush County’s mitigation
goals. Figure 2.5 provides the boundaries of the schdattssn Rush County. The school

buildings within each district are identified byethed dots.
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Table 2.10. USD 395 Reported 2007-2008 Enrollment

2007-2008 Enrolment
USD 395 La Crosse Public Schools Total 318
La Crosse Elementary 149
La Crosse High 112
La Crosse Middle School 57

Source: Kansas State Department of Education Report Card, http://online.ksde.org/rcard/index.aspx

Technical and Fiscal Resources

The school Principals and Superintendent serve as building affforaihe school buildings.
The Superintendent serves as emergency manageefsechools as well as the Public
Information Officer. The school district has access todheviing identified financial resources
for hazard mitigation

! Capital improvements project funding
! Local Funds

! Private activities/donations

! State and federal funds

Existing Plans and Policies

USD 395 has a Capital Improvement Plan dated June 30,a8008I1 as a School Emergency
Plan, including a weapons policy dated July 1, 2009

Other Mitigation Activities

The school district conducts fire evacuation amdado sheltering exercises monthly and the
school buildings are all equipped with NOAA weatha&lioa and emergency and public address
notification systems. All buildings are also equegd with “Bull Dog” security systems and lock-
down security training is conducted for staff ahdients.
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3 RISK ASSESSMENT

44 CFR Requirement 8201.6(c)(2): [The plan shall include] A risk assessment that

provides the factual basis for activities proposed in the strategy to reduce losses from
identified hazards. Local risk assessments must pro vide sufficient information to enable
the jurisdiction to identify and prioritize appropr iate mitigation actions to reduce losses

from identified hazards.

The risk assessment process identifies and profilesamriénazards and assesses the exposure of
lives, property, and infrastructure to these hazards. The goal of the risk assessment is to estimate
the potential loss in Rush County, including loss of life, personal injury, property damage, and
economic loss, from a hazard event. The risk ass#sprocess allows communities in Rush

County to better understand their potential risk to nataahards and provides a framework for
developing and prioritizing mitigation actions &duce risk from future hazard events.

The risk assessment for Rush County and its jurisdictmimved the methodology described in
the FEMA publication 386-2)nderstanding Your Risks: Identifying Hazards andr&ating
Losseg2002), which includes a four-step process:

I Ildentify Hazards

I Profile Hazard Events

I Inventory Assets

I Estimate Losses

This chapter is divided into four parts: hazard identiicgthazard profiles, vulnerability
assessment, and Summary of Key Issues.

I Section 3.1 Hazard Identificationidentifies the hazards that threaten the plannieg and
describes why some hazards have been omitted from furthgideoation.

I Section 3.2 Hazard Profilediscusses the threat to the planning area andibes@revious
occurrences of hazard events and the probabilifytafe occurrence.

I Section 3.3 Vulnerability Assessmerdissesses the County’s total exposure to natural
hazards, considering critical facilities and otbtemmunity assets at risk, and assessing
growth and development trends. Hazards that vary geographically #ergdanning area
are addressed in greater detail. This section diedisteps 3 and 4 from above.

I Section 3.4 Summary of Key Issuegrovides a summary of the key issues or problems
identified in the Risk Assessment.
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Multi-Jurisdictional Risk Assessment

For this multi-jurisdictional plan, the risk assessinassesses each jurisdiction’s risks where
they deviate from the risks facing the entire plagrarea. Rush County is 718 square miles and
is fairly uniform in terms of climate and topography as weltanstruction characteristics and
development trends. Accordingly, overall hazards and vulnerability do not vary greatly across
the planning area for most hazards. Weather-related hazards, such as drought, estreme h
hailstorm, lightning, tornado, windstorm, and winterstoaffect the entire planning area.

The hazards that do vary across the planning aphkadie dam failure, flood, and wildfire. In
Section 3.1, Hazard Identification, Table 3.2 iadés with a checkmark the hazards identified

for each participating jurisdiction. In Section 3t2azard Profiles, the Geographic Location
section discusses how the hazard varies among juristcicross the planning area. The
Previous Occurrences section lists the best avaitidia on where past events have occurred and
the associated losses to particular jurisdicti@extion 3.3.2, Community Asset Inventory,
describes critical facilities and other communiggets by jurisdiction. Section 3.3.3,

Vulnerability by Hazard, identifies structures aglimates potential losses by jurisdiction where
data is available and hazard areas are identified fordmpémoderate and high planning
significance. Table 3.32 in Section 3.2.15 summarizes the planning significance rating for each
hazard by jurisdiction.

The previous chapter, Chapter 2 Planning Area Brafid Capabilities, discussed the existing
mitigation capabilities of each jurisdiction, such asipland policies, personnel, and financial
resources, which are or could be used to implement medsuetiuce hazard losses.

3.1 Hazard Identification

Requirement §201.6(c)(2)(i): [The risk assessment s  hall include a] description of the
type...of all natural hazards that can affect the jur  isdiction.

3.1.1 Methodology

The Hazard Mitigation Planning Committee (HMPC)iesved data and discussed the impacts of
each of the hazards included in the State of KaHsasrd Mitigation Plan, which are listed
alphabetically below:

Agricultural Infestation Hailstorm Soil Erosion and Dust

Dam and Levee Failure Hazardous Materials Terrorism/Agri-Terrorism/Civil Disorder
Drought Land Subsidence Tornado

Earthquake Landslide Utility/Infrastructure Failure

Expansive Soils Lightning Wildfire

Extreme Temperatures Major Disease Outbreak Windstorm

Flood Radiological Winter Storm

Fog
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Data on the past impacts and future probabilithesé hazards in the Rush County planning
area was collected from the following sources:

I Kansas Hazard Mitigation Plan (November 2007)

I Information on past hazard events from the Spatial Hazagdttand Loss Database
(SHELDUS), a component of the University of South Caeoltazards Research Lab that
compiles county-level hazard data for 18 different natuazbrd event types

I Information on past extreme weather and climate eventstireriNational Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA) National Climatigata Center

I Disaster declaration history from the Federal Emergenayadgdement Agency (FEMA), the
Public Entity Risk Institute, and the USDA Farm Service Agency Disaster Declarations

I The National Drought Mitigation Center Drought Reporter

I Information provided by members of the Hazard Mitigafdanning Committee

I Community of Rush County, KS Hazard Mitigation Plan pregaising MitigationPlan.Com
online planning tool.

I Hazard Analysis prepared by E-FM Consulting, 2004

I Various articles and publications available on therimgt (sources are indicated where data
is cited)

The HMPC eliminated some hazards from further pngfi Manmade and technological
hazards were eliminated for two reasons. First, evatuafithese hazards is not necessary for

plans to meet the requirements of the Disastegiiton Act of 2000. Secondly, these hazards

are profiled and planned for in other plans sucthad.ocal Emergency Operations Plan and
Rush County Public Health Plans. In addition to manmaddechnological hazards, the
planning committee also eliminated earthquake, expassil® fog, landslide, and land
subsidence because they do not occur in the plgranea or their impacts were not considered
significant in relation to other hazards. Table I&ts all of the hazards in the State Plan that
were eliminated from further review with an explanation.

Table 3.1 Hazards Not Profiled in the Plan

Hazard Explanation for Omission

Earthquake The HMPC determined that Rush County is not vulnerable to this hazard to a level that would
warrant inclusion in this plan.

Expansive Soils ~ The HMPC determined that Rush County is not vulnerable to this hazard to a level that would
warrant inclusion in this plan.

Fog Although fog does occur in the planning area occasionally, the HMPC determined that the
impacts are restricted primarily to traffic accidents and are difficult to mitigate.

Hazardous The HMPC determined this hazard is covered in sufficient detail in the Local Emergency

Materials Operations Plan. In addition, since this is a man-made hazard, it is not required for inclusion in
mitigation plans prepared in accordance with the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000.

Landslide The planning committee determined that this hazard does not occur in the planning area due to
the flat topography.

Land The HMPC determined that Rush County is not vulnerable to this hazard to a level that would

Subsidence warrant inclusion in this plan.

Major Disease The Rush county Health Department maintains a plan for the issues related to major disease

Outbreak outbreak. So the HMPC elected not to include this hazard in this plan as it would duplicate effort.
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Hazard Explanation for Omission

Radiological The HMPC determined this hazard is covered in sufficient detail in the Local Emergency
Operations Plan. In addition, since this is a man-made hazard, it is not required for inclusion in
mitigation plans prepared in accordance with the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000

Terrorism/Agri- The HMPC determined this hazard is covered in sufficient detail in the Local Emergency
Terrorism/Civil Operations Plan. In addition, since this is a man-made hazard, it is not required for inclusion in
Disorder mitigation plans prepared in accordance with the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000

After review of the hazards, the HMPC identified 13 ndtheaards that significantly affect the
planning area and organized these hazards to be consigtetiiawKansas Hazard Mitigation

Plan (2007). These hazards are listed below with an “X” indicating the affeattigtions in

Table 3.2. Each of these hazards is profiled ith&r detail in the next section. Although the
cities of Alexander, Liebenthal, Otis, and Timken did raotipipate in the development of this
plan, the risk assessment includes data for tloesgibns to ensure a comprehensive assessment
of Rush County.

Table 3.2. Hazards Identified for Each Participatin g Jurisdiction

Bison
Liebenthal
McCracken

Otis

Hazard

>
>
>
X

Agricultural Infestation

Dam and Levee Failure

x
x

Drought

x
>

Extreme Temperatures

Flood

Hailstorm

Lightning

Utility/Infrastructure Failure

Soil Erosion / Dust

Tornado

Wildfire

Windstorm

XXX XX X XX X X[ X]| X| X[ Timken

X X[ X X X X[ X| X[ X]| X| X|X| X| Rush County
XX X| X[ X[ X| X X]| X]| X]|X]|X]| X| Alexander

XX | X X[ X| X]| X| X

X X[ X X[ X| X[ X]| X[ X| X| X|X| X| Lacrosse

XXX X[ X X X X[ X| X[ X

X X[ X X[ X X| X| X[ X]| X| X

XX | X X[ X| X| X| X

XX X| X[ X X| X[ X| X| X[ X|X| X| RushCenter

Winter Storm

3.1.2 Disaster Declaration History

One method used by the HMPC to identify hazards was toiegaents that triggered federal
and/or state disaster declarations. Federal astite declarations may be granted when the
severity and magnitude of an event surpasses flity alb the local government to respond and
recover. Disaster assistance is supplemental andrgequé/hen the local government’s
capacity has been surpassed, a state disaster declarajidrenssued, allowing for the

provision of state assistance. Should the disasteo severe that both the local and state
governments’ capacities are exceeded, a federapemey or disaster declaration may be issued
allowing for the provision of federal assistance.
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The federal government may issue a disaster declaration through FEMA.S. Department of
Agriculture (USDA), and/or the Small Business Adrsiration. FEMA also issues emergency
declarations, which are more limited in scope and do not include the londederal recovery
programs of major disaster declarations. Deterrmonatfor declaration type are based on scale
and type of damages and institutions or industrial seetibected.

A USDA disaster declaration certifies that the affectednty has suffered at least a 30 percent
loss in one or more crop or livestock areas andigesvaffected producers with access to low-
interest loans and other programs to help mitigataster impacts. In accordance with the
Consolidated Farm and Rural Development Act, coamtezghboring those receiving disaster
declarations are named as contiguous disasteriesiartd are eligible for the same assistance.

Table 3.3 lists federal disaster declarations received by Rush County. Each of the disaster events
affected multiple counties; estimated damages refi¢al lbosses to all counties.

Table 3.3 Disaster Declaration History in Rush Coun  ty, 1955-Present

Estimated
Declaration Declaration Disaster Damage

Number Date Description Counties Included (2008 %)
Major Disaster Declarations

1776 7/9/2008 Severe Storms, Barber, Barton, Bourbon, Brown, TBD
(5/22-6/16) Flooding, and Butler, Chautauqua, Cherokee, Clark,
Tornadoes Clay, Comanche, Cowley, Crawford,
Decatur, Dickinson, Edwards, EIK,
Ellis, Ellsworth, Franklin, Gove,
Graham, Harper, Haskell, Hodgeman,
Jackson, Jewell, Kingman, Kiowa,
Lane, Linn, Logan, Mitchell,
Montgomery, Ness, Norton, Osborne,
Pawnee, Phillips, Pratt, Reno,
Republic, Riley, Rooks, Rush, Saline,
Seward, Sheridan, Smith, Stafford,
Sumner, Thomas, Trego, Wallace,
Wilson
1741 2/1/2008 Severe Winter Atchison, Barber, Barton, Brown, TBD
Storms Butler, Chase, Cherokee, Clark, Clay,
Cloud, Comanche, Crawford,
Dickinson, Doniphan, Edwards, Ellis,
Ellsworth, Ford, Geary, Graham, Gove,
Harvey, Hodgeman, Jackson,
Jefferson, Jewell, Kingman, Kiowa,
Labette, Leavenworth, Lincoln, Logan,
Lyon, Marion, Marshall, McPherson,
Miami, Mitchell, Morris, Nemaha,
Osage, Osborne, Ottawa, Pawnee,
Phillips, Pottawatomie, Pratt, Reno,
Republic, Rice, Riley, Rooks, Rush,
Russell, Saline, Sedgwick, Shawnee,
Sheridan, Smith, Stafford, Thomas,
Wabaunsee, Wallace, Washington,
and Woodson
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Declaration
Number

Declaration
Date

Disaster
Description

Counties Included

Estimated
Damage
(2008 %)

1675

1/7/2007
(12/28-
30/2006)

Severe Winter
Storm

Cheyenne, Clark, Comanche, Decatur,

Edwards, Ellis, Finney, Ford, Gove,
Graham, Grant, Gray, Greeley,
Hamilton, Haskell, Hodgeman, Jewell,
Kearny, Kiowa, Lane, Logan, Meade,
Morton, Ness, Norton, Osborne,
Pawnee, Phillips, Rawlins, Rooks,
Rush, Russell, Scott, Seward,
Sheridan, Sherman, Smith, Stafford,
Stanton, Stevens, Thomas, Trego,
Wallace, Wichita

371,000,000

1626

1/26/2006
(11/27-
28/2005)

Severe Winter
Storm

Cheyenne, Decatur, Edwards, Gove,
Graham, Hodgeman, Ness, Norton,
Pawnee, Phillips, Rawlins, Rooks,
Rush, Sheridan, Sherman, Thomas,
Trego

32,700,820

1535

8/3/2004
(6/12-
7/25/2004)

Severe Storms,
Flooding, and
Tornadoes

Barton, Butler, Cherokee, Decatur,
Ellis, Geary, Graham, Jewell, Labette,
Lyon, Marion, Mitchell, Morris, Ness,
Osborne, Pawnee, Phillips, Rooks,
Rush, Russell, Shawnee, Sheridan,
Smith, Thomas, Trego, Wabaunsee,
Wallace, Woodson, Wyandotte

12,376,235

1000

7/22/1993

Flooding, Severe
Storms

Atchison, Barton, Brown, Chase,
Cherokee, Clay, Cloud, Crawford,
Dickinson, Doniphan, Douglas,
Edwards, Ellis, Ellsworth, Geary,
Graham, Harvey, Hodgeman, Jackson,
Jefferson, Jewell, Johnson, Lane,
Leavenworth, Lincoln, Lyon, Marion,
Marshall, McPherson, Mitchell, Morris,
Nemaha, Ness, Osage, Osborne,
Ottawa, Pawnee, Pottawatomie, Reno,
Republic, Rice, Riley, Rooks, Rush,
Russell, Saline, Sedgwick, Shawnee,
Sheridan, Smith, Stafford, Sumner,
Thomas, Trego, Wabaunsee,
Washington, Wyandotte

137,038,990

378

5/2/1973

Severe Storms,
Flooding

Atchison, Barber, Barton, Bourbon,
Brown, Butler, Chautauqua, Cherokee,
Clark, Coffey, Crawford, Dickinson,
Doniphan, Douglas, Edwards,
Ellsworth, Ford, Franklin, Gray,
Greenwood, Harper, Harvey, Haskell,
Hodgeman, Jackson, Jefferson,
Kingman, Kiowa, Labette,
Leavenworth, Lincoln, Linn, Lyon,
Marion, Marshall, McPherson, Meade,
Miami, Montgomery , Morris, Nemaha,
Ness, Osage, Osborne, Ottawa,
Pawnee, Pottawatomie, Pratt, Reno,
Republic, Rice, Rush, Russell, Saline,
Sedgwick, Seward, Shawnee, Stafford,

8,829,200

Stevens, Sumner, Wabaunsee,

Rush County

Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan

September 2009

3.6




Estimated

Declaration Declaration Disaster Damage
Number Date Description Counties Included (2008 %)
| | Washington, Woodson, Wyandotte |

Emergency Declarations
3282 12/12/2007 Severe Winter All

Storms Not Available
3236 9/10/2005 Hurricane All

Katrina

Evacuation 0

Source: Federal Emergency Management Agency, www.fema.gov/;

Note: Incident dates are in parentheses. Zero values (0) may indicate missing data.

Table 3.4 lists U.S. Department of Agriculture disastetatations and their related causes for
Rush County for the period 2005-2007.
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Table 3.4. USDA Disaster Declarations in Rush Count y 2005-2007

0 @ o o
+— o b © o 9
= © £ 8§ §& £ &w EE §3
L e = c o 2 I= 8T = 2 83
) 2 5 wn =) X 0 X =
- = b= Ll L
Year Number
2005 M1626 X
2005 52128 X X X X
2005 S2196 X X X X X X
2006 M1675 X
2006 S2413 X X X
2007 M1675 X
2007 M1699 X X X
2007 M1711 X X
2007 S2525 X X
2007 S2593 X X X X X

Source: USDA Farm Service Agency, www.fsa.usda.gov, http://www.fsa.usda.gov/Internet/FSA_File/2005-2007_elig_co_031208.xls

3.2 Hazard Profiles

Requirement 8201.6(c)(2)(i): [The risk assessment s  hall include a] description of
the...location and extent of all natural hazards that can affect the jurisdiction. The plan
shall include information on previous occurrences o f hazard events and on the
probability of future hazard events.

3.2.1 Methodology

Each hazard identified in Section 3.1 Hazard Ideeation is profiled individually in this
section. The level of information presented in the prefilaries by hazard based on the
information available. With each update of this plan, ngarmation will be incorporated to
provide for better evaluation and prioritizationtbé hazards that affect Rush County.

The sources used to collect information for thesdilps include those mentioned in Section
3.1.1 as well as those cited individually in each hagadation.

Detailed profiles for each of the identified hazards incinf@mation categorized as follows:
Hazard Description

This section consists of a general descriptiomefitazard and the types of impacts it may have
on a community. It also includes a ranking to iatkctypical warning times and duration of
hazard events. Definitions for these rankings are includdédble 3.5.
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Geographic Location

This section describes the geographic extent @tilme of the hazard in the planning area.
Where available, maps are utilized to indicate the arethe @lanning area that are vulnerable
to the subject hazard.

Previous Occurrences

This section includes information on historic irentis and their impacts based upon the sources
described in Section 3.1 Hazard Identification andrif@mation provided by the Hazard
Mitigation Planning Committee.

Probability of Future Occurrence

The frequency of past events is used to gauge the likelihood of future occurrences. Where
possible, the probability or chance of occurrenes walculated based on historical data.
Probability was determined by dividing the numbkeewents observed by the number of years
and multiplying by 100. This gives the percent d®af the event happening in any given year.
An example would be three droughts occurring ov@@-gear period, which suggests a 10
percent chance of a drought occurring in any gixear. The probability was assigned a rank as
defined in Table 3.5.

Magnitude/Severity

The magnitude of the impact of a hazard event (past and perceived) is refatdy wi the
vulnerability of the people, property, and the environment it affects. This is a functidreof w
the event occurs, the location affected the regibeof the community, and the effectiveness of
the emergency response and disaster recovery efforts.

The magnitude of each profiled hazard is classifiederfadhowing manner:

I Level 4-Catastrophic—More than 50 percent of property severely damagedgsiwt of
facilities for more than 30 days; and/or multiple tisat

I Level 3-Critical—25-50 percent of property severely damaged; shwiddf facilities for at
least two weeks; and/or injuries and/or illnesses raspiermanent disability

I Level 2-Limited—10-25 percent of property severely damaged; shutdoviactities for
more than a week; and/or injuries/ilinesses trdatdb not result in permanent disability

I Level 1-Negligible—Less than 10 percent of property severely damaged, shutdown of
facilities and services for less than 24 hoursjanidjuries/illnesses treatable with first aid

Hazard Summary

To maintain a consistent reporting format, the Rushr@y Hazard Mitigation Planning
Committee (HMPC) used the methodology from the MitigdRian.com planning tool to
prioritize the hazards. This prioritization was basea @alculated priority risk index (CPRI)
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that considered four elements of risk: probability, magigtseverity, warning time, and
duration. Table 3.5 defines the rankings for each elemeaigkofThe CPRI for each hazard is
provided in this Hazard Summary section.

Table 3.5 Calculated Priority Risk Index (CPRI) Ele ment Definitions

Element/Level Characteristics
Probability
4 - Highly Likely Event is probable within the calendar year.

Event has up to 1 in 1 year chance of occurring (1/1=100%)
History of events is greater than 33% likely per year.
Event is "Highly Likely" to occur

3 — Likely Event is probable within the next three years.
Event has up to 1 in 3 years chance of occurring (1/3=33%)
History of events is greater than 20% but less than or equal to 33% likely per year
Event is "Likely" to occur

2 — Occasional Event is probable within the next five years.
Event has up to 1 in 5 years chance of occurring (1/5=20%)
History of events is greater than 10% but less than or equal to 20% likely per year
Event could "Possibly" occur

1 — Unlikely Event is possible within the next 10 years
Event has up to 1 in 10 years chance of occurring (1/10=10%)
History of events is less than or equal to 10% likely per year
Event is "Unlikely" but is possible of occurring

Magnitude / Severity**

4 - Catastrophic Multiple deaths
Complete shutdown of facilities for 30 or more days
More than 50 percent of property is severely damaged

3 — Critical Injuries and/or illnesses result in permanent disability
Complete shutdown of critical facilities for at least two weeks
25-50 percent of property is severely damaged

2 — Limited Injuries and/or illnesses do not result in permanent disability
Complete shutdown of critical facilities for more than one week
10-25 percent of property is severely damaged

1 — Negligible Injuries and/or illnesses are treatable with first aid
Minor quality of life lost
Shutdown of critical facilities and services for 24 hours or less
Less than 10 percent of property is severely damaged

Warning Time

4 Less Than 6 Hours
3 6-12 Hours

2 12-24 Hours

1 24+ Hours
Duration

4 More Than 1 Week
3 Less Than 1 Week
2 Less Than 1 Day
1 Less Than 6 Hours

Source: MitigationPlan.com
* Based on history, using the definitions given, the likelihood of future events is quantified.
** According to the severity associated with past events or the probable worst case scenario possible in the state.

Using the ranking described in the previous table, the flaroeed to determine each hazard’'s
CPRI, which includes weighting factors defined by Mitigalan.com, was:
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(Probability x .45) + (Magnitude/Severity x .30) {Warning Time x .15) + (Duration x .10) = CPRI

Based on their CPRI, the hazards were separated intocthitesgories of planning significance;
High (3.0-4.0), Moderate (2.0-2.9), and Low (1.1-1.9)

These terms relate to the level of planning anslisbe given to the particular hazard in the risk
assessment process and are not meant to suggesttimeard would have only limited impact.

In order to focus on the most critical hazardsséhassigned a level of significant or moderate
were given more extensive attention in the remaiofléhis analysis (e.g., quantitative analysis
or loss estimation), while those with a low plargnsignificance were addressed in more general
or qualitative ways.

Table 3.6 summarizes the results of the completed HazaliteFSection using this
methodology:

Table 3.6 Hazard Profile Summary for Rush County

Probability of  Calculated

Warning Magnitude/ Future Priority Planning

Hazard Time Duration Severity Events Risk Index Significance
Agricultural Infestation 1 4 2 2 2.05 Moderate
Dam & Levee Failure 2 4 2 1 1.75 Low
Drought 1 4 2 3 2.50 Moderate
Extreme 1 4 1 2 1.75 Low
Temperatures

Flood 4 2 2 2 2.30 Moderate
Hail Storm 4 1 3 4 3.40 High
Lighting 4 1 1 2 1.90 Low
Soil Erosion / Dust 1 4 2 2 2.05 Moderate
Tornado 4 1 2 3 2.65 Moderate
Utility Infrastructure 4 3 3 4 3.60 High
Wildfire 4 2 3 4 3.50 High
Wind Storm 2 2 2 4 2.90 Moderate
Winter Storm 2 3 3 4 3.30 High

Notes: Measures for Probability and Magnitude were determined by the Rush County HMPC. Warning times and duration for each
hazard were discussed as presented in Appendix E of the Kansas Hazard Mitigation Plan and modified as deemed appropriate by
the HMPC.

3.2.2 Agricultural Infestation
Description

Agricultural infestation is a naturally occurring infection of crops or livestock that renders them
unfit for consumption or use. Typical causes can incluslecits, vermin, fungus, or diseases
transferable amongst animals. The types and severdgradultural infestations vary based on
many factors, including cycles of heavy rains and drolgrtause of the substantial importance
of the agricultural industry in Kansas, agricultural gtétion poses a risk to the economy of the
entire state.
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A certain level of agricultural infestation is normal Kansas farmers and ranchers. The concern
is when the level of an infestation escalates sugidena new infestation appears that
overwhelms local control efforts. The potentiataatuction of animal diseases, such as foot and
mouth disease and bovine spongiform encephalopathy disease is a key concern. The Kansas
Center for Community Economic Development (KCCED) repibrds cattle and milk production

in Rush County averaged $6.5 million per year frod222006. The importance of this
agricultural sector makes the potential for a cgiotas disease outbreak in livestock a

continuing, significant threat to the economy of the iitpu

Field crops are also subject to various types of iafes. Wheat is susceptible to leaf rust,

wheat streak mosaic, barley yellow dwarf virus,wsb@eaker, and tan spot. Significant wheat

crop losses due to these diseases are well docedienKansas. Sorghum losses can occur

when a crop is infected with sooty stripe early in the growing season. Gray leaf spot is a growing
problem for corn crops. The KCCED reports that the @esvalue of crop harvests in Rush

County from 2002-2006 was nearly $25.5 million. Bignificance of this agricultural sector in

the local economy makes crop infestation a seriouseran

Insect infestation can cause major losses to sgnaad. The estimated damage to stored grain
from the lesser grain borer, rice weevil, red flour beetbel rusty grain beetle in the United
States is approximately $500 million annually.

Onset of agricultural infestation can be rapid. Controlling an infestation’s sjgreatidgal to
limiting impacts through methods including quarantingljirng, premature harvest and/or crop
destruction when necessary. Duration is largelgcéfd by the degree to which the infestation is
aggressively controlled, but is generally more tbaa week. Maximizing warning time is also
critical for this hazard, and is most affected by methaddiad accurate monitoring and reporting
of livestock and crop health and vigor, includirgjtbprivate individuals and responsible
agencies.

Warning Time: Level 1—24 + hours
Duration: 4—more than one week
Geographic Location

All agricultural areas of the planning area argetiito agricultural infestations, though if a
major infestation event were to occur the entire gpwruld be affected, including urban areas.
There are 416,000 acres classified as farm laiigh County according to the 2006 Kansas
Agricultural Statistics Service. This represents 90 grarof the total land area (459,520 acres) in
the county.

On a statewide basis, annual wheat yield loss imsKa has averaged 4.0 percent over the
previous 20 years according to the Kansas Stateehity Department of Plant Pathology. The
western and northeastern parts of the state of Kansas were somewhat gttt leaf rust
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in 2007, a common disease affecting wheat crops. This geographic distribution for leaf rust
corresponds with areas of the state with somewhatrloteation of the land for crops and

rangeland, and fewer feedlots. Figure 3.1shows areas aratedyellow) and severe (red) leaf
rust disease pressure in 2007. Rush County is in the area of the state witlea¢vese disease

pressure in 2007.

Figure 3.1. Leaf Rust Disease Pressure, Kansas 2007

Source: Kansas State Department of Agriculture, Kansas Cooperative Plant Disease Survey Report: Preliminary 2007 Kansas
Wheat Disease Loss Estimates, www.ksda.gov/plant_protection/content/183/cid/611
Notes: Red = High to Severe, Yellow = Moderate. Blue square indicates approximate location of Rush County

Other crop diseases and their primary locations inclioeetlisted in Table 3.7:

Table 3.7. Kansas Crop Disease Regions

Disease/Fungus Primary Kansas Region Primary Crop Affected
Septoria leaf disease Eastern 2/3 of Kansas Wheat, produce
Tan spot Eastern 2/3 of Kansas Wheat

Stripe rust Entire state Wheat
Powdery mildew Eastern 2/3 of Kansas Produce, vine crops
Scab Eastern 2/3 of Kansas Wheat

Source: USDA Agricultural Research Service

The USDA Agricultural Research Service notes thetrserious global threat to wheat and
cereal crops is stem rust race Ug99. This fungaprisading across Africa, Asia, and the Middle

East and is considered a serious threat to globaldecodrity.
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There is one listing for Rush County on the Kansas Departofiéwgriculture Kansas Sensitive
Crop Registry. A farm located on East EIm near Bison gtbes$ollowing sensitive crops that
could be adversely impacted by pesticide and/aitiger drift: grapes, fruit trees, tomatoes, and
melons.

Previous Occurrences

During the three year period from 2005-2007, crigurance claims paid as a result of
agricultural infestation totaled $172,747. Tabl@ Summarizes the claims paid by year and type
of infestation.

Table 3.8 Claims Paid in Rush County for Crop Loss as a Result of Agricultural
Infestation (2005-2007)

Year Crop Infestation Type Claims Paid ($)
2005 Soybeans Insects 8,778
2005 Wheat Plant Disease 1,489
2006 Grain Sorghum  Insects 739
2006 Wheat Plant Disease 120,192
2007 Wheat Plant Disease 40,034
2007 Soybeans Plant Disease 1,515
Total 172,747

USDA Risk Management, 2009

Probability of Future Occurrences

Rush County experiences agricultural losses every yearesilt of naturally-occurring
agricultural infestation. However, the HMPC detered the probability for this hazard to be
“occasional” as the more significant events causingléogses do not occur annually.

Occasional:Event is probable within the next five years.
Magnitude/Severity

The impacts of agricultural infestation would primhabe economic as the agricultural yield
could be decreased. However, injuries and/or illnebsiteans are not likely. There is a small
risk of illness from consumption of diseased food crops. é¥ew existing measures in place by
the USDA to inspect produce would prevent this tfie most part.

Limited — Injuries and/or illnesses do not result in permanenbdisa 10-25 percent of
property is severely damaged.

Hazard Summary

Calculated Priority Risk Index Planning Significance
2.05 Moderate
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3.2.3 Dam and Levee Failure
Description

A dam is defined as a barrier constructed across a watezdouthie purpose of storage,
control, or diversion of water. Dams are typically conggdof earth, rock, concrete, or mine
tailings. A dam failure is the collapse, breachotbrer failure resulting in downstream flooding.

A dam impounds water in the upstream area, referred teasgervoir. The amount of water
impounded is measured in acre-feet. An acre-fotttas/olume of water that covers an acre of
land to a depth of one foot. As a function of upstream t@mbgyr, even a very small dam may
impound or detain many acre-feet of water. Twodextnfluence the potential severity of a full
or partial dam failure: the amount of water impounded, the density, type, and value of
development and infrastructure located downstream.

The failure of dams or levees could result in iigsy loss of life, or damage to property, the
environment, and the economy. While levees are boii¢ly for flood protection, dams often
serve multiple purposes, one of which may be flood corlere flooding and other storms
can increase the potential that dams and levees willrbagkd and fail as a result of the
physical force of the flood waters or overtopping.

Dams and levees are usually engineered to withstand a fitlod womputed risk of occurrence.
If a larger flood occurs, then that structure \Wiely be overtopped. If during the overtopping,
the dam fails or is washed out, the water behindlesased as a flash flood. Failed dams can
create floods that are catastrophic to life angherty, in part because of the tremendous energy
of the released water.

The hazard potential for dam failure is classified adiogrto the following definitions accepted
by the Interagency Committee on Dam Safety:

I High Hazard Dam—A dam located in an area where failure could result in any of the
following: extensive loss of life, damage to more than mrad) damage to industrial or
commercial facilities, interruption of a publiclitii serving a large number of customers,
damage to traffic on high-volume roads that meet the mexpeints for hazard class C dams
or a high-volume railroad line, inundation of a frequensgd recreation facility serving a
relatively large number of persons, or two or more irtlisd hazards described for
significant hazard dams

I Significant Hazard Dam—A dam located in an area where failure could egdaa few
lives, damage an isolated home, damage traffic on moderiat®e roads that meet certain
requirements, damage low-volume railroad tracks, inpeithe use or service of a utility
serving a small number of customers, or inundateeegion facilities, including campground
areas intermittently used for sleeping and serainglatively small number of persons
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I Low Hazard Dam—A dam located in an area where failure could damagy farm or
other uninhabited buildings, agricultural or undevelolaed including hiking trails, or
traffic on low-volume roads that meet the requiratador low hazard dams

Dam failures can result from any one or a combinatiohefdllowing causes:

I Prolonged periods of rainfall and flooding, which causestr@lures;

I Inadequate spillway capacity, resulting in excesstopping flows;

I Internal erosion caused by embankment or foundatidkadgaor piping;

I Improper maintenance, including failure to remove trees, repair internal seepage problems
replace lost material from the cross section of the dad abutments;

I Improper design, including the use of improper conswuatiaterials and construction
practices;

I Negligent operation, including failure to remove or opetegar valves during high flow
periods;

I Failure of upstream dams o the same waterway;

I Landslides into reservoirs, which cause surges that result in overtopping;

I High winds, which can cause significant wave action asdlrée substantial erosion; and

I Earthquakes, which typically cause longitudinac&saat the tops of embankments and
weaken entire structures.

Warning Time-Level 2— 12-24 hours
Duration -Level 4—Iless than 6 hours
Geographic Location

There are no accredited or provisionally accredited kireRush County. In addition, the
planning committee did not identify any levees or lesygtems in the planning area constructed
to protect significant populations or improved propefTherefore, the remainder of this hazard
profile will focus on dam failure.

According to data from the Kansas Department of AgricultDieision of Water Resources,
Water Structures Program, Rush County has 36 totatstgulated dams. Of those, none are
high hazard dams and seven are significant hazand.dehe remaining 29 are low hazard dams.

The seven significant hazard dams are located as follB®R& no 8 is located on Sand Creek
northwest of La Crosse. FRD no 7 & 6 are locatedributaries to Sand Creek east of La

Crosse along Hwy 4. FRD no 20 is south of Alexander on a tributary to Walnut Creek. FRD no
19 is south of Hwy 96 between Alexander and Rush Center on a tributary to Walnut Creek. FRD
no 17 is on Old Maids Fork south of Alexander. FRD24 is northwest of Rush Center on a
tributary to Walnut Creek.
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Table 3.9 below summarizes the significant hazardsdarRush County.

Table 3.9 High and Significant Hazard State-regulat ed Dams with potential to impact
Rush County

Max Storage
Dam Name Location (acre ft) Dam Hazard Downstream Communities
FRD No 8 Rush County 1,151 Significant La Crosse
FRD No 20 Rush County 2,018 Significant Alexander, Rush Center,

Timken

FRD No 24 Rush County 697 Significant Rush Center, Timken
FRD No 6 Rush County 2,326 Significant -
FRD No 7 Rush County 1,989 Significant -
FRD No 17 Rush County 2,990 Significant Rush Center, Timken
FRD No 19 Rush County 1,439 Significant Rush Center, Timken

As indicated in the table above, the jurisdictionthe planning area that could be impacted by
dam failure are La Crosse, Alexander, Rush Center, and miakevell as surrounding areas in
the unincorporated county. The other cities infdlagning area are not vulnerable to dam
failure.
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Figure 3.2 Dams in Rush County
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Previous Occurrences
There have been no reported previous occurrencesofailure in Rush County.
Probability of Future Occurrences

Because dam failure is generally a secondary effedhef causes and hazards, calculating
probability is difficult. Based on the past perf@nce of these structures during flooding
conditions, the HMPC determined that the probabilityhad hazard is “unlikely”. Additionally,

as reflected in table 3.10, all of the high and significaatestegulated dams have been inspected
within the last five years with the exception of FRD No 6 which was inspected nearly six years
ago. Frequent inspections can identify needed repairsppowaments that may be necessary to
prevent failure.

Unlikely: Event is unlikely but is possible of occurring.
Magnitude/Severity

Based on the amounts of water retained and the distaoocepépulated areas, the HMPC
determined the magnitude of this hazard to be ‘limitddible 3.10 below provides details
considered in determining the potential magnitude iretlent of failure. Additional
considerations are discussed in the vulnerability section for dam anddéuein Section 3.3.

Table 3.10 Rush County High and Significant Dams, M agnitude Considerations
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FRD No 8 Sand Creek LaCrosse (4) 3165 19.8 1148 1151 S 10/25/06
Rush Tributary
FRD No 20 Walnut Creek Alexander (1) 1440 34.7 5866 2018 S 10/28/04
Rush Tributary
FRD No 24 Walnut Creek Rush Center (1) 1144 25 1625 697 S 11/01/05
Rush Tributary
FRD No 7 Sand Creek Albert (19) 3674 24 3373 1989 S 10/28/04
Rush Tributary
FRD No 6 Sand Creek Albert (18) 2643 26 2590 2326 S 10/23/03
Rush Tributary
FRD No 17 Old Maid’s Fork Rush Center (10) 2605 37.7 8221 2990 S 11/01/05
Rush Creek
FRD No. 19  Wet Walnut Creek Timken (19) 1400 36 6299 1439 S 10/25/06
Rush Tributary

Limited—10-25 percent of property severely damaged; shutdown of fasilior more than one
week; and/or injuries and/or illnesses do not result in aeemt disability
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Hazard Summary

Calculated Priority Risk Index Planning Significance

1.75 Low

3.2.4 Drought
Description

Drought is generally defined as a condition of moistureltesignificantly below normal for an
extended period of time over a large area thatradieaffects plants, animal life, and humans.

It can also be defined in terms of meteorology,adftiire and hydrology. Although drought is

not predictable, long-range outlooks may indicaténareased chance of drought, which can

serve as a warning. A drought period can last for months, years, or even decades. It is rarely a
direct cause of death, though the associated heat, dust, and stress cantaltetmincreased
mortality.

Periods of drought are normal occurrences in atspaf Kansas. Drought in Kansas is caused by
severely inadequate amounts of precipitation that adiyeaffect farming and ranching, surface
and ground water supplies, and uses of surfacasvimienavigation and recreation. Because of
these impacts, drought can have significant econ@amil environmental impacts. Drought can
also lead to increased probability and severity ¢dfives and wind erosion.

The State of Kansas Operations Plan for the GoverBwought Response Team utilizes a
phased response to drought and identifies spguifigram actions related to each drought stage.
The following provides a brief summary of this pb@dsesponse approach. Additional detail is
found in the Operations Plan.

Drought Watch — Impacts include some damage to crops and pastures, higttanaah fire

danger and a growing threat of public water supply shortages. The Governor is notified and the
Governor’s Drought Response Team assembled. Open oudtaisong bans may be imposed.
Public water systems may ask for voluntary water astictions.

Drought Warning — Crop and pasture losses are likely with some stock wsatetages and

very high rangeland fire danger. Public water sygplortages are present and some streamflow
targets are not being met. Public water systems may inmpasdatory water use restrictions.
Urgent Kansas Water Marketing Program surplus water gwopltracts can be authorized for
municipal and industrial users. The Governor may request emergency hayingznd gr
authorization for Conservation Reserve Program acres.

Drought Emergency— Widespread major crop and pasture losses are acon@dpzy stock
water shortages and extreme rangeland fire danger. Sen#iewater supply shortages are
widespread with many streamflow targets not meé Glovernor may declare an outdoor
burning ban. Public water systems may impose antditimandatory water use restrictions.
Emergency Kansas Water Marketing Program surplasngapply contracts can be authorized
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for municipal and industrial users. Emergency waiténdrawals from Corps of Engineers
reservoirs and state fishing lakes can be authiriZerps of Engineers emergency water
assistance to municipalities is available if needed. Thefaor may request a USDA
Secretarial disaster designation for drought.

Warning Time: 1—more than 24 hours
Duration: 4—more than one week
Geographic Location

Drought tends to affect broad regions and the @pleinning area is subject to drought
occurrence at roughly equal probability. The impaftprolonged drought are most significant
in agricultural areas of the County. Over 90 percent of Rusimty is used for agricultural
purposes.

Drought can severely limit public water supplies due toetepi of natural water sources and
greatly increased demand. Problems due to limiestrhent capacity or limited distribution
system capacity are an additional concern.

The Kansas Water Office (KWO) defines drought vulneralpgpkers as those that are likely to
be the first to be adversely affected by drought. In 2000, 133 public water suppliers in Kansas
were considered drought vulnerable due to one oembthe following limitations: basic

source, single well source, treatment capacity, distribution system oratoatdamitations. A

2006 assessment of public water suppliers by the KWO lexvé&zat one supplier in Rush

County is considered drought vulnerable: The Alexander water supply is listed as drought
vulnerable. This means that the supplier’'s primary water source is particularly sensitive to
drought as evidenced by depleted streamflow, degletservoir inflow and storage, or by
declining water levels in wells. Restrictions impdsiue to inability to use a well due to water
guality problems were considered indicative of sibaource limitation.

Previous Occurrences

Historical information on previous periods of droughdl @rought impacts was obtained from
two primary sources, the University of Nebraska&idbhal Drought Mitigation Centers Drought
Impact Reporter and the National Oceanic Atmospgh&diministration (NOAA). The National
Drought Mitigation Center developed the Drought Impactdriep in response to the need for a
national drought impact database for the United StatEBsmation comes from a variety of
sources: online drought-related news stories and scientific publications, membersuliiithe p
who visit the website and submit a drought-relatedaichjfor their region, members of the
media, and members of relevant government ageniiesdatabase is being populated
beginning with the most recent impacts and working backweatiche.

The Drought Impact Reporter (http://droughtrepoueledu/) contains information on 64
drought impacts from droughts that affected Rush Countydset 1950 and April 2009. The list
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is not comprehensive. Most of the impacts, 34, were dledsit “agriculture.” Other impacts
include, “fire” (5), “environment” (6), “water/eneytj(9), and “other” (10). These categories are
described as follows:

I Agriculture —Impacts associated with agriculture, farming, and reagclExamples include
damage to crop quality, income loss for farmers dueduced crop yields, reduced
productivity of cropland, insect infestation, plant disease, increasediongasts, cost of
new or supplemental water resource developmeniceztiproductivity of rangeland, forced
reduction of foundation stock, closure/limitation of palnds to grazing, high
cost/unavailability of water for livestock, and rangedire

I Water/Energy—Impacts associated with surface or subsurfacerwsaggplies (i.e.,
reservoirs or aquifers), stream levels or streamfloydropower generation, or navigation.
Examples include lower water levels in reservdakes, and ponds; reduced flow from
springs; reduced streamflow; loss of wetlands; estuampadts; increased groundwater
depletion, land subsidence, reduced recharge; waaditygeffects; revenue shortfalls and/or
windfall profits; cost of water transport or transfer;tamisnew or supplemental water
resource development; and loss from impaired navigabilistreams, rivers, and canals.

I Environment—Impacts associated with wildlife, fisheries, fdse@nd other fauna.
Examples include loss of biodiversity of plants or witglioss of trees from urban
landscapes, shelterbelts, wooded conservation areas; reduction and degradation of fish and
wildlife habitat; lack of feed and drinking water; gieramortality due to increased contact
with agricultural producers, as animals seek food fram$ and producers are less tolerant
of the intrusion; disease; increased vulnerability to predation; migration aneint@aton;
and increased stress to endangered species.

I Fire—Impacts associated with forest and range fires that occur during drought events. The
relationship between fires and droughts is very cormplet all fires are caused by droughts
and serious fires can result when droughts ar¢akatg place.

I Other—Drought impacts that do not easily fit into any of the above categories.

According to NOAA, Rush County has experienced severgirmariods of drought during the

20" century. The first, from 1933 to 1940, was part of the “DustIBoThe dust bow! occurred

due to a long period of drought conditions and gediland management practices that left the
dry topsoil especially susceptible to wind erosion. This period of drought and wind erosion

devastated the agricultural base of the Great Plans, including Rush County.

The planning area was also affected by droughtitiond from 1952 to 1957. During this
period, rainfall totals were below normal and temperatures were above normal.

Figure 3.3 shows the precipitation levels across theedr8tates during the droughts in the

1930s and 1950s. In 1953, Rush County was part of the driest area of the country (shaded dark
orange and dark red). During this drought, Pregi&&enhower made $40 million available to

13 drought-stricken states, including Kansas.
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Figure 3.3 Historical Droughts 1953 and 1937
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Source: National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/paleo/drought/images/temporal_spatial.jpg
Note: Blue square indicates the region of southeastern Kansas that includes Rush County

Recent drought periods in Kansas that affected Rush Counspmmarized below:

2006— According to the National Agricultural Statisticer8ice's spring planting report,
Kansas farmers put in just 3.35 million acres ohda the spring. This number was down
eight percent from the acreage planted the previous y¢lae istate. Producers switched to
less input-intensive crops--crops that require leggaition and fertilizer such as winter
wheat, spring wheat, soybeans, sorghum, cotton, anedilsie beans (Drought Impact
Reporter).

2005—According to the U.S. Department of Agriculture, drought conditions reduced state-
wide corn production by over 18 million bushel sraind state-wide corn production value
by $34.8 million. Drought conditions also reductateswide wheat production by 1,784,000
bushel units and state-wide wheat production valuagpyoximately $6 million (Drought
Impact Reporter).

2003—An on-going drought that was in its third year conéd across most of the area. The
state of Kansas declared drought disaster areasawiestimated cost of $275 million for this
growing season alone. A two to three year droptddued most of the area. Some rainfall
deficits were as high as 20 inches over a 28 miomidp period. Record low river and stream
levels were noted across much of the area. Summer cridpsedigreatly with yields of
beans, corn and milo being much less than normal. Berlefaia fell in the last three days
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of August but at least 50 percent of western Kamsesstill in a drought with continued
large deficits of rainfall. Counties affected w&arber, Clark, Comanche, Edwards, Ellis,
Finney, Ford, Grant, Gray, Hamilton, Haskell, HodgemararKg, Kiowa, Lane, Meade,
Morton, Ness, Pawnee, Pratt, Rush, Scott, Seward, Stafford, Stanton, Stevens, Trego
(NCDC).

I 1996—Water levels in reservoirs and wells became so lowthigaUSDA’s Rural
Development Program gave $9.1 million to four $atecluding Kansas, to dig deeper wells
and move intake valves into deeper areas of existing reservoirs. NCDC reported that the
month of March 1996 was the driest period everatyriocations across western Kansas,
with records dating back 120 years. The wheat crap almost completely wiped out by the
drought. The affected counties in the NCDC repmiuded Barber, Clark, Comanche,
Edwards, Ellis, Finney, Ford, Grant, Gray, Hamilton, Haskell, Hodgeman, Kearny, Kiowa,
Lane, Meade, Morton, Ness, Pawnee, Pratt, Rusht, Ssward, Stafford, Stanton, Stevens,
and Trego

I 1987-1989-During this drought, the Kansas Farm Bureau rego$600 million in losses to
the States winter wheat crop. It was estimated that 42 peof the total crop was lost
statewide. Cattle sent to slaughter increased by 5S4 esult of the feed and water
shortages that accompanied this drought. The 1980s dravagtthe costliest in U.S. history
as well as the most expensive natural disaster of any kind to affect the U.8rdiAgd¢o the
Rush County News, rains received in the county duringvrek of May 15-22, 1989
provided a respite for Rush County from this wideggd drought. Prior to this week of rain,
things were looking grim for the County’s cattlemen and farmers. But, this rain provided
some improvemenRush County New#lay 25, 1989).

From 2005 to 2007, Rush County was included in two USD/Astlsaeclarations that included
drought. According to the Kansas Water Office, during the period from 2003 to 266V, Ru
County was also included in three drought watch declasatod five drought warning
declarations According to the point system utilibgdthe Kansas Water Office, Rush County
received 13 points during this time frame. (1 péimteach watch declaration, 2 points for each
warning and 3 points for each emergency)

According to the USDA'’s Risk Management Agency, insured crop losses in Rush County as a

result of drought conditions from 2005 to 2007 totaled @2,847. Losses to the wheat crop in
2006 alone were over $2 million. Table 3.11 details insared losses from 2005-2007.

Rush County 3.24
Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan
September 2009



Table 3.11 Claims Paid in Rush County for Crop Loss  as a Result of Drought

Year Crop Hazard Claims Paid ($)
2005 Wheat Drought 54,504
2005 Oats Drought 3,837
2005 Corn Drought 23,784
2005 Grain Sorghum Drought 188,592
2005 Silage Drought 8,709
Sorghum
2005 Sunflowers Drought 8,797
2005 Soybeans Drought 12,803
2006 Wheat Drought 2,246,042
2006 Oats Drought 10,906
2006 Corn Drought 56,481
2006 Grain Sorghum Drought 149,336
2006 Sunflowers Drought 5,587
2006 Soybeans Drought 18,231
2007 Wheat Drought 6,250
2007 Grain Sorghum Drought 6,627
2007 Silage Drought 1,818
Sorghum
2007 Soybeans Drought 543
Total 2,802,847

Source: USDA Risk Management Agency, 2009

Probability of Future Occurrences

Lack of precipitation for a given area is the pniyneontributor to drought conditions. Since
precipitation levels cannot be predicted in thegltarm, it is difficult to determine the
probability of future occurrences of drought. Fg3:4 shows the Palmer Drought Severity
Index for the U.S. from 1895-1995. Rush Countyis iregion of central Kansas that
experienced severe and extreme drought 15-19.@men€ the time during that 100-year period.
Considering this historical data as well as more recengeedf drought, the HMPC determined
the probability of future occurrence of drought to hbieely”.

Likely : History of events is greater than 20 percent but less thagual to 33 percent in a given
year.
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Figure 3.4. United States Percent of Time in Drough t, 1895-1995

Palmer Drought Severity Index

1895-1995
Percent of time in severe and extrem e drought

% of time PDSI < 3

[ Less than 5%
[ 5% to 9.99%
[ 10% to 14.9%
M 15% to 19.9%
M 202 or greater

SOURCE: McKee et al. (1993); HOAA (1990); High Plains R egional Climate Center {1996)
Albers Equal Area Projection; Map prepared at the Hational Drought Mitigation Center

Note: Blue Square indicates the region of southeastern Kansas that includes Rush County

Magnitude/Severity

Drought impacts are wide-reaching and may be economiaoamvental, and/or societal. The
most significant impacts associated with drougl{amsas are those related to agriculture. As
discussed in the profile on Agricultural Infestatiohe agricultural industry provides the
economic base for Rush County. A prolonged drought catd kevere economic impacts.

Drought conditions can also cause soil to compadtan absorb water well, potentially making
an area more susceptible to flooding. An ongoing drougkitais®m leave an area more prone to
wildfires.

Limited: 10-25 percent of property severely damaged; shutddvaciiities for more than a
week.

Hazard Summary

Calculated Priority Risk Index Planning Significance
2.50 Moderate
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3.2.5 Extreme Temperatures
Description

Extreme temperature events, both hot and coldhasa severe impacts on human health and
mortality, natural ecosystems, agriculture, and othen@wmic sectors. According to information
provided by FEMA, extreme heat is defined as temapees that hover 10 degrees or more above
the average high temperature for the region annddaseveral weeks. Ambient air temperature

is one component of heat conditions, with relative humialtyng the other. The relationship of

these factors creates what is known as the apparent temperature. The Heat Index chart shown in
Figure 3.5. uses both of these factors to produce a fpridlee apparent temperature or relative
intensity of heat conditions.

Figure 3.5 Heat Index (HI) Chart
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Likelihood of Heat Disorders with Prolonged Exposure or Strenuous Activity
Caution Extreme Caution B Danger W Extreme Danger
Source: National Weather Service (NWS)
Note: Exposure to direct sun can increase Heat Index values by as much as 15°F. The shaded zone above 105°F corresponds to
a HI that may cause increasingly severe heat disorders with continued exposure and/or physical activity.

From 1995-2006, there were 230 fatalities in th®.attributed to summer heat. According to
the National Weather Service, among natural hazardsheo watural disaster—not lightning,
hurricanes, tornadoes, floods, or earthquakieses a greater toll. Table 3.12 below shows
number of heat related fatalities per year form 1998620
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Table 3.12 Extreme Heat Fatalities, U.S. 1995-2006

Year Heat Related Fatalities
1995 1,021
1996 36
1997 81
1998 173
1999 502
2000 158
2001 166
2002 167
2003 36
2004 6
2005 158
2006 253
Total 2757
Annual Avg. (1995-2006) 230

Source: National Weather Service, http://www.weather.gov/os/hazstats/images/67-years.pdf

Those at greatest risk for heat-related illness inclugmiafand children up to four years of age,
people 65 years of age and older, people who are overwaighpeople who are ill or on

certain medications. However, even young and heaittividuals are susceptible if they

participate in strenuous physical activities during hot weather. In agricultural areas, the exposure
of farm workers, as well as livestock, to extrenmageratures is a major concern.

Table 3.13 lists typical symptoms and health impactxpbsure to extreme heat.

Table 3.13.Typical Health Impacts of Extreme Heat

Heat Index (HI) Disorder

80-90° F (HI) Fatigue possible with prolonged exposure and/or physical activity

90-105° F (HI) Sunstroke, heat cramps, and heat exhaustion possible with prolonged exposure
and/or physical activity

105-130° F (HI) Heatstroke/sunstroke highly likely with continued exposure

Source: National Weather Service Heat Index Program, www.weather.gov/os/heat/index.shtmi

The National Weather Service has a system in piagetiate alert procedures (advisories or
warnings) when the Heat Index is expected to havwgnéisant impact on public safety. The
expected severity of the heat determines whethasaiks or warnings are issued. A common
guideline for issuing excessive heat alerts is when thermemidaytime Heat Index is expected
to equal or exceed 105 degrees Fahrenheit (°Fhendight time minimum Heat Index is 80°F
or above for two or more consecutive days.

For humans, extreme cold can cause hypothermiex@@me lowering of the body’s
temperature) and permanent loss of limbs due to frostbignts and the elderly are particularly
at risk, but anyone can be affected. According to the NatiGanter for Health Statistics,
approximately 600 adults die from hypothermia each ye#n,the isolated elderly being most at
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risk. Also at risk are those without shelter oirltyin a home that is poorly insulated or without
heat. Other potential health and safety threatsdectoxic fumes from emergency heaters, and
household fires caused by fireplaces or emergenateise Figure 3.6 below shows the
relationship of wind speed to apparent temperatadetypical time periods for the onset of
frostbite.

Figure 3.6. Wind Chill Chart

Temperature (°F)
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Wind (mph)

9
8
7
6
5
4
4
3

Frostbite Times |:I 30 minutes E‘ 10 minutes [_l 5 minutes

Wind Chill (°F) = 35.74 + 0.6215T - 35.75(V°-1%) + 0.4275T(V"16)
Where, T= Air Temperature (°F) V=Wind Speed (mph) Effective 11/01/01

Source: NOAA, National Weather Service, http://www.weather.gov/om/windchill/

Other effects of extreme cold are discussed as they telslténter Storm in Section 3.2.14.
Warning Time: 1—24+ hours

Duration: 4—more than one week

Geographic Location

The entire planning area is subject to extreme &atpres and all participating jurisdictions are
affected.

Previous Occurrences

During the period from 1950-2005, the NCDC databasedistsincident of extreme cold that
could be considered life-threatening as well as two incidentsgpait unseasonable cold
temperatures but were not life-threatening.
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I December 11, 2008-Arctic air swept across the area and combined witing north winds
producing wind chill reading as low as 45 degrees belenw.

I September 24, 2008-Less than one week after temperatures of around 106aete@n
unseasonable and record setting cold airmass movessate region. On the 24th, many
stations recorded high temperatures in the 40s which eetord for minimum highs.
Following on the morning of the 25 and 26th, redors minimums were record across
many areas. Some records had been establishedSgrears! Some lows include 21 at
Kinsley; 26 at Syracuse; 27 and Ashland; 28 andi&acCity, Jetmore and Montezuma; 29
at Cedar Bluff, Healy and Wilmore; 30 at Hays, Négy, Scott City and the Medicine
Lodge airport; and 31 at Elkhart, Greensburg, Dod@g Richfield, Sublette, Ulysses and
Hays.

I June 6, 1998-Late season freeze damaged 114,200 acres of corn, mila;head

During 2005-2007, Rush County received USDA emergendgmkesons each year for
excessive heat.

During the three year period from 2005-2007, cregurance claims paid as a result of losses
related to extreme temperatures totaled $1,454,084.losses as a result of freeze are also
included in the Winter Storm profile in Section 32.14 bl€a3.14 summarizes the claims paid by
year and type of event.
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Table 3.14 Claims Paid in Rush County for Crop Loss

Temperature Events (2005-2007)

as a Result of Extreme

Year Crop Infestation Type Claims Paid ($)
2005 Corn Heat 8,213
2005 Grain Sorghum Heat 5,985
2005 Sunflowers Heat 2,594
2005 Soybeans Heat 2,619
2006 Wheat Heat 1,151
2006 Corn Heat 2,841
2006 Grain Sorghum Heat 3,998
2006 Soybeans Heat 5,752
2007 Soybeans Heat 2,383
Heat Total 35,537

2005 Corn Hot Wind 12,455
2005 Grain Sorghum Hot Wind 1,465
2006 Corn Hot Wind 7,444
2006 Grain Sorghum Hot Wind 3,490
Hot Wind Total 24,854

2005 Wheat Freeze 41,242
2006 Wheat Freeze 896,689
2006 Grain Sorghum Freeze 22,787
2006 Soybeans Freeze 2,305
2007 Wheat Freeze 330,580
Freeze Total 1,293,603

2006 Wheat Frost 26,158
2007 Wheat Frost 73,931
Frost Total 100,090

Total 1,454,084

USDA Risk Management, 2009
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Figure 3.7graphs the record temperatures by month fromtb32@®07.

Figure 3.7 Daily Temperature Averages and Extremes,  Bison, Kansas
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« - Extreme Max. is the maximum of all daily maximum temperatures recorded for the day of the year.
@ Ave. Max. is the average of all daily maximum temperatures recorded for the day of the year.
@ Ave. Min. is the average of all daily minimum temperatures recorded for the day of the year.

« - Extreme Min. is the minimum of all daily minimum temperatures recorded for the day of the year.
Source: High Plains Regional Climate Center,
http://www.hprcc.unl.edu/data/historical/index.php?state=ks&action=select_state&submit=Select+State

As shown in Table 3.15 below, during the periodfrd923-2008, the National Weather Service
Station at Bison, Kansas recorded an annual average of 73.6 days with itmeimasmperature
over 90 degrees Fahrenheit and an average of gsAvdth the minimum temperature below
zero degrees Fahrenheit.

Table 3.15 Period of Record (1923-2008)-Temperature  Maximum and Minimum Bison, KS

Month # Days >= 90° F # Days <= 32°F # Days<=32°F # Days <= 0° F
Daily High Temperature Daily Low Temperature

January 0.0 7.8 29.9 2.8
February 0.0 5 25.4 1.7
March 0.0 1.6 20.3 4
April 0.8 A 7 0
May 3.5 0 6 0
June 13.8 0 0 0
July 22.6 0 0 0
August 20.7 0 0 0
September 10.2 0 0
October 2.0 1 2 0
November 0.0 1.3 5 2
December 0.0 5.1 20.2 1.3
Annual 73.6 20.9 28.9 6.4

Source: High Plains Regional Climate Center Table updated on July 15, 2008
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Probability of Future Occurrences

Although periods of extreme heat generally occur on an &bagss, events that create a serious
public health risk or threaten infrastructure cagyaaccur less often. The planning committee
determined that damaging events occur “occasionally”.

Occasional:Event is probable within the next five years.
Magnitude/Severity

Due to the potential for fatalities and the podsbior the loss of electric power due to
increased strain on power generation and distobutr air conditioning, periods of extreme
heat can severely affect the planning area. Intiatdiaccompanying drought may compound
the problem exacerbating agricultural and economic losElee impacts of extreme cold in the
planning area have been primarily associated witltaljwral losses. However, extreme cold
can also cause injury such as frostbite or in extrsituations, death.

Although the most common impact of extreme temperatulessss to crops, the primary
concerns expressed by the planning committee f@htzard are the human health and safety
issues. The county has a high percentage of eldegulation that either does not have air
conditioning or chooses not to use it due to th@eaese. This same at-risk population is more
susceptible to extreme cold as the elderly are rilagly to have problems regulating body
temperature. The magnitude level assigned tchdmsard was determined to be “negligible” as
reported previous events did not result in human injury athde

Negligible: less than 10 percent of property severely damaged

Hazard Summary

Calculated Priority Risk Index Planning Significance
1.75 Low
3.2.6 Flood

Description

There are several different types of potential flood evenRush County including riverine,
flash flooding, and urban stormwater. Riverine floodindaéned as an event when a
watercourse exceeds its “bank-full” capacity andhésrhost common type of flood event.
Riverine flooding generally occurs as a result of proldmgénfall, or rainfall that is combined
with soils already saturated from previous rain evertie. area adjacent to a river channel is its
floodplain. In its common usage, “floodplain” most oftefers to that area that is inundated by
the 100-year flood, the flood that has a 1 percent chiarexey given year of being equaled or
exceeded. The 1 percent annual flood is the national sthtad&vhich communities regulate
their floodplains through the National Flood Insumizogram.

Rush County 3.33
Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan
September 2009



Factors that directly affect the amount of floodaftf include precipitation, intensity and
distribution, the amount of soil moisture, seasaaaiation in vegetation, and water-resistance
of the surface areas due to urbanization. The term "flast'fldescribes localized floods of
great volume and short duration. In contrast teriie flooding, this type of flood usually results
from a heavy rainfall on a relatively small drainage aRacipitation of this sort usually occurs
in the spring and summer. Urban flood events result addaed its ability to absorb rainfall as
it is converted from fields or woodlands to roauisijdings, and parking lots. Urbanization
increases runoff two to six times over what woutdwr on undeveloped terrain.

The onset of flooding varies depending on the cause andRigsh flooding and dam/levee
failure inundation typically occur with little or no wang, whereas flooding caused by long
periods of excessive rainfall tends to have longer duration but more gradual onset.

Warning Time: 4 —less than 6 hours
Duration: 2—less than one day
Geographic Location

The best available data for flooding in Rush County dutiegvulnerability analysis phase of
this planning effort was HAZUS-MH MR3, FEMA'’s software program for estimating potential
losses from disasters. HAZUS was used to generaite percent annual flood, or 100-year
flood, event for major rivers and creeks in the Countye Jditware produces a flood polygon
and flood depth grid that represent the 100-year floddile not as accurate as official flood
maps these floodplain boundaries are for use in G$8eébhss estimation.

This section provides geographic location of thevin flood hazard areas as identified by
FEMA flood insurance rate maps and/or HAZUS for RGshunty and all incorporated cities in
the County. However, as previously indicated, Aleder, Liebenthal, Otis, and Timken did not
participate in the planning process. Figure 3.8rsg@ of Rush County’s 100-year floodplain as
generated by HAZUS-MH MR3. Figures 3.9 through 3.2Qhe following pages provide flood
risk maps for the incorporated Cities. The avdddiood Hazard Boundary Maps (FHBM) or
Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) and the HAZUS-generd6d/éar floodplain maps are
provided for Alexander, Lacrosse, McCracken, Rusht€r, and Timken. For Bison,
Liebenthal, and Otis, just the HAZUS map is displayed esetlareas do not have available
Flood Insurance Rate Maps.
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Rush County

There is no available Flood Insurance Rate Map t@tRCounty. Therefore, the geographic
area of flood risk is displayed utilizing the HAZUS 100-y#8aod inundated areas. The
northern one-third of Rush County is in the Smokly River drainage basin. Big Timber Creek
is the largest tributary to the Smoky Hill RiverRush County. The Smoky Hill River begins in
northeastern Ness County, entering Rush Countyevicinity of McCracken and Ellis County
northeast of Liebenthal. Other Smoky Hill tribuésrin Rush County include Shelter Creek,
Duck Creek, and Eagle Creek. The southern two-thirds of the County isAnkidnesas River
drainage basin. The major stream in this part of the gasiWalnut Creek which begins in
western Lane County about 55 miles west of where it eRigsh County near Alexander.
Walnut Creek flows eastward across Rush County and enters Barton €asindf Shaffer.
Major tributaries to Walnut Creek from the southlumie Old Maid Fork, Sandy Creek, and
Otter Creek. Alexander Dry Creek and Sand Creekter major tributaries to Walnut Creek
from the north. Dry Walnut and Dry Creeks trendtaertheast n the southeast quarter of Rush
County and enter Walnut Creek in Barton County. Alongstheh side of Rush County are
headwater areas for some tributaries of Pawnee Rfiamsas Geological Survey Bulletin 207
by Jesse M. McNellis, 1973).
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Figure 3.8 Rush County HAZUS 100-Year Flood Hazard
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Alexander

Walnut Creek flows through the north east corner of oiytd. The floodplain covers roughly
the northern two-thirds of city limits.

Figure 3.9 Flood Hazard Boundary Map-Alexander, Kan  sas
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Figure 3.10 Alexander HAZUS 100-year Flood Hazard

Bison

Sand Creek, a tributary to Walnut Creek flows ®sbuth of the City of Bison. However,
according to this assessment, the City of Bison incorporatea is not vulnerable to the 100-

year flood hazard. A FEMA FIRM has not been completed f®oB Although riverine

flooding is not a problem in Bison, stormwater flooding can be an issue in this jurisdiction. The
City of Bison is situated on very flat terrain. Stormwater takes a long time to drain. The original
culverts are too small and some have silted shuaddition, ditches and gutters have filled with

silt forcing water into the streets during heavipsa

Figure 3.11 Bison HAZUS 100-year Flood Hazard
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Insurance  Number  Claims

Effective FIRM Policies in Force of Totals
Jurisdiction Status/Date Date in Force (%) Claims %)










Claims
Year Crop Hazard Paid

Calculated Priority Risk Index Planning Significance




Intensity Diameter Diameter Size :
Typical Damage Impacts

Category (mm) (inches) Description




Hail Size Number of Events Property Damages Crop Damages




Insurance
Year Crop Hazard Paid ($




http://www.nssl.noaa.gov/hazard/hazardmap.html

Figure 3.23 is based on hailstorm data from 1982418 shows the probability of hailstorm
occurrence (2" diameter or larger) based on numberys plar year within a 12.5 mile radius of
a given point on the map.
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http://www.nssl.noaa.gov/users/brooks/public _html/bighail.qif
Note: Black rectangle indicates approximate location of Rush County

Based on the reported 203 events in the NCDC database of hail considered severe or higher
impact on the TORRO scale, the probability for dgim@ hail in Rush County exceeds 100% in
any given year. Therefore, the probability is “highlyeliK.

Highly Likely : History of events is greater than 33 percent likely per year.
Magnitude/Severity

The most devastating losses to hail in Rush Countynisrgély to crops. As reported in previous
events, if a hail event occurs during periods ingteving season when crops are most
vulnerable, damages can be devastating. Damages also ommiisio/ehicles, windows and
other personal property and are largely covered by primateance.

Critical: 25-50 percent of property severely damaged.

Hazard Summary

Calculated Priority Risk Index Planning Significance







www.lightningsafety.noaa.gov/lightning_map.htm
Note: Black square indicates approximate location of Rush County

Previous Occurrences

The NCDC database has two records of damaging lightning event in Rush County from 1950 to
December 2008. On July 6, 1988, lightning caused a firaldstoyed 200 bales of hay in Otis.
Damages were estimated to be $500,000. On September 89nl@&rous grass fires were
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Calculated Priority Risk Index Planning Significance










Calculated Priority Risk Index Planning Significance




Fujita (F) Fujita Scale
Scale Wind Estimate (mph) Typical Damage

www.spc.noaa.gov/fag/tornado/f-scale.html

Table 3.22 below shows wind speeds associated metEhhanced Fujita Scale ratings. The
Enhanced Fuijita Scale’s damage indicators and degreemafjdacan be found online at
www.spc.noaa.gov/efscale/ef-scale.html.

Table 3.22. Enhanced Fujita Scale

Enhanced Fujita Enhanced Fujita Scale Wind

(EF) Scale Estimate (mph)







Location Magnitude Fatalities Injuries Property Damage ($










Calculated Priority Risk Index Planning Significance



















Cit Provider




City Provider




Location Provider Max. Modem







Calculated Priority Risk Index Planning Significance




Year # Fires Injuries Fatalities Estimated Losses ($ Acres Burned

Calculated Priority Risk Index Planning Significance







http://www.fema.gov/plan/prevent/saferoom/tsfs02_wind_zones.shtm
Note: Blue square indicates approximate location of Rush County

Previous Occurrences

Rush County has not been included in any presialetisaster declaration that specifically
included high winds. However, generally, the events tlthtdied severe storms likely included
high winds as well. For reference, the four declaratiortsRhah County received including
severe storms are summarized below in Table 3TAése events are also discussed separately
in the hail, flood, and tornado profiles.

Table 3.27 Severe Storm Declarations in Rush County

Declaration Declaration Date

Number incident period Disaster Description










http://www.nssl.noaa.gov/hazard/hazardmap.html

According to NCDC, there were 52 wind events infiRGeunty between September 1993 and
December 2008 (15.25 years). Based on this informatierprtbability that at least one
significant wind event will occur in Rush Countyany given year is 100 percent with an annual
average of 3.4 events per year.

Highly Likely —History of events is greater than 33 percent jikedr year.
Magnitude/Severity

Estimated damages in the NCDC database for the 15.g8ad were reported to be

$1,156,000 in property damages and 165,000 in crop damitzes; damages and costs as a

result of such events are often not reported.ti&se estimates can be considered to be very
conservative. Common types of damages were structural damages caused by falling limbs and
debris, roof damages, overturned vehicles and lighttstres, and downed power poles resulting

in some loss of electric service. In addition, cleagasfcthe debris left behind can be costly and

is generally not reported in damage estimates iDQC

Limited —10 to 25 percent of property is severely damaggdties and/or illnesses do not
result in permanent disability.
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Calculated Priority Risk Index Planning Significance







www.oznet.ksu.edu/wdl/Maps/Climatic/AnnualFreezeMap.asp
Note: Black square indicates Rush County

Figure 3.41 shows that Rush County falls in a zone that receives 8-9 hours of freezing rain per
year.
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http://ams.confex.com/ams/pdfpapers/71872.pdf.
Note: Black square indicates approximate location of Rush County

Previous Occurrences

Of the seven Major Presidential Disaster Declarationshigsa occurred in Rush County since
1955, three have been related to winter stormsdttition, the entire State of Kansas received
an Emergency Declaration for Winter Storm in Decen2007. Details of these events are
provided in Table 3.29.

Table 3.29 Winter Storm Disaster Declaration Histor y in Rush County, 1955-Present

Declaration
Number Declaration Date Disaster Description
















Year Crop Hazard Claims Paid




Calculated Priority Risk Index Planning Significance
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Requirement 8201.6(c)(2)(ii) :[The risk assessment  shall include a] description of the jurisdiction’s
vulnerability to the hazards described in paragraph (c)(2)(i) of this section. This description shall
include an overall summary of each hazard and its i mpact on the community.

Requirement §201.6(c)(2)(ii)(A) :The plan should de scribe vulnerability in terms of the types and
numbers of existing and future buildings, infrastru cture, and critical facilities located in the
identified hazard areas.

Requirement §201.6(c)(2)(ii)(B) :[The plan should d  escribe vulnerability in terms of an] estimate of
the potential dollar losses to vulnerable structure s identified in paragraph (c)(2)(i)(A) of this

section and a description of the methodology used t 0 prepare the estimate.

Requirement 8201.6(c)(2)(ii)(C): [The plan should d escribe vulnerability in terms of] providing a
general description of land uses and development tr ends within the community so that mitigation
options can be considered in future land use decisi ons.

Requirement §201.6(c)(2)(ii): (As of October 1, 200 8) [The risk assessment] must also address
National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) insured str  uctures that have been repetitively damaged
floods.




Building Building Building  Total Exposure

Population Count Exposure ($ Content ($ $
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National/State

Register/Date
Property Name Address Location Listed




Replacement Value Occupancy/
Name of Asset $ Capacity #

Rush County Unincorporated Areas

Bison

La Crosse




Replacement Value Occupancy/
Name of Asset (%) Capacity #

McCracken

Rush Center

USD 395,-La Crosse







Relative

Max Storage Downstream Downstream
Dam Name Location (acre ft) Dam Hazard Communities Impacts




Elevation of Item Maximum Elevation of

Distance Downstream all are approximate Breach Wave.







Elevation of ltem Maximum Elevation of
ltem Distance Downstream Breach Wave.







Elevation of Item Maximum Elevation of

Distance Downstream (all are approximate) Breach Wave.







Elevation of ltem Maximum Elevation of
ltem Distance Downstream Breach Wave.







Elevation of ltem Maximum Elevation of

Distance Downstream i Breach Wave.







City Houses Houses

Highway Railroad Roads Inundation Evacuation Total







Total % Age 65 % Age 5 and % Individuals Below

Community Population and Over Under Poverty Level*
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Building Exposure Building Damage Loss Ratio

Jurisdiction (9 ($) (%)







Population

Displaced Needing
Jurisdiction Population Shelter







Flood Depth
Flooded Ciritical Facility Name Near City (19)































Insurance  Number  Claims

Effective FIRM Policies in Force of Totals
Jurisdiction Status/Date Date in Force (%) Claims %)










95% Loss of Structure

City Number of  Total Structure % City Area Value in Damaged
Community Area  Structures Value ($) Damaged by EF5 Area ($







Wastewater Wastewater
Treatment Treatment

Drinking  Potable (partial (complete
Electric Water Water
City Name Population . . Totals










Percent 1990 2000 Percent

1990 p{0[0]0) 2007 Change Housing Housing Change
Location Population  Population  Population  1990-2007 Units Units 1990-2000

http://budget.ks.gov/files/FY2010/KS _Certified Population July2008.xls

Planned Development/Expansion Activities

Linde World Wide (formerly BOC Gases) of Otis, the settargest helium extraction plant in
the world, is in process of an expansion.

In late 2008, I.A.C.X. Energy, LLC, establisheditate scrubber plant north of the helium plant
in Otis.

Most of the growth the planning area is experieq@arrently is related to energy companies. A
major power line distribution line is planned in the né&xee years and will cross the county.
The exact location for this planned distribution line is unknown.

In late 2008, West Wind Energy, LLC, purchasedftimmer Ochs, Inc. building in Otis. The
company remanufactures wind turbines and currently grafdull-time people, with plans to
expand the work force to 15-20 by summer 2009. The first of two wind turbines were installed
the spring of 2009. Demand is reportedly strong.

A major power distribution line is planned to trese Rush County originating from a wind farm
in southwest Kansas. This line has the capacity to servieoadd wind farms.

The LaCrosse Livestock Market handles about 50,000 hexagepr. The owner has plans for an
expansion to the holding pens in the near future.

Several new homes have been constructed in thégvagears. Most recently, two large homes
were constructed east of La Crosse in a new development area.

In 2008, the City of Bison received a block granbe used for the demolition or rehabilitation
of un-livable homes in the community.

The City of La Crosse continues to enforce an @ngiee requiring the rehabilitation or
demolition of unoccupied structures. Most otheesitwithin the county have enforced similar
ordinances.
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Probability  Calculated

Warning Magnitude/  of Future Priority Planning
Time Duration Severit Events Risk Index  Significance










44 CFR Requirement 201.6(c)(3): The plan shall incl ude a mitigation strategy that provides the
jurisdiction’s blueprint for reducing the potential losses identified in the risk assessment, based

on existing authorities, policies, programs and res ources, and its ability to expand on and
improve these existing tools.

44 CFR Requirement 201.6(c)(3)(i): [The hazard mit igation strategy shall include a] description of

mitigation goals to reduce or avoid long-term vulne rabilities to the identified hazards.




44 CFR Requirement §201.6(c)(3)(ii): The mitigation strategy shall include a section that identifies
and analyzes a comprehensive range of specific miti gation actions and projects being considered

to reduce the effects of each hazard, with particular emphasis on new and existing buildings and
infrastructure.




44 CFR Requirement §201.6(c)(3)(ii): The mitigation strategy shall include an action strategy
describing how the actions identified in paragraph (c)(2)(ii) will be prioritized, implemented, and

administered by the local jurisdiction. Prioritizat ion shall include a special emphasis on the extent
to which benefits are maximized according to a cost benefits review of the proposed projects and
their associated costs.
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44 CFR Requirement 201.6(c)(4): The plan maintenanc e process shall include a section describing

the method and schedule of monitoring, evaluating, and updating the mitigation plan within a five-
year cycle.







44 CFR Requirement 8201.6(c)(4)(ii):[The plan shall include a] process by which local

governments incorporate the requirements of the mit igation plan into other planning mechanisms
such as comprehensive or capital improvement plans, when appropriate.




44 CFR Requirement §201.6(c)(4)(iii): [The plan maintenance process shall include a] discussion

on how the community will continue public participa tion in the plan maintenance process.
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State & Federal Agencies SORTED ALPHABETICALLY BY AGENCY

gteagarden@kda.ks.gov

kdomer@kda.ks.gov

Reginald Robinson, President
and CEO

Tom Morey, National Flood
Insurance Program

Steve Samuelson, National
Flood Insurance Program

Sandy Johnson, Agricultural
Homeland Security and
Emergency Management

Kansas Board of Regents
1000 SW Jackson St., Suite 520
Topeka, Kansas 66612-1368
(785) 296-3421

rrobinson@ksbor.org

Salih Doughramaji, Community
Development

Kansas Department of Commerce
1000 S.W. Jackson Street, Suite 100
Topeka, KS 66612-1354
Phone: 785-296-3610
Fax: 785-296-3776

salih@kansascommerce.co
m

Dr. Alexa Posny,
Kansas Commissioner of
Education

Kansas Department of Education
120 SE 10" Avenue
Topeka, KS 66612-1182
(785) 296-3202

aposny@ksde.org

Cathy Tucker-Vogel

Kansas Department of Health and
Environment
Curtis State Office Building
1000 SW Jackson
Topeka, KS 66612

(785) 368-7130

ctuckerv@kdhe.state.ks.us.

Ken Powell

Kansas Department of Health and
Environment
Curtis State Office Building
1000 SW Jackson
Topeka, KS 66612

(785) 296-1121

KPowell@kdhe.state.ks.us
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State & Federal Agencies SORTED ALPHABETICALLY BY AGENCY

MCMcNult@kdhe.state.ks.u

s
Mark Krentz, Emergency Kansas Department of Transportation krentz@ksdot.org
Coordinator
700 S.W. Harrison Street
Topeka, Kansas 66603-3754
Rob Lader, Emergency Kansas Department of Wildlife and Parks robl@wp.state.ks.us
Management Coordinator (785) 273-6740
Barbara Schoof Conant Kansas Department on Aging barbara.conant@aging.ks.g
Director of Public Affairs ov
New England Building
503 South Kansas Avenue
Topeka, KS 66603
(785) 296-6154
Brad Moeller, Hazard Mitigation Kansas Division of Emergency Management Brad.moeller@tag.ks.gov
Planner
State Defense Bldg, Lower Level
2800 SW Topeka Blvd
Topeka, KS 66611-1287
Jacob Gray, Hazard Mitigation Kansas Division of Emergency Management Jacob.gray@tag.ks.gov
Officer
State Defense Bldg, Lower Level
2800 SW Topeka Blvd
Topeka, KS 66611-1287
Jessica Frye, Homeland Kansas Division of Emergency Management Jessica.frye@tag.ks.gov

Security/GIS Coordinator
State Defense Bldg, Lower Level

2800 SW Topeka Blvd




State & Federal Agencies SORTED ALPHABETICALLY BY AGENCY

thompson@ksfm.state.ks.u
s
Capt Eric Pippin, Emergency Kansas Highway Patrol epippin@khp.ks.gov
Operations and assisted by General Headquarters mlawrence@khp.ks.gov
Melanie Lawrence 122 SW 7th
Topeka, KS 66603
(785) 368-8075 Capt Pippin
(785) 368-7179 Ms. Lawrence
Patrick Zollner, Director Kansas Historical Society pzoliner@kshs.org
Cultural Resources
6425 SW Sixth Avenue
Topeka KS 66615-1099
785-272-8681 (Telephone)
785-272-8682 (Fax)
Robert Hoard, NAGPRA Kansas State rhoard@kshs.org
Coordinator Historical Society, 6425 SW Sixth Avenue,
Topeka, KS
(785) 272-8681 (extension 269)
Ray Aslin, State Forester Kansas State Forestry raslin@ksu.edu
2610 Claflin Road, Manhattan, KS 66502 Eward@ksu.edu
785-532-3300
FAX 785-532-3305 hartmanj@ksu.edu
rodney2@ksu.edu
rhauck@ksu.edu
Tom Lowe Kansas Water Office tlowe@kwo.state.ks.us
109 SW 9th, Ste 300
Topeka, KS 66612
Andy Bailey, Warning NOAA's National Weather Service Andy.bailey@noaa.gov




State & Federal Agencies SORTED ALPHABETICALLY BY AGENCY

David.floyd@noaa.gov

Jeff Hutton, Warning
Coordination Meteorologist

NOAA's National Weather Service
Dodge City, KS Weather Forecast Office
104 Airport Road

Dodge City, KS 67801-9351
620-225-6514

jeff.hutton@noaa.gov

Jennifer Stark, Warning
Coordination Meteorologist

NOAA's National Weather Service
Topeka, KS Weather Forecast Office
1116 NE Strait Avenue
Topeka, KS 66616-1667
785-234-2592

Jennifer.stark@noaa.gov

Greg Gardner, Critical
Infrastructure Protection
Program

Chuck Clanahan, Kansas
Protective Security Advisor

US Department of Homeland Security

greg.gardner@dhs.gov

chuck.clanahan@dhs.gov

Jud Kneuvean, Natural
Disasters Program Manager

USACE, Kansas City District
601 E. 12th Street, Room 164 (OD-E)
Kansas City, Missouri 64106-2896
(816) 983-3281

Eugene.J.Kneuvean@nwkO

2.usace.army.mil

Pete Navesky, Operations

USACE, Tulsa District

1645 S. 101st E. Ave.

Tulsa, OK 74121-4629
(918) 669-7325 or 7327

peter.navesky@us.army.mil























































State, Federal, and Local
Agencies

SORTED ALPHABETICALLY BY AGENCY

gteagarden@kda.ks.gov

kdomer@kda.ks.gov

Reginald Robinson, President
and CEO

Tom Morey, National Flood
Insurance Program

Steve Samuelson, National
Flood Insurance Program

Sandy Johnson, Agricultural
Homeland Security and
Emergency Management

Kansas Board of Regents
1000 SW Jackson St., Suite 520
Topeka, Kansas 66612-1368
(785) 296-3421

rrobinson@ksbor.org

Salih Doughramaji, Community
Development

Kansas Department of Commerce
1000 S.W. Jackson Street, Suite 100
Topeka, KS 66612-1354
Phone: 785-296-3610
Fax: 785-296-3776

salih@kansascommerce.co
m

Dr. Alexa Posny,
Kansas Commissioner of
Education

Kansas Department of Education
120 SE 10" Avenue
Topeka, KS 66612-1182
(785) 296-3202

aposny@ksde.org

Cathy Tucker-Vogel

Kansas Department of Health and
Environment
Curtis State Office Building
1000 SW Jackson
Topeka, KS 66612

(785) 368-7130

ctuckerv@kdhe.state.ks.us.
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State, Federal, and Local

Agencies

SORTED ALPHABETICALLY BY AGENCY

KPowell@kdhe.state.ks.us

Michael McNulty, BT
Operations Officer

Kansas Department of Health and
Environment

Curtis State Office Building
1000 SW Jackson
Topeka, KS 66612

(785) 296-5201

MCMcNult@kdhe.state.ks.u

S

Mark Krentz, Emergency
Coordinator

Kansas Department of Transportation
700 S.W. Harrison Street

Topeka, Kansas 66603-3754

krentz@ksdot.org

Rob Lader, Emergency
Management Coordinator

Kansas Department of Wildlife and Parks
(785) 273-6740

robl@wp.state.ks.us

Barbara Schoof Conant

Kansas Department on Aging
Director of Public Affairs

New England Building
503 South Kansas Avenue
Topeka, KS 66603

(785) 296-6154

barbara.conant@aging.ks.qg
oV

Brad Moeller, Hazard Mitigation

Planner

Kansas Division of Emergency Management
State Defense Bldg, Lower Level
2800 SW Topeka Blvd

Topeka, KS 66611-1287

Brad.moeller@tag.ks.gov

Jacob Gray, Hazard Mitigation

Officer

Kansas Division of Emergency Management
State Defense Bldg, Lower Level

2800 SW Topeka Blvd

Jacob.gray@tag.ks.gov




State, Federal, and Local

Agencies

SORTED ALPHABETICALLY BY AGENCY

Jessica.frye@tag.ks.gov

Dan Thompson

Kansas Fire Marshal’s Office
700 SW Jackson St. Suite 600
Topeka, Ks. 66603-3714

(785) 296-3401

thompson@ksfm.state.ks.u
S

Capt Eric Pippin, Emergency
Operations and assisted by
Melanie Lawrence

Kansas Highway Patrol
General Headquarters
122 SW 7th
Topeka, KS 66603
(785) 368-8075 Capt Pippin
(785) 368-7179 Ms. Lawrence

epippin@khp.ks.gov
mlawrence@khp.ks.gov

Patrick Zollner, Director

Kansas Historical Society
Cultural Resources

6425 SW Sixth Avenue
Topeka KS 66615-1099

785-272-8681 (Telephone)
785-272-8682 (Fax)

pzollner@kshs.org

Robert Hoard, NAGPRA
Coordinator

Kansas State

Historical Society, 6425 SW Sixth Avenue,

Topeka, KS

(785) 272-8681 (extension 269)

rhoard@kshs.org

Ray Aslin, State Forester

Kansas State Forestry

2610 Claflin Road, Manhattan, KS 66502

785-532-3300
FAX 785-532-3305

raslin@ksu.edu

Eward@ksu.edu

hartmanj@ksu.edu

rodney2@ksu.edu




State, Federal, and Local
Agencies

SORTED ALPHABETICALLY BY AGENCY

rhauck@ksu.edu

Tom Lowe

Kansas Water Office
109 SW 9th, Ste 300

Topeka, KS 66612

tlowe@kwo.state.ks.us

Andy Bailey, Warning
Coordination Meteorologist

NOAA's National Weather Service

Kansas City/Pleasant Hill, MO Weather
Forecast Office

1803 North 7 Highway
Pleasant Hill, MO 64080-9421

816-540-6021

Andy.bailey@noaa.gov

David Floyd, Warning
Coordination Meteorologist

NOAA's National Weather Service
Goodland, KS Weather Forecast Office
920 Armory Road
Goodland, KS 67735-9273

785-899-7119

David.floyd@noaa.gov

Jeff Hutton, Warning
Coordination Meteorologist

NOAA's National Weather Service
Dodge City, KS Weather Forecast Office
104 Airport Road

Dodge City, KS 67801-9351
620-225-6514

jeff.hutton@noaa.gov

Jennifer Stark, Warning
Coordination Meteorologist

NOAA's National Weather Service
Topeka, KS Weather Forecast Office
1116 NE Strait Avenue
Topeka, KS 66616-1667
785-234-2592

Jennifer.stark@noaa.gov

Greg Gardner, Critical
Infrastructure Protection
Program

Chuck Clanahan, Kansas

US Department of Homeland Security

greg.gardner@dhs.gov




State, Federal, and Local

Agencies

SORTED ALPHABETICALLY BY AGENCY

- chuckclanahan@dhs.gov |

Jud Kneuvean, Natural
Disasters Program Manager

USACE, Kansas City District
601 E. 12th Street, Room 164 (OD-E)
Kansas City, Missouri 64106-2896
(816) 983-3281

Eugene.J.Kneuvean@nwkO
2.usace.army.mil

Pete Navesky, Operations

USACE, Tulsa District

1645 S. 101st E. Ave.

Tulsa, OK 74121-4629
(918) 669-7325 or 7327

peter.navesky@us.army.mil

Neighboring County Stakeholders

Trego County

Kathleen Fabrizius, Coordinator
Trego County Emergency Management
216 Main
WakKeeney , KS 67672
Office: (785) 743-2753
Fax: (785) 743-2917
Sheriff: (785) 743-5721

mrsfab@yahoo.com

Ellis County

Bill Ring, Coordinator
Ellis County Emergency Management
105 West 12th Street
Hays, KS 67601-3648
Office: (785) 625-1060
Fax: (785) 625-1081
Sheriff: (785) 625-1040

disaster@ellisco.net

Russell County

Keith Haberer, KCEM, Coordinator
Russell County Emergency Management
850 N. EIm Street
P.O. Box 158
Bunker Hill, KS 67626
Office: (785) 483-5100
Fax: (785) 483-2303
Sheriff: (785) 483-2121

russellcountyem@rfd5.org

Barton County

Amy Miller, KCEM,Coordinator
Barton County Emergency Management
1400 Main St. , Room 108
Great Bend , KS 67530 -4037
Office: (620) 793-1919
Fax: (620) 793-1983
Sheriff: (620) 793-1920/1876

emermgnt@bartoncounty.or
g

Pawnee County

Mark Wagner, Coordinator/LEPC Chairperson
Pawnee County Emergency Preparedness
715 Broadway Rm #5
Larned , KS 67550
Office: 620-285-8966
Fax: (620) 285-8910
Sheriff: (620) 285-2211

mwagner@pcem.kscoxmail
.com

Ness County

David Snyder, Coordinator/LEPC Chairperson
Ness County Emergency Management
105 S. Penn
Ness City , KS 67560
Office: (785) 798-4864
Fax: (785) 798-3680
Sheriff; (785) 798-3611

dsnyder512@gbta.net



































































