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CHAPTER 1. 
PLANNING PARTNER PARTICIPATION 

 

1.1 BACKGROUND 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) encourages multi-jurisdictional planning for hazard 

mitigation. Such planning efforts require all participating jurisdictions to fully participate in the process and 

formally adopt the resulting planning document. Chapter 44 of the Code of Federal Regulations (44 CFR) 

states: 

 “Multi-jurisdictional plans (e.g. watershed plans) may be accepted, as appropriate, as long as 

each jurisdiction has participated in the process and has officially adopted the plan.” 

(Section 201.6.a (4)) 

In the preparation of the Spokane County Hazard Mitigation Plan Update, a Planning Partnership was 

formed to leverage resources and to meet requirements of the federal Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 

(DMA) for as many eligible local governments in Spokane County as possible. The DMA defines a local 

government as follows: 

 “Any county, municipality, city, town, township, public authority, school district, special 

district, intrastate district, council of governments (regardless of whether the council of 

governments is incorporated as a nonprofit corporation under State law), regional or interstate 

government entity, or agency or instrumentality of a local government; any Indian tribe or 

authorized tribal organization, or Alaska Native village or organization; and any rural 

community, unincorporated town or village, or other public entity.” 

There are two types of Planning Partners in this process, with distinct needs and capabilities: 

• Incorporated municipalities (cities and the County) 

• Special purpose districts. 

1.2 THE PLANNING PARTNERSHIP 

Initial Solicitation and Letters of Intent 

The planning team solicited the participation of cities in the County and all County-recognized special 

purpose districts at the outset of this project. A meeting was held on May 22, 2019 at Northern Quest Casino 

Conference Facilities to introduce the planning process to jurisdictions in the County that could have a stake 

in the outcome of the planning effort. All eligible local governments within the planning area were invited 

to attend. Various agency and citizen stakeholders were also invited to this meeting. The goals of the 

meeting were as follows: 

• Provide an overview of the Disaster Mitigation Act. 

• Provide an update on the planning grant. 

• Outline work plan for the Spokane County hazard mitigation plan update. 

• Describe the benefits of multi-jurisdictional planning. 

• Solicit planning partners. 

• Confirm a Planning Team. 
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All interested local governments were provided with a list of planning partner expectations developed by 

the planning team and were informed of the obligations required for participation. Local governments 

wishing to join the planning effort were asked to provide the planning team with a “notice of intent to 

participate” that agreed to the planning partner expectations and designate a point of contact for their 

jurisdiction. In all, formal commitment was received from 22 planning partners (including the County), and 

the Spokane County Planning Partnership was formed. 

Planning Partner Expectations 

The Planning Partnership developed the following list of Planning Partner Expectations, which were 

confirmed at the kickoff meeting held on May 22, 2019: 

• Each partner will provide a “Letter of Intent to Participate.” 

• Each partner will support and participate in the development of the update.  

• Each partner will provide support for the public involvement strategy in the form of mailing 

lists, possible meeting space, and media outreach such as newsletters, newspapers or direct-

mailed brochures. 

• Each partner will participate in plan update development activities such as: 

– Planning Team meetings 

– Public meetings or open houses 

– Workshops and planning partner training sessions 

– Public review and comment periods prior to adoption. 

 Attendance at such activities will be tracked to document participation for each planning 

partner. A minimum level of participation was established and identified in the Letters of Intent 

to Participate team to ensure equitable involvement. 

• Each partner will be expected to perform a “consistency review” of all technical studies, plans, 

and ordinances specific to hazards identified within the planning area to determine the 

existence of plans, studies or ordinances not consistent with the equivalent documents reviewed 

in preparation of the County plan. For example: if a planning partner has a floodplain 

management plan that makes recommendations that are not consistent with any of the County’s 

basin plans, that plan will need to be reviewed for probable incorporation into the plan for the 

partner’s area. 

• Each partner will be expected to review the risk assessment and identify hazards and 

vulnerabilities specific to its jurisdiction. Contract resources will provide jurisdiction-specific 

mapping and technical consultation to aid in this task, but the determination of risk and 

vulnerability will be up to each partner. 

• Each partner will be expected to review the mitigation recommendations chosen for the overall 

county and determine if they will meet the needs of its jurisdiction. Projects within each 

jurisdiction consistent with the overall plan recommendations will need to be identified, 

prioritized and reviewed to determine their benefits and costs. 

• Each partner will be required to create its own action plan that identifies each project, who will 

oversee the task, how it will be financed and when it is estimated to occur. 

• Each partner will be required to participate in at least one public meeting to present the draft 

plan, in addition to participation in the public outreach strategy of identifying risk to the 

community. 
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• Each partner will be required to formally adopt the plan. 

• Each planning partner agrees to the plan implementation and maintenance protocol established 

in Volume 1. 

Failure to meet these criteria may result in a partner being dropped from the partnership, and thus losing 

eligibility under the scope of this plan. 

Linkage Procedures 

Eligible local jurisdictions that did not participate in development of this hazard mitigation plan update may 

comply with DMA requirements in the future by linking to this plan following the procedures outlined in 

Appendix B. 

1.3 ANNEX-PREPARATION PROCESS 

Templates 

Templates were created to help the Planning Partners prepare their jurisdiction-specific annexes. Since 

special purpose districts operate differently from incorporated municipalities, separate templates were 

created for the two types of jurisdictions. The templates were created so that all criteria of Section 201.6 of 

44 CFR would be met, based on the partners’ capabilities and mode of operation. Each partner was asked 

to participate in a technical assistance workshop during which key elements of the template were completed 

by a designated point of contact for each partner and a member of the planning team. The templates were 

set up to lead each partner through a series of steps that would generate the DMA-required elements that 

are specific for each partner. Copies of the various templates and their associated instructions are available 

from Spokane County Emergency Management. 

Workshop 

Workshops were held for Planning Partners to learn about the templates and the overall planning process. 

Topics included the following: 

• DMA 

• Spokane County plan background 

• The templates 

• Risk ranking 

• Developing your action plan 

• Cost/benefit review. 

The sessions provided technical assistance and an overview of the template completion process. Attendance 

at this workshop was mandatory under the planning partner expectations established in the Letters of Intent 

to Participate. 

In the risk-ranking exercise, each planning partner was asked to rank each risk specifically for its 

jurisdiction, based on the impact on its population or facilities. Cities were asked to base this ranking on 

probability of occurrence and the potential impact on people, property and the economy. Special purpose 

districts were asked to base this ranking on probability of occurrence and the potential impact on their 

constituency, their vital facilities and the facilities’ functionality after an event. The methodology followed 

that used for the countywide risk ranking presented in Volume 1. A principal objective of this exercise was 
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to familiarize the partnership with how to use the risk assessment as a tool to support other planning and 

hazard mitigation processes. Tools utilized during these sessions included the following: 

• The risk assessment results developed for this plan; 

• Hazard maps for all hazards of concern; 

• Special district boundary maps that illustrated the sphere of influence for each special purpose 

district partner; 

• FEMA’s 2013 Hazard Mitigation Catalog; 

• Federal funding and technical assistance catalogs; and 

• Copies of partners’ prior annexes, if applicable. 

Prioritization 

44 CFR requires actions identified in the action plan to be prioritized (Section 201.c.3.iii). The planning 

team developed a methodology for prioritizing the action plans that meets the needs of the partnership and 

the requirements of 44 CFR.  The methodology followed that used for the countywide prioritization of 

strategies/action items as presented in Volume 1 and include the following criteria: 

• High Priority—Project meets multiple plan objectives, benefits exceed cost, funding is secured 

under existing programs, or is grant eligible, and project can be completed in 1 to 5 years (i.e., short 

term project) once funded. 

• Medium Priority—Project meets at least 1 plan objective, benefits exceed costs, requires special 

funding authorization under existing programs, grant eligibility is questionable, and project can be 

completed in 1 to 5 years once funded. 

• Low Priority—Project will mitigate the risk of a hazard, benefits exceed costs, funding has not 

been secured, project is not grant eligible, and timeline for completion is long term (5 to 10 years). 

These priority definitions are dynamic and can change from one category to another based on changes to a 

parameter such as availability of funding. For example, a project might be assigned a medium priority 

because of the uncertainty of a funding source, but be changed to high once a funding source has been 

identified. The prioritization schedule for this plan will be reviewed and updated as needed annually through 

the plan maintenance strategy. 

Benefit/Cost Review 

44 CFR requires the prioritization of the action plan to emphasize a benefit/cost analysis of the proposed 

actions. Because some actions may not be implemented for up to 10 years, benefit/cost analysis was 

qualitative and not of the detail required by FEMA for project grant eligibility under the Hazard Mitigation 

Grant Program (HMGP) and Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM) grant program. A review of the apparent 

benefits versus the apparent cost of each project was performed. Parameters were established for assigning 

subjective ratings (high, medium, and low) to costs and benefits as follows: 

• Cost ratings: 

– High—Existing funding levels are not adequate to cover the costs of the proposed action; 

implementation would require an increase in revenue through an alternative source (for example, bonds, 

grants, and fee increases). 

– Medium—The action could be implemented with existing funding but would require a re-

apportionment of the budget or a budget amendment, or the cost of the action would have to be spread 

over multiple years. 
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– Low—The action could be funded under the existing budget. The action is part of or can be part of 

an existing, ongoing program. 

• Benefit ratings: 

– High—The action will have an immediate impact on the reduction of risk exposure to life and 

property. 

– Medium—The action will have a long-term impact on the reduction of risk exposure to life and 

property or will provide an immediate reduction in the risk exposure to property. 

– Low—Long-term benefits of the action are difficult to quantify in the short term. 

Using this approach, projects with positive benefit versus cost ratios (such as high over high, high over 

medium, medium over low, etc.) are considered cost-beneficial and are prioritized accordingly. 

It should be noted that for many of the strategies identified in this action plan, funding might be sought 

under FEMA’s HMGP or PDM programs. Both of these programs require detailed benefit/cost analysis as 

part of the application process. These analyses will be performed on projects at the time of application 

preparation, using the FEMA benefit-cost model. For projects not seeking financial assistance from grant 

programs that require this sort of analysis, the Partners reserve the right to define “benefits” according to 

parameters that meet their needs and the goals and objectives of this plan. 

Analysis of Mitigation Initiatives 

Each planning partner reviewed its recommended initiatives to classify each initiative based on the hazard 

it addresses and the type of mitigation it involves. Mitigation types used for this categorization are as 

follows: 

• Prevention—Government, administrative or regulatory actions that influence the way land and 

buildings are developed to reduce hazard losses. Includes planning and zoning, floodplain laws, 

capital improvement programs, open space preservation, and stormwater management 

regulations. 

• Property Protection—Modification of buildings or structures to protect them from a hazard 

or removal of structures from a hazard area. Includes acquisition, elevation, relocation, 

structural retrofit, storm shutters, and shatter-resistant glass. 

• Public Education and Awareness—Actions to inform citizens and elected officials about 

hazards and ways to mitigate them. Includes outreach projects, real estate disclosure, hazard 

information centers, and school-age and adult education. 

• Natural Resource Protection—Actions that minimize hazard loss and preserve or restore the 

functions of natural systems. Includes sediment and erosion control, stream corridor 

restoration, watershed management, forest and vegetation management, and wetland 

restoration and preservation. 

• Emergency Services / Response—Actions that protect people and property during and 

immediately after a hazard event. Includes warning systems, emergency response services, and 

the protection of essential facilities. 

• Structural Projects—Actions that involve the construction of structures to reduce the impact 

of a hazard. Includes dams, setback levees, floodwalls, retaining walls, and safe rooms. 

• Recovery —Actions that involve the construction or re-construction of structures in such a 

way as to reduce the impact of a hazard, or that assist in rebuilding or re-establishing a 

community after a disaster incident.  It also includes advance planning to address recovery 
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efforts which will take place after a disaster.  Efforts are focused on re-establishing the planning 

region in such a way as enhance resiliency and reduce impacts to future incidents.  Recovery 

differs from response, which occurs during, or immediately after an incident.  Recovery views 

long-range, sustainable efforts.   

Benefit: By who the strategy benefits: 

− A specific structure or facility;  

− A local community; 

− County-level efforts;  

− Regional level benefits. 

1.4 COMPATIBILITY WITH PREVIOUS REGIONAL HAZARD PLAN 

Three jurisdictions participated in the 2007 Spokane County Multi-Jurisdictional All Hazard Mitigation 

planning effort: Spokane County, and the cities of Cheney, Spokane, and Spokane Valley.  For the 2015 

update of the Hazard Mitigation Plan, an original 13 planning partners committed to completing their annex 

template; however, only 10 and the County fully met the participation requirements identified.   

1.4.1 2020 Level of Participation 

For the 2020 Update of the Hazard Mitigation Plan, 16 planning partners participated (including the 

County), as identified in Volume 1, Table 2-1.  The remaining jurisdictions will need to follow the linkage 

procedures described in Appendix B of this volume.  
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CHAPTER 2. 
CITY OF AIRWAY HEIGHTS ANNEX 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 

This Annex details the hazard mitigation planning elements specific to the City of Airway Heights, a 

participating jurisdiction to the Spokane County Hazard Mitigation Plan Update. This Annex is not intended 

to be a standalone document, but rather appends to and supplements the information contained in the base 

plan document. As such, all sections of the base plan, including the planning process and other procedural 

requirements apply to and were met by the City of Airway Heights. For planning purposes, this Annex 

provides additional information specific to the jurisdiction, with a focus on providing greater details on the 

risk assessment and mitigation strategy for this community only.  This document serves as an update to the 

previously completed plan.  All relevant data has been carried over and updated with new information as 

appropriate and as identified within the planning process discussed in Volume 1.  

 

2.2 HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING TEAM POINT(S) OF CONTACT 

The City of Airway Heights followed the planning process detailed in Section 2 of the Base Plan.  In 

addition to providing representation on the County’s Planning Team, the City of Airway Heights also 

formulated their own internal planning team to support the broader planning process.  Individuals assisting 

in this Annex development are identified below, along with a brief description of how they participated. 

Local Planning Team Members 

Name Position/Title Planning Tasks 

Mitch Metzger, Fire Chief 

1208 S Lundstrom St 

Airway Heights WA 99001 

Telephone: 509 244-3322 

e-mail: mmetzger@cawh.org 

 

Primary Point of Contact 

Meeting attendance, planning 

team facilitator; authoring of plan; 

capturing of information; conduct 

public outreach with council and 

citizens during Council meetings; 

present final plan to Council for 

adoption.  

Nate Whannell, Deputy Chief 

1208 S Lundstrom St 

Airway Heights WA 99001 

Telephone: 509 244-3322 

e-mail: nwhannell@cawh.org 

Alternate Point of Contact Meeting attendance; author 

portions of plan; capture 

information; assist with risk 

ranking and capabilities 

assessment.  

2.3 COMMUNITY PROFILE 

The following is a summary of key information about the jurisdiction and its history: 

• Date of Incorporation—April 19, 1955 

• Current Population—9,200  as of October 2019 (estimate) 
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• Population Growth—Growth in the city was spurred by the opening of the Airway 

Heights Correction Center by the Washington State Department of Corrections in 1992 

and the opening of the Northern Quest Resort & Casino by the Kalispel Indian Tribe 

in 2000. More recently, with the addition of a new Wal-Mart Supercenter, several new 

apartment buildings and housing developments, and the expansion of the Northern 

Quest Casino, Airway Heights is continuing to grow. Also, the Spokane County 

Raceway Park is located in Airway Heights, and features major automobile events, 

including drag racing, stock car racing, and occasional monster truck shows. The recent 

growth trend is approximately 4 percent per year. 

• Location and Description—Airway Heights is located at 47°38′37″N 

117°35′11″W. According to the United States Census Bureau, the city has a total area 

of 5.63 square miles, all of it land. The community lies in the northeastern corner of 

the Columbia Plateau. While the plateau tends to be flat, the terrain locally is rugged 

as it is part of the Channeled Scablands. The “heights” in the city’s name references 

its location at a higher elevation than the city center of Spokane. Traveling into Airway 

Heights along Highway 2, the main road into the city, from Downtown Spokane, one 

will climb over 500 feet. Highway 2 is the main east-west thoroughfare in the city. It 

connects Airway Heights with Fairchild to the west and Spokane to the east. Interstate 

90 runs just a few miles south of the city. 

• Brief History—Airway Heights celebrated its 50-year history June 14, 2005. Carl 

M. and Flora K. Lundstrom were the first to plat the land and donate parcels for initial 

city building. They worked for incorporation in 1955. The Lundstroms worked in real 

estate in Seattle and Electric City in the early 1940s and owned Rocket Investment 

Company. Discussions with officials at Galena Air Depot (which later became 

Fairchild Air Force Base) showed the need for local housing. 

In the spring of 1942, they started installation of the electric and water systems in 

Airway Heights and sold some parcels of land to build houses. The Lundstroms built 

the first home at the corner of Lundstrom and 13th.  

In 1942, Fritz Ziegler and his wife became the first residents. Their son, Les was the 

first baby born in Airway Heights. Development was slow because availability of 

building materials and financing was low, and occasional opposition was high. In 

August 1946, the Lundstroms filed their plats for the Airway Heights first and second 

addition and streets were named for town residents. In 1957, they filed the plat for the 

third addition. 

The first post office opened and Mollie Mitchell was postmistress from 1948 to 1969 

when the new post office was dedicated. In 1946, the Lofflers built the Airway 

Heights Motel - the first in town. The Lundstroms donated parcels of land over time 

to help build the community—land for the first Sunset School in 1951, the Airway 

Community Church in 1954, town hall in 1957 and the fire department in 1963. The 

first Sunset School was east of town and is now an apartment building. Church, 

community gatherings and dances were all held at the old school. The volunteer fire 

department was organized in 1963 and the building housed the fire truck. 

On April 15, 1955 after paying a $5 incorporation fee, and receiving a positive 50-8 

vote, one square mile was incorporated as the City of Airway Heights, with 412 

residents. The intersection of Lundstrom and 14th was the original town center for 



CITY OF AIRWAY HEIGHTS  

 

Bridgeview Consulting 2-3 April 2020  

house numbering which was laid out by the Spokane County Planning Commission 

who issued all building permits until incorporation. 

Carl Lundstrom ran unopposed as the first mayor and held office for 7 years. Flora 

Lundstrom served on city council for 7 years and helped at town hall. Council meetings 

were held at the Sunset School and later a house on Lundstrom Street. In 1956, local 

residents voted to purchase the water system from August Timm to operate the town 

utility. In 1973, the 135-foot water tower was built, and in 1991, the state department 

of corrections chose Airway Heights for a minimum and medium security prison. 

• Climate: 

– Average Daily High Temperature: 58.5ºF 

– Average Daily Low Temperature: 39.6ºF 

– Record High Temperature: 108ºF on 8/4/1961 and 7/26/1928 

– Record Low Temperature: –30ºF on 1/15-16/1888 

– Average Annual Precipitation: 21.32 inches 

– Record High Annual Precipitation: 26.07 inches in 1948 

– Record Low Annual Precipitation: 7.55 inches in 1929 

– Average Annual Snowfall: 51.8 inches 

– Record High Annual Snowfall: 132.6 inches in 2008 

– Earliest Recorded Freezing Date: 9/11/1889 

– Latest Recorded Freezing Date: 5/25/1964 

– Average wind speed: 8.3 mph 

– Highest wind speed: 48 mph 

– Highest gust speed: 58 mph 

• Governing Body Format—The citizens of Airway Heights voted change from a mayor-
council form of government to a council-manager form of government in November 2000. 

Under this form of government, the mayor presides at meetings of the City Council. In addition 
to the powers conferred upon him as mayor, he continues to have the rights, privileges and 
immunities of a member of City Council. The mayor is recognized as the head of the city for 
ceremonial purposes and by the governor for purposes of military law and has no regular 
administrative duties.  

• Development Trends—Trends in development have been spurred by development of 

the Spokane Tribe’s new casino and the nearby Amazon Distribution Center requiring 

supporting housing. Commercial growth has been slow with potential development to more 

retail space next year. 
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• Economy – The City of Airway Heights economic base consists of retail sales and services; 

and light manufacturing.  The largest employers include: Exotic Metals; Zac Designs and 

both tribes. 

The jurisdiction boundaries are identified in the map below. 

2.4 HAZARD EVENT HISTORY 

Within the Base Plan, the Planning Team identified all hazard events which have occurred within the 

County.  In the context of the planning region, it was determined that there are no additional hazards that 

are unique to the jurisdiction or there are hazards which are unique to the jurisdiction as follows.  Table 2-

1 lists all past occurrences of natural hazards within the jurisdiction. If available, dollar loss data is also 

included. 

TABLE 2-1 
NATURAL HAZARD EVENTS 

Type of Event FEMA Disaster # (if applicable) Date Dollar Losses (if known) 

Severe Weather DR-1825 3/2/2009 $1000 

    

2.5 CAPABILITY ASSESSMENT 

Coordination with other community planning efforts is paramount to the successful implementation of this 

plan.  This section provides information on how planning mechanisms, policies, and programs are 

integrated into other on-going efforts.  It also identifies the jurisdiction’s capabilities with respect to 

preparing and planning for, responding to, recovering from, and mitigating the impacts of hazard events 

and incidents. 

Capabilities include the programs, policies and plans currently in use to reduce hazard impacts or that could 

be used to implement hazard mitigation activities. The capabilities are divided into the following sections: 

National Flood Insurance Information; regulatory capabilities which influence mitigation; administrative 

and technical mitigation capabilities, including education and outreach, partnerships, and other on-going 

mitigation efforts; fiscal capabilities which support mitigation, and classifications under various community 

programs. 

2.6 NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE INFORMATION  
Information on the community’s National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) compliance is presented in 

Table 2-2.  This identifies the current status of the jurisdiction’s involvement with the NFIP. 

Repetitive flood loss records are as follows: 

• Number of FEMA-Identified Repetitive Loss Properties: 0 

• Number of FEMA-Identified Severe Repetitive Loss Properties: 0 

• Number of Repetitive Flood Loss/Severe Repetitive Loss Properties That Have Been 

Mitigated: 0 
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TABLE 2-2 
NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE COMPLIANCE  

What department is responsible for floodplain management in your community? None. 

Who is your community’s floodplain administrator? (department/position) N/A 

Do you have any certified floodplain managers on staff in your community? No 

What is the date of adoption of your flood damage prevention ordinance? N/A 

When was the most recent Community Assistance Visit or Community 

Assistance Contact? 

N/A 

To the best of your knowledge, does your community have any outstanding NFIP 

compliance violations that need to be addressed? If so, please state what they are. 

No 

Do your flood hazard maps adequately address the flood risk within your 

community? (If no, please state why) 

Yes 

Does your floodplain management staff need any assistance or training to support 

its floodplain management program? If so, what type of assistance/training is 

needed? 

N/A 

Does your community participate in the Community Rating System (CRS)? If so, 

is your community seeking to improve its CRS Classification? If not, is your 

community interested in joining the CRS program? 

Yes, No, No 

 

2.6.1 Regulatory Capability 

The assessment of the jurisdiction’s legal and regulatory capabilities is presented in Table 2-3. This includes 

planning and land management tools, typically used by local jurisdictions to implement hazard mitigation 

activities and indicates those that are currently in place.  

TABLE 2-3 
LEGAL AND REGULATORY CAPABILITY 

 

Local 

Authority 

Other 

Jurisdictional 

Authority  

State 

Mandated Comments 

Codes, Ordinances & Requirements 

Building Code X  X AHMC, Title 15 adopts the WA State 

Building Code 

Zoning Ordinance  X   AHMC, Title 17, adopted 12/17/2012 

Subdivision Ordinance  X  X AHMC, Title 16, adopted 4/2007 

Floodplain Ordinance    AHMC, Title 16, Chapter 16.08, adopted 

2007 

Stormwater Management X  X AHMC, Title 16, Chapter 16.08 

Real Estate Disclosure  X   WA State Disclosure Law (RCW 64.06) 

Growth Management   X AHMC Title 17, Chapter 17.02 adopts 

City Comprehensive plan -2008 

Site Plan Review  X   AHMC, Title 16, Chapter 16.06-2007 
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TABLE 2-3 
LEGAL AND REGULATORY CAPABILITY 

 

Local 

Authority 

Other 

Jurisdictional 

Authority  

State 

Mandated Comments 

Public Health and Safety X   AHMC, Title 8, Adopted 12/17/2012 

Natural Hazard Specific Ordinance 

(stormwater, steep slope, wildfire, 

etc.) 

X   AHMC, Title 18, adopted 12/17/2012 

Environmental Protection    AHMC, Title 15 adopts the WA State 

Building Code, 12/17/2012 

Planning Documents 

General or Comprehensive Plan      

Is the plan equipped to provide linkage to this mitigation plan? No 

Stormwater Plan     County Plan 

Capital Improvement Plan    Yes 

Habitat Conservation Plan    As part of SEPA 

Shoreline Management Plan    N/A 

Community Wildfire Protection 

Plan  

   Yes – Countywide Plan 

Transportation Plan    County Plan 

Response/Recovery Planning 

Comprehensive Emergency 

Management Plan 

   Spokane County DEM 

Threat and Hazard Identification 

and Risk Assessment 

   Yes, through the County and HLS Region. 

Terrorism Plan    Spokane County DEM 

Continuity of Operations Plan X    

Public Health Plans  X   

Boards and Commission 

Planning Commission X    

Mitigation Planning Committee    Yes.  The City of Airway Heights was 

part of the 2020 Spokane County HMP 

Update Planning Team, and will remain 

an active participant during the lifecycle 

of the plan.  

Maintenance programs to reduce 

risk (e.g., tree trimming, clearing 

drainage systems, chipping, etc.) 

X    

Mutual Aid Agreements / 

Memorandums of Understanding 

X    

Other     
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2.6.2 Administrative and Technical Capabilities 

The assessment of the jurisdiction’s administrative and technical capabilities, including educational and 

outreach efforts, and on-going programmatic efforts are presented in Table 2-4.  These are elements which 

support not only mitigation, but all phases of emergency management already in place that are used to 

implement mitigation activities and communicate hazard-related information. 

TABLE 2-4 
ADMINISTRATIVE AND TECHNICAL CAPABILITY  

Staff/Personnel Resources 

Available 

(Yes/No) Department/Agency/Position 

Planners or engineers with knowledge of land 

development and land management practices 

YES Planning/ Dept Head 

Professionals trained in building or infrastructure 

construction practices (building officials, fire 

inspectors, etc.) 

YES Building / Dept Head/Fire Dept 

Engineers specializing in construction practices? YES Public Works 

Planners or engineers with an understanding of 

natural hazards 

  

Staff with training in benefit/cost analysis YES Clerk/Treasurer 

Surveyors NO  

Personnel skilled or trained in GIS applications NO  

Scientist familiar with natural hazards in local area NO  

Emergency Manager YES Fire Dept 

Grant writers NO  

Warning Systems/Services (Reverse 9-1-1, outdoor 

warning signs or signals, flood or fire warning 

program, etc.?) 

YES County 

Hazard data and information available to public YES The Mitigation Plan will be available via the 

County’s Website. 

Maintain Elevation Certificates YES Public Works 

Education and Outreach 

Local citizen groups or non-profit organizations 

focused on emergency preparedness? 

NO  

Local citizen groups or non-profit organizations 

focused on environmental protection? 

NO  

Organization focused on individuals with access 

and functional needs populations 

NO  

Ongoing public education or information program 

(e.g., responsible water use, fire safety, household 

preparedness, environmental education) 

YES Fire Dept 

Natural disaster or safety related school programs? YES Fire Dept 

Public-private partnership initiatives addressing 

disaster-related issues? 

NO  
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TABLE 2-4 
ADMINISTRATIVE AND TECHNICAL CAPABILITY  

Staff/Personnel Resources 

Available 

(Yes/No) Department/Agency/Position 

Multi-seasonal public awareness program? YES Spokane County DEM has a multi-season awareness 

program which is available to Airway Heights 

Other   

On-Going Mitigation Efforts 

Hazardous Vegetation Abatement Program NO  

Noxious Weed Eradication Program or other 

vegetation management 

YES Code Enforcement 

Fire Safe Councils NO  

Chipper program YES Spokane Conservation District  

Defensible space inspections program YES Spokane Conservation District 

Creek, stream, culvert or storm drain maintenance 

or cleaning program 

NO  

Stream restoration program NO  

Erosion or sediment control program NO  

Address signage for property addresses YES Spokane Conservation District 

Other   

2.6.3 Fiscal Capability 

The assessment of the jurisdiction’s fiscal capabilities is presented in Table 2-5. These are the financial 

tools or resources that could potentially be used to help fund mitigation activities.  

TABLE 2-5 
FISCAL CAPABILITY  

Financial Resources 

Accessible or Eligible 

to Use? 

Community Development Block Grants Yes 

Capital Improvements Project Funding Yes 

Authority to Levy Taxes for Specific Purposes Yes 

User Fees for Water, Sewer, Gas or Electric Service Yes 

Incur Debt through General Obligation Bonds Yes 

Incur Debt through Special Tax Bonds Yes 

Incur Debt through Private Activity Bonds No 

Withhold Public Expenditures in Hazard-Prone Areas Yes 

State Sponsored Grant Programs  Yes 

Development Impact Fees for Homebuyers or Developers  Yes 

Other Yes 
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2.6.4 Community Classifications  

The jurisdiction’s classifications under various hazard mitigation programs are presented in Table 2-6. Each 

of the classifications identified establish requirements which, when met, are known to increase the 

resilience of a community. 

TABLE 2-6 
COMMUNITY CLASSIFICATIONS 

 

Participating 

(Yes/No or 

Classification) Date Enrolled 

Protection Class 4 July 2012 

Building Code Effectiveness Grading Schedule 

(Commercial) 

5 July 2012 

Building Code Effectiveness Grading Schedule 

(Dwelling) 

5 July 2012 

Storm Ready Yes County 

Firewise No  

Tsunami Ready (if applicable) N/A  

2.7 HAZARD RISK AND VULERABILITY RANKING  

The jurisdiction’s internal Planning Team reviewed the hazard list identified within the Base Plan, and have 

identified the hazards that affect the City of Airway Heights, computing their Calculated Priority Risk Index 

(CPRI) scores as follows: 

Hazard Probability 

Magnitude and/or 

Severity 

Extent and 

Location  

Warning 

Time Duration 

Calculated Priority 

Risk Index Score 

Climate Change 2 2 2 4 4 2.4 

Drought 2 2 2 4 4 2.4 

Earthquake 2 2 2 4 1 2.25 

Flood 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Landslide 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Severe Weather 3 3 3 1 3 2.7 

Volcano 2 2 3 2 2 2.2 

Wildfire 2 2 2 4 2 2.3 
       

The Calculated Priority Risk Index scoring method has a range from 0 to 4. “0” being the least hazardous and “4” being the most 

hazardous situation. 

Table 2-7 presents the ranking of the hazards of concern based on their CPRI score.  A qualitative 

vulnerability ranking was then assigned based on a summary of potential impact determined by: past 

occurrences, spatial extent, damage, casualties, and continuity of government.  The assessment is 

categorized into the following classifications:  
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□ Extremely Low – No or very limited impact.  The occurrence and potential cost of damage to life 

and property is very minimal-to-nonexistent.  No impact to government functions with no 

disruption to essential services. 

□ Low (Negligible) – Minimal potential impact.  The occurrence and potential cost of damage to life 

and property is minimal. Government functions are at 90% with limited disruption to essential 

services. 

□ Medium (Limited) – Moderate potential impact.  This ranking carries a moderate threat level to the 

general population and /or built environment.  The potential damage is more isolated, and less 

costly than a more widespread disaster. Government functions are at 80% with limited impact to 

essential services.  

□ High (Critical) – Widespread potential impact.  This ranking carries a high threat to the general 

population and/or built environment.  The potential for damage is widespread.  Hazards in this 

category may have occurred in the past.  Government functions are at ~50% operations with limited 

delivery of essential services. 

□ Extremely High (Catastrophic) – Very widespread with catastrophic impact.  Government 

functions are significantly impacted for in excess of one month. 

TABLE 2-7  
HAZARD RISK AND VULNERABILITY RANKING 

Hazard 

Rank Hazard Type CPRI Score 

 

Vulnerability  

Rank 

1 Severe Weather 2.70 Medium 

2 Climate Change  2.40 Medium 

2 Drought  2.40 Medium 

3 Wildfire 2.30 Medium 

3 Earthquake  2.25 Low 

4 Volcano 2.20 Low 

5 Flood NR  NR 

6 Landslide NR  NR 

2.8 MITIGATION GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

The City of Airway Heights adopts the hazard mitigation goals and objectives developed by the Planning 

Team described in Volume 1.  

2.9 HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN  

The Planning Team for the jurisdiction identified and prioritized a wide range of actions based on the risk 

assessment, and their knowledge of the jurisdiction’s assets and hazards of concern.  Table 2-8 lists the 

action items/strategies that make up the jurisdiction’s hazard mitigation plan.  Background information and 

information on how each action item will be administered, responsible agency/office (including outside the 

district), potential funding sources, the timeframe, who will benefit from the activity, and the type of 

initiative associated with each item are also identified.   
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TABLE 2-8  
HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN MATRIX 

Applies 

to new or 

existing 

assets 

Hazards 

Mitigated 

Objectives 

Met Lead Agency 

Estimated 

Cost (High/ 

Medium/ 

Low) or $ 

Figure if 

Known 

Sources of 

Funding 

(List Grant 

type, 

General 

Fund, etc.) 

Timeline 

(Long-Term, 

Short-Term) 

Included in 

Previous 

Plan? 

Yes/No  

Initiative Type: 

Public Information, 

Preventive Activities, 

Structural Projects, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection 

Who or What 

Benefits? 

Facility, Local, 

County, 

Region 

INITIATIVE #1 Continue public outreach efforts to provide hazard information developed as a result of the HMP with 

community members. 

New All All Fire Low General 

Fund 

Long-Term Yes Public Information, 

Emergency Service 

Local 

INITIATIVE #2  Actively participate in the plan maintenance strategy identified in this plan. 

New & 

Existing 

All 1, 4, 8 Fire Low General 

Fund 

Short Term Yes Public Information, 

Emergency 

Services 

Local and 

County 

INITIATIVE #3 Integrate the hazard mitigation plan into other plans, ordinances or programs to dictate land uses within the 

jurisdiction. 

New & 

Existing 

All 2, 3, 4, 5, 

11 

Airway 

Heights 

Planning 

Department 

Low Local Short-Term Yes Preventive 

Activities 

Local 

INITIATIVE #4 Implement wildfire mitigation recommendations identified in the Spokane County CWPP. 

New & 

Existing 

Wildfire 1, 2, 3, 4, 

5, 7, 8, 9, 

10, 11, 

12 

Spokane 

Conservation 

District, all 

County Fire 

Districts 

Medium Local, 

Fire 

Grants, 

HMGP, 

PDM 

Short-Term Yes Preventive 

Activities, 

Structural, Natural 

Resource 

Protection 

Local, 

County 

INITIATIVE #5 Continue to maintain and/or enhance the City’s capability to enforce its codes and regulations that result in 

decreased risk exposure of new development. 

New All 4, 5, 11 Airway 

Heights 

Building 

Department 

Low Local Short-Term Yes Preventive 

Activities, 

Structural, Natural 

Resource 

Protection 

Local 

2.10 PRIORITIZATION OF MITIGATION INITIATIVES  

Once the mitigation initiatives items were identified, the Planning Team followed the same process outlined 

within Volume 1 to prioritize their initiatives.  An analysis of six different initiative types for each identified 

action item was conducted. Table 2-9 identifies the prioritization for each initiative. 
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TABLE 2-9 
MITIGATION STRATEGY PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

Initiative 

# 

# of 

Objectives 

Met Benefits Costs 

Do Benefits 

Equal or 

Exceed Costs? 

Is Project 

Grant-

Eligible? 

Can Project Be Funded 

Under Existing Programs/ 

Budgets? Prioritya 

1 All H L Y N Y H 

2 3 H L Y N Y H 

3 5 H L Y N Y H 

4 11 H M Y Y Some H 

5 3 H L Y N Y H 
        

a. See Chapter 1 for explanation of priorities. 

2.11 STATUS OF PREVIOUS PLAN INITIATIVES 

Table 2-10 summarizes the initiatives that were recommended in the previous version of the hazard 

mitigation plan and their implementation status at the time this update was prepared. 

 

TABLE 2-10 
STATUS OF PREVIOUS HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN 

  Current Status 

Mitigation Strategy Project Status C
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1. Continue to support the countywide 

initiatives identified in this plan. 
The City has continued to work with the 

County and local planning partners in 

supporting the initiatives of this plan.  

   x 

2. Actively participate in the plan 

maintenance strategy identified in this 

plan. 

The City was a planning team member for 

the 2020 update, and completed its annex 

template and all planning requirements to 

maintain an active level of participation. 

x   x 

3. Where appropriate, support retrofitting, 

purchase, or relocation of structures 

located in hazard-prone areas to protect 

structures from future damage, with 

properties with exposure to repetitive 

losses as a priority. 

While the City feels this is a good initiative, 

at present, it lacks the funding to take such 

actions, and therefore is removing it from 

the 2020 update.  

  x  
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TABLE 2-10 
STATUS OF PREVIOUS HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN 

  Current Status 

Mitigation Strategy Project Status C
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4. Integrate the hazard mitigation plan into 

other plans, ordinances or programs to 

dictate land uses within the jurisdiction. 

Carried forward.  As the City updates its 

codes, etc., it does take the HMP risk 

assessment into consideration. 

   x 

5. Implement wildfire mitigation 

recommendations identified in the 

Spokane County CWPP. 

    x 

6. Continue to maintain and/or enhance the 

City’s capability to enforce its codes and 

regulations that result in decreased risk 

exposure of new development. 

Carried forward.  As the City updates its 

codes, etc., it does take the HMP risk 

assessment into consideration. 

   x 

7. Consider, where appropriate, the adoption 

of higher regulatory standards that will 

result in an increase in the community 

resilience of new development. 

  x   
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CHAPTER 3. 
CITY OF CHENEY ANNEX UPDATE 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

This Annex details the hazard mitigation planning elements specific to the City of Cheney, a participating 

jurisdiction to the Spokane County Hazard Mitigation Plan Update. This Annex is not intended to be a 

standalone document, but rather appends to and supplements the information contained in the base plan 

document. As such, all sections of the base plan, including the planning process and other procedural 

requirements apply to and were met by the City of Cheney. For planning purposes, this Annex provides 

additional information specific to the jurisdiction, with a focus on providing greater details on the risk 

assessment and mitigation strategy for this community only.  This document serves as an update to the 

previously completed plan.  All relevant data has been carried over and updated with new information as 

appropriate and as identified within the planning process discussed in Volume 1.  

 

3.2 HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING TEAM POINT(S) OF CONTACT 

The City of Cheney followed the planning process detailed in Section 2 of the Base Plan.  In addition to 

providing representation on the County’s Planning Team, the City of Cheney also formulated their own 

internal planning team to support the broader planning process.  Individuals assisting in this Annex 

development are identified below, along with a brief description of how they participated. 

Local Planning Team Members 

Name Position/Title Planning Tasks 

Thomas Jenkins, Fire Chief 

611 4th Street  

Cheney, WA 99004 

Telephone: (509) 498-9291 

e-mail: tjenkins@cityocheney.org 

Primary Point of Contact Meeting attendance, planning 

team facilitator for City’s internal 

planning team; authoring of plan; 

capturing of information; conduct 

public outreach with council and 

citizens during Council meetings; 

capturing of status of previous 

plan initiatives; present final plan 

to Council for adoption; 

committee member for Spokane 

County HMP Team. 

Susan Beeman, Administrative 

Secretary  

112 Anderson Rd.  

Cheney, WA 99004 

Telephone: (509) 498-9240 

e-mail: 

sbeeman@cityofcheney.org 

Alternate Point of Contact Meeting attendance; assistance 

with authoring portions of plan; 

capture information; assist with 

risk ranking and capturing of 

information for capabilities 

assessment and strategy update. 

Update of profile. 
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3.3 COMMUNITY PROFILE 

The following is a summary of key information about the jurisdiction and its history: 

• Date of Incorporation—November 28, 1883 

• Current Population—12,403 as of 2019 (est.) 

• Population Growth—The City of Cheney is predominantly urban, with a 12.5-percent 

population increase between 2010-2019.   

 

• Location and Description—The City of Cheney is at the highest point on the railroads 

between Spokane   and Portland, and sits atop the route of gentlest gradient from the Spokane 

Valley to the Columbia Plateau, which was the reason for much of its early growth and 

railroad activity. The town is built on rolling Palouse hills overlooking channeled scablands 

carved out by the pre-historic Missoula Floods to the south and east. These scablands now 

host pothole lakes and wetlands and are home to Turnbull National Wildlife Refuge. 

Numerous lakes, along with the Spokane River and Little Spokane River, are located within 

20 miles of Cheney 

 

• Brief History—The name of the community, originally Section Thirteen, became Willow 

Springs, then became Depot Springs, because of its ties to the railroad, then Billings, in honor 

of a president of the Northern Pacific Company, and finally Cheney, in honor of Benjamin P. 

Cheney, a Director of the Northern Pacific Railroad. In 1880, the railroad was graded through 

the town, and in 1883, the town was incorporated with the streets laid out in the shape of a 

triangle with the base parallel to the tracks. The railroad tracks were not in a true east-west 

line, however, so the original town is askew with the map; the newer part of Cheney was built 

more to the compass. Cheney was the county seat of Spokane County until 1886. The 

continued history of Cheney revolves around the growth of the State Normal School, later 

Eastern Washington College of Education, later Eastern Washington State College and finally 

Eastern Washington University. 

 

• Climate—Cheney has a true four-season climate. Winter is cold, wet and snowy; spring 

brings moderate temperatures and occasional rain. Summers are warm, with little 

precipitation, and fall can be a very short transitional period between summer and winter with    

moderate temperatures. 

 

• Governing Body Format—Cheney has a mayor-council/strong mayor governing body. The 

council will assume responsibility for adoption and implementation of this plan. 

 

• Development Trends— The City of Cheney has no Business and Occupancy (B&O) taxes; 

and has relatively affordable and competitive utility rates.  There are currently over 200 

employers /businesses operating in Cheney.  This ranges from the very small entrepreneur to 

the largest employer of over 2,000 employees (Eastern Washington University).  The city 

currently has lands available in both the commercial and industrial zones that are ready for 

development.  Public infrastructure is generally available to all developable property, with 

some lots ready for on-site construction. 

 

• Economy – Although Cheney contains its own distinguishing characteristics, its fortunes are 

closely tied to Spokane through economic, social and political linkages. Once a booming 

railroad town and County seat, Cheney has become one of many small towns surrounding the 

regionally dominant City of Spokane. Additionally, Cheney’s growth and development has 
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recently become tied to expanding industrial development taking place in the West Plains -yet 

another example of the regional nature of economic development in the Inland 

Northwest.  Outside of government, education and institutional employment, retail is the next 

largest sector, as Cheney serves as the regional trade center for southwest Spokane County. 

 

The jurisdiction boundaries are identified in the map below. 

3.4 HAZARD EVENT HISTORY 

Within the Base Plan, the Planning Team identified all hazard events which have occurred within the 

County.  In the context of the planning region, it was determined that there are no additional hazards that 

are unique to the jurisdiction.  Table 3-1 lists all past occurrences of natural hazards within the jurisdiction. 

If available, dollar loss data is also included. 

TABLE 3-1 
NATURAL HAZARD EVENTS 

Type of Event FEMA Disaster # (if applicable) Date Dollar Losses (if known) 

Winter Storm 1825-DR-WA 12/08-1/09 $53,978.08 

3.5 CAPABILITY ASSESSMENT 

Coordination with other community planning efforts is paramount to the successful implementation of this 

plan.  This section provides information on how planning mechanisms, policies, and programs are 

integrated into other on-going efforts.  It also identifies the jurisdiction’s capabilities with respect to 

preparing and planning for, responding to, recovering from, and mitigating the impacts of hazard events 

and incidents. 

Capabilities include the programs, policies and plans currently in use to reduce hazard impacts or that could 

be used to implement hazard mitigation activities. The capabilities are divided into the following sections: 

National Flood Insurance Information; regulatory capabilities which influence mitigation; administrative 

and technical mitigation capabilities, including education and outreach, partnerships, and other on-going 

mitigation efforts; fiscal capabilities which support mitigation, and classifications under various community 

programs. 

3.6 NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE INFORMATION  
Information on the community’s National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) compliance is presented in 

Table 2-2.  This identifies the current status of the jurisdiction’s involvement with the NFIP. 

Repetitive flood loss records are as follows: 

• Number of FEMA-Identified Repetitive Loss Properties: None 

• Number of FEMA-Identified Severe Repetitive Loss Properties: None 

• Number of Repetitive Flood Loss/Severe Repetitive Loss Properties That Have Been 

Mitigated: None 
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TABLE 3-2 
NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE COMPLIANCE  

What department is responsible for floodplain management in your community? Planning Dept 

Who is your community’s floodplain administrator? (department/position) Public Works Manager 

Do you have any certified floodplain managers on staff in your community? Yes 

What is the date of adoption of your flood damage prevention ordinance? Unknown 

When was the most recent Community Assistance Visit or Community 

Assistance Contact? 

N/A 

To the best of your knowledge, does your community have any outstanding NFIP 

compliance violations that need to be addressed? If so, please state what they are. 

None 

Do your flood hazard maps adequately address the flood risk within your 

community? (If no, please state why) 

Yes 

Does your floodplain management staff need any assistance or training to support 

its floodplain management program? If so, what type of assistance/training is 

needed? 

No 

Does your community participate in the Community Rating System (CRS)? If so, 

is your community seeking to improve its CRS Classification? If not, is your 

community interested in joining the CRS program? 

No 

 

3.6.1 Regulatory Capability 

The assessment of the jurisdiction’s legal and regulatory capabilities is presented in Table 3-3. This includes 

planning and land management tools, typically used by local jurisdictions to implement hazard mitigation 

activities and indicates those that are currently in place.  

TABLE 3-3 
LEGAL AND REGULATORY CAPABILITY 

 

Local 

Authority 

Other 

Jurisdictional 

Authority  

State 

Mandated Comments 

Codes, Ordinances & Requirements 

Building Code 

     Version  

     Year 

Yes No Yes City Code of Ordinances, 2019 

Zoning Ordinance  Yes No No CMC 21 

Subdivision Ordinance  Yes No No CMC 22 

Floodplain Ordinance Yes No No CMC 19 

Stormwater Management Yes No No Public Works Dept. 

Post Disaster Recovery  No Yes No County DEM CEMP 

Real Estate Disclosure  No Yes Yes RCW 64, 1996 

Growth Management Yes No Yes Comp Plan, 2017 

Site Plan Review  Yes  No No CMC 23 
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TABLE 3-3 
LEGAL AND REGULATORY CAPABILITY 

 

Local 

Authority 

Other 

Jurisdictional 

Authority  

State 

Mandated Comments 

Public Health and Safety Yes Yes No  

Coastal Zone Management No No No N/A 

Climate Change Adaptation No No No None 

Natural Hazard Specific Ordinance 

(stormwater, steep slope, wildfire, 

etc.) 

No No Yes  

Environmental Protection Yes No Yes City Code, Title 10 

Planning Documents 

General or Comprehensive Plan      

Is the plan equipped to provide linkage to this mitigation plan? Yes 

Floodplain or Basin Plan Yes No No City Ord. 1989 

Stormwater Plan  Yes No No Public Works Dept.  

Capital Improvement Plan Yes No No Annual Up-date 

Habitat Conservation Plan No No Yes Fish and Wildlife 

Economic Development Plan No No Yes Comp Plan, 2017 

Shoreline Management Plan No No No N/A 

Community Wildfire Protection 

Plan  

No Yes Yes County CWPP, 2009  and State DNR 

CWPP 10 year Strat Plan 

Transportation Plan     

Response/Recovery Planning 

Comprehensive Emergency 

Management Plan 

    Yes No Yes City/State CEMP 

Threat and Hazard Identification 

and Risk Assessment 

Yes   City HMGP/2010 

Terrorism Plan Yes   City/State CEMP 

Post-Disaster Recovery Plan No Yes  Spokane County Plan, 2009 

Continuity of Operations Plan Yes Yes Yes City COOP plan, DEM COOP 

Public Health Plans Yes   City Code, 1986 

Boards and Commission 

Planning Commission Yes   Planning Dept 

Mitigation Planning Committee No    

Maintenance programs to reduce 

risk (e.g., tree trimming, clearing 

drainage systems, chipping, etc.) 

Yes   Public Works/Light Dept’s 

Mutual Aid Agreements / 

Memorandums of Understanding 

Yes Yes  Spokane County, State DNR, and Local 

MOU’s 
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3.6.2 Administrative and Technical Capabilities 

The assessment of the jurisdiction’s administrative and technical capabilities, including educational and 

outreach efforts, and on-going programmatic efforts are presented in Table 3-4.  These are elements which 

support not only mitigation, but all phases of emergency management already in place that are used to 

implement mitigation activities and communicate hazard-related information. 

TABLE 3-4 
ADMINISTRATIVE AND TECHNICAL CAPABILITY  

Staff/Personnel Resources 

Available 

(Yes/No) Department/Agency/Position 

   

Planners or engineers with knowledge of land 

development and land management practices 

Yes Public Works/City Planner, Engineer 

Professionals trained in building or infrastructure 

construction practices (building officials, fire 

inspectors, etc.) 

Yes Public Works/City Planner, Engineer, City 

Building Inspector, Fire Marshall 

Engineers specializing in construction practices? Yes Public Works/City Planner, Engineer 

Planners or engineers with an understanding of 

natural hazards 

Yes Public Works/City Planner, Engineer 

Staff with training in benefit/cost analysis Yes Public Works/City Planner, Engineer 

Surveyors Yes Public Works/City Planner, Engineer 

Personnel skilled or trained in GIS applications Yes Public Works/City Planner, Engineer 

Personnel skilled or trained in Hazus use Yes  

Scientist familiar with natural hazards in local area Yes Eastern Washington University 

Emergency Manager Yes City Fire Chief 

Grant writers Yes City Staff 

Warning Systems/Services (Reverse 9-1-1, outdoor 

warning signs or signals, flood or fire warning 

program, etc.?) 

Yes City and County Alerting System  

Hazard data and information available to public Yes City Fire Chief and Spokane County DEM 

Maintain Elevation Certificates Yes Public Works/City Planner, Engineer 

Education and Outreach 

Local citizen groups or non-profit organizations 

focused on emergency preparedness? 

Yes Nextdoor Neighbor Social Media  

Local citizen groups or non-profit organizations 

focused on environmental protection? 

Yes Nextdoor Neighbor Social Media 

Organization focused on individuals with access 

and functional needs populations 

Yes Spokane County DEM 

Ongoing public education or information program 

(e.g., responsible water use, fire safety, household 

preparedness, environmental education) 

Yes Public Works, Fire and Police Departments, Eastern 

Washington University 

Natural disaster or safety related school programs? Yes Cheney Fire Department, Cheney School District 
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TABLE 3-4 
ADMINISTRATIVE AND TECHNICAL CAPABILITY  

Staff/Personnel Resources 

Available 

(Yes/No) Department/Agency/Position 

Public-private partnership initiatives addressing 

disaster-related issues? 

Yes DEM, Fire Department Social Media Sites 

Multi-seasonal public awareness program? No  

Other   

On-Going Mitigation Efforts 

Hazardous Vegetation Abatement Program Yes Spokane County Noxious Weed Control Board 

Noxious Weed Eradication Program or other 

vegetation management 

Yes Spokane County Noxious Weed Control Board 

Fire Safe Councils No  

Chipper program Yes DNR resources for unincorporated areas of the 

county 

Defensible space inspections program No Urban Development within City Limits 

Creek, stream, culvert or storm drain maintenance 

or cleaning program 

Yes Public Works Dept.  

Stream restoration program No  

Erosion or sediment control program Yes Public Works Dept.  

Address signage for property addresses Yes City Ordinance, IRC  

Other   

3.6.3 Fiscal Capability 

The assessment of the jurisdiction’s fiscal capabilities is presented in Table 3-5. These are the financial 

tools or resources that could potentially be used to help fund mitigation activities.  

TABLE 3-5 
FISCAL CAPABILITY  

Financial Resources 

Accessible or Eligible 

to Use? 

Community Development Block Grants Yes 

Capital Improvements Project Funding Yes 

Authority to Levy Taxes for Specific Purposes Yes 

User Fees for Water, Sewer, Gas or Electric Service Yes 

Incur Debt through General Obligation Bonds Yes 

Incur Debt through Special Tax Bonds Yes 

Incur Debt through Private Activity Bonds Yes 

Withhold Public Expenditures in Hazard-Prone Areas Yes 

State Sponsored Grant Programs  Yes 

Development Impact Fees for Homebuyers or Developers  Yes 

Other  
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3.6.4 Community Classifications  

The jurisdiction’s classifications under various hazard mitigation programs are presented in Table 3-6. Each 

of the classifications identified establish requirements which, when met, are known to increase the 

resilience of a community. 

TABLE 3-6. 
COMMUNITY CLASSIFICATIONS 

 

Participating 

(Yes/No) Date Enrolled 

Community Rating System No N/A 

Building Code Effectiveness Grading Schedule – 

Commercial 

3 Unknown 

Building Code Effectiveness Grading Schedule – 

Dwelling 

3 Unknown 

Protection Class 5 Unknown 

Storm Ready Yes Unknown 

Firewise No N/A 

3.7 HAZARD RISK AND VULERABILITY RANKING  

The jurisdiction’s internal Planning Team reviewed the hazard list identified within the Base Plan, and have 

identified the hazards that affect the City of Cheney, computing their Calculated Priority Risk Index (CPRI) 

scores as follows:  

CALCULATED PRIORITY RISK INDEX RANKING SCORES 

Hazard Probability 

Magnitude and/or 

Severity 

Extent and 

Location  

Warning 

Time Duration 

Calculated Priority 

Risk Index Score 

Drought 3 2 4 1 4 2.75 

Earthquake 3 3 2 4 1 2.85 

Flood 3 2 2 2 3 2.45 

Landslide 1 1 1 4 1 1.45 

Severe Weather 4 3 4 3 3 3.60 

Volcano 1 2 3 1 4 1.75 

Wildfire 4 3 3 4 3 3.55 

Train Derailment 2 4 4 4 4 3.20 

Active Shooter 2 4 1 4 2 2.50 
       

The Calculated Priority Risk Index scoring method has a range from 0 to 4. “0” being the least hazardous and “4” being the most 

hazardous situation. 

Table 3-7 presents the ranking of the hazards of concern based on their CPRI score.  A qualitative 

vulnerability ranking was then assigned based on a summary of potential impact determined by: past 

occurrences, spatial extent, damage, casualties, and continuity of government.  The assessment is 

categorized into the following classifications:  
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□ Extremely Low – No or very limited impact.  The occurrence and potential cost of damage to life 

and property is very minimal-to-nonexistent.  No impact to government functions with no 

disruption to essential services. 

□ Low (Negligible) – Minimal potential impact.  The occurrence and potential cost of damage to life 

and property is minimal. Government functions are at 90% with limited disruption to essential 

services. 

□ Medium (Limited) – Moderate potential impact.  This ranking carries a moderate threat level to the 

general population and /or built environment.  The potential damage is more isolated, and less 

costly than a more widespread disaster. Government functions are at 80% with limited impact to 

essential services.  

□ High (Critical) – Widespread potential impact.  This ranking carries a high threat to the general 

population and/or built environment.  The potential for damage is widespread.  Hazards in this 

category may have occurred in the past.  Government functions are at ~50% operations with limited 

delivery of essential services. 

□ Extremely High (Catastrophic) – Very widespread with catastrophic impact.  Government 

functions are significantly impacted for in excess of one month. 

 

TABLE 3-7.  
HAZARD RISK AND VULNERABILITY RANKING 

Hazard 

Rank Hazard Type CPRI Score 

 

Vulnerability  

Rank 

1 Severe Weather 3.6 High 

2 Wildfire 3.55 High 

3 Train Derailment 3.2 High 

4 Earthquake 2.85 Moderate 

5 Drought 2.75 Moderate 

6 Active Shooter 2.5 Low 

7 Flood 2.45 Low 

8 Volcano 1.75 Low 

9 Landslide 1.45 Very Low 

 

3.8 MITIGATION GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

The City of Cheney adopts the hazard mitigation goals and objectives developed by the Planning Team 

described in Volume 1.  

3.9 HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN  

The Planning Team for the jurisdiction identified and prioritized a wide range of actions based on the risk 

assessment, and their knowledge of the jurisdiction’s assets and hazards of concern.  Table 3-8 lists the 
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action items/strategies that make up the jurisdiction’s hazard mitigation plan.  Background information and 

information on how each action item will be administered, responsible agency/office (including outside the 

district), potential funding sources, the timeframe, who will benefit from the activity, and the type of 

initiative associated with each item are also identified.   

 

TABLE 3-8.  
HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN MATRIX 

Applies 

to new or 

existing 

assets 

Hazards 

Mitigated 

Objectives 

Met Lead Agency 

Estimated 

Cost (High/ 

Medium/ 

Low) or $ 

Figure if 

Known 

Sources of 

Funding 

(List Grant 

type, 

General 

Fund, etc.) 

Timeline 

(Long-Term, 

Short-Term) 

Included in 

Previous 

Plan? 

Yes/No  

Initiative Type: 

Public Information, 

Preventive Activities, 

Structural Projects, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection 

Who or What 

Benefits? 

Facility, Local, 

County, 

Region 

INITIATIVE #1 Support adequate public fire protection. 

New and 

Existing 

All 1, 7, 9 Fire Medium Local 

Budgets, 

Grants 

Long Yes Preventive Activities, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection, 

Infrastructure 

Systems Protection 

Local, 

County, 

Region 

INITIATIVE #2 Encourage tree trimming on public and private property. 

New and 

Existing 

SW, W 2, 5, 7, 

10, 11 

Light Dept Low Enterprise 

Funds, 

Grants 

Long Yes Preventive Activities, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection, 

Infrastructure 

Systems Protection 

Local 

INITIATIVE #3 Develop hazardous materials evacuation drills. 

New and 

Existing 

SW, TD, 

E 

1, 4, 8 Fire Low Local 

Budgets, 

Grants 

Long Yes Preventive Activities, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery,  

Local, 

County, 

Region 

INITIATIVE #4 Continue training and exercising for possible terrorism/active shooter events. 

New and 

Existing 

TD, AS 1, 4, 8 Cheney and 

Eastern PD 

Low Local 

Budgets, 

Grants 

Long Yes Preventive Activities, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery,  

Local, 

County 

INITIATIVE #5 Assess the vulnerability of identified critical facilities. 

New and 

Existing 

All 1, 4, 8 Cheney PD Low Local 

Budgets, 

Grants 

Long Yes Preventive Activities, 

Property Protection, 

Recovery, 

Infrastructure 

Systems Protection 

Local, 

County 

INITIATIVE #6 Continue to support the countywide initiatives identified in this plan. 
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TABLE 3-8.  
HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN MATRIX 

Applies 

to new or 

existing 

assets 

Hazards 

Mitigated 

Objectives 

Met Lead Agency 

Estimated 

Cost (High/ 

Medium/ 

Low) or $ 

Figure if 

Known 

Sources of 

Funding 

(List Grant 

type, 

General 

Fund, etc.) 

Timeline 

(Long-Term, 

Short-Term) 

Included in 

Previous 

Plan? 

Yes/No  

Initiative Type: 

Public Information, 

Preventive Activities, 

Structural Projects, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection 

Who or What 

Benefits? 

Facility, Local, 

County, 

Region 

New and 

Existing 

All 1, 3, 4, 8 DEM Low Local 

Budgets, 

Grants 

Long Yes Preventive Activities, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection, 

Infrastructure 

Systems Protection 

Local, 

County, 

Regional 

INITIATIVE #7 Actively participate in the plan maintenance strategy identified in this plan. 

New and 

Existing 

All 1, 4, 8 DEM Low Local 

Budgets, 

Grants 

Short Yes Preventive Activities, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection, 

Infrastructure 

Systems Protection 

Local, 

County 

INITIATIVE #8 Where appropriate, support retrofitting, purchase, or removal in hazard-prone areas to protect structures from 

future damage, with properties with exposure to repetitive losses as a priority. 

New  All 2, 10, 11 Planning 

Dept 

High FEMA 

Grants, 

Local 

Contributi

ons 

Long Yes Preventive Activities, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery,  

Local 

INITIATIVE #9 Integrate the hazard mitigation plan into other plans, ordinances or programs to dictate land uses within the 

jurisdiction. 

New and 

Existing 

All 2, 3, 4, 5, 

11 

Planning 

Dept 

Low City 

Funding 

Short Yes Preventive Activities, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection, 

Infrastructure 

Systems Protection 

Local, 

County 

INITIATIVE #10 Implement wildfire mitigation recommendations identified in the Spokane County CWPP. 

New and 

Existing 

W 1-12 Spokane 

Conservation 

District, All 

County Fire 

Districts 

Medium Local, 

Fire 

Grants, 

HMGP, 

PDM 

Short Yes Preventive Activities, 

Property Protection, 

Natural Resource 

Protection, 

Infrastructure 

Systems Protection 

Local 

INITIATIVE #11 Continue to maintain and/or enhance the city’s capability to enforce its codes and regulations that result in 

decreased risk exposure of new development. 
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TABLE 3-8.  
HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN MATRIX 

Applies 

to new or 

existing 

assets 

Hazards 

Mitigated 

Objectives 

Met Lead Agency 

Estimated 

Cost (High/ 

Medium/ 

Low) or $ 

Figure if 

Known 

Sources of 

Funding 

(List Grant 

type, 

General 

Fund, etc.) 

Timeline 

(Long-Term, 

Short-Term) 

Included in 

Previous 

Plan? 

Yes/No  

Initiative Type: 

Public Information, 

Preventive Activities, 

Structural Projects, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection 

Who or What 

Benefits? 

Facility, Local, 

County, 

Region 

New and 

Existing 

All 4, 5, 11 Building Dept Low  Local 

Funds 

Long Yes Preventive Activities, 

Property Protection, 

Infrastructure 

Systems Protection 

Local 

INITIATIVE #12 Consider, where appropriate, the adoption of higher regulatory standards that will result in an increase in the 

community resilience of new development. 

New and 

Existing 

All 4, 5, 11 City Staff and 

Council 

Low Local 

Funds, 

Grants,  

Long Yes Preventive Activities, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection, 

Infrastructure 

Systems Protection 

Local 

INITIATIVE #13 Continue to maintain compliance and good standing under the National Flood Insurance Program. This will 

be accomplished through the implementation of floodplain management programs that, at a minimum, will meet the minimum 

requirements of the NFIP, which include the following:  

• Enforcement of the adopted flood damage prevention ordinance 

• Participating in floodplain identification and mapping updates 

• Providing public assistance/information on floodplain requirements and impacts 

New and 

Existing 

F 4, 5, 11 Planning 

Dept 

Low Local 

Funds, 

Grants 

Long Yes Preventive Activities, 

Property Protection, 

Recovery, 

Infrastructure 

Systems Protection 

Local 

INITIATIVE #14 Continue to build partnerships with railroad companies to mitigate railroad hazards, access issues due to 

crossings being blocked during natural hazards. 

New and 

Existing 

TD, H 1-12 Fire Dept Low Local 

Funds, 

Grants 

Long No Preventive Activities, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services,  

Local, 

County, 

regional 

 

3.10 PRIORITIZATION OF MITIGATION INITIATIVES  

Once the mitigation initiatives items were identified, the Planning Team followed the same process outlined 

within Volume 1 to prioritize their initiatives.  An analysis of six different initiative types for each identified 

action item was conducted. Table 3-9 identifies the prioritization for each initiative. 
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TABLE 3-9. 
MITIGATION STRATEGY PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

Initiative 

# 

# of 

Objectives 

Met Benefits Costs 

Do Benefits 

Equal or 

Exceed Costs? 

Is Project 

Grant-

Eligible? 

Can Project Be Funded 

Under Existing Programs/ 

Budgets? Prioritya 

1 2 H M Y Y Some H 

2 3 H L Y Y Y H 

3 3 H L Y Y Y H 

4 2 H L Y Y Y H 

5 3 M L Y Y Y H 

6 4 H L Y Y Y H 

7 3 H L Y Y Y H 

8 3 M H Y Y Some H 

9 5 M L Y N Y H 

10 12 H M Y Y Y M 

11 3 H L Y N Y H 

12 3 H L Y Y Y H 

13 1 H L Y Y Y H 

14 12 H L Y Y Y H 
        

a. See Chapter 1 for explanation of priorities. 

 

3.11 STATUS OF PREVIOUS PLAN INITIATIVES 

Table 3-10 summarizes the initiatives that were recommended in the previous version of the hazard 

mitigation plan and their implementation status at the time this update was prepared. 
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TABLE 3-10. 
STATUS OF PREVIOUS HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN 

  Current Status 

Mitigation Strategy Project Status C
o

m
p

le
te

d
 

C
o

n
ti

n
u

al
 /

O
n

g
o

in
g

 N
at

u
re

 

R
em

o
v

ed
 -

/N
o
 L

o
n

g
er

 R
el

ev
an

t 
/ 

 

N
o

 A
ct

io
n
 

C
ar

ri
ed

 O
v

er
  

1. Continue to support adequate public fire 

protection. 

The City has recently purchased new 

equipment and a new fire apparatus. With 

the rapid growth in the West-Plains of 

Spokane County and the insurgence of 

emergencies in the City, discussion on how 

public-safety can grow to meet the demands 

and how to fund additional positions in an 

on-going initiative.  

✓ ✓  ✓ 

2. Continue to encourage tree trimming on 

public and private property. 

The City takes measures to trim vegetation 

in those areas that are the responsibility of 

the City’s jurisdiction; however, on-going 

encouragement for private land-owners to 

trim trees and reduce nuisance vegetation 

continually takes place. 

✓ ✓  ✓ 

3. Continue to develop hazardous materials 

evacuation drills. 

The City incorporates hazardous materials 

exercises and inclusion of public and 

merchants where and when able. City public 

safety engages in local and county exercises.  

✓ ✓  ✓ 

4. Continue training and exercising for 

possible terrorism/active shooter events. 

City public safety agencies that include the 

fire department and both police agencies 

engage in local and county active shooter 

and rescue task force exercises.  

✓ ✓  ✓ 

5. Continue to assess the vulnerability of 

identified critical facilities. 

The City annually identifies priority 

facilities through the  

✓ ✓  ✓ 

6. Continue to support the countywide 

initiatives identified in this plan. 

The City has continued to work with the 

County and local planning partners in 

supporting the initiatives of this plan. 

✓ ✓  ✓ 

7. Continue to actively participate in the 

plan maintenance strategy identified in this 

plan. 

The City was a planning team member for 

the 2020 update, and completed its annex 

template and all planning requirements to 

maintain an active level of participation. 

✓ ✓  ✓ 
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TABLE 3-10. 
STATUS OF PREVIOUS HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN 

  Current Status 

Mitigation Strategy Project Status C
o

m
p

le
te

d
 

C
o

n
ti

n
u

al
 /

O
n

g
o

in
g

 N
at

u
re

 

R
em

o
v

ed
 -

/N
o
 L

o
n

g
er

 R
el

ev
an

t 
/ 

 

N
o

 A
ct

io
n
 

C
ar

ri
ed

 O
v

er
  

8. Continue to support, where appropriate, 

retrofitting, purchase, or relocation of 

structures located in hazard-prone areas to 

protect structures from future damage, with 

properties with exposure to repetitive losses 

as a priority. 

While the City feels this is a good initiative, 

the reality of relocating structures that are in 

a hazard-prone area is too costly and the 

lack of sufficient funding to support makes 

this part of the initiative highly unlikely; 

therefore, relocation of structures has been 

removed from the 2020 update.  

 ✓ ✓ ✓ 

9. Integrate the hazard mitigation plan into 

other plans, ordinances or programs to 

dictate land uses within the jurisdiction. 

The City updates its Codes and Ordnances 

on an as-needed basis or when Federal or 

State mandates and initiatives require 

change. This planning committee reviewed 

the hazard mitigation plan and continues to 

explore avenues to apply the plan where 

feasible.  

✓ ✓  ✓ 

10. Continue to implement wildfire 

mitigation recommendations identified in 

the Spokane County CWPP. 

The City updates its Codes and Ordnances 

on an as-needed basis or when Federal or 

State mandates and initiatives require 

change. This planning committee reviewed 

the wildfire mitigation recommendations 

and applied those recommendations where 

necessary.  Trim trimming and zero-scape 

initiatives are on-going.  

✓ ✓  ✓ 

11. Continue to maintain and/or enhance the 

city’s capability to enforce its codes and 

regulations that result in decreased risk 

exposure of new development. 

The City updates its Codes and Ordnances 

on an as-needed basis or when Federal or 

State mandates and initiatives require 

change.  

✓ ✓  ✓ 

12. Continue to consider, where appropriate, 

the adoption of higher regulatory standards 

that will result in an increase in the 

community resilience of new development. 

The City updates its Codes and Ordnances 

on an as-needed basis or when Federal or 

State mandates and initiatives require 

change. This planning committee reviewed 

the wildfire mitigation recommendations 

and applied those recommendations where 

necessary.  Trim trimming and zero-scape 

initiatives are on-going. 

✓ ✓  ✓ 

13. Continue to maintain compliance and 
good standing under the National Flood 

Insurance Program. 

The City has continued to work with the 

County and local planning partners in 

supporting the initiatives of the NFIP.  

✓ ✓  ✓ 
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3.12 HAZARD MAPS – EXTENT AND LOCATION 

Hazard area extent and location maps are included below.  These maps are based on the best available data 

at the time of the preparation of this plan, and are considered to be adequate for planning purposes. 
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CHAPTER 4. 
CITY OF DEER PARK ANNEX 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 

This Annex details the hazard mitigation planning elements specific to the City of Deer Park, a participating 

jurisdiction to the Spokane County Hazard Mitigation Plan Update. This Annex is not intended to be a 

standalone document, but rather appends to and supplements the information contained in the base plan 

document. As such, all sections of the base plan, including the planning process and other procedural 

requirements apply to and were met by the City of Deer Park. For planning purposes, this Annex provides 

additional information specific to the jurisdiction, with a focus on providing greater details on the risk 

assessment and mitigation strategy for this community only.  This document serves as an update to the 

previously completed plan.  All relevant data has been carried over and updated with new information as 

appropriate and as identified within the planning process discussed in Volume 1.  

4.2 HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING TEAM POINT(S) OF CONTACT 

The City of Deer Park followed the planning process detailed in Section 2 of the Base Plan.  In addition to 

providing representation on the County’s Planning Team, the City of Deer Park also formulated their own 

internal planning team to support the broader planning process.  Individuals assisting in this Annex 

development are identified below, along with a brief description of how they participated. 

LOCAL PLANNING TEAM MEMBERS 

Name Position/Title Planning Tasks 

Roger Krieger, Community Services 

Director 

316 E Crawford Avenue 

Deer Park, WA  99006 

Telephone: 509-276-8802 

e-mail: RKrieger@ci.deerpark.wa.us 

Primary Point of Contact Update Annex Template data; 

coordinate meetings with City 

Council members; attended planning 

team meetings and workshops; 

attended annex development 

workshop; conducted risk assessment 

review and hazard ranking process 

for presentation during October 1st 

public outreach session; worked with 

city departments to identify 2020 

strategies and obtain status of 

previous strategies;  completed plan 

review, and presented and 

coordinated council and citizen 

briefings.  

Deby Cragun, City Clerk 

316 E Crawford Avenue 

Deer Park, WA  99006 

Telephone: 509-276-8802 

e-mail: DCragun@ci.deerpark.wa.us 

Alternate Point of Contact Coordinate meetings with City 

Council members; assisted with the 

update of information, and 

information gathering from other 

departments as appropriate.   
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LOCAL PLANNING TEAM MEMBERS 

Name Position/Title Planning Tasks 

City of Deer Park City Council and 

Mayor 
 Receive updates on HMP process and 

risk assessment.  Completed plan 

review, approval and adoption. 

4.3 COMMUNITY PROFILE 

The following is a summary of key information about the jurisdiction and its history: 

• Date of Incorporation— 1908 

• Current Population— 4,390 as of April 1, 2019 

• Population Growth— The City has used a population growth rate of 2.7 percent for key 

infrastructure planning, as the 2015 State of Washington Office of Financial Management 

population figure is 3,950 and this equates to this 2.7% growth rate over the last 10 years of 

2005-2015. 

• Location and Description— Deer Park is the only city in the northern portion of Spokane 

County and sits between SR 2 and SR 395, the main transportation corridors to Canadian 

trading partners.  The total land area of the city is approximately 7.0 square miles, with an 

elevation of 2,123 above sea level.  The area is generally flat, without natural hazards of severe 

slope instability or floodways, and located at GPS coordinates 47.956922, -117.470230. 

• Brief History— Deer Park was settled in 1889 when a railroad siding was built for the Spokane 

Falls & Northern Railway.  Deer Park got its name when railroad surveyors saw deer grazing 

in large numbers in the area.  Soon the Standard Lumber Company sawmill was established to 

provide the lumber needed to rebuild the nearby city of Spokane Falls (later named Spokane) 

following the great fire of 1889.  By 1900 the population of Deer Park was approximately 300 

residents.  Arcadia Apple Orchards Company was established in 1906, and orchards of apple 

trees were planted on land surrounding Deer Park that had been cleared by the logging activity.  

Water was diverted from Loon Lake by a series of canals and flumes to provide water to the 

orchard activity but was forced to be abandoned when a draw-down in Deer Park was observed 

due to the water diversion.  By this time there were as many as eight sawmills within 10 miles 

of Deer Park, all of which got their supplies in, and employed members of the town. 

• Climate--- Deer Park experiences a semi-arid climate with significant precipitation.  The area 

is typified by hot, arid climate during the summer and a cold, snowy and moist climate in the 

winter.  Because of Deer Park’s location between the Cascade Range to the West and Rocky 

Mountains to the East and North, the city is protected from the weather patterns experienced in 

other parts of the Pacific Northwest.  As a result of the rain shadow effect of the Cascade 

Mountains, the Deer Park area also has half the rainfall of Seattle, Washington, from the West 

side of the state.  The average precipitation in the Deer Park area is 17 inches, whereas the 

Seattle area received 37 inches annually.  The most precipitation occurs in December, and the 

summer is the driest time of the year.  The Rocky Mountains shield Deer Park from the winter 

season’s cold air masses traveling southward across Canada, sparing the City from the wort 

effects of Arctic air in the winter.  Still, Deer Park’s normal year snow accumulation is in excess 

of 46 inches. 

• Governing Body Format— Deer Park’s government structure is established as a code city, 

with a strong mayor and city council (5 members). 
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• Development Trends— Deer Park continues to grow with a mix of residential and support 

industry type facilities for the residential expansion going on.  The proximity to the 

metropolitan area of Spokane provides a strong supply of employment, and continued 

improvements to the State Highway System reduce commute times greatly, making the area an 

ideal place for citizens who want to reside in a small town setting. 

• Economy – The City of Deer Park’s economic base consists of retail sales and services; 

recreational and healthcare services; agricultural; and light manufacturing.  The largest 

employers include: the Deer Park School District, Northwest Steel Fabrication and Knight 

Construction.  Additionally, continued efforts are in place to create additional acreage for 

industrial and business park developments, which are intended to promote living wage jobs and 

thus create additional demands on support industries, commercial growth and residential 

dwellings. 

The jurisdiction boundaries are identified in the map below. 

4.4 HAZARD EVENT HISTORY 

Within the Base Plan, the Planning Team identified all hazard events which have occurred within the 

County.  In the context of the planning region, it was determined that there are no additional hazards that 

are unique to the jurisdiction.  Table 4-1 lists all past occurrences of natural hazards within the jurisdiction. 

If available, dollar loss data is also included. 

TABLE 4-1 
NATURAL HAZARD EVENTS 

Type of Event FEMA Disaster # (if applicable) Date Dollar Losses (if known) 

Roadway Failure – 

flooding / rain 

FEMA-4309-DR  $89,600 

Winter Weather Snow FEMA 8959993  Unknown 

Winter Weather Ice 

Storm 

FEMA 118746  $10,000 

Winter Weather Snow FEMA 66842  $250,000 

4.5 CAPABILITY ASSESSMENT 

Coordination with other community planning efforts is paramount to the successful implementation of this 

plan.  This section provides information on how planning mechanisms, policies, and programs are 

integrated into other on-going efforts.  It also identifies the jurisdiction’s capabilities with respect to 

preparing and planning for, responding to, recovering from, and mitigating the impacts of hazard events 

and incidents. 

Capabilities include the programs, policies and plans currently in use to reduce hazard impacts or that could 

be used to implement hazard mitigation activities. The capabilities are divided into the following sections: 

National Flood Insurance Information; regulatory capabilities which influence mitigation; administrative 

and technical mitigation capabilities, including education and outreach, partnerships, and other on-going 

mitigation efforts; fiscal capabilities which support mitigation, and classifications under various community 

programs. 
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4.6 NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE INFORMATION  
Information on the community’s National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) compliance is presented in 

Table 4-2.  This identifies the current status of the jurisdiction’s involvement with the NFIP. 

Repetitive flood loss records are as follows: 

• Number of FEMA-Identified Repetitive Loss Properties: None. 

• Number of FEMA-Identified Severe Repetitive Loss Properties: None. 

• Number of Repetitive Flood Loss/Severe Repetitive Loss Properties That Have Been 

Mitigated: None. 

 

TABLE 4-2 
NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE COMPLIANCE  

What department is responsible for floodplain management in your community? Building Department 

Who is your community’s floodplain administrator? (department/position) Roger Krieger, Community 

Services Director 

Do you have any certified floodplain managers on staff in your community? No 

What is the date of adoption of your flood damage prevention ordinance? June 16, 2010 

When was the most recent Community Assistance Visit or Community 

Assistance Contact? 

May, 2010 

To the best of your knowledge, does your community have any outstanding NFIP 

compliance violations that need to be addressed? If so, please state what they are. 

No 

Do your flood hazard maps adequately address the flood risk within your 

community? (If no, please state why) 

Yes 

Does your floodplain management staff need any assistance or training to support 

its floodplain management program? If so, what type of assistance/training is 

needed? 

No 

Does your community participate in the Community Rating System (CRS)? If so, 

is your community seeking to improve its CRS Classification? If not, is your 

community interested in joining the CRS program? 

No 

 

4.6.1 Regulatory Capability 

The assessment of the jurisdiction’s legal and regulatory capabilities is presented in Table 4-3. This includes 

planning and land management tools, typically used by local jurisdictions to implement hazard mitigation 

activities and indicates those that are currently in place.  



CITY OF DEER PARK  

 

Bridgeview Consulting 4-5 April 2020  

TABLE 4-3 
LEGAL AND REGULATORY CAPABILITY 

 

Local 

Authority 

Other 

Jurisdictional 

Authority  

State 

Mandated Comments 

Codes, Ordinances & Requirements 

Building Code 

     Version IBC / IRC 

     Year 2015 

Yes No Yes Title 15, Deer Park Mun. Code 

Zoning Ordinance  Yes No Yes Title 18 

Subdivision Ordinance  Yes No Yes Title 17 

Floodplain Ordinance Yes No Yes Title 18 

Stormwater Management Yes No No Title 12 

Post Disaster Recovery  No No No --- 

Real Estate Disclosure  No No Yes RCW64.06.020 

Growth Management Yes No Yes Title 17, 18, 19 

Site Plan Review  Yes No Yes Title 18 

Public Health and Safety Yes No No Title 8 

Coastal Zone Management N/A N/A N/A  

Climate Change Adaptation N/A N/A N/A  

Natural Hazard Specific Ordinance 

(stormwater, steep slope, wildfire, 

etc.) 

Yes No No Title 18 

Environmental Protection Yes No Yes Title 16 

Planning Documents 

General or Comprehensive Plan      

Is the plan equipped to provide linkage to this mitigation plan? Yes 

Floodplain or Basin Plan No No No  

Stormwater Plan  No No No  

Capital Improvement Plan Yes No Yes  

Habitat Conservation Plan Yes No Yes  

Economic Development Plan Yes No Yes  

Shoreline Management Plan N/A N/A N/A  

Community Wildfire Protection 

Plan  

No No No  

Transportation Plan Yes No Yes  

Response/Recovery Planning 

Comprehensive Emergency 

Management Plan 

No No No Spokane County DEM 

Threat and Hazard Identification 

and Risk Assessment 

No No No Spokane County DEM 

Terrorism Plan No No No Spokane County DEM 
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TABLE 4-3 
LEGAL AND REGULATORY CAPABILITY 

 

Local 

Authority 

Other 

Jurisdictional 

Authority  

State 

Mandated Comments 

Post-Disaster Recovery Plan No No No  

Continuity of Operations Plan No No No  

Public Health Plans No No No  

Boards and Commission 

Planning Commission Yes No Yes  

Mitigation Planning Committee No No Yes The City was part of the County’s 

Previous HMP, and served on the 

Committee at that time.  The City 

continues to be part of the effort with the 

2020 update, and will remain an active 

participant over the lifecycle of the 2020 

edition.  

Maintenance programs to reduce 

risk (e.g., tree trimming, clearing 

drainage systems, chipping, etc.) 

Yes No No  

Mutual Aid Agreements / 

Memorandums of Understanding 

Yes No No The City has an Interlocal Agreement with 

County DEM to provide emergency 

management services, including  

Other     

4.6.2 Administrative and Technical Capabilities 

The assessment of the jurisdiction’s administrative and technical capabilities, including educational and 

outreach efforts, and on-going programmatic efforts are presented in Table 4-4.  These are elements which 

support not only mitigation, but all phases of emergency management already in place that are used to 

implement mitigation activities and communicate hazard-related information. 

TABLE 4-4 
ADMINISTRATIVE AND TECHNICAL CAPABILITY  

Staff/Personnel Resources 

Available 

(Yes/No) Department/Agency/Position 

Planners or engineers with knowledge of land 

development and land management practices 

Yes City Planning Staff 

Professionals trained in building or infrastructure 

construction practices (building officials, fire 

inspectors, etc.) 

Yes City Building Staff 

Engineers specializing in construction practices? Yes Contract for service with Engineering Firm 

Planners or engineers with an understanding of 

natural hazards 

Yes Contract for service with Engineering Firm 

Staff with training in benefit/cost analysis Yes Contract for service with Engineering Firm 
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TABLE 4-4 
ADMINISTRATIVE AND TECHNICAL CAPABILITY  

Staff/Personnel Resources 

Available 

(Yes/No) Department/Agency/Position 

Surveyors Yes Contract for service with Engineering Firm 

Personnel skilled or trained in GIS applications Yes Contract for service with Engineering Firm 

Emergency Manager Yes Contract with Spokane County DEM 

Grant writers Yes City Staff 

Warning Systems/Services  Yes Reverse 9-1-1, Alert Spokane 

Hazard data and information available to public Yes In addition to the HMP, the City also maintains a 

Wastewater Dam Plan 

Maintain Elevation Certificates No  

Education and Outreach 

Local citizen groups or non-profit organizations 

focused on emergency preparedness? 

No The City has an Interlocal Agreement with the 

County to provide various Emergency Management 

services and functions.  In that regard, the County 

does have trained CERT members countywide, 

which would be utilized throughout the  

Ongoing public education or information program  Yes Fire District #4 

Natural disaster or safety related school programs? Yes School Districts are compliant with necessary safety 

plans in place.  Information from the HMP will 

further support their efforts in this respect.  

Multi-seasonal public awareness program? Yes The City receives these benefits through an interlocal 

agreement with County DEM, who provides 

awareness and outreach efforts for the various 

hazards of concern, both on an educational basis, but 

also as emergencies are evolving.  

On-Going Mitigation Efforts 

Hazardous Vegetation Abatement Program Yes This service is something that is coordinated by the 

Conservation District and WA DNR at various times.  

Noxious Weed Eradication Program or other 

vegetation management 

Yes Spokane County Noxious Weed Control 

Fire Safe Councils Yes Fire District #4 

Chipper program No This service is something that is provided by the 

Conservation District at various times, when 

coordinated as a CWPP strategy.  

Defensible space inspections program Yes This service is something that is available through 

WA DNR in a cost-share capacity.  

Address signage for property addresses Yes This service is something that is provided by the 

Conservation District at various times, and 

possibly through the Fire District #4 

4.6.3 Fiscal Capability 

The assessment of the jurisdiction’s fiscal capabilities is presented in Table 4-5. These are the financial 

tools or resources that could potentially be used to help fund mitigation activities.  
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TABLE 4-5 
FISCAL CAPABILITY  

Financial Resources 

Accessible or Eligible 

to Use? 

Community Development Block Grants Yes 

Capital Improvements Project Funding Yes 

Authority to Levy Taxes for Specific Purposes Yes 

User Fees for Water, Sewer, Gas or Electric Service Yes 

Incur Debt through General Obligation Bonds Yes 

Incur Debt through Special Tax Bonds Yes 

Incur Debt through Private Activity Bonds Yes 

Withhold Public Expenditures in Hazard-Prone Areas Yes 

State Sponsored Grant Programs  Yes 

Development Impact Fees for Homebuyers or Developers  Yes 

Other  

4.6.4 Community Classifications  

The jurisdiction’s classifications under various hazard mitigation programs are presented in Table 4-6. Each 

of the classifications identified establish requirements which, when met, are known to increase the 

resilience of a community. 

TABLE 4-6. 
COMMUNITY CLASSIFICATIONS 

 Participating (Yes/No) Date Enrolled 

Community Rating System No  

Building Code Effectiveness Grading 

Scales 

Yes 

Residential – Grade 3 

Commercial – Grade 3 

11/2/2011 

Protection Class 4 11/2/2011 

Storm Ready Yes  

Firewise No  

 

4.7 HAZARD RISK AND VULERABILITY RANKING  

The jurisdiction’s internal Planning Team reviewed the hazard list identified within the Base Plan, and have 

identified the hazards that affect the City of Deer Park, computing their Calculated Priority Risk Index 

(CPRI) scores as follows: 

   



CITY OF DEER PARK  

 

Bridgeview Consulting 4-9 April 2020  

 
CALCULATED PRIORITY RISK INDEX RANKING SCORES 

Hazard Probability 

Magnitude and/or 

Severity 

Extent and 

Location  

Warning 

Time Duration 

Calculated Priority 

Risk Index Score 

Drought 2 2 2 1 4 1.95 

Earthquake 2 3 2 4 1 2.45 

Flood 3 2 2 4 2 2.7 

Landslide 1 1 1 1 2 1.05 

Severe Weather 4 2 4 2 3 3.25 

Volcano 1 1 1 1 4 1.15 

Wildfire 3 2 3 4 3 2.95 

Storage Lagoon 

Failure 

1 2 2 2 3 1.65 

       

The Calculated Priority Risk Index scoring method has a range from 0 to 4. “0” being the least hazardous and “4” being the most 

hazardous situation. 

Table 4-7 presents the ranking of the hazards of concern based on their CPRI score.  A qualitative 

vulnerability ranking was then assigned based on a summary of potential impact determined by: past 

occurrences, spatial extent, damage, casualties, and continuity of government.  The assessment is 

categorized into the following classifications:  

□ Extremely Low – No or very limited impact.  The occurrence and potential cost of damage to life 

and property is very minimal-to-nonexistent.  No impact to government functions with no 

disruption to essential services. 

□ Low (Negligible) – Minimal potential impact.  The occurrence and potential cost of damage to life 

and property is minimal. Government functions are at 90% with limited disruption to essential 

services. 

□ Medium (Limited) – Moderate potential impact.  This ranking carries a moderate threat level to the 

general population and /or built environment.  The potential damage is more isolated, and less 

costly than a more widespread disaster. Government functions are at 80% with limited impact to 

essential services.  

□ High (Critical) – Widespread potential impact.  This ranking carries a high threat to the general 

population and/or built environment.  The potential for damage is widespread.  Hazards in this 

category may have occurred in the past.  Government functions are at ~50% operations with limited 

delivery of essential services. 

□ Extremely High (Catastrophic) – Very widespread with catastrophic impact.  Government 

functions are significantly impacted for in excess of one month. 
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TABLE 4-7.  
HAZARD RISK AND VULNERABILITY RANKING 

Hazard 

Rank Hazard Type CPRI Score 

 

Vulnerability  

Rank 

1 Severe Weather 3.25 High 

2 Wildfire 2.95 High 

3 Flood 2.7 Medium 

4 Earthquake 2.45 Medium 

5 Drought 1.95 Low 

6 Storage Lagoon Fail 1.65 Low 

7 Volcano 1.15 Extremely Low 

8 Landslides 1.05 Extremely Low 

 

4.8 MITIGATION GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

The City of Deer Park adopts the hazard mitigation goals and objectives developed by the Planning Team 

described in Volume 1.  

4.9 HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN  

The Planning Team for the jurisdiction identified and prioritized a wide range of actions based on the risk 

assessment, and their knowledge of the jurisdiction’s assets and hazards of concern.  Table 4-8 lists the 

action items/strategies that make up the jurisdiction’s hazard mitigation plan.  Background information and 

information on how each action item will be administered, responsible agency/office (including outside the 

district), potential funding sources, the timeframe, who will benefit from the activity, and the type of 

initiative associated with each item are also identified.   

TABLE 4-8.  
HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN MATRIX 

Applies 

to new or 

existing 

assets 

Hazards 

Mitigate

d 

Objective

s Met Lead Agency 

Estimated 

Cost 

(High/ 

Medium/ 

Low) or $ 

Figure if 

Known 

Sources of 

Funding 

(List Grant 

type, 

General 

Fund, etc.) 

Timeline 

(Long-

Term, 

Short-Term) 

Included in 

Previous 

Plan? 

Yes/No  

Initiative Type: 

Public Information, 

Preventive 

Activities, Structural 

Projects, Property 

Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection 

Who or What 

Benefits? 

Facility, Local, 

County, 

Region 

INITIATIVE # DP-1 – Continue to support the countywide initiatives identified in this plan. 

New & 

Existing 

All 

Hazards 

1,3,4,8 DEM, Deer 

Park 

Low Local Ongoing Yes Public 

Information, 

Prevention, 

Emergency 

Services 

Local, 

County 

INITIATIVE # DP-2 – Actively participate in the plan maintenance strategy identified in this plan. 
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TABLE 4-8.  
HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN MATRIX 

Applies 

to new or 

existing 

assets 

Hazards 

Mitigate

d 

Objective

s Met Lead Agency 

Estimated 

Cost 

(High/ 

Medium/ 

Low) or $ 

Figure if 

Known 

Sources of 

Funding 

(List Grant 

type, 

General 

Fund, etc.) 

Timeline 

(Long-

Term, 

Short-Term) 

Included in 

Previous 

Plan? 

Yes/No  

Initiative Type: 

Public Information, 

Preventive 

Activities, Structural 

Projects, Property 

Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection 

Who or What 

Benefits? 

Facility, Local, 

County, 

Region 

New & 

Existing 

All 

Hazards 

1,4,8 DEM Low Local Ongoing Yes Public Information 

Preventive 

Activities 

Local, 

County 

INITIATIVE # DP-3 –Where appropriate, support retrofitting, purchase, or relocation of structures located in hazard-prone 

areas to protect structures from future damage, with properties with exposure to repetitive losses as a priority. 

Existing All 

Hazards 

2,10,11 Deer Park High FEMA 

Grant, 

Local 

Funds 

Long Term Yes Preventive 

Activities, 

Structural 

Projects, Property 

Protection 

Local 

INITIATIVE # DP-4 – Integrate the hazard mitigation plan into other plans, ordinances or programs to dictate land uses within 

the jurisdiction. 

New & 

Existing 

All 

Hazards 

2,3,4,5, 

11 

Deer Park Low Local Short Term Yes Preventive 

Activities, 

Resource 

Protection 

Local 

INITIATIVE # DP-5 – Implement wildfire mitigation recommendations identified in the Spokane County CWPP. 

New & 

Existing 

Wildfire 1,2,3,4, 

5,7,8,9, 

10,11,12 

Conservation 

District, Fire 

District 

Medium Local, 

Fire 

Grants, 

FEMA 

Short Term 

and 

ongoing 

Yes Public 

Information, 

Preventive 

Activities, 

Property 

Protection, Natural 

Resource 

Protection 

 

Local 

INITIATIVE # DP-6 – Continue to maintain and/or enhance the City’s capability to enforce its codes and regulations that result 

in decreased risk exposure of existing and new development. 

New & 

Existing 

All 

Hazards 

4,5,11 

 

Deer Park Low Local Ongoing Yes Public 

Information, 

Preventive 

Activities, 

Property 

Protection 

Local 

INITIATIVE # DP-7 –Consider, where appropriate, the adoption of higher regulatory standards that will result in an increase in 

the community resilience of new development. 
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TABLE 4-8.  
HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN MATRIX 

Applies 

to new or 

existing 

assets 

Hazards 

Mitigate

d 

Objective

s Met Lead Agency 

Estimated 

Cost 

(High/ 

Medium/ 

Low) or $ 

Figure if 

Known 

Sources of 

Funding 

(List Grant 

type, 

General 

Fund, etc.) 

Timeline 

(Long-

Term, 

Short-Term) 

Included in 

Previous 

Plan? 

Yes/No  

Initiative Type: 

Public Information, 

Preventive 

Activities, Structural 

Projects, Property 

Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection 

Who or What 

Benefits? 

Facility, Local, 

County, 

Region 

New All 

Hazards 

4,5,11 Deer Park Low Local Long Term Yes Preventive 

Activities, 

Property 

Protection, Natural 

Resource 

Protection 

Local 

 

 

 

INITIATIVE # DP-8 – Continue to maintain compliance and good standing under the National Flood Insurance Program.  This 

will be accomplished through the implementation of floodplain management programs that, at a minimum, will meet the 

minimum requirements of the NFIPO, which include the following: Enforcement of the adopted flood damage prevention 

ordinance, Participation in floodplain identification and mapping updates, Providing public assistance/information on floodplain 

requirements and impacts. 

New & 

Existing 

Flood 2,4,5,6, 

8,12 

Deer Park Low Local On-Going Yes Preventive 

Activities, 

Property 

Protection, Natural 

Resource 

Protection 

Local 

 

 

 

 

INITIATIVE # DP-9 –Consider participation on the NFIP Community Rating System program. 

New & 

Existing 

Flood 2, 4, 5, 6, 

8, 12 

Deer Park Low Local On Going Yes Preventive 

Activities, 

Property 

Protection, Natural 

Resource 

Protection 

Local 

 

 

 

 

 

4.10 PRIORITIZATION OF MITIGATION INITIATIVES  

Once the mitigation initiatives items were identified, the Planning Team followed the same process outlined 

within Volume 1 to prioritize their initiatives.  An analysis of six different initiative types for each identified 

action item was conducted. Table 4-9 identifies the prioritization for each initiative. 

TABLE 4-9. 
MITIGATION STRATEGY PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

Initiative 

# 

# of 

Objectives 

Met Benefits Costs 

Do Benefits 

Equal or 

Exceed Costs? 

Is Project 

Grant-

Eligible? 

Can Project Be Funded 

Under Existing Programs/ 

Budgets? Prioritya 

DP-1 4 Medium Low Yes Yes Yes High 
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TABLE 4-9. 
MITIGATION STRATEGY PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

Initiative 

# 

# of 

Objectives 

Met Benefits Costs 

Do Benefits 

Equal or 

Exceed Costs? 

Is Project 

Grant-

Eligible? 

Can Project Be Funded 

Under Existing Programs/ 

Budgets? Prioritya 

DP-2 3 Medium Low Yes Yes Yes High 

DP-3 3 High High Yes Yes Yes Medium 

DP-4 5 Medium Low Yes No Yes High 

DP-5 10 High Low Yes No Yes High 

DP-6 3 Medium Low Yes No Yes High 

DP-7 3 Medium Low Yes No Yes Medium 

DP-8 6 Medium Low Yes No Yes High 

DP-9 6 Medium Low Yes No Yes Medium 
        

a. See Chapter 1 for explanation of priorities. 

 

4.11 STATUS OF PREVIOUS PLAN INITIATIVES 

Table 4-10 summarizes the initiatives that were recommended in the previous version of the hazard 

mitigation plan and their implementation status at the time this update was prepared. 

 

TABLE 4-10. 
STATUS OF PREVIOUS HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN 

  Current Status 

Mitigation Strategy Project Status C
o

m
p

le
te

d
 

C
o

n
ti

n
u

al
 /

O
n

g
o

in
g

 N
at

u
re

 

R
em

o
v

ed
 -

/N
o
 L

o
n

g
er

 R
el

ev
an

t 
/ 

 

N
o

 A
ct

io
n

 

C
ar

ri
ed

 O
v

er
  

Repair/retrofit earthen wastewater dam. Facility was rebuilt with new liner and leak 

detection in 2017. While the City of Deer 

Park attempted to gain grant funds for this 

project, none were available which met the 

criteria of the granting source.  

✓    
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TABLE 4-10. 
STATUS OF PREVIOUS HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN 

  Current Status 

Mitigation Strategy Project Status C
o

m
p

le
te

d
 

C
o

n
ti

n
u

al
 /

O
n

g
o

in
g

 N
at

u
re

 

R
em

o
v

ed
 -

/N
o
 L

o
n

g
er

 R
el

ev
an

t 
/ 

 

N
o

 A
ct

io
n
 

C
ar

ri
ed

 O
v

er
  

Support County wide plan initiatives. Ongoing participation with DEM.  We 

continue to work with the County in all 

areas of emergency management, including 

the maintenance and update of the existing 

HMP.  

✓ ✓  ✓ 

Support retrofit/purchase of structures in 

hazard prone areas. 

The City has continued to monitor areas for 

this action item.  To date, we have not 

pursued this initiative, but it remains a 

viable option.  

 ✓  ✓ 

Hazard plan mitigation with ordinances. The City continues to utilize information 

contained and identified within the HMP to 

enhance its code updates in Building and 

Planning as warranted. 

✓ ✓  ✓ 

Implement wildfire strategies. The City continues to work with the County 

Conservation District and the County DEM 

in identifying potential mitigation efforts to 

help reduce the risk of wildfire throughout 

the City and county as a whole.  This 

includes review and application of wildfire 

risk information as codes are reviewed and 

updated. 

✓ ✓  ✓ 

Code enforcement enhancements. The City continues to ensure qualified 

personnel are on staff by continually support 

efforts for personnel certification updates 

and training as applicable to allow for 

appropriate code enforcement.  As deemed 

appropriate, the City also updates its 

regulatory authority to meet guidelines and 

address areas of concern. 

✓ ✓  ✓ 

Development code updates and standards. The city has a process in place to ensure 

code updates in Building and Planning 

occurs as warranted.  Information from the 

Hazard Mitigation Plan, as well as other 

sources, are utilized to ensure compliance. 

✓   ✓ 



CITY OF DEER PARK  

 

Bridgeview Consulting 4-15 April 2020  

TABLE 4-10. 
STATUS OF PREVIOUS HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN 

  Current Status 

Mitigation Strategy Project Status C
o

m
p

le
te

d
 

C
o

n
ti

n
u

al
 /

O
n

g
o

in
g

 N
at

u
re

 

R
em

o
v

ed
 -

/N
o
 L

o
n

g
er

 R
el

ev
an

t 
/ 

 

N
o

 A
ct

io
n
 

C
ar

ri
ed

 O
v

er
  

Maintain compliance and participation with 

National Flood Insurance Program. 

Code updates in Building and Planning as 

warranted to maintain compliance within the 

NFIP.  NFIP data was provided as an 

outreach effort during the 2020 HMP 

development. 

✓ ✓  ✓ 

Participation in NFIP Community Rating 

System. 

Monitoring areas for action. Enrollment 

within the CRS program remains an option 

for the City, but at present, the City lacks 

the capacity to administer a program of this 

magnitude. 

   ✓ 

 

Hazard area extent and location maps are included below.  These maps are based on the best available data 

at the time of the preparation of this plan, and are considered to be adequate for planning purposes. 
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CHAPTER 5. 
CITY OF LIBERTY LAKE ANNEX 

5.1 INTRODUCTION 

This Annex details the hazard mitigation planning elements specific to the City of Liberty Lake, a 

participating jurisdiction to the Spokane County Hazard Mitigation Plan Update. This Annex is not intended 

to be a standalone document, but rather appends to and supplements the information contained in the base 

plan document. As such, all sections of the base plan, including the planning process and other procedural 

requirements apply to and were met by the City of Liberty Lake. For planning purposes, this Annex provides 

additional information specific to the jurisdiction, with a focus on providing greater details on the risk 

assessment and mitigation strategy for this community only.  This document serves as an update to the 

previously completed plan.  All relevant data has been carried over and updated with new information as 

appropriate and as identified within the planning process discussed in Volume 1.  

 

5.2 HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING TEAM POINT(S) OF CONTACT 

The City of Liberty Lake followed the planning process detailed in Section 2 of the Base Plan.  In addition 

to providing representation on the County’s Planning Team, the City of Liberty Lake also formulated their 

own internal planning team to support the broader planning process.  Individuals assisting in this Annex 

development are identified below, along with a brief description of how they participated. 

Local Planning Team Members 

Name Position/Title Planning Tasks 

Brian K. Asmus, Chief of Police 

23127 East Mission Avenue 

Liberty Lake, WA  99019 

Telephone: 509-755-1141 

basmus@libertylakewa.gov 

Primary Point of Contact Meeting attendance, capturing of 

information; review risk ranking; 

review final annex and County 

base plan.  Present plan to 

Commissioners for adoption. 

Darin Morgan, Sergeant 

23127 East Mission Avenue 

Liberty Lake, WA  99019 

Telephone: 509-919-0451 

dmorgan@libertylakewa.gov 

Alternate Point of Contact Planning Coordinator; Meeting 

attendance, planning team 

facilitator; authoring of plan; 

capturing of information; conduct 

risk assessment; review final 

annex and County base plan.   

Lisa Key, Director of PEBS 

22710 East Country Vista Drive 

Liberty Lake, WA 99019 

Telephone: 509-755-6708 

lkey@libertylakewa.gov 

Director of Planning Engineering 

and Building Services 

Provide information as necessary; 

review draft plan.  

5.3 COMMUNITY PROFILE 

The following is a summary of key information about the jurisdiction and its history: 
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• Date of Incorporation—August 31, 2001 

• Current Population—11,000 as of September 30, 2019 

• Population Growth—5.66% average growth rate per year from 2013-2019 

• Location and Description—Located in Spokane County along the I-90 corridor 17 miles east 

of Spokane and two miles west of the Idaho/Washington state line.  Liberty Lake is 

approximately 6.5 square miles.  The city borders the City of Spokane Valley on the west, the 

Spokane River on the north and Liberty Lake on the south. 

• Brief History—Highlights of Liberty Lake Community History: 

• The Liberty Lake area was originally inhabited by Native Americans long before white 

settlers came into the area. 

• Due to the Homestead Act of 1862, many people decided to settle in the area to be privy to 

one quarter square mile of government land, provided they grow crops and work to improve 

the land. 

• Liberty Lake was named after a Frenchman named Stephen Liberty who homesteaded on 

the west side of the lake. 

• Liberty Lake was once known as “Spokane’s Inland Seashore.”  With natural beauty and 

attractions like boating, entertainment, dancing, and Fourth of July celebrations; many 

were originally brought to the area by electric train. 

• In the 1970’s, the former Carson Hill became known as Holiday Hill, which is located on 

the west side of the city.  Holiday Hill and the surrounding area was used for camping, 

skiing, ice skating, motor cross racing, and youth sports camps.  A ski lodge and restaurant 

were also located at Holiday Hill. 

• Also, in the 1970’s, housing opportunities increased north of Sprague Avenue. 

• The early 1990’s saw a boom in housing development with the creating of Homestead and 

Meadowwood, as well as commercial and industrial development. 

• The annual Liberty Lake 4th of July celebration continues with music, dancing and 

fireworks. 

• Upon incorporation on August 31st, 2001, the City was home to three golf courses and over 

4,000 residents. 

• Climate— Liberty Lake, Washington is a good place to live in with its moderate climate.  

Average minimum temperature of Liberty Lake in January is 18.1º, average minimum 

temperature in July is 56.5º.  Average precipitation in January is 4.52”, average precipitation 

in July is .04”. 

• Governing Body Format— Non-Charter Code City with a Strong Mayor and seven City 

Council Members.  The city has an appointed city administrator that is responsible for the day 

to day operations. 

• Development Trends—The City of Liberty Lake has experienced moderate growth in both 

commercial and residential development.  Multifamily housing has increased significantly and 

continues to be an area where developers express interest.  As the city matures, planned 

residential and commercial areas continue to be built out.  The city has added a second 

elementary school and its first middle school.  A comprehensive high school is being developed 

and is anticipated to open in 2021. 
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• Economy – The City of Liberty Lake’s economic base consists of retail sales and services; 

recreational and healthcare services; motor vehicle and recreations vehicle sales and light 

manufacturing.  The largest employers include: Itron, Spokane Teacher’s Credit Union, 

Huntwood Cabinets, F5 Networks, Central Valley School District, and Comcast. 

The jurisdiction boundaries are identified in the map below. 

5.4 HAZARD EVENT HISTORY 

Within the Base Plan, the Planning Team identified all hazard events which have occurred within the 

County.  In the context of the planning region, it was determined that there are no additional hazards that 

are unique to the jurisdiction.  Table 5-1 lists all past occurrences of natural hazards within the jurisdiction. 

If available, dollar loss data is also included. 

TABLE 5-1 
NATURAL HAZARD EVENTS 

Type of Event 

FEMA Disaster # (if 

applicable) Date Dollar Losses (if known) 

Earthquake  04/29/1965 Information Not Available 

Earthquake  06/25/2001 Information Not Available 

Earthquake  11/11/2001 Information Not Available 

Winter Storm FEMA 1825 DR 12/08-01/09 $12,932.61 

5.5 CAPABILITY ASSESSMENT 

Coordination with other community planning efforts is paramount to the successful implementation of this 

plan.  This section provides information on how planning mechanisms, policies, and programs are 

integrated into other on-going efforts.  It also identifies the jurisdiction’s capabilities with respect to 

preparing and planning for, responding to, recovering from, and mitigating the impacts of hazard events 

and incidents. 

Capabilities include the programs, policies and plans currently in use to reduce hazard impacts or that could 

be used to implement hazard mitigation activities. The capabilities are divided into the following sections: 

National Flood Insurance Information; regulatory capabilities which influence mitigation; administrative 

and technical mitigation capabilities, including education and outreach, partnerships, and other on-going 

mitigation efforts; fiscal capabilities which support mitigation, and classifications under various community 

programs. 

5.6 NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE INFORMATION  
Information on the community’s National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) compliance is presented in 

Table 5-2.  This identifies the current status of the jurisdiction’s involvement with the NFIP. 

Repetitive flood loss records are as follows: 

• Number of FEMA-Identified Repetitive Loss Properties: 0 

• Number of FEMA-Identified Severe Repetitive Loss Properties: 0 
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• Number of Repetitive Flood Loss/Severe Repetitive Loss Properties That Have Been 

Mitigated: 0 

TABLE 5-2 
NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE COMPLIANCE  

What department is responsible for floodplain management in your community? Planning, Engineering, Building 

Who is your community’s floodplain administrator? (department/position) Planning/PEBS Director 

Do you have any certified floodplain managers on staff in your community? Yes 

What is the date of adoption of your flood damage prevention ordinance? November 19, 2019 

When was the most recent Community Assistance Visit or Community 

Assistance Contact? 

Unknown 

To the best of your knowledge, does your community have any outstanding NFIP 

compliance violations that need to be addressed? If so, please state what they are. 

No 

Do your flood hazard maps adequately address the flood risk within your 

community? (If no, please state why) 

Yes 

Does your floodplain management staff need any assistance or training to support 

its floodplain management program? If so, what type of assistance/training is 

needed? 

No 

Does your community participate in the Community Rating System (CRS)? If so, 

is your community seeking to improve its CRS Classification? If not, is your 

community interested in joining the CRS program? 

Yes/No clarification requested 

 

5.6.1 Regulatory Capability 

The assessment of the jurisdiction’s legal and regulatory capabilities is presented in Table 5-3. This includes 

planning and land management tools, typically used by local jurisdictions to implement hazard mitigation 

activities and indicates those that are currently in place.  

TABLE 5-3 
LEGAL AND REGULATORY CAPABILITY 

 

Local 

Authority 

Other 

Jurisdictional 

Authority  

State 

Mandated Comments 

Codes, Ordinances & Requirements 

Building Code 

     Version  

     Year 

Yes No Yes IBC (2018) 

Zoning Ordinance  Yes No No  

Subdivision Ordinance  Yes No Yes  

Floodplain Ordinance Yes No No  

Stormwater Management Yes No No  

Post Disaster Recovery  No No No  

Real Estate Disclosure  No Yes Yes RCW 64.06 
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TABLE 5-3 
LEGAL AND REGULATORY CAPABILITY 

 

Local 

Authority 

Other 

Jurisdictional 

Authority  

State 

Mandated Comments 

Growth Management No Yes Yes  

Site Plan Review  Yes No Yes Requirement of IBC 

Public Health and Safety Yes No No  

Coastal Zone Management N/A    

Climate Change Adaptation N/A    

Natural Hazard Specific Ordinance 

(stormwater, steep slope, wildfire, 

etc.) 

Yes Yes Yes  

Environmental Protection     

Planning Documents 

General or Comprehensive Plan      

Is the plan equipped to provide linkage to this mitigation plan? Yes 

Floodplain or Basin Plan No No No  

Stormwater Plan  Yes No No  

Capital Improvement Plan Yes No No  

Habitat Conservation Plan No No No  

Economic Development Plan No No No  

Shoreline Management Plan Yes No Yes  

Community Wildfire Protection 

Plan  

No No No  

Transportation Plan Yes Yes Yes  

Response/Recovery Planning 

Comprehensive Emergency 

Management Plan 

Yes Yes Yes  

Threat and Hazard Identification 

and Risk Assessment 

No Yes No  

Terrorism Plan No No No  

Post-Disaster Recovery Plan No No No  

Continuity of Operations Plan Yes No No  

Public Health Plans No No Yes  

Boards and Commission 

Planning Commission Yes No Yes  

Mitigation Planning Committee Yes No No Served as a member of the HMP 

committee for the 2020 update; will 

remain active during the lifecycle of this 

plan as identified in the maintenance 

strategy of the plan. 
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TABLE 5-3 
LEGAL AND REGULATORY CAPABILITY 

 

Local 

Authority 

Other 

Jurisdictional 

Authority  

State 

Mandated Comments 

Maintenance programs to reduce 

risk (e.g., tree trimming, clearing 

drainage systems, chipping, etc.) 

Yes No No  

Mutual Aid Agreements / 

Memorandums of Understanding 

Yes No No  

Other     

 

5.6.2 Administrative and Technical Capabilities 

The assessment of the jurisdiction’s administrative and technical capabilities, including educational and 

outreach efforts, and on-going programmatic efforts are presented in Table 5-4.  These are elements which 

support not only mitigation, but all phases of emergency management already in place that are used to 

implement mitigation activities and communicate hazard-related information. 

TABLE 5-4 
ADMINISTRATIVE AND TECHNICAL CAPABILITY  

Staff/Personnel Resources 

Available 

(Yes/No) Department/Agency/Position 

   

Planners or engineers with knowledge of land 

development and land management practices 

Yes PEBS/Director of PEBS 

Professionals trained in building or infrastructure 

construction practices (building officials, fire 

inspectors, etc.) 

Yes PEBS/Building Inspector 

Engineers specializing in construction practices? Yes PEBS/City Engineer 

Planners or engineers with an understanding of 

natural hazards 

No  

Staff with training in benefit/cost analysis Yes PEBS/Director of PEBS 

Surveyors No  

Personnel skilled or trained in GIS applications Yes PEBS/PEBS Director 

Personnel skilled or trained in Hazus use No  

Scientist familiar with natural hazards in local area No  

Emergency Manager Yes Police Department/Chief of Police 

Grant writers Yes PEBS/Director 

Warning Systems/Services (Reverse 9-1-1, outdoor 

warning signs or signals, flood or fire warning 

program, etc.?) 

Yes SREC/Partner Agency 
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TABLE 5-4 
ADMINISTRATIVE AND TECHNICAL CAPABILITY  

Staff/Personnel Resources 

Available 

(Yes/No) Department/Agency/Position 

Hazard data and information available to public No  

Maintain Elevation Certificates Yes PEBS/PEBS Director 

Education and Outreach 

Local citizen groups or non-profit organizations 

focused on emergency preparedness? 

No  

Local citizen groups or non-profit organizations 

focused on environmental protection? 

No  

Organization focused on individuals with access 

and functional needs populations 

No  

Ongoing public education or information program 

(e.g., responsible water use, fire safety, household 

preparedness, environmental education) 

No  

Natural disaster or safety related school programs? No  

Public-private partnership initiatives addressing 

disaster-related issues? 

No  

Multi-seasonal public awareness program? No  

Other   

On-Going Mitigation Efforts 

Hazardous Vegetation Abatement Program No  

Noxious Weed Eradication Program or other 

vegetation management 

Yes Parks and Maintenance/Parks Director 

Fire Safe Councils No No 

Chipper program No  

Defensible space inspections program No  

Creek, stream, culvert or storm drain maintenance 

or cleaning program 

No  

Stream restoration program No  

Erosion or sediment control program No  

Address signage for property addresses Yes PEBS/PEBS Director 

Other   

5.6.3 Fiscal Capability 

The assessment of the jurisdiction’s fiscal capabilities is presented in Table 5-5. These are the financial 

tools or resources that could potentially be used to help fund mitigation activities.  
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TABLE 5-5 
FISCAL CAPABILITY  

Financial Resources 

Accessible or Eligible 

to Use? 

Community Development Block Grants Yes 

Capital Improvements Project Funding Yes 

Authority to Levy Taxes for Specific Purposes Yes 

User Fees for Water, Sewer, Gas or Electric Service No 

Incur Debt through General Obligation Bonds Yes 

Incur Debt through Special Tax Bonds Yes 

Incur Debt through Private Activity Bonds No 

Withhold Public Expenditures in Hazard-Prone Areas No 

State Sponsored Grant Programs  Yes 

Development Impact Fees for Homebuyers or Developers  Yes 

Other FEMA Grant Funding 

5.6.4 Community Classifications  

The jurisdiction’s classifications under various hazard mitigation programs are presented in Table 5-6. Each 

of the classifications identified establish requirements which, when met, are known to increase the 

resilience of a community. 

TABLE 5-6. 
COMMUNITY CLASSIFICATIONS 

 

Participating 

(Yes/No) Date Enrolled 

Community Rating System Yes 2018 

Building Code Effectiveness Grading Schedule Yes 2018 

Storm Ready Yes 2003 

Firewise Unknown  

Tsunami Ready (if applicable) N/A  

 

5.7 HAZARD RISK AND VULERABILITY RANKING  

The jurisdiction’s internal Planning Team reviewed the hazard list identified within the Base Plan and have 

identified the hazards that affect the City of Liberty Lake, completing their Calculated Priority Risk Index 

(CPRI) scores as follows: 
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CALCULATED PRIORITY RISK INDEX RANKING SCORES 

Hazard Probability 

Magnitude and/or 

Severity 

Extent and 

Location  

Warning 

Time Duration 

Calculated Priority 

Risk Index Score 

Drought 2 2 2 1 4 1.95 

Earthquake 3 3 2 4 1 2.85 

Flood 1 1 1 2 2 1.2 

Landslide 3 2 2 4 2 2.7 

Severe Weather 4 3 4 2 2 3.4 

Volcano 1 2 2 1 4 1.55 

Wildfire 2 2 2 4 2 2.3 
       

The Calculated Priority Risk Index scoring method has a range from 0 to 4. “0” being the least hazardous and “4” being the most 

hazardous situation. 

 

Table 5-7 presents the ranking of the hazards of concern based on their CPRI score.  A qualitative 

vulnerability ranking was then assigned based on a summary of potential impact determined by: past 

occurrences, spatial extent, damage, casualties, and continuity of government.  The assessment is 

categorized into the following classifications:  

□ Extremely Low – No or very limited impact.  The occurrence and potential cost of damage to life 

and property is very minimal-to-nonexistent.  No impact to government functions with no 

disruption to essential services. 

□ Low (Negligible) – Minimal potential impact.  The occurrence and potential cost of damage to life 

and property is minimal. Government functions are at 90% with limited disruption to essential 

services. 

□ Medium (Limited) – Moderate potential impact.  This ranking carries a moderate threat level to the 

general population and /or built environment.  The potential damage is more isolated, and less 

costly than a more widespread disaster. Government functions are at 80% with limited impact to 

essential services.  

□ High (Critical) – Widespread potential impact.  This ranking carries a high threat to the general 

population and/or built environment.  The potential for damage is widespread.  Hazards in this 

category may have occurred in the past.  Government functions are at ~50% operations with limited 

delivery of essential services. 

□ Extremely High (Catastrophic) – Very widespread with catastrophic impact.  Government 

functions are significantly impacted for in excess of one month. 
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TABLE 5-7.  
HAZARD RISK AND VULNERABILITY RANKING 

Hazard 

Rank Hazard Type CPRI Score 

 

Vulnerability  

Rank 

1 Severe Weather 3.4 High 

2 Earthquake 2.85 Medium 

3 Landslide 2.70 Medium 

4 Wildfire 2.30 Medium 

5 Drought 1.95 Low 

6 Volcano 1.55 Low 

7 Flood 1.20 Low 

 

5.8 MITIGATION GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

The City of Liberty Lake adopts the hazard mitigation goals and objectives developed by the Planning 

Team described in Volume 1.  

5.9 HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN  

The Planning Team for the jurisdiction identified and prioritized a wide range of actions based on the risk 

assessment, and their knowledge of the jurisdiction’s assets and hazards of concern.  Table 5-8 lists the 

action items/strategies that make up the jurisdiction’s hazard mitigation plan.  Background information and 

information on how each action item will be administered, responsible agency/office (including outside the 

district), potential funding sources, the timeframe, who will benefit from the activity, and the type of 

initiative associated with each item are also identified.   

 

TABLE 5-8.  
HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN MATRIX 

Applies 

to new or 

existing 

assets 

Hazards 

Mitigated 

Objectives 

Met Lead Agency 

Estimated 

Cost (High/ 

Medium/ 

Low) or $ 

Figure if 

Known 

Sources of 

Funding 

(List Grant 

type, 

General 

Fund, etc.) 

Timeline 

(Long-Term, 

Short-Term) 

Included in 

Previous 

Plan? 

Yes/No  

Initiative Type: 

Public Information, 

Preventive Activities, 

Structural Projects, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection 

Who or What 

Benefits? 

Facility, Local, 

County, 

Region 

INITIATIVE #1- Jurisdiction application and acceptance into NFIP.   

Existing SW, F 4,6 Planning Low Local Short-Term Yes Protection, 

Planning / 

Mitigation 

 

Local 

INITIATIVE # 2- Re-establish recognitions for the City of Liberty Lake under the Building Code Effectiveness Grading Schedule 

administered by the Washington Survey and Rating Bureau. 
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TABLE 5-8.  
HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN MATRIX 

Applies 

to new or 

existing 

assets 

Hazards 

Mitigated 

Objectives 

Met Lead Agency 

Estimated 

Cost (High/ 

Medium/ 

Low) or $ 

Figure if 

Known 

Sources of 

Funding 

(List Grant 

type, 

General 

Fund, etc.) 

Timeline 

(Long-Term, 

Short-Term) 

Included in 

Previous 

Plan? 

Yes/No  

Initiative Type: 

Public Information, 

Preventive Activities, 

Structural Projects, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection 

Who or What 

Benefits? 

Facility, Local, 

County, 

Region 

Existing SW,E,W

,L,F,V,D 

2,4,12 Building Low Local Short-Term Yes Preventive 

Activities 

Local 

INITIATIVE # 3- Structural seismic retrofit of Harvard Road Bridge Overpass 

Existing SW,E 1,2,9,10 City Admin High State, 

Local, 

Grants 

Short-Term Yes Emergency 

Services, 

Preventative 

Activities 

Local, 

County, 

Region 

INITIATIVE # 4- Place vulnerable utilities underground that are vulnerable to severe weather. 

Existing SW 1,2,3,10 Local  High General 

Fund, 

Utility 

Short-Term Yes Preventive 

Activities 

Local, County 

INITIATIVE # 5- Trimming/removal of hazardous trees that can cause damage to life or property during storms. 

Existing SW 2,3,10 Planning Medium General 

Fund, 

Utility 

Short-Term Yes Preventive 

Activities 

Local, County 

INITIATIVE # 6-Support countywide initiatives that promote education of the public of natural hazards within the region. 

Existing SW,E,W

,L,F,V,D 

1,3,4,8 City Admin Low Local Short-Term Yes Public Information Local, 

County, 

Region 

INITIATIVE #7-Continue to coordinate with Spokane County DEM in disaster response and preparedness to include updates to 

CEMP, hazard mitigation plan, training, exercises and other support. 

Existing WE,E,W

,L,F,V,D 

1,3,4,8 City Admin Low Local Short/Long 

Term 

Yes Preventative 

Activities 

Local, 

County, 

Region 

INITIATIVE #8-Actively participates in the plan maintenance strategy identified in this plan. 

Existing WE,E,W

,L,F,V,D 

1,4,8 DEM, City of 

Liberty Lake 

Low Local Short Term Yes Preventative 

Activities 

Local, 

County, 

Region 

INITIATIVE #9-Where appropriate, support retrofitting, purchase, or relocation of structures located in hazard-prone areas to protect 

structures from future damage, with properties with exposure to repetitive losses as a priority. 

Existing WE,E,W

,L,F,V,D 

2,10,11 City of 

Liberty Lake 

High FEMA 

Grant, 

Local 

Long Term Yes Structural Projects Local, County 

INITIATIVE #10-Integrate the hazard mitigation plan into other plans, ordinances or programs to dictate land uses within the 

jurisdiction. 

Existing WE,E,W

,L,F,V,D 

2,3,4,5, 

11 

Planning, 

City Admin 

Low Local Short Term Yes Preventative 

Activities 

Local, County 
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TABLE 5-8.  
HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN MATRIX 

Applies 

to new or 

existing 

assets 

Hazards 

Mitigated 

Objectives 

Met Lead Agency 

Estimated 

Cost (High/ 

Medium/ 

Low) or $ 

Figure if 

Known 

Sources of 

Funding 

(List Grant 

type, 

General 

Fund, etc.) 

Timeline 

(Long-Term, 

Short-Term) 

Included in 

Previous 

Plan? 

Yes/No  

Initiative Type: 

Public Information, 

Preventive Activities, 

Structural Projects, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection 

Who or What 

Benefits? 

Facility, Local, 

County, 

Region 

INITIATIVE #11-Implement wildfire mitigation recommendations identified in the Spokane County CWPP. 

Existing W 1,2,3,4,5,

7,8,9,10,

11,12 

Spokane 

County 

Fire/Conserva

tion Districts 

Medium Local, 

Fema/Fire 

Grants 

Short Term Yes Preventative 

Activities 

Local, 

County, 

Region 

INITIATIVE #12-Continue to maintain/enhance the City’s capability to enforce its codes and regulations that result in decreased risk 

exposure of new development. 

Existing WE,E,W

,L,F,V,D 

4,5,11 Planning/City 

Services 

Low Local Short Term Yes Preventative 

Activities 

Local, County 

INITIATIVE #13-Consider the adoption of higher regulatory standards that will result in an increase in the community resilience of 

new development. 

Existing WE,E,W

,L,F,V,D 

4,5,11 Planning/City 

Services 

Low Local Long Term Yes Preventative 

Activities 

Local, County 

INITIATIVE #14-Continue to support the countywide initiatives identified in this plan. 

Existing WE,E,W

,L,F,V,D 

1,3,4,8 DEM Low Local Short/Long 

Term 

Yes Preventative 

Activities 

Local, County 

5.10 PRIORITIZATION OF MITIGATION INITIATIVES  

Once the mitigation initiatives items were identified, the Planning Team followed the same process outlined 

within Volume 1 to prioritize their initiatives.  An analysis of six different initiative types for each identified 

action item was conducted. Table 5-9 identifies the prioritization for each initiative. 

TABLE 5-9. 
MITIGATION STRATEGY PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

Initiative 

# 

# of 

Objectives 

Met Benefits Costs 

Do Benefits 

Equal or 

Exceed Costs? 

Is Project 

Grant-

Eligible? 

Can Project Be Funded 

Under Existing Programs/ 

Budgets? Prioritya 

LL-1 2 High Low Yes No Yes High 

LL-2 3 High Low Yes No Yes High 

LL-3 4 High High No Yes No Medium 

LL-4 4 Medium High No Yes No Medium 

LL-5 3 High Low Yes No Yes Medium 

LL-6 4 High Low Yes Yes Yes Medium 

LL-7 4 High Low Yes No Yes Medium 

LL-8 3 Low Low Yes Yes Yes High 
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TABLE 5-9. 
MITIGATION STRATEGY PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

Initiative 

# 

# of 

Objectives 

Met Benefits Costs 

Do Benefits 

Equal or 

Exceed Costs? 

Is Project 

Grant-

Eligible? 

Can Project Be Funded 

Under Existing Programs/ 

Budgets? Prioritya 

LL-9 3 High High Yes Yes No Medium 

LL-10 5 Medium Low Yes No Yes High 

LL-11 10 High Low Yes Yes Yes High 

LL-12 3 Medium Low Yes No Yes High 

LL-13 3 Medium Low Yes No No Medium 

LL-14 4 Medium Low Yes No Yes High 

        
        

a. See Chapter 1 for explanation of priorities. 

 

5.11 STATUS OF PREVIOUS PLAN INITIATIVES 

Table 5-10 summarizes the initiatives that were recommended in the previous version of the hazard 

mitigation plan and their implementation status at the time this update was prepared. 

TABLE 5-10. 
STATUS OF PREVIOUS HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN 

  Current Status 

Mitigation Strategy Project Status C
o

m
p

le
te

d
 

C
o

n
ti

n
u

al
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n

g
o

in
g
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at
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R
em

o
v

ed
 -
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o
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n
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t 
/ 

 

N
o

 A
ct

io
n
 

C
ar

ri
ed

 O
v

er
  

Continued implementation of public education 

programs within Liberty Lake in conjunction 

with regional partners to educate citizens 

about the hazards faced, and the appropriate 

preparedness and response for each of those 

measures.   

The City of Liberty Lake and its planning 

partners continue to have an extensive 

outreach program. Several CERT classes 

were conducted since the last plan 

completion; several annual safety fairs have 

occurred; council presentations of various 

types are used by all planning partners to 

provide information on hazards and 

associated efforts to enhance resiliency of 

Spokane County.  

 ✓  ✓ 
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5.12 ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

The City of Liberty Lake is in the process of participating in the National Flood Insurance Program.  A 

second read of the Flood Damage Prevention Ordinances being presented to our city council for action on 

November 19th.  Upon adoption of that Ordinance, the City of Liberty Lake will have completed all 

requirements to participate in the NFIP, and the City will finalize its application for participation.  The 

Planning Engineering and Building Services Department has designated a NFIP administrator, who will 

complete the necessary training and receive final certification by October 25, 2019.  The City of Liberty 

Lake is committed to providing resources to remain in compliance with the NFIP. 

5.13 HAZARD AREA EXTENT AND LOCATION 

Hazard area extent and location maps are included below.  These maps are based on the best available data 

at the time of the preparation of this plan, and are considered to be adequate for planning purposes. 
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CHAPTER 6. 
CITY OF MEDICAL LAKE ANNEX 

6.1 INTRODUCTION  
This Annex details the hazard mitigation planning elements specific to the City of Medical Lake, a 

participating jurisdiction to the Spokane County Hazard Mitigation Plan Update. This Annex is not intended 

to be a standalone document, but rather appends to and supplements the information contained in the base 

plan document. As such, all sections of the base plan, including the planning process and other procedural 

requirements apply to and were met by the City of Medical Lake. For planning purposes, this Annex 

provides additional information specific to the jurisdiction, with a focus on providing greater details on the 

risk assessment and mitigation strategy for this community only.  

6.2 HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING TEAM POINT(S) OF CONTACT  

The City of Medical Lake followed the planning process detailed in Section 2 of the Base Plan.  In addition 

to providing representation on the County’s Planning Team, the City of Medical Lake also formulated their 

own internal planning team to support the broader planning process.  Individuals assisting in this Annex 

development are identified below, along with a brief description of how they participated. 

Local Planning Team Members 

Name Position/Title Planning Tasks 

Doug Ross, City Administrator 

124 S. Lefevre St. 

Medical Lake, WA  99022 

Telephone: (509) 565-5050 

dross@medical-lake.org 

Primary Point of Contact Meeting attendance, planning 

team facilitator; authoring of plan; 

capturing of information; conduct 

public outreach with council and 

citizens during Council meetings; 

present final plan to Council for 

adoption.  

Scott Duncan, Maint. Supervisor 

124 S. Lefever St. 

Medical Lake, WA  99022 

Telephone: (509) 299-7715 

sduncan@medical-lake.org 

Alternate Point of Contact Meeting attendance; author 

portions of plan; capture 

information; assist with risk 

ranking and capabilities 

assessment, assist with 

development of strategies..  

6.3 COMMUNITY PROFILE 

The following is a summary of key information about the jurisdiction and its history: 

• Date of Incorporation—1890 

• Current Population—5,005 as of April 1, 2019 

• Population Growth—Based on data provided by the Washington State Office of Financial 

Management (OFM) the City has experienced a very slow growth rate of 1.93% since 2011. 

• Location and Description—The City is located 16 miles west of the City of Spokane in an 

area referred to as the West Plains.  Residential in character, the City is located within a 15-
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mile radius of Fairchild Air Force Base, Spokane International Airport and Eastern Washington 

University. 

• Brief History—The City grew up around Medical Lake, a lake that the Native Americans 

believed had healing powers and tribes would come and splash lake water on hot stones to 

engulf the sick in healing steam.  European settlers also believed in the healing powers of the 

lake, and in the late 1900s and early 20th century the City became a popular tourist destination.  

In 1943 Fairchild Airforce Base was established just to the north of the City and provided a 

new economic opportunity to the community and region.  To this day, the City is well known 

for its lake and recreational opportunities including six parks and a network of paved walking 

trails. 

• Climate—The City enjoys all four seasons, with daily winter temperatures averaging 29°F and 

an average winter snowfall amount of 12.5 inches.  Summer daily temperatures average 66°F 

with an average rainfall amount of 2.7 inches.  In the summer months, the City enjoys sunshine 

75% of the season. 

• Governing Body Format—The City operates on the Mayor/Council form of government, all 

elected.  There are seven Council positions, which like the Mayor, serve four year terms.  The 

City has five departments:  Executive, Finance, Planning, Parks & Recreation, Public Works 

and Code Enforcement.  The City contracts with the Spokane County Sheriff’s Office for police 

services and is incorporated into Spokane County Fire District 3.  The City also has a five-

member Planning Commission appointed by the Mayor.   

• Development Trends—Development trends for the City have been primarily residential in 

nature although within the last 10 years commercial development has been on the rise.  The 

City draws water from a dwindling aquifer which has had an impact on the amount of new 

connections available within the water system.  Property values continue to rise within the City 

and a second water source will be connected to the existing water system in the spring of 2020 

providing the opportunity for more residential and commercial growth.  The City completed its 

state mandated Comprehensive Plan Update in October of 2019. 

• Economy – The City’s economy is flat but consistent with few fluctuations.  The largest 

employers within the City are Eastern State Hospital and the Medical Lake School District.  

Although located outside the City, another large employer of Medical Lake residents is 

Fairchild Air Force Base.  The City’s economic base mainly consists of retail sales, recreation 

and healthcare related services. 

The jurisdiction boundaries are identified in the map below. 

6.4 HAZARD EVENT HISTORY 

Within the Base Plan, the Planning Team identified all hazard events which have occurred within the 

County.  In the context of the planning region, it was determined that there are hazards which are unique to 

the jurisdiction as follows:  

Table 6-1 lists all past occurrences of hazard events within the jurisdiction. If available, dollar loss data is 

also included.  
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TABLE 6-1 
NATURAL HAZARD EVENTS 

Type of Event FEMA Disaster # (if applicable) Date Dollar Losses (if known) 

Severe Storm 4246 11/12/2015  

Severe Storm 1825 12/12/2008  

Severe Ice Storm 1152 11/19/1996  

Volcanic Eruption 623 5/21/1980  

6.5 CAPABILITY ASSESSMENT  

Coordination with other community planning efforts is paramount to the successful implementation of this 

plan.  This section provides information on how planning mechanisms, policies, and programs are 

integrated into other on-going efforts.  It also identifies the jurisdiction’s capabilities with respect to 

preparing and planning for, responding to, recovering from, and mitigating the impacts of hazard events 

and incidents. 

Capabilities include the programs, policies and plans currently in use to reduce hazard impacts or that could 

be used to implement hazard mitigation activities. The capabilities are divided into the following sections: 

National Flood Insurance Information; regulatory capabilities which influence mitigation; administrative 

and technical mitigation capabilities, including education and outreach, partnerships, and other on-going 

mitigation efforts; fiscal capabilities which support mitigation efforts, and classifications under various 

community programs. 

6.5.1 National Flood Insurance Information 

Information on the community’s National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) compliance is presented in 

Table 6-2.  This identifies the current status of the jurisdiction’s involvement with the NFIP. 

Repetitive flood loss records are as follows: 

• Number of FEMA-Identified Repetitive Loss Properties: Insert #0 

• Number of FEMA-Identified Severe Repetitive Loss Properties: Insert #0 

• Number of Repetitive Flood Loss/Severe Repetitive Loss Properties That Have Been Mitigated: 

Insert #0 

TABLE 6-2 
NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM COMPLIANCE  

What department is responsible for floodplain management in your 

community? 

Relies on County 

Who is your community’s floodplain administrator? (department/position) No 
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TABLE 6-2 
NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM COMPLIANCE  

Do you have any certified floodplain managers on staff in your community? No 

What is the date of adoption of your flood damage prevention ordinance? Unknown 

When was the most recent Community Assistance Visit or Community 

Assistance Contact? 

Unknown 

To the best of your knowledge, does your community have any outstanding 

NFIP compliance violations that need to be addressed? If so, please state what 

they are. 

No 

Do your flood hazard maps adequately address the flood risk within your 

community? (If no, please state why) 

Yes. 

Does your floodplain management staff need any assistance or training to 

support its floodplain management program? If so, what type of 

assistance/training is needed? 

No. 

Does your community participate in the Community Rating System (CRS)? If 

so, is your community seeking to improve its CRS Classification? If not, is your 

community interested in joining the CRS program? 

No. 

 

6.5.2 Regulatory Capability 

The assessment of the jurisdiction’s legal and regulatory capabilities is presented in Table 6-3. This includes 

planning and land management tools, typically used by local jurisdictions to implement hazard mitigation 

activities and indicates those that are currently in place.  

TABLE 6-3 
LEGAL AND REGULATORY CAPABILITY 

 

Local 

Authority 

Other 

Jurisdictional 

Authority  

State 

Mandated Comments 

Codes, Ordinances & Requirements 

Building Code IRC, IFC,IBC, UPC 

     Version  

     Year 2015 

Yes    

Zoning Ordinance  Yes    

Subdivision Ordinance  Yes    

Floodplain Ordinance No    

Stormwater Management Yes    

Post Disaster Recovery  Yes    

Real Estate Disclosure  No    
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TABLE 6-3 
LEGAL AND REGULATORY CAPABILITY 

 

Local 

Authority 

Other 

Jurisdictional 

Authority  

State 

Mandated Comments 

Growth Management Yes    

Site Plan Review  Yes    

Public Health and Safety Yes    

Coastal Zone Management No    

Climate Change Adaptation No    

Natural Hazard Specific Ordinance 

(stormwater, steep slope, wildfire, 

etc.) 

Yes   Critical Areas Ordinance 

Environmental Protection Yes   Critical Areas Ordinance 

Planning Documents 

General or Comprehensive Plan Yes     

Is the plan equipped to provide linkage to this mitigation plan? Yes 

Floodplain or Basin Plan No    

Stormwater Plan  Yes    

Capital Improvement Plan Yes   Comprehensive Plan Element 

Habitat Conservation Plan Yes   Critical Areas Ordinance 

Economic Development Plan Yes   Comprehensive Plan Element 

Shoreline Management Plan Yes   Shoreline Master Plan 

Community Wildfire Protection 

Plan  

No    

Transportation Plan Yes   Comprehensive Plan Element 

Response/Recovery Planning 

Comprehensive Emergency 

Management Plan 

No Yes  DEM 

Threat and Hazard Identification 

and Risk Assessment 

No Yes  DEM 

Terrorism Plan No    

Post-Disaster Recovery Plan No    

Continuity of Operations Plan      Yes    

Public Health Plans No Yes  Spokane County Health District 

Boards and Commission 

Planning Commission Yes    

Mitigation Planning Committee Yes   The City was part of the County’s 2019-

2020 planning process and will remain 

part of the mitigation planning committee 

during the life cycle of this plan. 
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TABLE 6-3 
LEGAL AND REGULATORY CAPABILITY 

 

Local 

Authority 

Other 

Jurisdictional 

Authority  

State 

Mandated Comments 

Maintenance programs to reduce 

risk (e.g., tree trimming, clearing 

drainage systems, chipping, etc.) 

No    

Mutual Aid Agreements / 

Memorandums of Understanding 

Yes    

Other     

 

6.5.3 Administrative and Technical Capability 

The assessment of the jurisdiction’s administrative and technical capabilities, educational outreach efforts, 

and on-going programmatic efforts are presented in Table 6-4.  These are elements which support not only 

mitigation, but all phases of emergency management already in place that are used to implement mitigation 

activities and communicate hazard-related information. 

 

TABLE 6-4. 
ADMINISTRATIVE AND TECHNICAL CAPABILITY 

Staff/Personnel Resources 

Available 

(Yes/No) Department/Agency/Position 

Planners or engineers with knowledge of land 

development and land management practices 

Yes City Administrator, City Engineer 

Professionals trained in building or infrastructure 

construction practices (building officials, fire 

inspectors, etc.) 

Yes Building Inspector 

Engineers specializing in construction practices? Yes City Engineer 

Planners or engineers with an understanding of 

natural hazards 

Yes City Administrator 

Staff with training in benefit/cost analysis No  

Surveyors Yes City Engineer 

Personnel skilled or trained in GIS applications Yes City Engineer 

Personnel skilled or trained in Hazus use No  

Scientist familiar with natural hazards in local area No  

Emergency Manager Yes Greater Spokane Emergency Management 

Grant writers Yes City Administrator 
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TABLE 6-4. 
ADMINISTRATIVE AND TECHNICAL CAPABILITY 

Staff/Personnel Resources 

Available 

(Yes/No) Department/Agency/Position 

Warning Systems/Services (Reverse 9-1-1, outdoor 

warning signs or signals, flood or fire warning 

program, etc.?) 

Yes Through county 

Hazard data and information available to public Yes City Administrator 

Maintain Elevation Certificates No  

Education and Outreach 

Local citizen groups or non-profit organizations 

focused on emergency preparedness? 

Yes American Red Cross 

Local citizen groups or non-profit organizations 

focused on environmental protection? 

No  

Organization focused on individuals with access 

and functional needs populations 

Yes  

Ongoing public education or information program 

(e.g., responsible water use, fire safety, household 

preparedness, environmental education) 

Yes City Administrator, Spokane County Fire District 3, 

Maintenance Supervisor 

Natural disaster or safety related school programs? Yes The school districts within Medical Lake provide 

this information to students and families. 

Public-private partnership initiatives addressing 

disaster-related issues? 

No  

Multi-seasonal public awareness program? Yes The County provides this service countywide during 

various seasons. 

Other   

On-Going Mitigation Efforts 

Hazardous Vegetation Abatement Program Yes Spokane County Noxious Weed Control Board 

Noxious Weed Eradication Program or other 

vegetation management 

Yes Spokane County Noxious Weed Control Board 

Fire Safe Councils No  

Chipper program No  

Defensible space inspections program Yes Spokane County Fire District 3 

Creek, stream, culvert or storm drain maintenance 

or cleaning program 

Yes Maintenance Supervisor 

Stream restoration program No  

Erosion or sediment control program No  
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TABLE 6-4. 
ADMINISTRATIVE AND TECHNICAL CAPABILITY 

Staff/Personnel Resources 

Available 

(Yes/No) Department/Agency/Position 

Address signage for property addresses Yes Spokane County Fire District 3 

Other   

6.5.4 Fiscal Capability 

The assessment of the jurisdiction’s fiscal capabilities is presented in Table 6-5. These are the financial 

tools or resources that could potentially be used to help fund mitigation activities. 

TABLE 6-5. 
FISCAL CAPABILITY  

Financial Resources 

Accessible or Eligible 

to Use? 

Community Development Block Grants Yes  

Capital Improvements Project Funding Yes 

Authority to Levy Taxes for Specific Purposes Yes 

User Fees for Water, Sewer, Gas or Electric Service Yes 

Incur Debt through General Obligation Bonds Yes 

Incur Debt through Special Tax Bonds Yes 

Incur Debt through Private Activity Bonds No 

Withhold Public Expenditures in Hazard-Prone Areas No 

State Sponsored Grant Programs  Yes 

Development Impact Fees for Homebuyers or Developers  Yes 

Other  

6.5.5 Community Classifications 

Classifications under various community mitigation programs are presented in Table 6-6.  Each of the 

classifications identified establish requirements which, when met, are known to increase the resilience of a 

community. 

TABLE 6-6. 
COMMUNITY CLASSIFICATIONS 

 

Participating 

(Yes/No) Date Enrolled 

Community Rating System Yes  

Building Code Effectiveness Grading Schedule – 

Commercial 

4  

Building Code Effectiveness Grading Schedule – 

Dwelling 

4  
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TABLE 6-6. 
COMMUNITY CLASSIFICATIONS 

 

Participating 

(Yes/No) Date Enrolled 

Protection Class 6  

Storm Ready Yes  

Firewise No  

6.6 HAZARD RISK AND VULNERABILITY RANKING  

The jurisdiction’s internal Planning Team reviewed the hazard list identified within the Base Plan, and have 

identified the hazards that affect the City of Medical Lake, computing their Calculated Priority Risk Index 

(CPRI) scores as follows: 

  CALCULATED PRIORITY RISK INDEX RANKING SCORES 

Hazard Probability 

Magnitude and/or 

Severity 

Extent and 

Location  

Warning 

Time Duration 

Calculated Priority 

Risk Index Score 

Drought 4 2 2 1 4 2.75 

Earthquake 3 2 2 4 1 2.65 

Flood 4 3 3 2 2 3.2 

Landslide 2 1 2 4 2 2.1 

Severe Weather 4 3 4 2 2 3.4 

Volcano 1 2 2 1 4 1.55 

Wildfire 4 3 3 4 3 3.55 
       

The Calculated Priority Risk Index scoring method has a range from 0 to 4. “0” being the least hazardous and “4” being the most 

hazardous situation. 

 

Table 6-7 presents the ranking of the hazards of concern based on their CPRI score.  A qualitative 

vulnerability ranking was then assigned based on a summary of potential impact determined by: past 

occurrences, spatial extent, damage, casualties, and continuity of government.  The assessment is 

categorized into the following classifications:  

□ Extremely Low – No or very limited impact.  The occurrence and potential cost of damage to life 

and property is very minimal-to-nonexistent.  No impact to government functions with no 

disruption to essential services. 

□ Low (Negligible) – Minimal potential impact.  The occurrence and potential cost of damage to life 

and property is minimal. Government functions are at 90% with limited disruption to essential 

services. 

□ Medium (Limited) – Moderate potential impact.  This ranking carries a moderate threat level to the 

general population and /or built environment.  The potential damage is more isolated, and less 

costly than a more widespread disaster. Government functions are at 80% with limited impact to 

essential services.  
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□ High (Critical) – Widespread potential impact.  This ranking carries a high threat to the general 

population and/or built environment.  The potential for damage is widespread.  Hazards in this 

category may have occurred in the past.  Government functions are at ~50% operations with limited 

delivery of essential services. 

□ Extremely High (Catastrophic) – Very widespread with catastrophic impact.  Government 

functions are significantly impacted for in excess of one month. 

 

TABLE 6-7.  
HAZARD RISK AND VULNERABILITY RANKING  

Hazard 

Rank Hazard Type CPRI Score 

 

Vulnerability  

Rank  

1 Wildfire 3.55 High 

2 Severe Weather 3.40 High 

3 Flood 3.20 High 

4 Drought 2.75 Medium 

5 Earthquake 2.65 Medium 

6 Landslide 2.10 Medium-Low 

7 Volcano 1.55 Low 

 

6.7 MITIGATION GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

The City of Medical Lake adopts the hazard mitigation goals and objectives developed by the Planning 

Team described in Volume 1.  

6.8 HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN  

The Planning Team for the jurisdiction identified and prioritized a wide range of actions based on the risk 

assessment, and their knowledge of the jurisdiction’s assets and hazards of concern.  Table 6-8 lists the 

action items/strategies that make up the jurisdiction’s hazard mitigation plan.  Background information and 

information on how each action item will be administered, responsible agency/office (including outside the 

district), potential funding sources, the timeframe, who will benefit from the activity, and the type of 

initiative associated with each item are also identified.   
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TABLE 6-8.  
HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN MATRIX 

Applies 

to new or 

existing 

assets 

Hazards 

Mitigated 

Objectives 

Met Lead Agency 

Estimated 

Cost (High/ 

Medium/ 

Low) or $ 

Figure if 

Known 

Sources of 

Funding 

(List Grant 

type, 

General 

Fund, etc.) 

Timeline 

(Long-Term, 

Short-Term) 

Included in 

Previous 

Plan? 

Yes/No  

Initiative Type: 

Public Information, 

Preventive Activities, 

Structural Projects, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection 

Who or What 

Benefits? 

Facility, Local, 

County, 

Region 

INITIATIVE #ML1 Seek additional potable water source to provide drought protection, aquifer pollution protection and 

better wildfire fighting capabilities. 

Existing D, F, 

SW, WF 

1, 2, 7, 8, 

9 ,11 

City of 

Medical Lake 

Medium HMGP, 

Wa/Se 

Fund 

Short-Term No Structural/Property 

Protection 

Local, 

County 

INITIATIVE #ML2 Installation of additional aerators to provide protection of Medical Lake 

Existing D, F 2, 10, 11 City of 

Medical Lake 

High HMGP, 

General 

Fund 

Short-Term No Natural Resource 

Protection 

Local 

INITIATIVE #3 Continue to work with the County in emergency management matters and public awareness campaigns. 

New and 

Existing 

All All County EM Low General 

Fund 

Long-Term No All All 

 

6.9 PRIORITIZATION OF MITIGATION INITIATIVES 

Once the mitigation initiatives items were identified, the Planning Team followed the same process outlined 

within Volume 1 to prioritize their initiatives.  An analysis of six different initiative types for each identified 

action item was conducted. Table 6-9 identifies the prioritization for each action item. 

TABLE 6-9. 
MITIGATION STRATEGY PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

Initiative 

# 

# of 

Objectives 

Met Benefits Costs 

Do Benefits 

Equal or 

Exceed Costs? 

Is Project 

Grant-

Eligible? 

Can Project Be Funded 

Under Existing Programs/ 

Budgets? Prioritya 

ML1 6 High $500,000 Exceed Yes No High 

ML2 3 Medium $120,000 Exceed Yes No High 

ML3 9 High Low Exceed No Yes High 

        
        

a. See Chapter 1 for explanation of priorities. 

 

6.10 HAZARD AREA EXTENT AND LOCATION 

Hazard area extent and location maps are included below. These maps are based on the best available data 

at the time of the preparation of this plan, and are considered to be adequate for planning purposes. 
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CHAPTER 7. 
CITY OF SPOKANE VALLEY ANNEX UPDATE 

 

7.1 INTRODUCTION 

This Annex details the hazard mitigation planning elements specific to the City of Spokane Valley, a 

participating jurisdiction to the Spokane County Hazard Mitigation Plan Update. This Annex is not intended 

to be a standalone document, but rather appends to and supplements the information contained in the base 

plan document. As such, all sections of the base plan, including the planning process and other procedural 

requirements apply to and were met by the City of Spokane Valley. For planning purposes, this Annex 

provides additional information specific to the jurisdiction, with a focus on providing greater details on the 

risk assessment and mitigation strategy for this community only.  This document serves as an update to the 

previously completed plan.  All relevant data has been carried over and updated with new information as 

appropriate and as identified within the planning process discussed in Volume 1.  

 

7.2 HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING TEAM POINT(S) OF CONTACT 

The City of Spokane Valley followed the planning process detailed in Section 2 of the Base Plan.  In 

addition to providing representation on the County’s Planning Team, the City of Spokane Valley also 

formulated their own internal planning team to support the broader planning process.  Individuals assisting 

in this Annex development are identified below, along with a brief description of how they participated. 

Local Planning Team Members 

Name Position/Title Planning Tasks 

Mark Calhoun 

City Manager 

10210 E Sprague Ave 

Spokane Valley, WA  99206 

509-720-5100 

mcalhoun@spokanevalley.org  
 

Primary Point of Contact 

(Original) 

Directed the development of the 

City’s Annex.  Assisted with 

identification of planning team 

members; provided information; 

attended kick-off and planning 

meeting; reviewed plan and 

maintained contact with County 

HMP team. 

Jenny Nickerson 

Building Official 

10210 E Sprague Ave 

Spokane Valley, WA  99206 

509.720.5305 

jnickerson@spokanevalley.org 

Primary Point of Contact Captured relevant data required to 

complete plan; attended internal 

working group meetings; assisted 

in plan authoring and review. 

mailto:mcalhoun@spokanevalley.org
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Local Planning Team Members 

Name Position/Title Planning Tasks 

Bill Helbig 

City Engineer 

10210 E Sprague Ave 

Spokane Valley, WA  99206 

509.720.5320 

bhelbig@spokanevalley.org 

Alternate Point of Contact Attended planning team meetings 

as required; Captured relevant 

data necessary to complete plan; 

attended internal working group 

meetings; assisted in plan 

authoring and review. 

Marci Patterson 

Executive Assistant 

10210 E Sprague Ave 

Spokane Valley, WA  99206 

509.720.5108 

mpatterson@spokanevalley.org 

Primary Point of Contact Attended all planning meetings; 

assimilated all data and 

information necessary to 

complete the annex template; 

served as primary author of plan 

as data was captured. 

7.3 COMMUNITY PROFILE 

The following is a summary of key information about the jurisdiction and its history: 

• Date of Incorporation – March 31, 2003 

• Current Population – 99,011 as of April 2019 

• Population Growth – Based on data from the Washington State Office of Financial 

Management and U.S. Census Bureau, Spokane Valley has experienced a 1.9-percent increase 

in population since 2010. Spokane Valley has seen approximately a 13.3-percent increase in 

population from its estimated population of 99,011 at the time of incorporation on April, 2019. 

• Location and Description – The City of Spokane Valley is located near the eastern border of 

Washington. The incorporated area of Spokane Valley encompasses 38.5 square miles of land 

area, with room for residential, commercial and industrial expansion. Within the incorporated 

city limits, there are 438 miles of roadway. It has an extensive retail tax base and is home to 

several major auto dealerships, a Spokane Business Park with more than 70 buildings ranging 

from 1,200 to 270,000 square feet, and the Spokane Valley Mall, which includes over 700,000 

square feet of gross leasable floor area. There are more than 10,358 businesses registered to do 

business in Spokane Valley as of October 2019, with estimated annual retail sales in 2018 of 

$2.57 billion. 

• Brief History – Spokane Valley occupies the broad, gravelly valley of the Spokane River and 

was originally populated by the Spokane and Coeur d’Alene tribes. Antoine Plante (1812-

1890), a former fur trader, operated a ferry over the river beginning in about 1854. Over the 

next few decades, settlers began to establish farms, orchards, and trading posts such as the 

Dishman Store. Beginning in 1895, irrigation vastly increased the productivity of the land. 

Apples were the chief crop until about 1925, when truck farming took over. World War II 

brought a huge aluminum plant to Trentwood and hundreds of jobs. The 1950s brought a rapid 

growth trend toward suburban living, which caused a population boom in the last half of the 

century. Several incorporation drives were attempted and failed. Finally, in 2002, voters 

authorized the creation of a 38.5-square-mile city. Today Spokane Valley is the 10th largest 

city in Washington. 
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• Climate – At an elevation of 2,384 feet, Spokane Valley experiences all four seasons of the 

year. Annual average rainfall is 18.2 inches with an annual average snowfall of 20.1 inches 

from November to April. Temperatures range from average January lows of 23ºF to mid-

summer average highs at 85.4ºF. 

• Governing Body Format – The City of Spokane Valley is a non-charter code city and operates 

under a council-manager plan of government. It is governed under the optional municipal code 

of RCW Chapter 35A. Under this form of government, legislative authority is concentrated in 

the elected City Council, which hires a professional administrator to implement its policies. 

The executive branch is led by the city manager. There are seven positions on the City Council, 

and all council positions are at-large positions. Councilmembers are generally elected to four-

year terms, with elections held every two years. For continuity, position terms are staggered by 

two years so that not all positions are open for election at the same time. The chair of the council 

has the title of Mayor and presides at Council meetings 

• Development Trends – The City of Spokane Valley and its immediate area are primarily urban 

and suburban residential with supporting retail and commercial enterprises. Heavy industrial 

uses are located along the BNSF/UP railways, primarily within the Industrial Park near the 

northeastern border of the city, which also houses light industrial and manufacturing uses. 

Washington State Law, (RCW Chapter 36.70), requires that counties that meet specified 

population criteria, as well as cities within those counties, prepare and adopt a comprehensive 

long-range plan to serve as a guide for community development. The plan must consist of an 

integrated and internally consistent set of goals, policies, and implementation measures. In 

addition, the plan must focus on issues of the greatest concern to the community and be written 

in a clear and concise manner. City actions, such as those relating to land use allocations, 

annexations, zoning, subdivision and design review, redevelopment, and capital improvements, 

must be consistent with the plan. The City of Spokane Valley is in compliance and good 

standing with the provisions of RCW 36.70 and adopted its most recent comprehensive plan in 

2006. The most recent update occurred in 2013; the City will review and amend the Plan as 

necessary to allow for the management of future growth and development as identified in this 

plan. 

Economy  – The City of Spokane Valley’s key economic drivers are manufacturing, retail, and 

healthcare and social assistance. In 2019, these industries together accounted for 25,705 jobs in the 

city, about 40 percent of employment in the city.   

Manufacturing companies in Spokane Valley range from very small to very large; leading industry 

segments include aluminum casting, aerospace products, structural and other metal products, and 

medical equipment and supplies. These businesses enjoy significant distribution options thanks to 

Interstate 90 and two class 1 railroads that travel through the city. The largest manufacturing 

employers include Kaiser Aluminum, Wagstaff, Key Tronic EMS, Servatron, Mackay 

Manufacturing, Spokane Industries, Katerra and Hotstart.  

The greater Spokane region is the health care hub of the Inland Northwest and northern Idaho. 

Specifically, Spokane Valley host numerous healthcare facilities that serve a regional customer 

base, including MultiCare Valley Hospital, CancerCare Northwest and Spokane CyberKnife and 

Radiation Oncology Center.   

Spokane Valley is a major retail presence in the region. The city is home to the Valley Mall (108 

plus stores) and a diverse range of businesses situated mostly along key arterials. In terms of the 

number of establishments within the city, the largest percentage (19 percent) offer food and 

beverage services. Miscellaneous store retailers (representing a broad mix of typically smaller-

footprint retailers) and motor vehicle and parts dealers also accounted for sizable portions of the 

city’s retail mix—13 percent and 12 percent, respectively. The city’s retail sector continues to grow 
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and innovate. New companies that recently chose Spokane Valley as the first site of their expansion 

into Washington State include Duluth Trading Co. and Amy’s Donuts. The largest retail employers 

include Costco, Walmart, Yolks, Fred Meyer and Carmax.  

7.4 HAZARD EVENT HISTORY 

Within the Base Plan, the Planning Team identified all hazard events which have occurred within the 

County.  In the context of the planning region, it was determined that there are no additional hazards that 

are unique to the jurisdiction.  Table 7-1 lists all past occurrences of natural hazards within the jurisdiction. 

The City could not identify specific dollar losses associated with the hazard impact, but will work at 

maintaining the information for future plan updates. 

TABLE 7-1 
NATURAL HAZARD EVENTS 

 

Type of Event 

FEMA Disaster # 

(if applicable) 

 

Date 

Dollar Losses 

(if known) 

Flood DR 4309 04.21.2017 Unknown. 

Severe Storms DR 4249 01.15.2016 Unknown 

Wildfire EM 3372 08.21.2015 Unknown 

Severe Storms DR 1825 03.02.2009 Unknown 

Wildfire FM 2783 07.11.2008 Unknown 

Hurricane Katrina EM 3227 09.07.2005 Unknown 

Flood/Landslides DR 1172 04.02.1997 Unknown 

Severe Storms DR 1159 01.17.1997 Unknown 

Severe Storms DR 1152 11.19.1997 Unknown 

Flood DR 1100 02.09.1996 Unknown 

Wildfire DR 922 11.13.1991 Unknown 

Flood DR 769 07.26.1986 Unknown 

Flood EM 3086 08.19.1982 Unknown 

Volcano DR 623 05.21.1980 Unknown 

Drought EM 3037 03.31.1977 Unknown 

Flood DR 185 12.29.1964 Unknown 
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7.5 CAPABILITY ASSESSMENT 

Coordination with other community planning efforts is paramount to the successful implementation of this 

plan.  This section provides information on how planning mechanisms, policies, and programs are 

integrated into other on-going efforts.  It also identifies the jurisdiction’s capabilities with respect to 

preparing and planning for, responding to, recovering from, and mitigating the impacts of hazard events 

and incidents. 

Capabilities include the programs, policies and plans currently in use to reduce hazard impacts or that could 

be used to implement hazard mitigation activities. The capabilities are divided into the following sections: 

National Flood Insurance Information; regulatory capabilities which influence mitigation; administrative 

and technical mitigation capabilities, including education and outreach, partnerships, and other on-going 

mitigation efforts; fiscal capabilities which support mitigation, and classifications under various community 

programs. 

7.6 NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE INFORMATION  
Information on the community’s National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) compliance is presented in 

Table 7-2 This identifies the current status of the jurisdiction’s involvement with the NFIP. 

Repetitive flood loss records are as follows: 

• Number of FEMA-Identified Repetitive Loss Properties: None 

• Number of FEMA-Identified Severe Repetitive Loss Properties: None 

• Number of Repetitive Flood Loss/Severe Repetitive Loss Properties That Have Been 

Mitigated: None 

 

TABLE 7-2 
NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE COMPLIANCE  

What department is responsible for floodplain management in your community? Community and Public Works 

Department 

Who is your community’s floodplain administrator? (department/position) John Hohman 

Deputy City Manager 

Do you have any certified floodplain managers on staff in your community? Yes 

What is the date of adoption of your flood damage prevention ordinance? 06.25.2010 

An update is currently in 

process. 

When was the most recent Community Assistance Visit or Community 

Assistance Contact? 

9/18/08  

To the best of your knowledge, does your community have any outstanding NFIP 

compliance violations that need to be addressed? If so, please state what they are. 

No 

Do your flood hazard maps adequately address the flood risk within your 

community? (If no, please state why) 

No. 

There is one major floodplain 

that is currently unstudied with 

approximate A zones that do not 

adequately address actual flood 

risk. 
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TABLE 7-2 
NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE COMPLIANCE  

Does your floodplain management staff need any assistance or training to support 

its floodplain management program? If so, what type of assistance/training is 

needed? 

No 

Does your community participate in the Community Rating System (CRS)? If so, 

is your community seeking to improve its CRS Classification? If not, is your 

community interested in joining the CRS program? 

No. 

We are not currently interested 

in joining the CRS program. 

 

7.6.1 Regulatory Capability 

The assessment of the jurisdiction’s legal and regulatory capabilities is presented in Table 7-3. This includes 

planning and land management tools, typically used by local jurisdictions to implement hazard mitigation 

activities and indicates those that are currently in place.  

TABLE 7-3 
LEGAL AND REGULATORY CAPABILITY 

 

Local 

Authority 

Other 

Jurisdictional 

Authority 

State 

Mandated Comments 

Codes, Ordinances & Requirements 

Building Code 

 Version: Int’l Code Council 

 Year: 2015 

Yes No No Currently adopted Washington State 

Building Codes under the State Building 

Code Act, RCW 19.27 

Zoning Ordinance  Yes No No City of Spokane Valley Municipal Code 

Title 19, Zoning Regulations 

Subdivision Ordinance  Yes No No City of Spokane Valley Municipal Code 

Title 20, Subdivision Regulations 

Floodplain Ordinance Yes Yes Yes  

Stormwater Management Yes No Yes City of Spokane Valley Municipal Code 

Title 22, Design and Development 

Regulations 

Post Disaster Recovery  No No No  

Real Estate Disclosure  No No Yes Comprehensive Plan and Development 

Regulations must be consistent with 

Chapter 64.06 RCW 

Growth Management Yes No Yes Regulations must be consistent with 

Chapter 36.70A RCW 

Site Plan Review  Yes No No City of Spokane Valley Municipal Code 

Title 19, Zoning Regulations 

Public Health and Safety No Yes Yes Spokane Regional Health Department and 

Washington State Department of Health 

Coastal Zone Management No No No Not Applicable to Region 

Climate Change Adaptation No No No  
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TABLE 7-3 
LEGAL AND REGULATORY CAPABILITY 

 

Local 

Authority 

Other 

Jurisdictional 

Authority 

State 

Mandated Comments 

Natural Hazard Specific Ordinance 

(stormwater, steep slope, wildfire, 

etc.) 

Yes Yes Yes  

Environmental Protection Yes Yes Yes  

Planning Documents 

General or Comprehensive Plan Yes No Yes   

Is the plan equipped to provide linkage to this mitigation plan? Yes 

Floodplain or Basin Plan No No No  

Stormwater Plan  No  No  No  

Capital Improvement Plan Yes Yes Yes  

Habitat Conservation Plan No No No  

Economic Development Plan No No No  

Shoreline Management Plan Yes No Yes Comprehensive Plan and Development 

regulations must be consisted with 

Chapter 90.58 RCW 

Community Wildfire Protection 

Plan  

Yes No No Spokane County Community Wildfire 

Protection Plan 

Transportation Plan Yes Yes Yes 6 Year Transportation Improvement 

Program 

Response/Recovery Planning 

Comprehensive Emergency 

Management Plan 

No Yes No Spokane County Emergency Management 

Threat and Hazard Identification 

and Risk Assessment 

No Yes No Spokane County Emergency 

Management, Hazard Mitigation Plan 

Terrorism Plan No No No  

Post-Disaster Recovery Plan No No No  

Continuity of Operations Plan No No No  

Public Health Plans Yes No No County Public Health maintains various 

health plans on which the City relies when 

needed for these services. 

Boards and Commission 

Planning Commission Yes Yes No  

Mitigation Planning Committee Yes No No The City was part of the County’s HMP 

update for this 2020 version of the plan, 

and will continue to serve on the 

Committee as required within the Plan 

Maintenance Strategy portion of the plan. 
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TABLE 7-3 
LEGAL AND REGULATORY CAPABILITY 

 

Local 

Authority 

Other 

Jurisdictional 

Authority 

State 

Mandated Comments 

Maintenance programs to reduce 

risk (e.g., tree trimming, clearing 

drainage systems, chipping, etc.) 

Yes Yes No  

Mutual Aid Agreements / 

Memorandums of Understanding 

No No No  

Other     

7.6.2 Administrative and Technical Capabilities 

The assessment of the jurisdiction’s administrative and technical capabilities, including educational and 

outreach efforts, and on-going programmatic efforts are presented in Table 7-4 .  These are elements which 

support not only mitigation, but all phases of emergency management already in place that are used to 

implement mitigation activities and communicate hazard-related information. 

TABLE 7-4 
ADMINISTRATIVE AND TECHNICAL CAPABILITY  

Staff/Personnel Resources 

Available 

(Yes/No) Department/Agency/Position 

   

Planners or engineers with knowledge of land 

development and land management practices 

Yes Community and Public Works Department Staff 

Professionals trained in building or infrastructure 

construction practices (building officials, fire 

inspectors, etc.) 

Yes Community and Public Works Department Staff 

Engineers specializing in construction practices? Yes Community and Public Works Staff 

Planners or engineers with an understanding of 

natural hazards 

Yes Community and Public Works Department Staff 

Staff with training in benefit/cost analysis Yes City Finance Staff 

Surveyors No  

Personnel skilled or trained in GIS applications Yes Community and Public Works Department Staff 

Personnel skilled or trained in Hazus use No  

Scientist familiar with natural hazards in local area No  

Emergency Manager Yes City Manager’s Office 

Grant writers Yes Community and Public Works Department Staff 

Warning Systems/Services (Reverse 9-1-1, outdoor 

warning signs or signals, flood or fire warning 

program, etc.?) 

No  

Hazard data and information available to public No  

Maintain Elevation Certificates Yes Community and Public Works Department Staff 
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TABLE 7-4 
ADMINISTRATIVE AND TECHNICAL CAPABILITY  

Staff/Personnel Resources 

Available 

(Yes/No) Department/Agency/Position 

Education and Outreach 

Local citizen groups or non-profit organizations 

focused on emergency preparedness? 

No  

Local citizen groups or non-profit organizations 

focused on environmental protection? 

No  

Organization focused on individuals with access 

and functional needs populations 

No  

Ongoing public education or information program 

(e.g., responsible water use, fire safety, household 

preparedness, environmental education) 

No  

Natural disaster or safety related school programs? Yes This is a service provided by the local school 

districts. 

Public-private partnership initiatives addressing 

disaster-related issues? 

No  

Multi-seasonal public awareness program? Yes The City is part of an interlocal agreement with 

Spokane County to provide these services. 

Other No  

On-Going Mitigation Efforts 

Hazardous Vegetation Abatement Program No  

Noxious Weed Eradication Program or other 

vegetation management 

Yes Spokane County Noxious Weed Control Board 

Fire Safe Councils No  

Chipper program No  

Defensible space inspections program Yes This is a service provided by the local fire districts in 

conjunction with the Spokane County Conservation 

District. 

Creek, stream, culvert or storm drain maintenance 

or cleaning program 

Yes Community and Public Works Department Staff 

Stream restoration program No  

Erosion or sediment control program No  

Address signage for property addresses Yes Community and Public Works Department Staff 

Other   

 

7.6.3 Fiscal Capability 

The assessment of the jurisdiction’s fiscal capabilities is presented in Table 7-5.  These are the financial 

tools or resources that could potentially be used to help fund mitigation activities.  
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TABLE 7-5 
FISCAL CAPABILITY  

Financial Resources 

Accessible or Eligible 

to Use? 

Community Development Block Grants Yes 

Capital Improvements Project Funding Yes 

Authority to Levy Taxes for Specific Purposes Yes 

User Fees for Water, Sewer, Gas or Electric Service No 

Incur Debt through General Obligation Bonds Yes 

Incur Debt through Special Tax Bonds Yes 

Incur Debt through Private Activity Bonds Yes 

Withhold Public Expenditures in Hazard-Prone Areas Yes 

State Sponsored Grant Programs  Yes 

Development Impact Fees for Homebuyers or Developers  Yes 

Other N/A 

  

7.7 COMMUNITY CLASSIFICATIONS  

The jurisdiction’s classifications under various hazard mitigation programs are presented in Table 7-6. Each 

of the classifications identified establish requirements which, when met, are known to increase the 

resilience of a community. 

TABLE 7-6. 
COMMUNITY CLASSIFICATIONS 

 

Participating 

(Yes/No) or 

Rating Date Enrolled 

Community Rating System No  

Building Code Effectiveness Grading Schedule 3  

Building Code Effectiveness Grading Schedule 3  

Protection Class 2  

Storm Ready Yes  

Firewise No  

Tsunami Ready (if applicable) N/A  

7.8 HAZARD RISK AND VULERABILITY RANKING  

The jurisdiction’s internal Planning Team reviewed the hazard list identified within the Base Plan, and have 

identified the hazards that affect the City of Spokane Valley, computing their Calculated Priority Risk Index 

(CPRI) scores as follows: 
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  CALCULATED PRIORITY RISK INDEX RANKING SCORES 

Hazard Probability 

Magnitude and/or 

Severity 

Extent and 

Location  

Warning 

Time Duration 

Calculated Priority 

Risk Index Score 

Drought 4 2 2 1 4 2.75 

Earthquake 3 2 2 4 1 2.65 

Flood 4 3 3 2 2 3.2 

Landslide 3 2 2 4 2 2.7 

Severe Weather 4 3 4 2 2 3.4 

Volcano 1 2 2 1 4 1.55 

Wildfire 4 3 3 4 3 3.55 
       

The Calculated Priority Risk Index scoring method has a range from 0 to 4. “0” being the least hazardous and “4” being the most 

hazardous situation. 

Table 7-7 presents the ranking of the hazards of concern based on their CPRI score, and the discussion 

based on the subject matter expertise of the internal planning team as they felt the hazards would impact 

them, or have historically impacted them.  In some cases, the numeric ranking varies as a result of this 

subjective assessment, as well as hazards being ranked equally.  A qualitative vulnerability ranking was 

then assigned based on a summary of potential impact determined by: past occurrences, spatial extent, 

damage, casualties, and continuity of government.  The assessment is categorized into the following 

classifications:  

□ Extremely Low – No or very limited impact.  The occurrence and potential cost of damage to life and 

property is very minimal-to-nonexistent.  No impact to government functions with no disruption to 

essential services. 

□ Low (Negligible) – Minimal potential impact.  The occurrence and potential cost of damage to life 

and property is minimal. Government functions are at 90% with limited disruption to essential 

services. 

□ Medium (Limited) – Moderate potential impact.  This ranking carries a moderate threat level to the 

general population and /or built environment.  The potential damage is more isolated, and less 

costly than a more widespread disaster. Government functions are at 80% with limited impact to 

essential services.  

□ High (Critical) – Widespread potential impact.  This ranking carries a high threat to the general 

population and/or built environment.  The potential for damage is widespread.  Hazards in this 

category may have occurred in the past.  Government functions are at ~50% operations with limited 

delivery of essential services. 

□ Extremely High (Catastrophic) – Very widespread with catastrophic impact.  Government 

functions are significantly impacted for in excess of one month. 
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TABLE 7-7.  
HAZARD RISK AND VULNERABILITY RANKING 

Hazard 

Rank Hazard Type CPRI Score 

 

Vulnerability  

Rank 

1 Wildfire 3.55 High 

1 Severe Weather 3.4 High 

2 Flood 3.2 High 

2 Landslide 2.7 Medium 

3 Earthquake 2.65 Medium 

4 Drought 2.75 Medium 

5 Volcano 1.55 Low 

7.9 MITIGATION GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

The City of Spokane Valley adopts the hazard mitigation goals and objectives developed by the Planning 

Team described in Volume 1.  

7.10 HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN  

The Planning Team for the jurisdiction identified and prioritized a wide range of actions based on the risk 

assessment, and their knowledge of the jurisdiction’s assets and hazards of concern.  Table 7-8 lists the 

action items/strategies that make up the jurisdiction’s hazard mitigation plan.  Background information and 

information on how each action item will be administered, responsible agency/office (including outside the 

district), potential funding sources, the timeframe, who will benefit from the activity, and the type of 

initiative associated with each item are also identified.   
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TABLE 7-8.  
HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN MATRIX 

Applies 

to new or 

existing 

assets 

Hazards 

Mitigated 

Objectives 

Met Lead Agency 

Estimated 

Cost (High/ 

Medium/ 

Low) or $ 

Figure if 

Known 

Sources of 

Funding 

(List Grant 

type, 

General 

Fund, etc.) 

Timeline 

(Long-Term, 

Short-Term) 

Included in 

Previous 

Plan? 

Yes/No 

Initiative Type: 

Public Information, 

Preventive Activities, 

Structural Projects, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection 

Who or What 

Benefits? 

Facility, Local, 

County, 

Region 

INITIATIVE # COSV 1 – Enforce updated Building and Energy Codes. 

New & 

Existing 

All 

Hazards 
1,2,3,10 City of 

Spokane 

Valley 

Community 

Development 

Low City of 

Spokane 

Valley, 

Washington 

Assoc. of 

Building 

Officials, 

Idaho 

Assoc. of 

Building 

Officials 

Washington 

State 

University 

Energy 

Program, 

Internationa

l Code 

Council 

Short-Term Yes Public 

Information/Preven

tative Activities 

All 

INITIATIVE # COSV 2 – Educate residents in flood-prone areas by providing informational pamphlets. 

New & 

Existing 

Flood, 

Severe 

Weather 

2,4,5,6,8,

10 

City of 

Spokane 

Valley 

Community 

Development 

Low City of 

Spokane 

Valley, 

Internatio

nal Code 

Council 

Short-Term Yes Public Information All 

INITIATIVE # COSV 3 – Continue to maintain compliance and good standing under the National Flood Insurance Program.  This 

will be accomplished through the implementation of floodplain management programs that, at a minimum, will meet the requirements 

of the NFIP, which include the following: 

• Enforcement of the adopted flood damage prevention ordinance 

• Participating in flood plain identification and mapping updates 

• Providing public assistance/information on floodplain requirements and impacts. 

New & 

Existing 

Flood, 

Severe 

Weather 

2,4,5,6,8,

10 

City of 

Spokane 

Valley 

Community 

Development 

Low Local Ongoing Yes Public Information/ 

Property 

Protection/Preventa

tive Activities 

All 

INITIATIVE # COSV 4 – Implement wildfire mitigation recommendations identified in the Spokane County CWPP. 
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TABLE 7-8.  
HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN MATRIX 

Applies 

to new or 

existing 

assets 

Hazards 

Mitigated 

Objectives 

Met Lead Agency 

Estimated 

Cost (High/ 

Medium/ 

Low) or $ 

Figure if 

Known 

Sources of 

Funding 

(List Grant 

type, 

General 

Fund, etc.) 

Timeline 

(Long-Term, 

Short-Term) 

Included in 

Previous 

Plan? 

Yes/No 

Initiative Type: 

Public Information, 

Preventive Activities, 

Structural Projects, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection 

Who or What 

Benefits? 

Facility, Local, 

County, 

Region 

New & 

Existing 

Wildfire 1,2,3,4,5,

7,8,9,10,

11,12 

Spokane 

Conservation 

District, all 

County Fire 

Districts 

Medium Local, 

Fire 

Grants, 

FEMA 

Hazard 

Mitigation 

Grants 

Short-Term Yes Public Information/ 

Preventative 

Activities 

All 

INITIATIVE # COSV 5 – Continue to maintain and/or enhance the City’s capability to enforce its codes and regulations that result 

in a decreased risk exposure of new development. 

New & 

Existing 

All 

Hazards 

4,5,11 Spokane 

Conservation 

District, all 

County Fire 

Districts 

Low Local Short-Term 

Ongoing 

Yes Public Information All 

INITIATIVE # COSV 6 – Consider, where appropriate, the adoption of higher regulatory standards that will result in an increase in 

the community resilience of new development. 

New All 

Hazards 

4,5,11 Spokane 

Conservation 

District, all 

County Fire 

Districts 

Low Local Long-Term Yes Public Information/ 

Preventative 

Activities 

All 

INITIATIVE # COSV 7 – Continue to support the countywide initiatives identified in the plan. 

New & 

Existing 

All 

Hazards 

1,3,4,8 DEM Low Local Ongoing Yes Preventative 

Activities 

All 

INITIATIVE # COSV 8 – Actively participate in the plan maintenance strategy identified in this plan. 

New & 

Existing 

All 

Hazards 

1,4,8 DEM Low Local Short Term Yes Preventative 

Activities 

All 

INITIATIVE # COSV 9 – Provide scour protection for vulnerable bridge abutments. 
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TABLE 7-8.  
HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN MATRIX 

Applies 

to new or 

existing 

assets 

Hazards 

Mitigated 

Objectives 

Met Lead Agency 

Estimated 

Cost (High/ 

Medium/ 

Low) or $ 

Figure if 

Known 

Sources of 

Funding 

(List Grant 

type, 

General 

Fund, etc.) 

Timeline 

(Long-Term, 

Short-Term) 

Included in 

Previous 

Plan? 

Yes/No 

Initiative Type: 

Public Information, 

Preventive Activities, 

Structural Projects, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection 

Who or What 

Benefits? 

Facility, Local, 

County, 

Region 

Existing Flood, 

Severe 

Weather 

1,11 Spokane 

Valley Public 

Works 

High Hazard 

Mitigation 

Grant 

Program, 

Flood 

Control 

Assistance 

Account 

Program, 

Public 

Works 

Trust 

Fund 

Long Term Yes Preventative 

Activities/Structura

l Projects/Property 

Protection/Natural 

Resource 

Protection 

All 

7.11 PRIORITIZATION OF MITIGATION INITIATIVES  

Once the mitigation initiatives items were identified, the Planning Team followed the same process outlined 

within Volume 1 to prioritize their initiatives.  An analysis of six different initiative types for each identified 

action item was conducted. Table 7-9 identifies the prioritization for each initiative. 

TABLE 7-9. 
MITIGATION STRATEGY PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

Initiative 

# 

# of 

Objectives 

Met Benefits Costs 

Do Benefits 

Equal or 

Exceed Costs? 

Is Project 

Grant-

Eligible? 

Can Project Be Funded 

Under Existing Programs/ 

Budgets? Prioritya 

COSV-1 4 Medium Low Yes Yes Yes Medium 

COSV-2 6 Low Low Yes Yes Yes Medium 

COSV-3 6 Medium Low Yes No Yes High 

COSV-4 10 Medium High Yes Yes Yes High 

COSV-5 3 Medium Low Yes No Yes High 

COSV-6 3 Medium Low Yes No No Medium 

COSV-7 4 Low Low Yes Yes Yes High 

COSV-8 3 Low Low Yes Yes Yes High 

COSV-9 2 High High Yes Yes No Medium 

7.12 STATUS OF PREVIOUS PLAN INITIATIVES 

Table 7-10 summarizes the initiatives that were recommended in the previous version of the hazard 

mitigation plan and their implementation status at the time this update was prepared. 
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TABLE 7-10. 
STATUS OF PREVIOUS HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN 

  Current Status 

Mitigation Strategy Project Status C
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C
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COSV 1 – Enforce updated Building and 

Energy Codes. 

  X  X 

COSV 2 – Educate residents in flood-prone 

areas by providing informational pamphlets. 

  X  X 

COSV 3 – Protect the aquifer from critical 

materials through secondary containment 

requirements and documentation. 

Title 21; Environmental Controls, has been 

amended to require secondary containment 

and spill control planning for all materials 

which have the potential to harm or 

adversely affect the aquifer. 

  X  

COSV 4 – Continue to maintain compliance 

and good standing under the National Flood 

Insurance Program.  This will be accomplished 

through the implementation of floodplain 

management programs that, at a minimum, will 

meet the requirements of the NFIP, which 

include the following: 

• Enforcement of the adopted flood damage 

prevention ordinance 

• Participating in flood plain identification 

and mapping updates 

• Providing public assistance/information on 

floodplain requirements and impacts. 

  X  X 

COSV 5 – Consider participating in the NFIP 

Community Rating System. 

   X  

COSV 6 – Where appropriate, support 

retrofitting, purchase, or relocation of 

structures in hazard-prone areas to protect 

structures from future damage, with properties 

with exposure to repetitive losses as a priority. 

No action has been taken   X  

COSV 7 – Integrate the hazard mitigation plan 

into other plans, ordinances or programs to 

dictate land uses within the jurisdiction. 

No action has been taken and this has been 

addressed by other initiatives 

  X  

COSV 8 – Implement wildfire mitigation 

recommendations identified in the Spokane 

County CWPP. 

  X  X 
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TABLE 7-10. 
STATUS OF PREVIOUS HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN 

  Current Status 

Mitigation Strategy Project Status C
o
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COSV 9 – Continue to maintain and/or 

enhance the City’s capability to enforce its 

codes and regulations that result in a decreased 

risk exposure of new development. 

  X  X 

COSV 10 – Consider, where appropriate, the 

adoption of higher regulatory standards that 

will result in an increase in the community 

resilience of new development. 

  X  X 

COSV 11 – Continue to support the 

countywide initiatives identified in the plan. 

  X  X 

COSV 12 – Actively participate in the plan 

maintenance strategy identified in this plan. 

  X  X 

COSV 13 – Provide scour protection for 

vulnerable bridge abutments. 

Ongoing Bridge Maintenance Program  X  X 

 

7.13 HAZARD AREA EXTENT AND LOCATION 

Hazard area extent and location maps are included below.  These maps are based on the best available data 

at the time of the preparation of this plan, and are considered to be adequate for planning purposes. 
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CHAPTER 8. 
TOWN OF FAIRFIELD ANNEX 

8.1 INTRODUCTION  
This Annex details the hazard mitigation planning elements specific to the Town of Fairfield, a participating 

jurisdiction to the Spokane County Hazard Mitigation Plan Update. This Annex is not intended to be a 

standalone document, but rather appends to and supplements the information contained in the base plan 

document. As such, all sections of the base plan, including the planning process and other procedural 

requirements apply to and were met by the Town of Fairfield. For planning purposes, this Annex provides 

additional information specific to the jurisdiction, with a focus on providing greater details on the risk 

assessment and mitigation strategy for this community only.  

8.2 HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING TEAM POINT(S) OF CONTACT  

The Town of Fairfield followed the planning process detailed in Section 2 of the Base Plan.  In addition to 

providing representation on the County’s Planning Team, the Town of Fairfield also formulated their own 

internal planning team to support the broader planning process. Individuals assisting in this Annex 

development are identified below, along with a brief description of how they participated. 

Local Planning Team Members 

Name Position/Title Planning Tasks 

KayDee Gilkey, Mayor 

PO Box 334 

Fairfield, WA 99012 

Telephone: Phone #509-990-6105 

e-mail Address: mayor@fairfieldwa.com 

Primary Point of 

Contact 

Overall author of the plan; captured 

information, attended county meetings, 

developed strategies. Established 

internal planning team for Town. 

Devin Billington, Public Works Supervisor 

PO Box 334 

Fairfield, WA 99012 

Phone #509-995-4059 

e-mail: publicworks@fairfieldwa.com 

Alternate Point of 

Contact 

Provided information to complete 

annex, attended planning team 

meetings, assisted in strategy 

development, provided information for 

the Capabilities Assessment.  

Terry Liberty, Town Planner 

PO Box 334 

Fairfield, WA 99012 

Telephone: 509-230-7030 

e-mail: fairfieldplanner@gmail.com 

Planner and code 

enforcer 

Provided information to complete 

annex, attended planning team 

meetings, provided information for the 

Capabilities Assessment.  

Cheryl Loeffler, Clerk 

PO Box 334 

Fairfield, WA 99012 

Telephone: 509-283-2414 

Email: townclerk@fairfieldwa.com 

Town Clerk Provided information to complete 

annex, attended meetings, assisted in 

strategy development, provided 

information for the Capabilities 

Assessment. 

8.3 COMMUNITY PROFILE 

The following is a summary of key information about the jurisdiction and its history: 

• Date of Incorporation—1889 
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• Current Population—620 as of 2016 Census 

• Population Growth—The Town of Fairfield’s population has remained relatively the same 

since the early 2000s.  

• Location and Description—The Town of Fairfield is located in Southeast Spokane County 

and along Highway 27.  

• Brief History—Established the same year that Washington gained its statehood in 1889, 

Fairfield quickly became one of the gems of the Palouse. With its rolling hills and fertile soil, 

it quickly attracted settlers to the area. The Town of Fairfield has celebrated Flag Day with a 

parade and community festivities continuously since 1910. We have maintained an 

approximate population of around 600 people since the early 2000s. Agriculture is an important 

economy as well as Palouse County Assisted Living Facility (our largest employer in Fairfield). 

• Climate—Fairfield averages about 18 inches of rain per year. There are approximately 173 

sunny days per year. Snowfall averages about 39 inches of snow per year. It is definitely a four 

seasons climate. 

• Governing Body Format—The Town of Fairfield is governed by a five-member City Council. 

The Mayor is considered the City Manager. 

• Development Trends—Development trends for the Town of Fairfield are limited, with several 

new houses being built in recent years. We anticipate more growth in future years as the 

reminder of Spokane County has really had the growth and southeast corner is really one of the 

only remaining growth for residential opportunities in the county. 

• Economy – The Town of Fairfield’s economic base consists of Agricultural and healthcare 

services (e.g., retail sales and services; recreational and healthcare services; agricultural; and 

light manufacturing. The largest employers include: Palouse County Assisted Living Facility 

and the Pacific Northwest Co-op. 

The jurisdiction boundaries are identified in the map below. 

8.4 HAZARD EVENT HISTORY 

Within the Base Plan, the Planning Team identified all hazard events which have occurred within the 

County.  In the context of the planning region, it was determined that there are no additional hazards that 

are unique to the jurisdiction   Table 8-1 lists all past occurrences of hazard events within the jurisdiction. 

If available, dollar loss data is also included.  

TABLE 8-1 
NATURAL HAZARD EVENTS 

Type of Event FEMA Disaster # (if applicable) Date Dollar Losses (if known) 

Volcano 623 5/18/80 $10,000 

Flood 1100 2/09/96 unknown 

Severe Storms 1159 1/17/97 unknown 

Severe Storm 4249 1/15/2016 $88,134 
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8.5 CAPABILITY ASSESSMENT  

Coordination with other community planning efforts is paramount to the successful implementation of this 

plan.  This section provides information on how planning mechanisms, policies, and programs are 

integrated into other on-going efforts.  It also identifies the jurisdiction’s capabilities with respect to 

preparing and planning for, responding to, recovering from, and mitigating the impacts of hazard events 

and incidents. 

Capabilities include the programs, policies and plans currently in use to reduce hazard impacts or that could 

be used to implement hazard mitigation activities. The capabilities are divided into the following sections: 

National Flood Insurance Information; regulatory capabilities which influence mitigation; administrative 

and technical mitigation capabilities, including education and outreach, partnerships, and other on-going 

mitigation efforts; fiscal capabilities which support mitigation efforts, and classifications under various 

community programs. 

8.6 NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE INFORMATION 

Information on the community’s National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) compliance is presented in 

Table 8-2.  This identifies the current status of the jurisdiction’s involvement with the NFIP. 

Repetitive flood loss records are as follows: 

• Number of FEMA-Identified Repetitive Loss Properties: None at this time 

• Number of FEMA-Identified Severe Repetitive Loss Properties: None at this time 

• Number of Repetitive Flood Loss/Severe Repetitive Loss Properties That Have Been Mitigated: 

None at this time 

TABLE 8-2 
NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM COMPLIANCE  

What department is responsible for floodplain management in your 

community? 

Planning Commission 

Who is your community’s floodplain administrator? (department/position) Cheryl Loeffler 

Do you have any certified floodplain managers on staff in your community? No 

What is the date of adoption of your flood damage prevention ordinance? 4-20-2010 

When was the most recent Community Assistance Visit or Community 

Assistance Contact? 

CAV 8-17-2011 

CAC  6-15-2017 

To the best of your knowledge, does your community have any outstanding 

NFIP compliance violations that need to be addressed? If so, please state what 

they are. 

Not that we are aware of 

Do your flood hazard maps adequately address the flood risk within your 

community? (If no, please state why) 

No. the 1994 SCS study is 

better. RiskMap app 
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TABLE 8-2 
NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM COMPLIANCE  

Does your floodplain management staff need any assistance or training to 

support its floodplain management program? If so, what type of 

assistance/training is needed? 

Yes, general information 

Does your community participate in the Community Rating System (CRS)? If 

so, is your community seeking to improve its CRS Classification? If not, is your 

community interested in joining the CRS program? 

No – willing to learn more 

about it. 

8.6.1 Regulatory Capability 

The assessment of the jurisdiction’s legal and regulatory capabilities is presented in Table 8-3 . This 

includes planning and land management tools, typically used by local jurisdictions to implement hazard 

mitigation activities and indicates those that are currently in place.  

TABLE 8-3 
LEGAL AND REGULATORY CAPABILITY 

 

Local 

Authority 

Other 

Jurisdictional 

Authority  

State 

Mandated Comments 

Codes, Ordinances & Requirements 

Building Code 

 

Yes   As required under Growth Management and 

Comprehensive Land Use Planning 

Zoning Ordinance  Yes    

Subdivision Ordinance  Yes    

Floodplain Ordinance Yes    

Stormwater Management Yes    

Real Estate Disclosure  No    

Growth Management Yes  Yes Currently updating 

Site Plan Review  Yes    

Public Health and Safety  Yes  Contract with Fire District and County 

Sheriff Dept. 

Coastal Zone Management n/a    

Natural Hazard Specific Ordinance 

(stormwater, steep slope, wildfire, 

etc.) 

Yes   Within our Growth Management Plan 

Environmental Protection No    

Planning Documents 

General or Comprehensive Plan      

Is the plan equipped to provide linkage to this mitigation plan? No -- still working on it 

Floodplain or Basin Plan No   Have a Floodplain Management Study 

Capital Improvement Plan Yes   Working on as a part of Growth 

Management 
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TABLE 8-3 
LEGAL AND REGULATORY CAPABILITY 

 

Local 

Authority 

Other 

Jurisdictional 

Authority  

State 

Mandated Comments 

Economic Development Plan Yes   Working on as a part of Growth 

Management 

Community Wildfire Protection 

Plan  

Yes   The Conservation District developed a 

Countywide CWPP in 2015.   

Transportation Plan    Yes   Working on as a part of Growth 

Management 

Response/Recovery Planning 

Threat and Hazard Identification 

and Risk Assessment 

Yes    Addressed in this document; the County 

has a separate THIRA. 

Terrorism Plan Yes   Through Law Enforcement 

Public Health Plans No   The Town relies on the County Health 

Department to provide these services. 

Boards and Commission 

Planning Commission Yes Yes  Has been in adoption for decades 

Mitigation Planning Committee Yes   The Town has participated in the 2020 

development of the HMP with the County, 

and will remain a member in good standing 

on that committee during the life cycle of 

the plan.  

Maintenance programs to reduce 

risk (e.g., tree trimming, clearing 

drainage systems, chipping, etc.) 

Yes Yes  Ongoing chipping program 

Mutual Aid Agreements / 

Memorandums of Understanding 

Yes   MOU with Fire District 

Other     

8.6.2 Administrative and Technical Capability 

The assessment of the jurisdiction’s administrative and technical capabilities, educational outreach efforts, 

and on-going programmatic efforts are presented in Table 8-4.  These are elements which support not only 

mitigation, but all phases of emergency management already in place that are used to implement mitigation 

activities and communicate hazard-related information. 

TABLE 8-4. 
ADMINISTRATIVE AND TECHNICAL CAPABILITY 

Staff/Personnel Resources 

Available 

(Yes/No) Department/Agency/Position 

Planners or engineers with knowledge of land 

development and land management practices 

Yes Planner and engineering firm: Century West 
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TABLE 8-4. 
ADMINISTRATIVE AND TECHNICAL CAPABILITY 

Staff/Personnel Resources 

Available 

(Yes/No) Department/Agency/Position 

Professionals trained in building or infrastructure 

construction practices (building officials, fire 

inspectors, etc.) 

Yes Planner 

Engineers specializing in construction practices? Yes Engineering Firm Century West 

Planners or engineers with an understanding of 

natural hazards 

Yes Engineering Firm Century West 

Staff with training in benefit/cost analysis Yes Clerk 

Surveyors No  Not on staff, but can contract.  

Personnel skilled or trained in GIS applications Yes We have a contract with Lon Ottosen 

Personnel skilled in life safety techniques  Yes Both of our Public Works employees are EMS and 

Volunteer Firemen 

Emergency Manager Yes Mayor and District Fire Chief District #2 

Warning Systems/Services (Reverse 9-1-1, outdoor 

warning signs or signals, flood or fire warning 

program, etc.?) 

Yes Spokane County Fire District #2 

Hazard data and information available to public Yes If an emergency exists, the Town utilizes FB, 

Website and electronic signage to communicate with 

public. 

Maintain Elevation Certificates No  

Education and Outreach 

Local citizen groups or non-profit organizations 

focused on emergency preparedness? 

Yes The County has personnel trained throughout the 

county to serve as CERT members and medical 

reserve corps.  

Organization focused on individuals with access 

and functional needs populations 

Yes Local churches and Palouse County Assisted Living 

Ongoing public education or information program 

(e.g., responsible water use, fire safety, household 

preparedness, environmental education) 

Yes Both Conservation District and Cooperative 

Extension have shared public information/education 

Natural disaster or safety related school programs? Yes The schools in the area are required to maintain 

safety plans and programs for both natural and non-

natural hazards of concern.  

Public-private partnership initiatives addressing 

disaster-related issues? 

No While the Town does not have the personnel to 

manage a program such as this, the County does 

have programs in place, and reaches out to 

businesses to provide hazard information as 

appropriate.  
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TABLE 8-4. 
ADMINISTRATIVE AND TECHNICAL CAPABILITY 

Staff/Personnel Resources 

Available 

(Yes/No) Department/Agency/Position 

Multi-seasonal public awareness program? Yes County provides general public education programs 

which address all hazards of concern.  

On-Going Mitigation Efforts 

Hazardous Vegetation Abatement Program No  

Noxious Weed Eradication Program or other 

vegetation management 

Yes Through the county’s noxious weed program 

Chipper program Yes  We contract to have chipping done twice a year 

Defensible space inspections program Yes Various fire districts/departments provide this 

service to homeowners as requested.  

Creek, stream, culvert or storm drain maintenance 

or cleaning program 

Yes Public works as needed 

Stream restoration program No  

Erosion or sediment control program Yes Spokane County ordinance 

 

8.6.3 Fiscal Capability 

The assessment of the jurisdiction’s fiscal capabilities is presented in Table 8-5. These are the financial 

tools or resources that could potentially be used to help fund mitigation activities. 

TABLE 8-5. 
FISCAL CAPABILITY  

Financial Resources 

Accessible or Eligible 

to Use? 

Community Development Block Grants Yes 

Capital Improvements Project Funding Yes 

Authority to Levy Taxes for Specific Purposes Yes 

User Fees for Water, Sewer, Gas or Electric Service Yes 

Incur Debt through General Obligation Bonds No 

Incur Debt through Special Tax Bonds No 

Incur Debt through Private Activity Bonds No 

Withhold Public Expenditures in Hazard-Prone Areas No 

State Sponsored Grant Programs  Yes 

Development Impact Fees for Homebuyers or Developers  No 

Other  
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8.6.4 Community Classifications 

Classifications under various community mitigation programs are presented in Table 8-6.  Each of the 

classifications identified establish requirements which, when met, are known to increase the resilience of a 

community. 

TABLE 8-6. 
COMMUNITY CLASSIFICATIONS 

 

Participating 

(Yes/No) Date Enrolled 

Community Rating System No  

Building Code Effectiveness Grading Schedule 

Commercial 

2   Not sure 

Building Code Effectiveness Grading Schedule 

Dwelling 

3 Not sure 

Protection Class 6 Not sure 

Storm Ready County   

Firewise Yes CWPP through 

Conservation 

District 2015 

8.7 HAZARD RISK AND VULNERABILITY RANKING  

The jurisdiction’s internal Planning Team reviewed the hazard list identified within the Base Plan, and have 

identified the hazards that affect the Town of Fairfield, computing their Calculated Priority Risk Index 

(CPRI) scores as follows: 

 CALCULATED PRIORITY RISK INDEX RANKING SCORES 

Hazard Probability 

Magnitude and/or 

Severity 

Extent and 

Location  

Warning 

Time Duration 

Calculated Priority 

Risk Index Score 

Drought 3 2 2 1 4 2.35 

Earthquake 2 3 2 4 1 2.45 

Flood 3 2 3 2 2 2.6 

Landslide 31 2 2 4 1 1.85 

Severe Weather 4 3 4 2 3 3.45 

Volcano 1 3 4 1 1 2. 

Wildfire 2 2 2 4 2 2.3 
       

The Calculated Priority Risk Index scoring method has a range from 0 to 4. “0” being the least hazardous and “4” being the most 

hazardous situation. 

Table 8-7 presents the ranking of the hazards of concern based on their CPRI score.  A qualitative 

vulnerability ranking was then assigned based on a summary of potential impact determined by: past 

occurrences, spatial extent, damage, casualties, and continuity of government.  The assessment is 

categorized into the following classifications:  
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□ Extremely Low – No or very limited impact.  The occurrence and potential cost of damage to life 

and property is very minimal-to-nonexistent.  No impact to government functions with no 

disruption to essential services. 

□ Low (Negligible) – Minimal potential impact.  The occurrence and potential cost of damage to life 

and property is minimal. Government functions are at 90% with limited disruption to essential 

services. 

□ Medium (Limited) – Moderate potential impact.  This ranking carries a moderate threat level to the 

general population and /or built environment.  The potential damage is more isolated, and less costly 

than a more widespread disaster. Government functions are at 80% with limited impact to essential 

services.  

□ High (Critical) – Widespread potential impact.  This ranking carries a high threat to the general 

population and/or built environment.  The potential for damage is widespread.  Hazards in this 

category may have occurred in the past.  Government functions are at ~50% operations with limited 

delivery of essential services. 

□ Extremely High (Catastrophic) – Very widespread with catastrophic impact.  Government functions 

are significantly impacted for in excess of one month. 

TABLE 8-7.  
HAZARD RISK AND VULNERABILITY RANKING  

Hazard 

Rank Hazard Type CPRI Score 

 

Vulnerability  

Rank  

1 Severe Weather 3.45 High 

2 Floods 2.6 Medium 

3 Earthquake 2.45 Medium 

4 Drought 2.35 Medium 

5 Wildfire 2.30 Medium 

6 Volcano 2.0 Low 

7 Landslide 1.85 Low 

 

8.8 MITIGATION GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

The Town of Fairfield adopts the hazard mitigation goals and objectives developed by the Planning Team 

described in Volume 1.  

8.9 HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN  

The Planning Team for the jurisdiction identified and prioritized a wide range of actions based on the risk 

assessment, and their knowledge of the jurisdiction’s assets and hazards of concern.  Table 8-8 lists the 

action items/strategies that make up the jurisdiction’s hazard mitigation plan.  Background information and 

information on how each action item will be administered, responsible agency/office (including outside the 

district), potential funding sources, the timeframe, who will benefit from the activity, and the type of 

initiative associated with each item are also identified.   
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TABLE 8-8.  
HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN MATRIX 

Applies 

to new or 

existing 

assets 

Hazards 

Mitigated 

Objectives 

Met Lead Agency 

Estimated 

Cost (High/ 

Medium/ 

Low) or $ 

Figure if 

Known 

Sources of 

Funding 

(List Grant 

type, 

General 

Fund, etc.) 

Timeline 

(Long-Term, 

Short-Term) 

Included in 

Previous 

Plan? 

Yes/No  

Initiative Type: 

Public Information, 

Preventive Activities, 

Structural Projects, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection 

Who or What 

Benefits? 

Facility, Local, 

County, 

Region 

INITIATIVE # 1 Be prepared for Winter storms by having town equipment and staff ready to go.  This includes necessary 

training, radio equipment, and supplies necessary to manage the situation.  

Existing SW All Public Works Medium PDM, 

HMGP, 

Homeland 

Security, 

Streets 

Budget 

Short-term No Emergency 

Services 

Local 

INITIATIVE #2 Work with state agencies to be allowed to clean/maintain sides of creek bank and culverts. 

Existing Flood All Public Works High HMGP, 

FMA, 

PDM, 

HUD, 

Conservati

on District 

Long term No Property 

protection, natural 

resource protection 

Local, county 

INITIATIVE #3  Seek out grant opportunities to conduct any type of creek bank stabilization necessary, and to appropriately 

manage culverts (if size increase is necessary).  This may also require that roadwork be completed. Conducting projects such 

as this will ensure that response capabilities continue throughout the community as roadways will remain accessible.  

New and 

Existing 

All All Public Works High HMGP, 

HUD, 

FMA, 

PDM 

Long-term No Property 

Protection, Natural 

Resource 

Protection, 

Preventive, 

Structural, 

Emergency 

Services 

Local, 

County 

INITIATIVE #4 Continue to inform citizens of the potential risks associated with the hazards of concern to help ensure their 

safety, and to provide opportunities for mitigation efforts to increase resiliency. 

New and 

Existing 

All All Mayor High Current 

Budget, 

HMGP 

Long-Term No. Emergency 

Services, Public 

Information, 

Preventive Actions 

Local and 

County 

 

8.10 PRIORITIZATION OF MITIGATION INITIATIVES 

Once the mitigation initiatives items were identified, the Planning Team followed the same process outlined 

within Volume 1 to prioritize their initiatives.  An analysis of six different initiative types for each identified 

action item was conducted. Table 8-9 identifies the prioritization for each action item. 
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TABLE 8-9. 
MITIGATION STRATEGY PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

Initiative 

# 

# of 

Objectives 

Met Benefits Costs 

Do Benefits 

Equal or 

Exceed Costs? 

Is Project 

Grant-

Eligible? 

Can Project Be Funded 

Under Existing Programs/ 

Budgets? Prioritya 

1 All High Medium - 

Within 

budget to 

some 

extent 

No Yes Yes High  

2 All High High Yes Yes No High 

3 All High High Yes Yes No High 

4 All High Low to 

Medium 

Yes Yes Yes High 

        

a. See Chapter 1 for explanation of priorities. 

 

8.11 FUTURE NEEDS TO BETTER UNDERSTAND RISK/ 
VULNERABILITY 

Continuing to capture structure data and expanding on critical infrastructure information will be of benefit 

in future plan updates.   

8.12 HAZARD AREA EXTENT AND LOCATION 

Hazard area extent and location maps are included below. These maps are based on the best available data 

at the time of the preparation of this plan, and are considered to be adequate for planning purposes. 
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CHAPTER 9. 
NEWMAN LAKE FLOOD CONTROL ZONE DISTRICT ANNEX 

9.1 INTRODUCTION 

This Annex details the hazard mitigation planning elements specific to the Newman Lake Flood Control 

Zone District, a participating special purpose district to the Spokane County Hazard Mitigation Plan 

Update. This Annex is not intended to be a standalone document, but rather appends to and supplements 

the information contained in the base plan document. As such, all sections of the base plan, including the 

planning process and other procedural requirements apply to and were met by the Newman Lake Flood 

Control Zone District. For planning purposes, this Annex provides additional information specific to the 

district, with a focus on providing greater details on the risk assessment and mitigation strategy for this 

entity only.  

9.2 HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING TEAM POINT(S) OF CONTACT 

The Newman Lake Flood Control Zone District followed the planning process detailed in Section 2 of the 

Base Plan.  In addition to providing representation on the County’s Planning Team, the Newman Lake 

Flood Control Zone District also formulated their own internal planning team to support the broader 

planning process.  Individuals assisting in this Annex development are identified below, along with a brief 

description of how they participated. 

 

Local Planning Team Members 

Name Position/Title Planning Tasks 

Malcolm Hamilton, Newman Lake 

Engineer 

1026 W Broadway Ave 

Spokane, WA 99260 

Telephone: 509-477-7175 

e-mail:  mhamilton@spokanecounty.org 

Primary Point of Contact Point of Contact for the 

District for Updating the 

Hazard Mitigation Plan  

Dawson Matthews, Newman Lake Engineer 

1026 W Broadway Ave 

Spokane, WA 99260 

Telephone: 509-477-7193 

e-mail: dmatthews@spokanecount.org 

Alternate Point of Contact Assistance with updating 

plan. 

Colleen Little, Manager 

1026 W Broadway Ave 

Spokane, WA 99260 

Telephone: 509-477-7244 

e-mail: clittle@spokanecounty.org 

Newman Lake Flood 

Control Zone District 

Manager 

Assistance with updating plan 

Spokane County Emergency Management 

1121 W. Gardner Ave 

Spokane, WA 99260 

Telephone: 509-477.3046 

 

Greater Spokane 

Emergency Management 

Department 

Provide guidance and 

services from the County  
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9.3 DISTRICT PROFILE 
The Newman Lake Flood Control Zone District (NLFCZD) is located in eastern Spokane County and 

encompasses the watershed of Newman Lake and its outlet channel. The District was formed in 1968 when 

Newman Lake property owners asked Spokane County for assistance in managing the lake level and flood 

problems around Newman Lake. The District began collecting benefit assessments for the operation and 

maintenance of the floodwater barrier, outlet channel and sump, and to pay off bonds used to fund right-of-

way acquisition in 1981. 

 

Newman Lake area citizens began to raise water quality concerns in the lake 1970s and early 1980s. To 

allow the District to assist in the efforts to study and alleviate water quality problems, citizens initiated a 

campaign to revise state law to allow flood control zone districts to fund water quality improvements. This 

was accomplished in 1983. At the time of the formation of the District, it was decided that of the funding 

options for flood control zone districts, benefit assessments would be the most equitable. Every parcel 

within the District is classified by benefit areas for both flood/lake level control facility benefits and water 

quality improvement facility benefits. This classification and its associated benefit classification percentage 

are based on the estimated amount that a parcel benefits from the implemented improvements by the 

District. Therefore, assessments are based on the adjusted property value, which is a product of the benefit 

classification percentage and the assessed property value. 

 

The District is supervised by the Spokane County Board of County Commissioners who support an unpaid 

Advisory Board consisting of five voting members and three alternative members. The County Engineer 

administers the District for the Advisory Board and the Board of County Commissioners. Three part-time 

employees work under the County Engineer for the District.  

The following is a summary of key information about the district: 

• Governing Authority— The district is governed by Spokane County Board of Commissioners 

• Population Served— An estimated 3,419 people are served in the District as of 2010 

• Land Area Served—The NLFCZD covers an area of approximately 26,500 acres. 

• Value of Area Served—The estimated value of the area served by the district is $357,292,890 

as of 2018 

• Land Area Owned—57.91 acres are owned by the District. 

• List of Critical Infrastructure/Equipment Owned by the District: 

Lake Outlet Regulating Structure (including two 3’ high by 4’ wide slide gates).  

Estimated value of $250,000 

Flood Water Barrier (1.6 miles in length south of the lake).  

Estimated value of $500,000 

Lake Outlet Channel (approximately 3.8 miles).  

Estimated value of $150,000 

Channel Water Control Structure (including 7’ high by 5’ wide radial gate and 3’ high by 5’ 

wide weir gate).  

Estimated value of $250,000 

Sump (approximately 40 acres)  

Estimated value of $150,000 
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Equipment in the Aerator Compressor Building that includes two 50-HP air compressors, two 

oxygen separators, an air dryer, two air tanks, a 6,000-gallon poly alum tank, and 

miscellaneous wiring and piping  

Estimated value of $189,400 

Oxygenation system in the lake that includes a 60-HP Flygt pump, 9-foot diameter cone and 

out through a 24-inch diameter, 120-foot long distribution manifold; three ¾-inch PVC 

lines also run along the distribution manifold and use three nozzles attached to the 

oxygenation distribution manifold ports  

Estimated value of $204,000  

Total Value of Critical Infrastructure/Equipment—The total value of critical infrastructure and 

equipment owned by the district is $1,693,400. 

• List of Critical Facilities Owned by the District: 

Aerator Compressor Building that houses the aeration equipment listed above  

Estimated value of $160,600 

• Total Value of Critical Facilities—The total value of critical facilities owned by the district 

is $160,600. 

• Current and Anticipated Service Trends—The mapped District boundary is set and is not 

anticipated to change. However, the number of parcels in the district can vary year-to-year. An 

increase in density of land use will result in an increase in impermeable surface within our 

surface are and thus increase the demand on control facilities. 

9.4 HAZARD EVENT HISTORY 

Within the Base Plan, the Planning Team identified all hazard events which have occurred within the 

County.  In the context of the planning region, it was determined that there are no additional hazards that 

are unique to the special purpose district. Table 9-1 lists all past occurrences which have impacted the 

district.  If available, dollar loss data is also included.  

 

TABLE 9-1 
NATURAL HAZARD EVENTS 

Type of Event 

FEMA Disaster # (if 

applicable) Date Dollar Losses (if known) 

Flood 4309 4/21/2017 Unknown 

Flood 1172 4/2/1997 Unknown 

Volcano 623 5/21/1980 Unknown 

    

 

9.5 APPLICABLE REGULATIONS AND PLANS  

Coordination with other community planning efforts is paramount to the successful implementation of this 

plan.  This section provides information on how planning mechanisms, policies, and programs are 
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integrated into other on-going efforts.  It also identifies the jurisdiction’s capabilities with respect to 

preparing and planning for, responding to, recovering from, and mitigating the impacts of hazard events 

and incidents. 

Capabilities include the programs, policies and plans currently in use to reduce hazard impacts or that could 

be used to implement hazard mitigation activities. This capabilities assessment is divided into the following 

sections: regulatory capabilities which influence mitigation; administrative and technical mitigation 

capabilities, including education and outreach, partnerships, and other on-going mitigation efforts; fiscal 

capabilities which support mitigation efforts, and classifications under various community programs. 

9.5.1 Regulatory Capability 

The District has adopted/enacted codes, resolutions, policies and plans that compliment and support hazard 

mitigation planning and activities. The following existing District codes, resolutions, policies, and plans are 

applicable to this hazard mitigation plan: 

• Newman Lake Dam Emergency Action Plan 

• Alum Spill Response Plan 

• Water Quality Equipment Operation Procedure and Safety Manuals 

• Newman Lake Flood Control Zone District Policy and Procedures Manual  

• 3.20 Flood Damage Protection Ordinance  

• Spokane County Shoreline Master Program Effective January 22, 2013  

• Spokane County Critical Areas Ordinance 2013 Edition 

9.5.2 Administrative and Technical Capabilities 

The assessment of the district’s administrative and technical capabilities, including educational and 

outreach efforts, and on-going programmatic efforts are presented in Table 9-2.  These are elements which 

support not only mitigation, but all phases of emergency management already in place that are used to 

implement mitigation activities and communicate hazard-related information. 

 

TABLE 9-2 
ADMINISTRATIVE AND TECHNICAL CAPABILITY  

Staff/Personnel Resources 

Available 

(Yes/No) Department/Agency/Position 

Professionals trained in building or infrastructure 

construction practices. 

Yes Services provided to District by County 

Planners or engineers with an understanding of 

natural hazards. 

Yes Services provided to District by County 

Staff with training in benefit/cost analysis. Yes Services provided to District by County 

Personnel skilled or trained in GIS or Hazus  use. Yes Services provided to District by County 

Emergency Manager. Yes Services provided to District by County 

Grant writers. Yes Services provided to District by County 
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TABLE 9-2 
ADMINISTRATIVE AND TECHNICAL CAPABILITY  

Staff/Personnel Resources 

Available 

(Yes/No) Department/Agency/Position 

Warning Systems/Services (Reverse 9-1-1, outdoor 

warning signs or signals, flood or fire warning 

program, etc.?). 

Yes Services provided to District by County 

Hazard data and information available to public. Yes Services provided to District by County 

Specific equipment response plans. Yes Services provided to District by County 

Specific operational plans. Yes Services provided to District by County 

Water Shortage Contingency Plan. No  

Education and Outreach 

Local citizen groups or non-profit organizations 

focused on emergency preparedness? (E.g., CERT, 

SAR, Medical Reserve Corps, etc.). 

No  

Organization focused on individuals with access 

and functional needs populations. 

No  

Ongoing public education or information program 

(e.g., responsible water use, fire safety, household 

preparedness, environmental education). 

No  

Natural disaster or safety related school programs. No  

Public-private partnership initiatives addressing 

disaster-related issues. 

No  

Multi-seasonal public awareness program. No  

Other   

On-Going Mitigation Efforts 

Hazardous Vegetation Abatement Program No  

Noxious Weed Eradication Program or other 

vegetation management 

Yes Services provided to District by County 

Fire Safe Councils No  

Chipper program No  

Defensible space inspections program No  

Creek, stream, culvert or storm drain maintenance or 

cleaning program 

Yes Services provided to District by County 

Stream restoration program No  
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TABLE 9-2 
ADMINISTRATIVE AND TECHNICAL CAPABILITY  

Staff/Personnel Resources 

Available 

(Yes/No) Department/Agency/Position 

Erosion or sediment control program No  

Address signage for property addresses Yes Services provided to District by Fire Department 

9.5.3 Fiscal Capability 

The assessment of the district’s fiscal capabilities is presented in Table 9-3. These are the financial tools or 

resources that could potentially be used to help fund mitigation activities. 

 

TABLE 9-3 
FISCAL CAPABILITY  

Financial Resources 

Accessible or 

Eligible to Use? 

Community Development Block Grants No 

Capital Improvements Project Funding Yes 

Authority to Levy Taxes for Specific Purposes Yes 

User Fees for Water, Sewer, Gas or Electric Service No 

Incur Debt through General Obligation Bonds Yes 

Incur Debt through Special Tax Bonds No 

Incur Debt through Private Activity Bonds No 

Withhold Public Expenditures in Hazard-Prone Areas No 

State Sponsored Grant Programs  Yes 

Development Impact Fees for Homebuyers or Developers  No 

District Assessment Fees per chapter 86.09 RCW Yes 

 

9.5.4 Community Classification  

The district’s classifications under various hazard mitigation programs are presented in Table 9-4. Each of 

the classifications identified establish requirements which, when met, are known to increase the resilience 

of a community. Those which specifically require district participation or enhance mitigation efforts are 

indicated accordingly. 
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TABLE 9-4 
COMMUNITY CLASSIFICATIONS  

 

Participating 

(Yes/No) Date Enrolled 

Community Rating System No  

Building Code Effectiveness Grading Schedule No  

Storm Ready No  

Firewise No  

Tsunami Ready (if applicable) No  

 

9.6 HAZARD RISK AND VULNERABILITY RANKING  

The district’s internal Planning Team reviewed the hazard list identified within the Base Plan, and have 

identified the hazards that affect the Newman Lake Flood Control Zone District.  During discussions by the 

internal planning team members in identifying the potential impact of those hazards, additional factors were 

also discussed and considered when estimating the potential financial losses caused by hazard-related 

damages.  Such factors include the number of facilities damaged, the extent of damage to each facility, and 

the length of time required for repairs, etc.  For service providers which generate income, lost revenue from 

customers being without service and the cost of providing temporary service was also a consideration in 

identifying the economic losses.  After internal discussions, the District’s Planning Team computed their 

Calculated Priority Risk Index (CPRI) scores as follows:   

 

 
CALCULATED PRIORITY RISK INDEX RANKING SCORES 

Hazard Probability 

Magnitude and/or 

Severity 

Extent and 

Location  

Warning 

Time Duration 

Calculated Priority 

Risk Index Score 

Drought 2 2 2 1 3 1.9 

Earthquake 2 2 2 4 1 2.25 

Flood 2 3 3 2 2 2.4 

Landslide 1 2 1 4 1 1.65 

Severe Weather 2 3 3 2 2 2.4 

Volcano 1 1 4 1 4 1.75 

Wildfire 2 3 4 4 2 2.9 
       

The Calculated Priority Risk Index scoring method has a range from 0 to 4. “0” being the least hazardous and “4” being the most 

hazardous situation. 

 

Table 9-5 presents the ranking of the hazards of concern based on their CPRI score.  A qualitative 

vulnerability ranking was then assigned based on a summary of potential impact determined by: past 
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occurrences, spatial extent, damage, casualties, and continuity of government.  The assessment is 

categorized into the following classifications:  

 

□ Extremely Low – No or very limited impact.  The occurrence and potential cost of damage to life 

and property is very minimal-to-nonexistent.  No impact to government functions with no 

disruption to essential services. 

□ Low (Negligible) – Minimal potential impact.  The occurrence and potential cost of damage to life 

and property is minimal. Government functions are at 90% with limited disruption to essential 

services. 

□ Medium (Limited) – Moderate potential impact.  This ranking carries a moderate threat level to the 

general population and /or built environment.  The potential damage is more isolated, and less 

costly than a more widespread disaster. Government functions are at 80% with limited impact to 

essential services.  

□ High (Critical) – Widespread potential impact.  This ranking carries a high threat to the general 

population and/or built environment.  The potential for damage is widespread.  Hazards in this 

category may have occurred in the past.  Government functions are at ~50% operations with limited 

delivery of essential services. 

□ Extremely High (Catastrophic) – Very widespread with catastrophic impact.  Government 

functions are significantly impacted for in excess of one month. 

 

TABLE 9-5  
HAZARD RISK AND VULNERABILITY RANKING 

Hazard 

Rank Hazard Type 

CPRI 

Score 

 

Vulnerability  

Rank 

 

Description of Impact   

1 Wildfire 2.9 High The Newman Lake watershed area is well forested 

throughout with minimal infrastructure from human 

activity. A wildfire would be far reaching and 

would affect the entire district.  

2 Flood 2.4 High The Flood Control District manages the water level 

of the lake to prevent large flooding events from 

damaging residents downstream as well as State 

Highway 290.  

3 Severe Weather 2.4 Medium Severe storms impact the District’s flood control 

structures. Debris in the water way can damage the 

structures and prevent proper passage of water, 

resulting in heavier flooding. Ice on the structures 

can prevent the ability to open up the gates during 

flooding events. 

4 Earthquake 2.25 Medium The entire planning area is susceptible to 

earthquakes. A fault runs through Newman Lake. 

The structures in the area are not susceptible to 

liquefaction 
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TABLE 9-5  
HAZARD RISK AND VULNERABILITY RANKING 

Hazard 

Rank Hazard Type 

CPRI 

Score 

 

Vulnerability  

Rank 

 

Description of Impact   

5 Drought 1.9 Low Droughts will increase the risk to wildfire and has 

the ability to limit water supplies needed to fight 

fires.  

6 Volcano 1.75 Low Ashes from a volcanic eruption will impact the air 

quality of the district and will affect the health of 

the residents. 

7 Landslide 1.65 Low One of the District’s structures could be damaged in 

the event of a landslide. In addition to property 

damage to residents living in the District, a 

landslide may add sediment to Newman Lake and 

decrease the storage area for water retention 

 

9.7 MITIGATION GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

The District adopts the hazard mitigation goals and objectives developed by the Planning Team described 

in Volume 1.   

9.8 HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN  

The Planning Team for the district identified and prioritized a wide range of actions based on the risk 

assessment, and their knowledge of the district assets and hazards of concern.  Table 9-6 lists the action 

items/strategies that make up the district’s hazard mitigation plan.  Background information and 

information on how each action item will be administered, responsible agency/office (including outside the 

district), potential funding sources, the timeframe, who will benefit from the activity, and the type of 

initiative associated with each item are also identified.   

 

TABLE 9-6  
HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN MATRIX 

Applies 

to new or 

existing 

assets 

Hazards 

Mitigated 

Objectives 

Met Lead Agency 

Estimated 

Cost (High/ 

Medium/ 

Low) or $ 

Figure if 

Known 

Sources of 

Funding 

(List Grant 

type, 

General 

Fund, etc.) 

Timeline 

(Long-Term, 

Short-Term) 

Included in 

Previous 

Plan? 

Yes/No  

Initiative Type: 

Public Information, 

Preventive Activities, 

Structural Projects, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection  

Who or What 

Benefits? 

Facility, Local, 

County, 

Region 

Initiative NL-1—Produce better flood hazard maps in the Newman Lake area. 

Existing Flood 4,6 Spokane 

County 

Medium NFIP, 

Spokane 

County, 

Ecology 

Long Term Yes Property Protection Local 
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TABLE 9-6  
HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN MATRIX 

Applies 

to new or 

existing 

assets 

Hazards 

Mitigated 

Objectives 

Met Lead Agency 

Estimated 

Cost (High/ 

Medium/ 

Low) or $ 

Figure if 

Known 

Sources of 

Funding 

(List Grant 

type, 

General 

Fund, etc.) 

Timeline 

(Long-Term, 

Short-Term) 

Included in 

Previous 

Plan? 

Yes/No  

Initiative Type: 

Public Information, 

Preventive Activities, 

Structural Projects, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection  

Who or What 

Benefits? 

Facility, Local, 

County, 

Region 

Initiative NL-2—Provide technical information and guidance, for living and developing within the floodplain around Newman 

Lake. 

Existing Flood 4,5,6 Spokane 

County 

Medium Spokane 

County 

Short Term Yes Public Information Local 

Initiative NL-3—Repair floodwater control barrier along the south end of the lake and analyze flood systems to reduce 

hazards. 

Existing Flood 6 NLFCZD High NLFCZD, 

Ecology, 

Army 

Corps of 

Engineers, 

Natural 

Resources 

Conservati

on Service 

Short Term Yes Structural Projects Local 

Initiative NL-4—Reconnect Thompson Creek with its floodplain. 

Existing Flood 6,11 Spokane 

County 

High Army 

Corps of 

Engineers, 

Natural 

Resources 

Conservati

on 

Service, 

NFIP, 

NLFCZD 

Long Term Yes Recovery Local 

Initiative NL-5—Clear potential fuels on property such as dry underbrush and diseased trees that can trigger and maintain 

wildfires.  Educate the public on these practices. 

Existing Wildfire 7,12 Spokane 

County 

Low Spokane 

County, 

NLFCZD, 

Volunteer 

Fire 

Assistance

, Rural 

Fire 

Assistance 

Short Term Yes Preventative 

Activities 

County 

INITIATIVE NL-6—Support countywide initiatives that promote education of the public of natural hazards within 

the region 

New and 

Existing 

All 

Hazards 

1,3,4,8 NLFCZD Low Local Long Term Yes Public Information Region 
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TABLE 9-6  
HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN MATRIX 

Applies 

to new or 

existing 

assets 

Hazards 

Mitigated 

Objectives 

Met Lead Agency 

Estimated 

Cost (High/ 

Medium/ 

Low) or $ 

Figure if 

Known 

Sources of 

Funding 

(List Grant 

type, 

General 

Fund, etc.) 

Timeline 

(Long-Term, 

Short-Term) 

Included in 

Previous 

Plan? 

Yes/No  

Initiative Type: 

Public Information, 

Preventive Activities, 

Structural Projects, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection  

Who or What 

Benefits? 

Facility, Local, 

County, 

Region 

INITIATIVE NL-7—Actively participate in the plan maintenance strategy identified in this plan 

New and 

Existing 

All 

Hazards 

1,4,8 DEM, 

NLFCZD 

Low Local Long Term Yes Preventative 

Activities 

Region 

INITIATIVE NL-8 – Perform routine sump maintenance and expand sump area to allow for more infiltration of flood water. 

Existing Flood 6,11 Spokane 

County 

High FEMA, 

Local, 

Spokane 

County 

Long Term No Preventative 

Activities 

Local 

 

9.9 PRIORITIZATION OF MITIGATION INITIATIVES  

Once the mitigation initiatives items were identified, the Planning Team followed the same process outlined 

within Volume 1 to prioritize their initiatives.  An analysis of six different initiative types for each identified 

action item was conducted. Table 9-7 identifies the prioritization for each initiative. 

 

TABLE 9-7 
MITIGATION STRATEGY PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

Initiative 

# 

# of 

Objectives 

Met Benefits Costs 

Do Benefits 

Equal or 

Exceed Costs? 

Is Project 

Grant-

Eligible? 

Can Project Be Funded 

Under Existing Programs/ 

Budgets? Prioritya 

NL-1  Medium High Yes Yes No Low 

NL-2  High Low Yes Yes Yes Medium 

NL-3  High High Yes Yes No Medium 

NL-4  Low High No Yes No Low 

NL-5  High Medium Yes Yes No High 

NL-6  Medium Low Yes Yes Yes High 

NL-7  Low Low Yes Yes Yes High 

NL-8  High High Yes Yes No Medium 

a. See Chapter 1 for explanation of priorities. 
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9.10 STATUS OF PREVIOUS PLAN INITIATIVES 

Table 9-8 summarizes the initiatives that were recommended in the previous version of the hazard 

mitigation plan and their implementation status at the time this update was prepared. 

 

TABLE 9-8 
STATUS OF PREVIOUS HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN 

  Current Status 

Mitigation Strategy 2019 Project Status C
o

m
p

le
te

d
 

C
o

n
ti

n
u

al
 /

O
n

g
o

in
g

 

N
at

u
re

 

R
em

o
v

ed
 /

N
o
 L

o
n

g
er

 

R
el

ev
an

t 
/N

o
 A

ct
io

n
 

C
ar

ri
ed

 O
v

er
  

NL1 The County received LiDAR information for the 

District in 2017. An inundation map for the District is 

currently being produced with assistance from the 

NRCS. 

 X   

NL2 Ways to effectively and efficiently distribute 

information to those living in the District are being 

explored. 

 X   

NL3 NRCS is providing assistance in analyzing a cost-

effective solution to repairing the barrier. 

 X   

NL4 On hold until an agreement can be reached with the 

landowner 

   X 

NL5 Programs offered by Fire District and DNR  X   

NL6 Continuation of efforts from 2015 plan  X   

NL7 Continuation of efforts from 2015 plan  X   
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CHAPTER 10. 
SPOKANE CONSERVATION DISTRICT ANNEX  

10.1 INTRODUCTION 

This Annex details the hazard mitigation planning elements specific to the Spokane Conservation District, 

a participating special purpose district to the Spokane County Hazard Mitigation Plan Update. This Annex 

is not intended to be a standalone document, but rather appends to and supplements the information 

contained in the base plan document. As such, all sections of the base plan, including the planning process 

and other procedural requirements apply to and were met by the Spokane Conservation District. For 

planning purposes, this Annex provides additional information specific to the district, with a focus on 

providing greater details on the risk assessment and mitigation strategy for this entity only. This document 

serves as an update to the district’s previously completed plan.  All relevant data has been carried over and 

updated with new information as appropriate and as identified within the planning process discussed in 

Volume 1. 

10.2 HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING TEAM POINT(S) OF CONTACT 

The Spokane Conservation District followed the planning process detailed in Section 2 of the Base Plan.  

In addition to providing representation on the County’s Planning Team, the Spokane Conservation District 

also formulated its own internal planning team to support the broader planning process.  Individuals 

assisting in this Annex development are identified below, along with a brief description of how they 

participated. 

Local Planning Team Members 

Name Position/Title Planning Tasks 

Garth Davis, Forestry Manager 

210 N Havana 

Spokane, WA 99202 

(509)535-7274 ext 212 

Garth-Davis@sccd.org 

Primary Point of Contact/ 

Forestry Program Manger 

Planning team 

Cori Turntine, Operations Mgr 

210 N Havana 

Spokane, WA 99202 

(509)535-7274 ext 230 

Cori-Turntine@sccd.org 

Alternate Point of Contact/ 

Operations Manager 

Planning team 

Eric Choker, Soils Mgr 

210 N. Havana 

Spokane, WA 99202 

(509) 535 7274 ext 219 

Eric-Choker@sccd.org 

Planning Team Member Planning team 

10.3 DISTRICT PROFILE 

Spokane Conservation District is a special purpose district that was formed in 1973 to serve the citizens 

and resources of Spokane County, excluding Deer Park, and works across county lines through the use of 

memorandums of understanding.  The District works with individuals, landowners, business and 

government entities to protect and conserve water resources, provide technical assistance for agricultural 

mailto:Garth-Davis@sccd.org
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and livestock practices, promote sustainable forestry practices; promote energy conservation and enhance 

wildlife habitat.  For fiscal year 2018, the District’s annual operating budget was approximately $2 million.  

Funding comes primarily through a property assessment and state grants. 

A five-member Board of Supervisors governs the District.  Three Board members are elected and two are 

appointed by the Washington State Conservation Commission.  The Board appoints a Director to oversee 

the District’s daily operations as well as its 19 regular employees.  The Board assumes responsibility for 

the adoption of this plan; the Director will oversee its implementation.   

The following is a summary of key information about the jurisdiction: 

• Governing Authority— The district is governed by a five member Board of Supervisors 

• Population Served—514,631 as of July 1, 2018 

• Land Area Served—1,764 square miles  

• Land Area Owned—50 acres 

• List of Critical Infrastructure/Equipment Owned by the Jurisdiction: 

Vehicle Fleet - $75,000 

Tractors, Trailers - $180,000 

Drone - $21,000 

Computers, laptops - $20,000 

Tools and other field equipment - $100,000 

• Total Value of Critical Infrastructure/Equipment—The total value of critical infrastructure 

and equipment owned by the jurisdiction is $396,000. 

• List of Critical Facilities Owned by the Jurisdiction: 

8th Property Office Building  - $1,200,000 

Havana Property Office Building - $1,000,000 

• Total Value of Critical Facilities—The total value of critical facilities owned by the 

jurisdiction is $2,200,000. 

• Current and Anticipated Service Trends—The Spokane Conservation District provides 

services in the following categories:  Production Agriculture, Environmental Education, Water 

Resources, Forestry and Soil Science.  The District anticipates service requests to increase 

across all of our service categories as a result of our constituents realizing the need for better 

natural resource stewardship.  
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Map of Spokane Conservation District Service Area 

 



Spokane County Hazard Mitigation Plan Update; Volume 2—Planning Partner Annexes 

Bridgeview Consulting 10-4 April 2020  

10.4 HAZARD EVENT HISTORY 

Within the Base Plan, the Planning Team identified all hazard events which have occurred within the 

County.  In the context of the planning region, it was determined that there are no additional hazards that 

are unique to the special purpose district.  Table 10-1 lists all past occurrences which have impacted the 

district.    (Individual accounts are provided below by the District Forestry Manager to provide a recap of 

the impact of the hazards historically.) 

February 1985, There was an extreme cold front settled over the region with daytime temperatures holding 

around -10 to -15 degrees.  The District had a Washington Conservation Corps crew that was doing hazard 

fuels reduction on private lands in Spokane County.  District Forestry Manager was in charge of the crew 

and had set up firewood deliveries to low income households  for the second week of the month.  The cold 

front moved in that week along with winds gusting to 20-30mph from the Northeast.  The wind chills were 

down to -35 degrees.  I sent the crew home but Alan and I stayed to load and deliver the wood.  We could 

only work for about 15 minutes at a time even with military issue arctic parkas, gloves and boots. The 

damage came on the second day of the winds with numerous trees going down, especially Spruce and 

shallow rooted ornamental trees.  Power lines came down and many streets were blocked just as they were 

during Ice Storm in 1998.  The Spokane Indians baseball park outfield fence also came down and was 

totally destroyed.  After the storm passed, Al and I with our crew started cleanup of the fence and stacked 

and sorted the materials for salvage by the County.  Spokane was a huge mess for several weeks and we 

were very busy helping landowners with tree salvage and advice. 

The Hangman Hills Fire in 1987,  a very strong front moved into the area with winds gusting to 30+ mph 

from the west.  A power line along Hwy 195 at Washington Rd. went down when a very large pine tree fell 

on it.  The ensuing fire raced across the valley and struck the Hangman Hills housing development, 

destroying 36 homes and part of the golf course Clubhouse.  There were covenants that required all homes 

in the development to have cedar shakes on the roofs.  Like pouring gasoline on the fire, the homes were 

quickly consumed by the fire with only a couple down in the bottom of the drainage coming through 

unscathed.  Both of those houses (which were not a part of the development) had stucco exteriors and metal 

roofs. As a result of that fire, Fire Safe Spokane was formed which eventually blended into the national 

Firewise program.  Alan and I spent hundreds of hours providing technical assistance on that fire.  I 

produced a video that informed landowners about how to determine if a tree was damaged too much to save 

and when and what type of trees should be planted in the future.  We also were busy keeping the "Chainsaw 

Bandits" from taking advantage of landowners, telling them that all of their tree must come down 

immediately.  A lot of trees were removed without cause because of people taking advantage of the 

landowners involved in the fire. 

Ice storm in 1996 created a lot of damage just because of the weight of the ice coating the trees and power 

lines. Once again the chainsaw bandits hit the streets, gouging people by convincing them their trees were 

damaged beyond salvation.  We spent hundreds of hours doing damage assessments. We were constantly 

reminding the public about having qualified people do damage assessments and that any work performed 

should also be done by people who are qualified. 

The Valley View Fire began on July 18, 2008, just two weeks after the last Firewise risk assessments were 

completed by District Staff.   

The Windstorm in November 2015 caused landscape trees to take down power lines resulting in a power 

outage lasting over a week.  Months of technical assistance provided by the District was generated by this 

storm. 
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TABLE 10-1 
NATURAL HAZARD EVENTS 

Type of Event 

FEMA Disaster # (if 

applicable) Date Dollar Losses (if known) 

Wind Storm  November 

17, 2015 

Unknown 

    

    

 

10.5 APPLICABLE REGULATIONS AND PLANS  

Coordination with other community planning efforts is paramount to the successful implementation of this 

plan.  This section provides information on how planning mechanisms, policies, and programs are 

integrated into other on-going efforts.  It also identifies the jurisdiction’s capabilities with respect to 

preparing and planning for, responding to, recovering from, and mitigating the impacts of hazard events 

and incidents. 

Capabilities include the programs, policies and plans currently in use to reduce hazard impacts or that could 

be used to implement hazard mitigation activities. The capabilities are divided into the following sections: 

regulatory capabilities which influence mitigation; administrative and technical mitigation capabilities, 

including education and outreach, partnerships, and other on-going mitigation efforts; fiscal capabilities 

which support mitigation efforts, and classifications under various community programs. 

10.5.1 Regulatory Capability 

The District has adopted/enacted codes, resolutions, policies and plans that compliment and support hazard 

mitigation planning and activities. The following existing District codes, resolutions, policies, and plans are 

applicable to this hazard mitigation plan: 

• Emergency Operations Plan  

• Facility Evacuation Plan 

• Inclement Weather Plans 

• Active Shooter Plans 

• Hazardous Materials Response Plans 

• Employee Handbooks and Safety Manuals 

 

10.5.2 Administrative and Technical Capabilities 

The assessment of the district’s administrative and technical capabilities, including educational and 

outreach efforts, and on-going programmatic efforts are presented in Table 10-2.  These are elements which 

support not only mitigation, but all phases of emergency management already in place that are used to 

implement mitigation activities and communicate hazard-related information. 
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TABLE 10-2 
ADMINISTRATIVE AND TECHNICAL CAPABILITY  

Staff/Personnel Resources 

Available 

(Yes/No) Department/Agency/Position 

Professionals trained in building or infrastructure 

construction practices. 

No  

Planners or engineers with an understanding of 

natural hazards. 

Yes  

Staff with training in benefit/cost analysis. Yes  

Personnel skilled or trained in GIS or Hazus  use. Yes  

Emergency Manager. Yes  

Grant writers. Yes  

Warning Systems/Services (Reverse 9-1-1, outdoor 

warning signs or signals, flood or fire warning 

program, etc.?). 

Yes  

Hazard data and information available to public. No  

Specific equipment response plans. No  

Specific operational plans. No  

Water Shortage Contingency Plan. No  

Education and Outreach 

Local citizen groups or non-profit organizations 

focused on emergency preparedness? 

No  

Organization focused on individuals with access 

and functional needs populations 

No  

Ongoing public education or information program 

(e.g., responsible water use, fire safety, household 

preparedness, environmental education) 

Yes  

Natural disaster or safety related school programs? No  

Public-private partnership initiatives addressing 

disaster-related issues? 

No  

Multi-seasonal public awareness program? No  

Other   

On-Going Mitigation Efforts 

Hazardous Vegetation Abatement Program No  
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TABLE 10-2 
ADMINISTRATIVE AND TECHNICAL CAPABILITY  

Staff/Personnel Resources 

Available 

(Yes/No) Department/Agency/Position 

Noxious Weed Eradication Program or other 

vegetation management 

Yes Water Resources/Forestry 

Fire Safe Councils No  

Chipper program No  

Defensible space inspections program Yes Forestry Program 

Creek, stream, culvert or storm drain maintenance 

or cleaning program 

Yes Water Resources  

Stream restoration program Yes Water Resources 

Erosion or sediment control program Yes Soils 

Address signage for property addresses Yes Forestry  

 

10.5.3 Fiscal Capability 

The assessment of the jurisdiction’s fiscal capabilities is presented in Table 10-3. These are the financial 

tools or resources that could potentially be used to help fund mitigation activities. 

 

TABLE 10-3 
FISCAL CAPABILITY  

Financial Resources 

Accessible or 

Eligible to Use? 

Community Development Block Grants Yes 

Capital Improvements Project Funding Yes 

Authority to Levy Taxes for Specific Purposes No 

User Fees for Water, Sewer, Gas or Electric Service No 

Incur Debt through General Obligation Bonds No 

Incur Debt through Special Tax Bonds No 

Incur Debt through Private Activity Bonds No 

Withhold Public Expenditures in Hazard-Prone Areas Yes 

State Sponsored Grant Programs  Yes 

Development Impact Fees for Homebuyers or Developers  No 

Other  
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10.6 COMMUNITY CLASSIFICATION  

The district’s classifications under various hazard mitigation programs are presented in Table 10-4. Each 

of the classifications identified establish requirements which, when met, are known to increase the 

resilience of a community. Those which specifically require district participation or enhance mitigation 

efforts are indicated accordingly. 

 

TABLE 10-4 
COMMUNITY CLASSIFICATIONS  

 

Participating 

(Yes/No) Date Enrolled 

Community Rating System No  

Building Code Effectiveness 

Grading Schedule 

No  

Storm Ready No  

Firewise Yes While the CD is not a Firewise 

Community, the CD supports all of the 

local Firewise communities by 

providing program information and 

working with the various 

municipalities throughout the County 

in enhancing the Firewise Program 

countywide, including identifying and 

funding, as possible fuels reduction 

projects, etc 

Tsunami Ready (if applicable) No  

 

10.7 HAZARD RISK AND VULNERABILITY RANKING  

The district’s Planning Team reviewed the hazard list identified within the Base Plan, and have identified 

the hazards that affect the Spokane Conservation District, including the addition of climate change as a 

separate ranked hazard.  During discussions by the internal planning team members in identifying the 

potential impact of those hazards, additional factors were also discussed and considered when estimating 

the potential financial losses caused by hazard-related damages.  Such factors include the number of 

facilities damaged, the extent of damage to each facility, and the length of time required for repairs, etc.  

For service providers which generate income, lost revenue from customers being without service and the 

cost of providing temporary service was also a consideration in identifying the economic losses.  After 

internal Planning Team discussions, the District calculated their Calculated Priority Risk Index (CPRI) 

scores as follows:  
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CALCULATED PRIORITY RISK INDEX RANKING SCORES 

Hazard Probability 

Magnitude and/or 

Severity 

Extent and 

Location  

Warning 

Time Duration 

Calculated Priority 

Risk Index Score 

Drought 3 2 4 1 4 2.75 

Earthquake 2 3 4 4 1 2.85 

Flood 2 3 2 1 3 2.1 

Landslide 1 1 2 4 1 1.65 

Severe Weather 3 3 4 3 2 3.15 

Volcano 1 1 4 4 1 2.05 

Wildfire 4 3 4 4 1 3.65 

Climate Change* 4 3 3 1 4 3.15 
       

The Calculated Priority Risk Index scoring method has a range from 0 to 4. “0” being the least hazardous and “4” being the most 

hazardous situation. 

*Not ranked by all other planning team members. 

 

Table 10-5 presents the ranking of the hazards of concern based on their CPRI score.  A qualitative 

vulnerability ranking was then assigned based on a summary of potential impact determined by: past 

occurrences, spatial extent, damage, casualties, and continuity of government.  The assessment is 

categorized into the following classifications:  

 

□ Extremely Low – No or very limited impact.  The occurrence and potential cost of damage to life 

and property is very minimal-to-nonexistent.  No impact to government functions with no 

disruption to essential services. 

□ Low (Negligible) – Minimal potential impact.  The occurrence and potential cost of damage to life 

and property is minimal. Government functions are at 90% with limited disruption to essential 

services. 

□ Medium (Limited) – Moderate potential impact.  This ranking carries a moderate threat level to the 

general population and /or built environment.  The potential damage is more isolated, and less 

costly than a more widespread disaster. Government functions are at 80% with limited impact to 

essential services.  

□ High (Critical) – Widespread potential impact.  This ranking carries a high threat to the general 

population and/or built environment.  The potential for damage is widespread.  Hazards in this 

category may have occurred in the past.  Government functions are at ~50% operations with limited 

delivery of essential services. 

□ Extremely High (Catastrophic) – Very widespread with catastrophic impact.  Government 

functions are significantly impacted for in excess of one month. 
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TABLE 10-5  
HAZARD RISK AND VULNERABILITY RANKING 

Hazard 

Rank Hazard Type CPRI Score 

 

Vulnerability  

Rank 

 

Description of Impact  

1 Severe 

Weather 

3.15 High Severe storms, including winds can impact all 

of the District’s structures including damage 

to structures and ability for normal business 

operation to continue.  In 2015, a severe 

windstorm knocked down surrounding power 

lines and the District was unable to continue 

normal business operation for 11 days due to 

power outage. 

Tree risk assessments, floods – streambank 

work, salvage logging (wildfire/windstorm), 

BAER team-work, property cleanup  

2 Wildfire 3.65 High In the last five years, we’ve experienced three 

of the most active wildfire seasons.  The 

structures owned by the district have not been 

impacted by wildfire.  The recent increase in 

wildfires may be related to climate change and 

drought. 

3 Earthquake 2.85 Low Spokane County has a relatively low seismic 

risk.  However, seismic levels up to 5.5 have 

been reached in the past.  The District’s 

buildings are made of concrete or steel, 

limiting the impact. 

4 Flood 2.1 High The District’s 8th property falls within a flood 

zone. 

5 Landslide 1.65 Low Low risk 

6 Drought 2.75 Medium Droughts will increase the risk to wildfire and 

has the ability to limit water supplies needed 

to fight fires.  The increase to wildfire danger 

could also impact the risk to the District’s 

structures.   

7 Climate 

Change 

3.15 High Climate change will continue to exacerbate 

other hazards of concern, including increased 

severity of severe storms, increased flooding 

events, and impact to water supplies.  These 

have the potential to impact not only district-

owner’s structures, but also response 

capabilities and district work. 
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TABLE 10-5  
HAZARD RISK AND VULNERABILITY RANKING 

Hazard 

Rank Hazard Type CPRI Score 

 

Vulnerability  

Rank 

 

Description of Impact  

8 Volcano 2.05 Low The likelihood of a volcanic eruption is low; 

however, the ashfall could potentially be 

extensive. While buildings wouldn’t be 

impacted, the vegetation would be potentially.  

 

10.8 MITIGATION GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

The District adopts the hazard mitigation goals and objectives developed by the Planning Team described 

in Volume 1.   

10.9 HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN  

The Planning Team for the district identified and prioritized a wide range of actions based on the risk 

assessment, and their knowledge of the district assets and hazards of concern.  Table 10-6 lists the action 

items/strategies that make up the district’s hazard mitigation plan.  Background information and 

information on how each action item will be administered, responsible agency/office (including outside the 

district), potential funding sources, the timeframe, and the type of initiative associated with each item are 

also identified.   

 

TABLE 10-6  

HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN MATRIX 

Applies 

to new or 

existing 

assets 

Hazards 

Mitigated 

Objectives 

Met Lead Agency 

Estimated 

Cost (High/ 

Medium/ 

Low) or $ 

Figure if 

Known 

Sources of 

Funding 

(List Grant 

type, 

General 

Fund, etc.) 

Timeline 

(Long-Term, 

Short-Term) 

Included in 

Previous 

Plan? 

Yes/No  

Initiative Type: 

Public Information, 

Preventive Activities, 

Structural Projects, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection  

Who or What 

Benefits? 

Facility, Local, 

County, 

Region 

INITIATIVE # 1 Continue to keep the Public advised on hazards of concern and potential impacts to natural resources. 

Existing WF,Fl,, 

Dr,Eq,E

T,SW, 

SWW 

2,4,12 SCD Low SCD Long-term No Public Information County 

INITIATIVE # 2 Provide Home Ignition Zone cost share program to homeowners in Spokane County. 

Existing Wildfire 2,4,10,12 SCD medium SCD Long-term No Property protection County 

INITIATIVE #3 Continue to assist with CWPP maintenance. 

Existing Wildfire 2,4,5,8,1

0,11,12 

SCD low All 

participant 

in CWPP 

Long-term No Prevention County 

INITIATIVE # 4 Continue Firewise Program including home site assessments. 
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TABLE 10-6  

HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN MATRIX 

Applies 

to new or 

existing 

assets 

Hazards 

Mitigated 

Objectives 

Met Lead Agency 

Estimated 

Cost (High/ 

Medium/ 

Low) or $ 

Figure if 

Known 

Sources of 

Funding 

(List Grant 

type, 

General 

Fund, etc.) 

Timeline 

(Long-Term, 

Short-Term) 

Included in 

Previous 

Plan? 

Yes/No  

Initiative Type: 

Public Information, 

Preventive Activities, 

Structural Projects, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection  

Who or What 

Benefits? 

Facility, Local, 

County, 

Region 

Existing Wildfire 2,4,12 SCD, DNR medium SCD, 

DNR 

Long-term No Prevention County 

INITIATIVE # 5 Seek out grant opportunities to site harden new facility for hazards of concern. 

new WF,Fl, 

LS 

2,4,12 SCD medium SCD Short-term No Prevention County 

INITIATIVE # 6 Establish emergency operations center facility. 

new WF,FL 1,2 SCD Low SCD Long-term No Emergency 

Services 

County 

INITIATIVE # 7 Utilize future training facility with kitchen as potential community hazard shelter. 

New WF,FL,

SW 

1,2,8 SCD Low SCD Long-term No Emergency 

Services 

County 

 

10.10 PRIORITIZATION OF MITIGATION INITIATIVES  

Once the mitigation initiatives items were identified, the Planning Team followed the same process outlined 

within Volume 1 to prioritize their initiatives.  An analysis of six different initiative types for each identified 

action item was conducted.  Table 10-7 identifies the prioritization for each initiative. 

TABLE 10-7. 
MITIGATION STRATEGY PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

Initiative 

# 

# of 

Objectives 

Met Benefits Costs 

Do Benefits 

Equal or 

Exceed Costs? 

Is Project 

Grant-

Eligible? 

Can Project Be Funded 

Under Existing Programs/ 

Budgets? Prioritya 

1 3 High Low Yes Yes Yes High 

2 4 Medium Medium Yes Yes Yes High 

3 8 High Low Yes Yes Yes High 

4 3 High Low Yes Yes Yes High 

5 3 Medium Medium Yes Yes No Medium 

6 2 Medium Medium Yes Yes No Medium 

7 3 Medium Low  Yes Yes Yes Medium 

a. See Chapter 1 for explanation of priorities. 
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CHAPTER 11. 
SPOKANE COUNTY FIRE DISTRICT #3 ANNEX 

11.1 INTRODUCTION 

This Annex details the hazard mitigation planning elements specific to the Spokane County Fire District 

#3, a participating special purpose district to the Spokane County Hazard Mitigation Plan Update. This 

Annex is not intended to be a standalone document, but rather appends to and supplements the information 

contained in the base plan document. As such, all sections of the base plan, including the planning process 

and other procedural requirements apply to and were met by the Spokane County Fire District #3. For 

planning purposes, this Annex provides additional information specific to the district, with a focus on 

providing greater details on the risk assessment and mitigation strategy for this entity only. This document 

serves as an update to the district’s previously completed plan.  All relevant data has been carried over and 

updated with new information as appropriate and as identified within the planning process discussed in 

Volume 1. 

11.2 HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING TEAM POINT(S) OF CONTACT 

The Spokane County Fire District #3 followed the planning process detailed in Section 2 of the Base Plan.  

In addition to providing representation on the County’s Planning Team, the Spokane County Fire District 

#3 also formulated their own internal planning team to support the broader planning process.  Individuals 

assisting in this Annex development are identified below, along with a brief description of how they 

participated. 

Local Planning Team Members 

Name Position/Title Planning Tasks 

Bill Dennstaedt, Deputy Chief  

10 S. Presley Drive  

Cheney, WA 99004 

509-235-6645 

billd@scfd3.org  

Primary Point of Contact Meeting Attendance, Annex  

Cody Rohrbach, Fire Chief  

10 S. Presley Drive  

Cheney, WA 99004 

509-235-6645 

crohrbach@scfd3.org  

Alternate Point of Contact Risk Assessment  

Deb Arnold  

10 S. Presley Drive  

Cheney, WA 99004 

509-235-6645 

darnold@scfd3.org  

Assistance  Data Pulling  

11.2.10 District Profile 

Spokane County Fire District #3 was formed from a "grassroots citizen movement" in 1945. This movement 

came from the desire of the citizenry to have access to timely fire protection year-round. Fire District #3 

covers southwest of Spokane County totaling 565 square miles. As with the majority of modern-day fire 

departments, Fire District 3 also provides Emergency Medical Services at the Basic Life Support level 

mailto:billd@scfd3.org
mailto:crohrbach@scfd3.org
mailto:darnold@scfd3.org
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which is approximately 75 percent of our call volume. On October 16th 1991, gale force winds hit Spokane 

County causing hundreds of wildfires and effected every Fire Agency. This initiated a plan to improve 

Spokane County 911 communications system and build reciprocal mutual and automatic agreements with 

all fire agencies in Spokane County. Now these agreements extend to boarding agencies in Whitman and 

Lincoln County.  

The District surrounds the City of Cheney, Medical Lake and the Town of Spangle. By contract in (1980) 

the District provides Fire and E.M.S. services to the Town of Spangle. Staffed by five full-time command 

positions, twelve part-time command positions, three full-time support positions and as of 2019 three 

fulltime line firefighters the district mainly operated and supported by approximately 130 part-paid on 

call(volunteer) firefighters. The District operates 50+ pieces of equipment out of 11 Stations and a training 

facility.  

SCFD 3 is one of the largest and most diverse fire districts in the state of Washington; encompassing 

approximately 565 square miles in the southwest corner of Spokane County. The topography of the District 

varies considerably. The southern 2/3’s of the District is primarily rural with agricultural and timbered 

lands. Moving north, timber lands increase as well as the number of homes; eventually leading to 

unincorporated communities adjacent to the city of Spokane. The far northern portion of the District also 

includes manufacturers and businesses. Other areas of protection in the District are roads and railways. 

There is approximately 20 miles of Interstate 90 that runs through the Northwest part of the District and 25 

miles of SR-195 that runs through the Eastern portion of the District. These two highways account for 

numerous high-speed accidents annually. Both Burlington Northern/Santa Fe and Union Pacific Railroads 

have Main Lines running through the District. There are approximately 100 miles of railway. SCFD 3 sits 

just southwest of Spokane. Spokane is a city in the State of Washington, in the northwestern United States. 

It is the seat of Spokane County, as well as the center of the Spokane Metropolitan Area. Spokane County 

is currently outpacing Washington State in population growth.  

The following is a summary of key information about the jurisdiction: 

• Governing Authority— The district is governed by 3 Board of Commissioners  

• Population Served— 20,000estimate 

• Land Area Served—565 Square Miles 

• Value of Area Served—The estimated value of the area served by the jurisdiction is 

$2,587,422,536 

• Land Area Owned— 17 Acres  

• List of Critical Infrastructure/Equipment Owned by the Jurisdiction: 

– Fire Apparatus and Equipment $7,500,000.00 

– Personnel Protective Equipment $1,500,000.00 

• Total Value of Critical Infrastructure/Equipment—The total value of critical infrastructure 

and equipment owned by the jurisdiction is $9,000,000.00 

• List of Critical Facilities Owned by the Jurisdiction: 

– Fire Stations and Community Center 

• Total Value of Critical Facilities—The total value of critical facilities owned by the 

jurisdiction is $7,600,000.00 

• Current and Anticipated Service Trends— There has been a growing demand nationwide 

for public safety. We have been seeing a 18% increase over the last 2 years and 12% over the 
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last 10 years. With this increase in need of our service the demand for equipment and personnel 

has risen. Combine this with the ever-increasing costs we strive to be fiscally responsible for 

future planning. We have experienced a large commercial and residential growth to the north 

end of our district. This north area accounts for 50% of our total call volume.  

The district’s boundaries are shown on in the map provided below. 

11.3 HAZARD EVENT HISTORY 

Within the Base Plan, the Planning Team identified all hazard events which have occurred within the 

County.  In the context of the planning region, it was determined that there are hazards which are unique to 

the special purpose district as follows. Collins Aero Space can and has had 2 Hazardous Material Releases.   

Table 11-1 lists all past occurrences which have impacted the district.  If available, dollar loss data is also 

included.  

 

TABLE 11-1 
NATURAL HAZARD EVENTS 

Type of Event 

FEMA Disaster # (if 

applicable) Date Dollar Losses (if known) 

Wildfire, Yale Rd   3372 2015  

Ice Storm,  1152 1997  

Wildfire 922 1991  

    

Local Area Disaster – Not Declared 

Wildfire, Watt Rd  2002  

Wildfire, Watermelon 

Hill  

Yes  2014  

Wildfire, Hangman Hills  1988  

 

11.4 APPLICABLE REGULATIONS AND PLANS  

Coordination with other community planning efforts is paramount to the successful implementation of this 

plan.  This section provides information on how planning mechanisms, policies, and programs are 

integrated into other on-going efforts.  It also identifies the jurisdiction’s capabilities with respect to 

preparing and planning for, responding to, recovering from, and mitigating the impacts of hazard events 

and incidents. 

Capabilities include the programs, policies and plans currently in use to reduce hazard impacts or that could 

be used to implement hazard mitigation activities. The capabilities are divided into the following sections: 

regulatory capabilities which influence mitigation; administrative and technical mitigation capabilities, 

including education and outreach, partnerships, and other on-going mitigation efforts; fiscal capabilities 

which support mitigation efforts, and classifications under various community programs. 
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11.4.1 Regulatory Capability 

The District has adopted/enacted codes, resolutions, policies and plans that compliment and support hazard 

mitigation planning and activities. The following existing District codes, resolutions, policies, and plans are 

applicable to this hazard mitigation plan: 

Fire District Capabilities: 

• Capital Improvement Program 

• Sprinkler Codes  

• Strategic Plan  

• Emergency Operations Plan  

• Mutual Response Agreements 

• Emergency Procedures and Policies 

• City/County Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan  

• State of Washington Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan  

• National Response Framework  

• National Incident Management System  

• WAC 296.305 

• Response Plan 

11.4.2 Administrative and Technical Capabilities 

The assessment of the district’s administrative and technical capabilities, including educational and 

outreach efforts, and on-going programmatic efforts are presented in Table 11-2.  These are elements which 

support not only mitigation, but all phases of emergency management already in place that are used to 

implement mitigation activities and communicate hazard-related information. 

 

TABLE 11-2 
ADMINISTRATIVE AND TECHNICAL CAPABILITY  

Staff/Personnel Resources 

Available 

(Yes/No) Department/Agency/Position 

Professionals trained in building or infrastructure 

construction practices. 

Yes Fire Marshall 

Planners or engineers with an understanding of 

natural hazards. 

No  

Staff with training in benefit/cost analysis. Yes Administrated  

Personnel skilled or trained in GIS or Hazus  use. Yes Volunteer/FF 

Emergency Manager. No  

Grant writers. No  
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TABLE 11-2 
ADMINISTRATIVE AND TECHNICAL CAPABILITY  

Staff/Personnel Resources 

Available 

(Yes/No) Department/Agency/Position 

Warning Systems/Services (Reverse 9-1-1, outdoor 

warning signs or signals, flood or fire warning 

program, etc.?). 

No  

Hazard data and information available to public. No  

Specific equipment response plans. No  

Specific operational plans. Yes Operations  

Water Shortage Contingency Plan. No  

Education and Outreach 

Local citizen groups or non-profit organizations 

focused on emergency preparedness? 

No  

Organization focused on individuals with access 

and functional needs populations 

No  

Ongoing public education or information program 

(e.g., responsible water use, fire safety, household 

preparedness, environmental education) 

Yes Prevention 

Natural disaster or safety related school programs? No  

Public-private partnership initiatives addressing 

disaster-related issues? 

No  

Multi-seasonal public awareness program? Yes Prevention 

Other   

On-Going Mitigation Efforts 

Hazardous Vegetation Abatement Program Yes Prevention 

Noxious Weed Eradication Program or other 

vegetation management 

No  

Fire Safe Councils No  

Chipper program No  

Defensible space inspections program Yes Prevention 

Creek, stream, culvert or storm drain maintenance 

or cleaning program 

No  

Stream restoration program No  

Erosion or sediment control program No  
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TABLE 11-2 
ADMINISTRATIVE AND TECHNICAL CAPABILITY  

Staff/Personnel Resources 

Available 

(Yes/No) Department/Agency/Position 

Address signage for property addresses Yes Prevention 

Other No  

 

11.4.3 Fiscal Capability 

The assessment of the jurisdiction’s fiscal capabilities is presented in Table 11-3. These are the financial 

tools or resources that could potentially be used to help fund mitigation activities. 

 

TABLE 11-3 

FISCAL CAPABILITY  

Financial Resources 

Accessible or 

Eligible to Use? 

Community Development Block Grants NO 

Capital Improvements Project Funding YES 

Authority to Levy Taxes for Specific Purposes NO 

User Fees for Water, Sewer, Gas or Electric Service NO 

Incur Debt through General Obligation Bonds NO 

Incur Debt through Special Tax Bonds NO 

Incur Debt through Private Activity Bonds NO 

Withhold Public Expenditures in Hazard-Prone Areas NO 

State Sponsored Grant Programs  YES 

Development Impact Fees for Homebuyers or Developers  NO 

Other NO 

 

11.5 COMMUNITY CLASSIFICATION  

The district’s classifications under various hazard mitigation programs are presented in Table 11-4. Each 

of the classifications identified establish requirements which, when met, are known to increase the 

resilience of a community. Those which specifically require district participation or enhance mitigation 

efforts are indicated accordingly. 
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TABLE 11-4 

COMMUNITY CLASSIFICATIONS  

 

Participating 

(Yes/No) Date Enrolled 

Community Rating System No  

Building Code Effectiveness Grading Schedule No  

Storm Ready No  

Firewise No  

Tsunami Ready (if applicable) NA  

 

11.6 HAZARD RISK AND VULNERABILITY RANKING  

The district’s Planning Team reviewed the hazard list identified within the Base Plan, and have identified 

the hazards that affect the Spokane County Fire District 3.  The District included two additional hazards of 

concern, both non-natural.  During discussions by the internal planning team members in identifying the 

potential impact of those hazards, additional factors were also discussed and considered when estimating 

the potential financial losses caused by hazard-related damages.  Such factors include the number of 

facilities damaged, the extent of damage to each facility, and the length of time required for repairs, etc.  

For service providers which generate income, lost revenue from customers being without service and the 

cost of providing temporary service was also a consideration in identifying the economic losses.  After 

internal Planning Team discussions, the District calculated their Calculated Priority Risk Index (CPRI) 

scores as follows:  

CALCULATED PRIORITY RISK INDEX RANKING SCORES 

Hazard Probability 

Magnitude and/or 

Severity 

Extent and 

Location  

Warning 

Time Duration 

Calculated Priority 

Risk Index Score 

Drought 4 2 3 1 4 2.95 

Earthquake 3 3 2 4 1 2.85 

Flood 4 2 3 2 3 3.05 

Landslide 2 2 1 4 1 2.05 

Severe Weather 4 3 4 2 2 3.4 

Volcano 1 3 4 1 4 2.15 

Wildfire 4 4 4 4 4 4. 

Train Derailment* 2 3 1 4 3 2.35 

Collins 

Aerospace* 

2 3 2 4 3 2.55 

       

The Calculated Priority Risk Index scoring method has a range from 0 to 4. “0” being the least hazardous and “4” being the most 

hazardous situation. 

*Specific to FD 3. 
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Table 11-5 presents the ranking of the hazards of concern based on their CPRI score.  A qualitative 

vulnerability ranking was then assigned based on a summary of potential impact determined by: past 

occurrences, spatial extent, damage, casualties, and continuity of government.  The assessment is 

categorized into the following classifications:  

□ Extremely Low – No or very limited impact.  The occurrence and potential cost of damage to life 

and property is very minimal-to-nonexistent.  No impact to government functions with no 

disruption to essential services. 

□ Low (Negligible) – Minimal potential impact.  The occurrence and potential cost of damage to life 

and property is minimal. Government functions are at 90% with limited disruption to essential 

services. 

□ Medium (Limited) – Moderate potential impact.  This ranking carries a moderate threat level to the 

general population and /or built environment.  The potential damage is more isolated, and less 

costly than a more widespread disaster. Government functions are at 80% with limited impact to 

essential services.  

□ High (Critical) – Widespread potential impact.  This ranking carries a high threat to the general 

population and/or built environment.  The potential for damage is widespread.  Hazards in this 

category may have occurred in the past.  Government functions are at ~50% operations with limited 

delivery of essential services. 

□ Extremely High (Catastrophic) – Very widespread with catastrophic impact.  Government 

functions are significantly impacted for in excess of one month. 

 

TABLE 11-5  

HAZARD RISK AND VULNERABILITY RANKING 

Hazard 

Rank 

Hazard 

Type CPRI Score 

 

Vulnerability  

Rank 

 

Description of Impact  

1 Wildfire 4 High Wildfires effect our region every year and 

major wildfire happen roughly every 5 

years. There have been many wildfire events 

when FEMA declared disaster.  

2 SW 3.4 High Severe storms have impacted the region 

routinely. These events cause power 

outages, down trees damage to structures. 

Significate amount of snow which cause 

roadway delays and hazardous driving 

situations.  

3 Flood 3.05 Medium Are District has very little area that falls into 

the flood plain. Emergency response is 

sometimes delayed due to water of 

roadways.  
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TABLE 11-5  

HAZARD RISK AND VULNERABILITY RANKING 

Hazard 

Rank 

Hazard 

Type CPRI Score 

 

Vulnerability  

Rank 

 

Description of Impact  

4 Drought 2.95 Medium When the area is effect by drought this 

increases our risk to wildfires and adds to 

the danger of wildfires with extreme fire 

behavior.  

5 Earthquake 2.85 Medium This is rare to our community and adds an 

added risk for that reason. Earthquakes will 

cause infrastructure damage due to the age 

of facility and codes.   

6 C Aero 2.55 Medium Limit hazard. With the growth of our 

community and population near this facility 

our risk becomes high due to the cyanide 

release potential. Close-housing has added 

high risk to responders.  

7 Train Derail 2.35 Medium With a large amount of railroad traffic from 

2 National Railroad companies and 1 

regions company. Derailments have 

occurred with high hazard potential but low 

risk.  

8 Volcano 2.15 Low Negligible 

9 Landslides 2.05 Low Negligible 

11.7 MITIGATION GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

The District adopts the hazard mitigation goals and objectives developed by the Planning Team described 

in Volume 1.   

11.8 HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN  

The Planning Team for the district identified and prioritized a wide range of actions based on the risk 

assessment, and their knowledge of the district assets and hazards of concern.  Table 11-6 lists the action 

items/strategies that make up the district’s hazard mitigation plan.  Background information and 

information on how each action item will be administered, responsible agency/office (including outside the 

district), potential funding sources, the timeframe, and the type of initiative associated with each item are 

also identified.   
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TABLE 11-6  

HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN MATRIX 

Applies 

to new or 

existing 

assets 

Hazards 

Mitigated 

Objectives 

Met Lead Agency 

Estimated 

Cost (High/ 

Medium/ 

Low) or $ 

Figure if 

Known 

Sources of 

Funding 

(List Grant 

type, 

General 

Fund, etc.) 

Timeline 

(Long-Term, 

Short-Term) 

Included in 

Previous 

Plan? 

Yes/No  

Initiative Type: 

Public Information, 

Preventive Activities, 

Structural Projects, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection  

Who or What 

Benefits? 

Facility, Local, 

County, 

Region 

INITIATIVE # 1 Determine the need to retrofit Fire Station to provide better mean of meeting the need as a temporary 

evacuation shelter for community effected by hazards. As stations are identified and prioritized seek funding to retrofit 

structures.  

Exciting  WF/SW/

F/D/EQ/

CA/TD/

V/L 

1,10, Operations/ 

Maintenance 

High Capital/ 

HMGP/ 

AFG 

Long-Term No Emergency 

Services/Recovery/

Public Information 

County 

Facility 

INITIATIVE # 2 Continue to build partnerships with railroad companies to mitigate railroad hazards, access issue due to 

crossing being blocked during natural hazards. Once recognized this will help reduce emergency response times.  

Exciting/

New 

All 1,2,3,5,7,

8,9, 

Operations High HMGP/ 

Private 

Long Term No Emergency Service 

Structural Project 

County/Local

/State/Federal 

INITIATIVE # 3 Continue to develop and educate the public about the Spokane County Hazard Mitigation Plan.  

Exciting/

New  

All 1,2,3,4,5,

6,7,8,9, 

10,11,12 

Planning, 

Operations, 

Prevention  

LOW HMGP/ 

Capital 

Short and 

Long Term 

No Initiative Type: 

Public Information, 

Preventive Activities, 

Structural Projects, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection 

Local, 

County, 

Region, State,  

 

11.9 PRIORITIZATION OF MITIGATION INITIATIVES  

Once the mitigation initiatives items were identified, the Planning Team followed the same process outlined 

within Volume 1 to prioritize their initiatives.  An analysis of six different initiative types for each identified 

action item was conducted. Table 11-7 identifies the prioritization for each initiative. 

 

TABLE 11-7. 
MITIGATION STRATEGY PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

Initiative 

# 

# of 

Objectives 

Met Benefits Costs 

Do Benefits 

Equal or 

Exceed Costs? 

Is Project 

Grant-

Eligible? 

Can Project Be Funded 

Under Existing Programs/ 

Budgets? Prioritya 

1 2 H H Y Y N H 

2 7 H M Y N Y H 

3 12 H L Y Y Y H 
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11.10 ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

Service Area Map attached. 
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CHAPTER 12. 
SPOKANE COUNTY FIRE DISTRICT #4 ANNEX 

12.1 INTRODUCTION 

This Annex details the hazard mitigation planning elements specific to the Fire District, a participating 

special purpose district to the Spokane County Hazard Mitigation Plan Update. This Annex is not intended 

to be a standalone document, but rather appends to and supplements the information contained in the base 

plan document. As such, all sections of the base plan, including the planning process and other procedural 

requirements apply to and were met by the Fire District. For planning purposes, this Annex provides 

additional information specific to the district, with a focus on providing greater details on the risk 

assessment and mitigation strategy for this entity only. This document serves as an update to the district’s 

previously completed plan.  All relevant data has been carried over and updated with new information as 

appropriate and as identified within the planning process discussed in Volume 1. 

12.2 HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING TEAM POINT(S) OF CONTACT 

The Spokane County Fire District #4 plan followed the planning process detailed in Section 2 of the Base 

Plan.  In addition to providing representation on the County’s Planning Team, the Fire District also 

formulated their own internal planning team to support the broader planning process.  Individuals assisting 

in this Annex development are identified below, along with a brief description of how they participated. 

Local Planning Team Members 

Name Position/Title Planning Tasks 

Chief Randy Johnson 

315 E. Crawford St 

Deer Park, WA  99006 

Telephone: 509-467-4500 

e-mail: randyj@scfd4.org 

Primary Point of Contact Oversite / Administration of 

project 

Asst. Chief Howard Johnson 

315 E. Crawford St 

Deer Park, WA  99006 

Telephone: 509-467-4500 

e-mail: howardj@scfd4.org 

Alternate Point of Contact Lead on Project; authored plan; 

attended meetings; 

coordinated/gathered necessary 

information.  Attended workshops 

with County. 

Asst. Chief Bill Neckels 

315 E. Crawford St 

Deer Park, WA  99006 

Telephone: 509-467-4500 

e-mail: billn@scfd4.org 

Alternate Point of Contact Assistant on Project capturing and 

gathering information as 

necessary.  Attended meetings.  

12.3 DISTRICT PROFILE 

Spokane County Fire District #4 is a fire district established in 1945.  The district provides Fire, Rescue, 

Medical, and Hazardous indent response to North Spokane County.  The district includes the areas of 

Wildrose, Wayside, Riverside, Elk, Chattaroy, Elk-Chattaroy, Colbert, Green Bluff, Mt. Spokane 

(including portions of the State Park), and the city of Deer Park.  A three-member elected Board of 
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Commissioners governs the fire district.  The Board of Commissioners assumes responsibility for the 

adoption of this plan.  The Fire Chief will oversee its implementation. 

The following is a summary of key information about the jurisdiction: 

• Governing Authority— The district is governed by an elected board of 3 Fire Commissioners. 

• Population Served— 45,000 as of 2018 (estimated) 

• Land Area Served—approximately 330 square miles in North Spokane County 

• Value of Area Served—The estimated value of the area served by the jurisdiction is 

$3,962,940,009 (based upon 2019 tax assessment) 

• Land Area Owned—Approximately 30 acres (station properties) 

• List of Critical Infrastructure/Equipment Owned by the Jurisdiction: 

– Department Vehicles and Equipment  

□ Located at the 10 Fire Stations throughout the Fire District 

• 12 Fire Engines 

• 10 Squad/Brush Units 

• 10 Water Tenders (3000 gallon) 

• 13 Command Vehicles 

• 2 Jeep Plows 

• 1 Support Unit 

• 1 Heavy Rescue 

• 1 Tower/Ladder Truck 

• Total Value of Critical Infrastructure/Equipment—The total value of critical infrastructure 

and equipment owned by the jurisdiction is $8,455,000 

• List of Critical Facilities Owned by the Jurisdiction: 

– Fire Station 41/Admin/Community Center - $7,030,000 

– Fire Station 42    - $1,500,000 

–  Training Center     - $895,000 

– Maintenance Shop    - $777,000 

– Fire Station 43    - $455,000 

– Fire Station 44    - $1,750,000 

– Fire Station 45    - $1,246,000 

– Fire Station 46    - $2,174,000 

– Fire Station 47    - $857,000 

– Fire Station 48    - $900,000 

– Fire Station 49    - $2,174,000 

– Fire Station 40    - $1,170,000 
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• Total Value of Critical Facilities—The total value of critical facilities owned by the 

jurisdiction is $20,928,000 

• Current and Anticipated Service Trends— The Fire District has grown steadily over the 

years and continues to grow.  The district calls for service has grown commensurate with the 

population growth.  District 4 responses totaled 3340 for 2018.  This is an increase of 1078 

calls per year since 2010.  With the amount of building of both residential and commercial 

properties within the district this trend is anticipated to continue or increase in the upcoming 

years. 

The district’s boundaries are shown on in the map provided below. 

 

 

12.4 HAZARD EVENT HISTORY 

Within the Base Plan, the Planning Team identified all hazard events which have occurred within the 

County.  In the context of the planning region, it was determined that there are no additional hazards that 

are unique to the special purpose district.  Table 12-1 lists all past occurrences which have impacted the 

district.  If available, dollar loss data is also included.  
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TABLE 12-1 

NATURAL HAZARD EVENTS 

Type of Event 

FEMA Disaster # (if 

applicable) Date Dollar Losses (if known) 

Fire 922 10/16/1991  

Severe Ice Storm 1152 11/19/1996  

Severe Storm(s) 1825 12/12/2008  

Volcano 623 5/21/1980  

Local Area Disaster – Not Declared 

Severe Windstorm N/A 07/23/2014  

 

12.5 APPLICABLE REGULATIONS AND PLANS  

Coordination with other community planning efforts is paramount to the successful implementation of this 

plan.  This section provides information on how planning mechanisms, policies, and programs are 

integrated into other on-going efforts.  It also identifies the jurisdiction’s capabilities with respect to 

preparing and planning for, responding to, recovering from, and mitigating the impacts of hazard events 

and incidents. 

Capabilities include the programs, policies and plans currently in use to reduce hazard impacts or that could 

be used to implement hazard mitigation activities. The capabilities are divided into the following sections: 

regulatory capabilities which influence mitigation; administrative and technical mitigation capabilities, 

including education and outreach, partnerships, and other on-going mitigation efforts; fiscal capabilities 

which support mitigation efforts, and classifications under various community programs. 

12.5.1 Regulatory Capability 

The District has adopted/enacted codes, resolutions, policies and plans that compliment and support hazard 

mitigation planning and activities. The following existing District codes, resolutions, policies, and plans are 

applicable to this hazard mitigation plan: 

Fire District Capabilities: 

• Capital Improvement Program 

• Sprinkler Codes  

• Strategic Plan  

• Emergency Operations Plan  

• Emergency Procedures and Policies 

• City/County Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan  

• State of Washington Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan  

• National Response Framework  

• National Incident Management System  

• Revised Code of Washington 52.26 (Regional Fire Protection Service) 

• WAC 296.305 

• Response Plan 
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General Capabilities: 

• Specific incident response plans 

• Operations plans or policies 

• Employee Handbooks and Safety Manuals 

• Mutual Aid Agreements 

 

12.5.2 Administrative and Technical Capabilities 

The assessment of the district’s administrative and technical capabilities, including educational and 

outreach efforts, and on-going programmatic efforts are presented in Table 12-2.  These are elements which 

support not only mitigation, but all phases of emergency management already in place that are used to 

implement mitigation activities and communicate hazard-related information. 

 

TABLE 12-2 
ADMINISTRATIVE AND TECHNICAL CAPABILITY  

Staff/Personnel Resources 

Available 

(Yes/No) Department/Agency/Position 

Professionals trained in building or infrastructure 

construction practices. 

NO  

Planners with an understanding of natural hazards. YES SCFD4 / Assistant Chief 

Staff with training in benefit/cost analysis. NO  

Personnel skilled or trained in GIS or Hazus  use. YES SCFD4 / IT Support 

Emergency Manager. YES SCFD4 / Duty Officers 

Grant writers. NO  

Warning Systems/Services (Reverse 9-1-1, outdoor 

warning signs or signals, flood or fire warning 

program, etc.?). 

YES SREC / Dispatch Agency 

Hazard data and information available to public. YES SCFD4 / Admin 

Specific equipment response plans. YES SCFD4 / SREC / Dept Run Cards 

Specific operational plans. YES SCFD4 / Admin 

Water Shortage Contingency Plan. NO  

Education and Outreach 

Local citizen groups or non-profit organizations 

focused on emergency preparedness? 

YES  SCFD4 / Citizens Advisory Committee 
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TABLE 12-2 
ADMINISTRATIVE AND TECHNICAL CAPABILITY  

Staff/Personnel Resources 

Available 

(Yes/No) Department/Agency/Position 

Organization focused on individuals with access 

and functional needs populations 

NO  

Ongoing public education or information program 

(e.g., responsible water use, fire safety, household 

preparedness, environmental education) 

YES SCFD4 / PIO 

Natural disaster or safety related school programs? YES SCFD4 / PIO 

Public-private partnership initiatives addressing 

disaster-related issues? 

NO  

Multi-seasonal public awareness program? YES SCFD4 / PIO 

Other   

On-Going Mitigation Efforts 

Hazardous Vegetation Abatement Program YES SCFD4 / Asst. Chief CWPP 

Noxious Weed Eradication Program or other 

vegetation management 

NO  

Fire Safe Councils YES SCFD4 / Asst. Chief / PIO 

Chipper program NO  

Defensible space inspections program YES SCFD4 / Asst. Chief / Wildland 

Creek, stream, culvert or storm drain maintenance 

or cleaning program 

NO  

Stream restoration program NO  

Erosion or sediment control program NO  

Address signage for property addresses YES SCFD4 / Duty Officers 

Other   

 

12.5.3 Fiscal Capability 

The assessment of the jurisdiction’s fiscal capabilities is presented in Table 12-3. These are the financial 

tools or resources that could potentially be used to help fund mitigation activities. 
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TABLE 12-3 

FISCAL CAPABILITY  

Financial Resources 

Accessible or 

Eligible to Use? 

Community Development Block Grants YES 

Capital Improvements Project Funding YES 

Authority to Levy Taxes for Specific Purposes YES 

User Fees for Water, Sewer, Gas or Electric Service NO 

Incur Debt through General Obligation Bonds YES 

Incur Debt through Special Tax Bonds YES 

Incur Debt through Private Activity Bonds NO 

Withhold Public Expenditures in Hazard-Prone Areas NO 

State Sponsored Grant Programs  YES 

Development Impact Fees for Homebuyers or Developers  NO 

Other  

 

12.6 COMMUNITY CLASSIFICATION  

The district’s classifications under various hazard mitigation programs are presented in Table 12-4. Each 

of the classifications identified establish requirements which, when met, are known to increase the 

resilience of a community. Those which specifically require district participation or enhance mitigation 

efforts are indicated accordingly. 

 

TABLE 12-4 

COMMUNITY CLASSIFICATIONS  

 

Participating 

(Yes/No) or 

Grading Date Enrolled 

Protection Class 5  

Building Code Effectiveness Grading Schedule - 

Commercial 

2  

Building Code Effectiveness Grading Schedule - 

Residential 

3  

Storm Ready NO  

Firewise YES 1992 
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12.7 HAZARD RISK AND VULNERABILITY RANKING  

The district’s Planning Team reviewed the hazard list identified within the Base Plan, and have identified 

the hazards that affect the Fire District.  During discussions by the internal planning team members in 

identifying the potential impact of those hazards, additional factors were also discussed and considered 

when estimating the potential financial losses caused by hazard-related damages.  Such factors include the 

number of facilities damaged, the extent of damage to each facility, and the length of time required for 

repairs, etc.  For service providers which generate income, lost revenue from customers being without 

service and the cost of providing temporary service was also a consideration in identifying the economic 

losses.  After internal Planning Team discussions, the District calculated their Calculated Priority Risk 

Index (CPRI) scores as follows:  

 
CALCULATED PRIORITY RISK INDEX RANKING SCORES 

Hazard Probability 

Magnitude and/or 

Severity 

Extent and 

Location  

Warning 

Time Duration 

Calculated Priority 

Risk Index Score 

Drought 3 2 3 1 4 2.55 

Earthquake 3 2 3 4 1 2.85 

Flood 3 1 2 4 1 2.45 

Landslide 2 1 2 1 2 1.65 

Severe Weather 4 3 3 4 2 3.5 

Volcano 2 2 2 1 4 1.55 

Wildfire 3 2 3 4 2 2.9 
       

The Calculated Priority Risk Index scoring method has a range from 0 to 4. “0” being the least hazardous and “4” being the most 

hazardous situation. 

Table 12-5 presents the ranking of the hazards of concern based on their CPRI score.  A qualitative 

vulnerability ranking was then assigned based on a summary of potential impact determined by: past 

occurrences, spatial extent, damage, casualties, and continuity of government.  The assessment is 

categorized into the following classifications:  

□ Extremely Low – No or very limited impact.  The occurrence and potential cost of damage to life 

and property is very minimal-to-nonexistent.  No impact to government functions with no 

disruption to essential services. 

□ Low (Negligible) – Minimal potential impact.  The occurrence and potential cost of damage to life 

and property is minimal. Government functions are at 90% with limited disruption to essential 

services. 

□ Medium (Limited) – Moderate potential impact.  This ranking carries a moderate threat level to the 

general population and /or built environment.  The potential damage is more isolated, and less 

costly than a more widespread disaster. Government functions are at 80% with limited impact to 

essential services.  

□ High (Critical) – Widespread potential impact.  This ranking carries a high threat to the general 

population and/or built environment.  The potential for damage is widespread.  Hazards in this 

category may have occurred in the past.  Government functions are at ~50% operations with limited 

delivery of essential services. 
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□ Extremely High (Catastrophic) – Very widespread with catastrophic impact.  Government 

functions are significantly impacted for in excess of one month. 

 

TABLE 12-5  
HAZARD RISK AND VULNERABILITY RANKING 

Hazard 

Rank 

Hazard 

Type 

CPRI 

Score 

 

Vulnerability  

Rank 

 

Description of Impact  

1 Severe 

Weather 

3.5 High Severe storms can impact all of the district’s structures.  

Strong winds in the area could damage the facilities.  Severe 

weather would have an impact on response from all the 

district Fire Stations, especially to the Station 43 response 

area (elk) and the Station 48 Response area (Mt Spokane).  

Falling trees impacts ingress and egress to primary and 

secondary roads, as well as a vast majority of the driveways 

in the area.  Snow not only has the ability to increase call 

volume, but it dramatically increases response time to those 

incidents.  Snow load has impacted many buildings in the 

district, and will continue to in the future. 

2 Wildfire 2.9 High None of the Fire District’s structures have been impacted by 

wildfire, however, the district’s number of responses to 

wildfire continues to increase (on average) year to year.  It 

has been a few years since the Fire District experienced a 

‘large’ loss of structures due to wildfire, however, in 1991, a 

firestorm hit the area and the district lost over 50 structures 

in a 24 hour period.  

3 Earthquake 2.85 High All of the district facilities are susceptible to damage from 

earthquake.  The area is not necessarily ‘earthquake prone’ 

so none of them are built with earthquake preparedness in 

mind.  Due to that fact, if a large earthquake were to impact 

our Fire District, the damage to our facilities could be high. 

4 Drought 2.55 Medium Droughts contribute to the destructiveness of wildfires.  The 

drought trend has continued over the last few years for 

eastern Washington (minus 2019) 

5 Flood 2.45 Medium None of the fire district facilities fall within the flood plain, 

however, response to flooded areas do occur. 

6 Landslide 1.65 Medium None of the district facilities are within known landslide 

areas. 

7 Volcano 1.55 Medium May 18, 1980 Mt St Helens erupted covering much of 

eastern Washington with ash.  That mountain, as well as 

others in Washington are still classified as ‘active’ volcanos. 

12.8 MITIGATION GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

The District adopts the hazard mitigation goals and objectives developed by the Planning Team described 

in Volume 1.   
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12.9 HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN  

The Planning Team for the district identified and prioritized a wide range of actions based on the risk 

assessment, and their knowledge of the district assets and hazards of concern.  Table 12-6 lists the action 

items/strategies that make up the district’s hazard mitigation plan. Background information and information 

on how each action item will be administered, responsible agency/office (including outside the district), 

potential funding sources, the timeframe, and the type of initiative associated with each item are also 

identified.   

 

TABLE 12-6  

HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN MATRIX 

Applies 

to new or 

existing 

assets 

Hazards 

Mitigated 

Objectives 

Met Lead Agency 

Estimated 

Cost (High/ 

Medium/ 

Low) or $ 

Figure if 

Known 

Sources of 

Funding 

(List Grant 

type, 

General 

Fund, etc.) 

Timeline 

(Long-Term, 

Short-Term) 

Included in 

Previous 

Plan? 

Yes/No  

Initiative Type: 

Public Information, 

Preventive Activities, 

Structural Projects, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection  

Who or What 

Benefits? 

Facility, Local, 

County, 

Region 

INITIATIVE # -1 – District has initiated a plan to map and assess vulnerability to wildfire.  We have hired a consultant and 

continue to work with him to assess the overall community vulnerability.  We are utilizing GISS mapping of wildfire hazard 

areas to facilitate analysis and planning decisions.  We are developing and maintaining a database to track community 

vulnerability to wildfire.  We are utilizing this information to assist in working with state and local partners to develop 

wildfire mitigation priorities for the Fire District. 

Existing WF 1, 2, 4, 7, 

11, 12 

SCFD4 Moderate/

High 

General 

Fund / 

Hazard 

Mitigation 

Grant 

Long-Term N/A Public Information, 

Property 

Protection, 

Resource 

Protection 

Local, 

County, 

Region 

INITIATIVE # -2   Power lines can be protected from the impacts of winter storms (as well as other hazards) with the 

following techniques: Establish standards for all utilities regarding tree pruning around lines (work with Utility Companies).  

Burying overhead power lines (Utility companies)   

New All 

Hazards 

2, 12 SCFD4 Mod/High Hazard 

Mitigation 

Grant 

Long Term N/A Prevention 

Activities, 

Emergency 

Services 

Local, 

County 

INITIATIVE # -3   Conduct Weather Risk Awareness Activities.  Public awareness of severe winter storms can be improved 

through following efforts that District 4 can assist in providing:   Inform public about severe winter weather impacts (through 

district webpage and community events)  Encouraging homeowners to install carbon monoxide monitors and alarms in their 

homes. 

New All 

Hazards 

2, 4 SCFD4 Low/Mod General 

Fund 

Short Term N/A Public Information Local, 

County 

 

12.10 PRIORITIZATION OF MITIGATION INITIATIVES  

Once the mitigation initiatives items were identified, the Planning Team followed the same process outlined 

within Volume 1 to prioritize their initiatives.  An analysis of six different initiative types for each identified 

action item was conducted. Table 12-7 identifies the prioritization for each initiative. 
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TABLE 12-7. 
MITIGATION STRATEGY PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

Initiative 

# 

# of 

Objectives 

Met Benefits Costs 

Do Benefits 

Equal or 

Exceed Costs? 

Is Project 

Grant-

Eligible? 

Can Project Be Funded 

Under Existing Programs/ 

Budgets? Prioritya 

1 6 High High Yes Yes NO 1 

2 2 High Mod Yes Unk YES 2 

3 2 Mod High Yes Yes NO 3 

        

a. See Chapter 1 for explanation of priorities. 
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CHAPTER 13. 
SPOKANE COUNTY FIRE DISTRICT #5 ANNEX 

13.1 INTRODUCTION 

This Annex details the hazard mitigation planning elements specific to the Spokane County Fire District 5, 

a participating special purpose district to the Spokane County Hazard Mitigation Plan Update. This Annex 

is not intended to be a standalone document, but rather appends to and supplements the information 

contained in the base plan document. As such, all sections of the base plan, including the planning process 

and other procedural requirements apply to and were met by the Spokane Fire District 5. For planning 

purposes, this Annex provides additional information specific to the district, with a focus on providing 

greater details on the risk assessment and mitigation strategy for this entity only. This document serves as 

an update to the district’s previously completed plan.  All relevant data has been carried over and updated 

with new information as appropriate and as identified within the planning process discussed in Volume 1. 

13.2 HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING TEAM POINT(S) OF CONTACT 

The Spokane County Fire District 5 followed the planning process detailed in Section 2 of the Base Plan.  

In addition to providing representation on the County’s Planning Team, the Spokane County Fire District 

5 also formulated their own internal planning team to support the broader planning process.  Individuals 

assisting in this Annex development are identified below, along with a brief description of how they 

participated. 

Local Planning Team Members 

Name Position/Title Planning Tasks 

Scott Lynch, Fire Chief 

17217 W. Four Mound Rd 

Nine Mile Falls, WA 99026 

Telephone: 509-796-4793 

Bcobbscfd5@gmail.com 

Scott Lynch Fire Chief Planning for the future equipment, 

station, etc. 

Mason McCann, Asst. Chief 

17217 W. Four Mound Rd 

Nine Mile Falls, WA 99026 

Telephone: 509-796-4793 

mightymason@hotmail.com 

Mason McCann/Bethany McCann 

Asst. chief/Training Officer 

Planning for roads, equipment, 

terrain, training, etc. 

Bonita Cobb, Commissioner 

17217 W. Four Mound Rd 

Nine Mile Falls, WA 99026 

Telephone: 509-796-4793 

Bcobbscfd5@gmail.com 

Bonita Cobb Commissioner 

SCFD5 

Planning for finances for SCFD5, 

planning for employment, 

working with the public for the 

future growth 

13.3 DISTRICT PROFILE 

The following is a summary of key information about the jurisdiction and its history: 

• Date of Incorporation—1945 
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Population Growth—Based on data tracked by Spokane County Assessor’s office, SCFD5 has 

experienced a relatively large rate of growth. The overall population has increased 21 % since 2000 and has 

added 82 more homes in our rural area.   Zero being farm Ag residents. 

Population Growth—The U.S. Census Bureau projected a 0.9-percent growth rate in Spokane County for 

2013. Based on the October 2012 Spokane County Population Study, the overall population of Spokane 

County increased by 12.7 percent between 2000 and 2010, including all incorporated areas. 

Location and Description— The Spokane County Fire Protection District 5 (SCFD5) is a rural fire and 

non-transport Quick Response Fire, EMS, Rescue District.  SCFD5 provides Fire and Emergency Medical 

Services within a rural 90 square miles in the northwest section of Spokane County, Washington.  SCFD5 

has no fire hydrants, only one year-round water source and the roads consist mainly of rough gravel and 

dirt. We also provide mutual aid to five surrounding districts substantially increasing our area.  We average 

over 100 runs a year.   

• Brief History—SCFD5 was formed in 1945, Lincoln County Fire District 4 and SCFD5 

becoming a district together. In 1993 SCFD5 branched off into its own District.  Building 

Station 51 with a full station, office, kitchen, and bays for trucks.   

• Climate—Spokane County Fire District 5 climate has four seasons.  NW weather is average 

low of 22 to 55.  NW weather is average high of 33 to 83. Nine Mile Falls (zip 99026), 

Washington gets 16 inches of rain, on average, per year. The US average is 39 inches of rain 

per year. Nine Mile Falls (zip 99026) averages 48 inches of snow per year. 

• Development Trends—When SCFD5 was formed the community was a farming-ranch 

community.  Since that date SCFD5 is anticipating development levels of low to moderate, 

consisting primarily of residential development.   

The following is a summary of key information about the jurisdiction: 

• Governing Authority— The district is governed by SCFD5 a three-member county council.  

The district consists of a Fire Chief, Secretary and volunteer fire fighters.  The Chief and 

Secretary report to the three county commissioners once a month. 

• Population Served—2,000 as of June 2018 

• Land Area Served—90 square miles 

• Value of Area Served—The estimated value of the area served by the jurisdiction is 

$145,272,399 as of 10/11/2019 

• Land Area Owned—6 acres 

• List of Critical Infrastructure/Equipment Owned by the Jurisdiction: 

– Two Engines  $103.050.00 

– Brush trucks  $259.000.00 

• Total Value of Critical Infrastructure/Equipment—The total value of critical infrastructure 

and equipment owned by the jurisdiction is a Million Dollars 

• List of Critical Facilities Owned by the Jurisdiction: 

– Fire District Station 51 $800,00 

– Fire District Station 52 $500.00 

• Total Value of Critical Facilities—The total value of critical facilities owned by the 

jurisdiction is $100.000.00 



SPOKANE COUNTY FIRE DISTRICT #5 ANNEX 

Bridgeview Consulting 13-3 April 2020  

• Current and Anticipated Service Trends—Based on data tracked by Spokane County 

Assessor’s office, SCFD5 has experienced a relatively large rate of growth. The overall 

population has increased 21 % since 2000 and has added 82 more homes in our rural area.   

Zero being farm Ag residents.  This increase in density of land uses will represent an increase 

in population and thus a projected increase in call volume.  Our district is experiencing an 

average annual increase in call volume of 10 percent. 

The district’s boundaries are shown in the map provided below. 

13.4 HAZARD EVENT HISTORY 

Within the Base Plan, the Planning Team identified all hazard events which have occurred within the 

County.  In the context of the planning region, it was determined that there are hazards which are unique to 

the special purpose district as follows.  Table 13-1 lists all past occurrences which have impacted the 

district.  If available, dollar loss data is also included.  

 

TABLE 13-1 
NATURAL HAZARD EVENTS 

Type of Event 

FEMA Disaster # (if 

applicable) Date Dollar Losses (if known) 

Sever Winter Storms DR-1825 12/2008 to 

1/2009 

$2.2 Million 

Storms/Flooding/ 

Landslides/Mudslides 

DR-1178 3/18/1997  

Severe Winter 

Storms/Flooding 

DR-1159 11/17/1997  

Ice and Snow Storms DR-1152 11/19/1996  

Severe Storms/Flooding DR-1100 2/9/1996  

Fire DR-922 11/13/1991  

Local Area Disaster – Not Declared 

Heavy Rain Event NA 3/30/2012 $225,000 

Valley Fire  NA 7/2008 $45,000 

Severe Winter 

Storms/Wind 

NA 1/2008 to 

2/2008 

$1.2Million 

 

13.5 APPLICABLE REGULATIONS AND PLANS  

Coordination with other community planning efforts is paramount to the successful implementation of this 

plan.  This section provides information on how planning mechanisms, policies, and programs are 

integrated into other on-going efforts.  It also identifies the jurisdiction’s capabilities with respect to 
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preparing and planning for, responding to, recovering from, and mitigating the impacts of hazard events 

and incidents. 

Capabilities include the programs, policies and plans currently in use to reduce hazard impacts or that could 

be used to implement hazard mitigation activities. The capabilities are divided into the following sections: 

regulatory capabilities which influence mitigation; administrative and technical mitigation capabilities, 

including education and outreach, partnerships, and other on-going mitigation efforts; fiscal capabilities 

which support mitigation efforts, and classifications under various community programs. 

13.5.1 Regulatory Capability 

The District has adopted/enacted codes, resolutions, policies and plans that compliment and support hazard 

mitigation planning and activities. The following existing District codes, resolutions, policies, and plans are 

applicable to this hazard mitigation plan:  While we have these capabilities we do rely on the county for some 

of the capabilities. 

Fire District Capabilities : 

• Capital Improvement Program 

• Sprinkler Codes  

• Strategic Plan  

• Fire Explorer Post  

• After Quake Assessment Report 

• Citizen Emergency Response Training (CERT)  

• Emergency Operations Plan  

• Emergency Procedures and Policies 

• City/County Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan  

• State of Washington Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan  

• National Response Framework  

• National Incident Management System  

• Revised Code of Washington 52.26 (Regional Fire Protection Service) 

• WAC 296.305 

• Response Plan 

General Capabilities: 

• District’s Annual Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) supports projects that are identified in this plan 

update. The CIP is updated annually by the District and adopted by the Board of Commissioners in 

the fall of each year. 

• The Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 requires state, tribal and location governments to develop a 

hazard mitigation plan as a condition of receiving certain types of non-emergency disaster 

assistance. The District’s current approved Hazard Mitigation Plan Update supports the effort of this 

regulation and plan update. The Federal Emergency Management Agency approved the District’s 

Hazard Mitigation Plan on 10-19-2019. 

• Specific incident response plans 

• Operations plans or policies 

• Employee Handbooks and Safety Manuals 

• Mutual Aid Agreements 

• Continuity of Operations Plan 

• Continuity of Business Plan 
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13.5.2 Administrative and Technical Capabilities 

The assessment of the district’s administrative and technical capabilities, including educational and 

outreach efforts, and on-going programmatic efforts are presented in Table 13-2.  These are elements which 

support not only mitigation, but all phases of emergency management already in place that are used to 

implement mitigation activities and communicate hazard-related information. 

 

TABLE 13-2 
ADMINISTRATIVE AND TECHNICAL CAPABILITY  

Staff/Personnel Resources 

Available 

(Yes/No) Department/Agency/Position 

Professionals trained in building or infrastructure 

construction practices. 

  

Planners or engineers with an understanding of 

natural hazards. 

YES Building & Planning/Spokane County 

Staff with training in benefit/cost analysis. YES 
Engineering & Roads/Spokane County 

CEO/CFO / Spokane County 

Personnel skilled or trained in GIS or Hazus  use. YES 
Information Systems Department, GIS, 

Engineering & Roads/Spokane County 

Emergency Manager. YES Emergency Management/Spokane County 

Grant writers. YES Spokane County grant writers 

All Departments/Spokane County 

Warning Systems/Services (Reverse 9-1-1, outdoor 

warning signs or signals, flood or fire warning 

program, etc.?). 

YES Emergency Management/Spokane County 

Hazard data and information available to public. YES All Departments/Spokane County 

Specific equipment response plans. YES All Departments/Spokane County 

Specific operational plans. YES All Departments/Spokane County 

Water Shortage Contingency Plan. YES All Departments/Spokane County 

Education and Outreach 

Local citizen groups or non-profit organizations 

focused on emergency preparedness? 

YES All Departments/Spokane County 

Organization focused on individuals with access 

and functional needs populations 

YES All Departments/Spokane County 

Ongoing public education or information program 

(e.g., responsible water use, fire safety, household 

preparedness, environmental education) 

YES All Departments/Spokane County 
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TABLE 13-2 
ADMINISTRATIVE AND TECHNICAL CAPABILITY  

Staff/Personnel Resources 

Available 

(Yes/No) Department/Agency/Position 

Natural disaster or safety related school programs? YES All Departments/Spokane County 

Public-private partnership initiatives addressing 

disaster-related issues? 

YES All Departments/Spokane County 

Multi-seasonal public awareness program? YES All Departments/Spokane County 

Other   

On-Going Mitigation Efforts 

Hazardous Vegetation Abatement Program YES All Departments/Spokane County 

Noxious Weed Eradication Program or other 

vegetation management 

YES Spokane County Noxious Weed Board 

All Departments/Spokane County 

Fire Safe Councils YES All Departments/Spokane County 

Chipper program YES All Departments/Spokane County 

Defensible space inspections program YES All Departments/Spokane County 

Creek, stream, culvert or storm drain maintenance 

or cleaning program 

YES Spokane County Natural Resource 

All Departments/Spokane County 

Stream restoration program YES Spokane County Natural Resource 

Erosion or sediment control program YES Spokane County Natural Resource 

Address signage for property addresses YES All Departments/Spokane County 

Other   

 

13.5.3 Fiscal Capability 

The assessment of the jurisdiction’s fiscal capabilities is presented in Table 13-3. These are the financial 

tools or resources that could potentially be used to help fund mitigation activities. 

 

TABLE 13-3 
FISCAL CAPABILITY  

Financial Resources 

Accessible or 

Eligible to Use? 

Community Development Block Grants YES 

Capital Improvements Project Funding YES 

Authority to Levy Taxes for Specific Purposes YES 
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TABLE 13-3 
FISCAL CAPABILITY  

Financial Resources 

Accessible or 

Eligible to Use? 

User Fees for Water, Sewer, Gas or Electric Service YES 

Incur Debt through General Obligation Bonds YES 

Incur Debt through Special Tax Bonds YES 

Incur Debt through Private Activity Bonds YES 

Withhold Public Expenditures in Hazard-Prone Areas YES 

State Sponsored Grant Programs  YES 

Development Impact Fees for Homebuyers or Developers  YES 

Other  

 

13.5.4 Community Classification  

The district’s classifications under various hazard mitigation programs are presented in Table 13-4. Each 

of the classifications identified establish requirements which, when met, are known to increase the 

resilience of a community. Those which specifically require district participation or enhance mitigation 

efforts are indicated accordingly. 

 

TABLE 13-4 
COMMUNITY CLASSIFICATIONS  

 

Participating 

(Yes/No) or 

Grading Date Enrolled 

Protection Class 8 2000 

Building Code Effectiveness Grading Schedule – 

Commercial 

2 2000 

Building Code Effectiveness Grading Schedule – 

Dwelling 

3  

Storm Ready YES 1991 

Firewise YES 2014 

 

13.6 HAZARD RISK AND VULNERABILITY RANKING  

The district’s Planning Team reviewed the hazard list identified within the Base Plan, and have identified 

the hazards that affect the Spokane County Fire District 5.  During discussions by the internal planning 
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team members in identifying the potential impact of those hazards, additional factors were also discussed 

and considered when estimating the potential financial losses caused by hazard-related damages.  Such 

factors include the number of facilities damaged, the extent of damage to each facility, and the length of 

time required for repairs, etc.  For service providers which generate income, lost revenue from customers 

being without service and the cost of providing temporary service was also a consideration in identifying 

the economic losses.  After internal Planning Team discussions, the District calculated their Calculated 

Priority Risk Index (CPRI) scores as follows: 

 

 
CALCULATED PRIORITY RISK INDEX RANKING SCORES 

Hazard Probability 

Magnitude and/or 

Severity 

Extent and 

Location  

Warning 

Time Duration 

Calculated Priority 

Risk Index Score 

Drought 3 2 2 1 4 2.35 

Earthquake 2 3 2 4 1 2.45 

Flood 4 1 2 2 2 2.6 

Landslide 3 2 2 4 2 2.7 

Severe Weather 4 3 4 2 2 3.4 

Volcano 1 2 3 1 4 1.75 

Wildfire 4 3 2 4 2 3.3 
       

The Calculated Priority Risk Index scoring method has a range from 0 to 4. “0” being the least hazardous and “4” being the most 

hazardous situation. 

Table 13-5 presents the ranking of the hazards of concern based on their CPRI score.  A qualitative 

vulnerability ranking was then assigned based on a summary of potential impact determined by: past 

occurrences, spatial extent, damage, casualties, and continuity of government.  The assessment is 

categorized into the following classifications:  

□ Extremely Low – No or very limited impact.  The occurrence and potential cost of damage to life 

and property is very minimal-to-nonexistent.  No impact to government functions with no 

disruption to essential services. 

□ Low (Negligible) – Minimal potential impact.  The occurrence and potential cost of damage to life 

and property is minimal. Government functions are at 90% with limited disruption to essential 

services. 

□ Medium (Limited) – Moderate potential impact.  This ranking carries a moderate threat level to the 

general population and /or built environment.  The potential damage is more isolated, and less 

costly than a more widespread disaster. Government functions are at 80% with limited impact to 

essential services.  

□ High (Critical) – Widespread potential impact.  This ranking carries a high threat to the general 

population and/or built environment.  The potential for damage is widespread.  Hazards in this 

category may have occurred in the past.  Government functions are at ~50% operations with limited 

delivery of essential services. 

□ Extremely High (Catastrophic) – Very widespread with catastrophic impact.  Government 

functions are significantly impacted for in excess of one month. 
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TABLE 13-5  

HAZARD RISK AND VULNERABILITY RANKING 

Hazard 

Rank Hazard Type CPRI Score 

 

Vulnerability  

Rank 

 

Description of Impact  

1 SW 3.4 High Several weather has affected SCFD5 by 

delayed response due to bad road 

conditions, visibility, electric poles down 

1 Wildfire 3.3 Extremely High A wildfire can cause breathing issues for 

residents and fire fighters, low water 

supplies, high winds, structure losses  

2 Landslide 2.7 Medium Roads are blocked causing us to reroute 

(lowering our response time).  Residents 

trapped in vehicles, homes, in the landscape. 

2 Flood 2.6 Medium Water way flood causing road closures, 

school kid’s danger in walking to school 

bus, livestock trapped, power outages due to 

down poles. 

3 Earthquake 2.45 Medium One structure is over 50 years, second is 22 

years which may be affected. The district 

has not been affected in the past but the 

structure of our building could be at risk 

4 Drought 2.35 Medium Lack of water for fighting fires, livestock, 

family homes.  High fire danger in a 

drought. Low production of faming crops. 

5 Volcano 1.75 Low Ash in the air is hard on the apparatus, low 

response time due to visibility, lack of air 

supply for breathing, department could use 

ability to refill oxygen tanks for residents. 

 

13.7 MITIGATION GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

The District adopts the hazard mitigation goals and objectives developed by the Planning Team described 

in Volume 1.   

13.8 HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN  

The Planning Team for the district identified and prioritized a wide range of actions based on the risk 

assessment, and their knowledge of the district assets and hazards of concern.  Table 13-6 lists the action 

items/strategies that make up the district’s hazard mitigation plan.  Background information and 

information on how each action item will be administered, responsible agency/office (including outside the 

district), potential funding sources, the timeframe, and the type of initiative associated with each item are 

also identified.   
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TABLE 13-6  

HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN MATRIX 

Applies 

to new or 

existing 

assets 

Hazards 

Mitigated 

Objectives 

Met Lead Agency 

Estimated 

Cost (High/ 

Medium/ 

Low) or $ 

Figure if 

Known 

Sources of 

Funding 

(List Grant 

type, 

General 

Fund, etc.) 

Timeline 

(Long-Term, 

Short-Term) 

Included in 

Previous 

Plan? 

Yes/No  

Initiative Type: 

Public Information, 

Preventive Activities, 

Structural Projects, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection  

Who or What 

Benefits? 

Facility, Local, 

County, 

Region 

INITIATIVE # 1 Emergency Response Set up with Spokane County for Communication and Evacuation plans for residents 

and company’s  

New All 

Hazard 

1,2,3,4,5,

6,7,8.9, 

11,12 

SCFD5 High General 

Fund, 

FEMA, 

DNR,  

Long Term NA Preventive Activities, 

Structural Projects, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection 

Local, 

County, 

Region 

INITIATIVE # 2 Seek out grants to Continue to provide Public Information, Firewise Training, Hazardous Maps and Data, 

Outreach Projects, Environmental Education for all residents 

New All 

Hazard 

1,2,3,4,5,

6,7,8.9, 

10, 11,12 

SCFD5 

DNR 

High General 

Fund 

WAFAC 

FEMA 

DNR 

Long Term NA Public Information, 

Preventive Activities, 

Structural Projects, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection 

Local, 

County, 

Region 

INITIATIVE #  3 Seek out grant funding to conduct affordable  construction of a third Station at south end of district 

Existing  1,2,3,4,5,

7,8.9, 10, 

12  

SCFD5 High General 

Fund, 

FEMA 

Long Term NA Public Information, 

Preventive Activities, 

Structural Projects, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection 

Local, 

County, 

Region 

INITIATIVE # 4 Training Facility for SCFD5.  SCFD5 has acquired an additional 7 acres at our main location, opening up 

the opportunity to build a training facility. 

New All 

Hazard 

1,2,3,4,5,

7,8.9, 10, 

12 

SCFD5 High General 

Fund, 

FEMA 

Long Term NA Public Information, 

Preventive Activities, 

Structural Projects, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection 

Local, 

County, 

Region 

INITIATIVE # 5 Work with Railroad and Federal Administration on RR Crossing Arms.  One of which would be at the 

Coulee Hite Road 

New All 

Hazard 

1,2,3,4,5,

8.9, 12 

RR Grain 

Elevator, WA 

DOT, 

Spokane 

County Road 

Department 

High General 

Funds, 

FEMA, 

State 

Funds 

Long Term NA Public Information, 

Preventive Activities, 

Structural Projects, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection 

Local, 

County, 

Region 
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TABLE 13-6  

HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN MATRIX 

Applies 

to new or 

existing 

assets 

Hazards 

Mitigated 

Objectives 

Met Lead Agency 

Estimated 

Cost (High/ 

Medium/ 

Low) or $ 

Figure if 

Known 

Sources of 

Funding 

(List Grant 

type, 

General 

Fund, etc.) 

Timeline 

(Long-Term, 

Short-Term) 

Included in 

Previous 

Plan? 

Yes/No  

Initiative Type: 

Public Information, 

Preventive Activities, 

Structural Projects, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection  

Who or What 

Benefits? 

Facility, Local, 

County, 

Region 

INITIATIVE # 6 Replace building components to site hardening with fireproof materials, roofing, screening, vents, defensible 

space. 

Existing All 

Hazard 

1,2,3,4,5,

6,7,8.9, 

10, 12 

SCFD5 High General 

Funds, 

FEMA, 

State 

Funds 

Long Term NA Public Information, 

Preventive Activities, 

Structural Projects, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection 

Local 

INITIATIVE # 7 Implement wildfire mitigation recommendations identified in the Spokane County CWPP 

Existing All 

Hazard 

1,2,3,4,5,

7,8.9, 10, 

12 

SCFD5 High FEMA, 

Local 

Grants 

Long Term NA Public Information, 

Preventive Activities, 

Structural Projects, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection 

Local, 

County, 

Region 

INITIATIVE # 8 Update SCFD5 Fire Apparatus’s to respond to hazmat responses 

Existing All 

Hazard 

1,2,3,4,5,

7,8.9,12 

SCFD5 High FEMA 

General 

Fund 

Long Term NA Public Information, 

Preventive Activities, 

Structural Projects, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection 

Local, 

County, 

Region 

 

13.9 PRIORITIZATION OF MITIGATION INITIATIVES  

Once the mitigation initiatives items were identified, the Planning Team followed the same process outlined 

within Volume 1 to prioritize their initiatives.  An analysis of six different initiative types for each identified 

action item was conducted.  Table 13-7 identifies the prioritization for each initiative.  
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TABLE 13-7. 
MITIGATION STRATEGY PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

Initiative 

# 

# of 

Objectives 

Met Benefits Costs 

Do Benefits 

Equal or 

Exceed Costs? 

Is Project 

Grant-

Eligible? 

Can Project Be Funded 

Under Existing Programs/ 

Budgets? Prioritya 

1 11 High High Exceed YES NO High 

2 12 High High Exceed YES NO Medium 

3 11 High $650,000 Exceed YES NO High 

4 10 High $800.00 Exceed YES NO High 

5 7 High 1,000.000 Exceed YES NO High 

6 11 High High Exceed YES NO High 

7 10 High High Exceed YES NO High 

8 9 High $2,000.000 Exceed YES NO High 

        

a. See Chapter 1 for explanation of priorities. 

 

13.10 FUTURE NEEDS TO BETTER UNDERSTAND RISK 
Future training and education on potential risks and vulnerability is essential to implementing and keeping 

a hazard mitigation plan current. With the growth and development of lands, wildfire require additional 

analysis. There are known areas that are becoming more developed that are not mapped as high wildfire 

areas and that may need to be reassessed with current models. 

 

Severe weather affects the region more frequently than most hazards, so having the most up-to-date weather 

information is crucial to County operations. Along with the most current weather models, Spokane County 

has identified that reducing response times and adjusting operations could benefit more of Spokane County 

population. 

13.11 ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

Spokane County Fire District 5 is 100% volunteer and will be in need of full time employees in the future.  

SCFD5 is also in need of training to keep up with NFPA Standards. Our Rural farming community is having 

more housing developments as the city is moving out to the rural area. 
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CHAPTER 14. 
SPOKANE COUNTY FIRE DISTRICT #8 ANNEX 

14.1 INTRODUCTION 

This Annex details the hazard mitigation planning elements specific to the Spokane County Fire District 8, 

a participating special purpose district to the Spokane County Hazard Mitigation Plan Update. This Annex 

is not intended to be a standalone document, but rather appends to and supplements the information 

contained in the base plan document. As such, all sections of the base plan, including the planning process 

and other procedural requirements apply to and were met by the Spokane County Fire District 8 For 

planning purposes, this Annex provides additional information specific to the district, with a focus on 

providing greater details on the risk assessment and mitigation strategy for this entity only. This document 

serves as an update to the district’s previously completed plan.  All relevant data has been carried over and 

updated with new information as appropriate and as identified within the planning process discussed in 

Volume 1. 

14.2 HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING TEAM POINT(S) OF CONTACT 

Spokane County Fire District 8 followed the planning process detailed in Section 2 of the Base Plan.  In 

addition to providing representation on the County’s Planning Team, Spokane County Fire District 8 also 

formulated their own internal planning team to support the broader planning process.  Individuals assisting 

in this Annex development are identified below, along with a brief description of how they participated. 

Local Planning Team Members 

Name Position/Title Planning Tasks 

Lonnie Rash, Assistant Chief 

12100 E Palouse Hwy 

Valleyford, WA  99036 

Telephone: 509-926-6699 

lrash@scfd8.org 

Primary Point of Contact Planning Coordinator; Meeting 

attendance, planning team facilitator; 

authoring of plan; capturing of 

information; review final annex and 

County base plan.  Present plan to 

Commissioners for adoption. 

Chris Wyrobek, Division Chief 

12100 E Palouse Hwy 

Valleyford, WA  99036 

Telephone: 509-926-6699 

cwyrobek@scfd8.org 

Alternate Point of 

Contact 

Meeting attendance; risk ranking;  author 

portions of plan; capture information; 

capabilities assessment; review final annex 

and County base plan.  

Marty Long, Division Chief 

12100 E Palouse Hwy 

Valleyford, WA  99036 

Telephone: 509-926-6699 

Mlong@scfd8.org 

Planning Team Member Prevention Education Tasks; public 

outreach; author portions of plan; capture 

information; capabilities assessment; risk 

ranking. 

Thomas Hatley, Division Chief 

12100 E Palouse Hwy 

Valleyford, WA  99036 

Telephone: 509-926-6699 

thatley@scfd8.org 

Planning Team Member Meeting attendance; author portions of 

plan; risk ranking;  capture information; 

capabilities assessment 
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14.3 DISTRICT PROFILE 

Spokane County Fire District 8 provides a full range of services that include fire suppression, emergency 

medical services, fire prevention, education and investigation, and associated support and maintenance 

services to our 21,724 citizens in a 110 square mile area in south Spokane County.  Fire District 8 members 

responded to 3,090 incidents in 2018 from four fire stations located in the Moran, Valleyford, Ponderosa, 

and Saltese areas. Each station is staffed twenty-four hours a day with a combination of career, part-time, 

volunteer, and resident volunteer personnel. 

An overall increase in staffing, including two additional Firefighter/Paramedics and one Firefighter/EMT, 

was achieved in 2018.  In utilizing Part-Time and Volunteer Firefighters, the District was able to increase 

staffing on days when these members were available to pull additional shifts.  This helped maintain staffing 

levels at Station 81 and Station 84 from three to four firefighters, and Station 82 and Station 85 were able 

to maintain staffing from two firefighters to three firefighters on days when additional members were 

available to provide service.   

The citizens of Fire District 8 elect a three-member Board of Fire Commissioners to govern the 

organization, each of whom is elected to serve a six-year term.  The current Board consists of Board Chair 

Andy Rorie, Commissioner Lee Boling, and Commissioner Greg Hesse.  

In 2018, the General Operating Budget for Fire District 8 was $6.8 million dollars.  This revenue is derived 

primarily from property taxes, which were levied at $1.36 per $1,000 of assessed property valuation, and 

an EMS levy that was set at $0.45 per $1,000 of assessed property valuation.  A Maintenance and 

Operations levy, also set at $0.45 per $1,000 of assessed property valuation, contributes to the revenue of 

the District as well.   

Per the Washington Survey and Rating Bureau (WSRB), Spokane County Fire District 8 has worked to 

achieve an overall community protection class rating of 4. The Fire Protection Classification rating, which 

helps determine insurance rates for residential and commercial properties, is derived from several factors 

including, but not limited to, fire station location, staffing, and water supply.  Fire District 8 achieved this 

rating in 2018 and has been successful in maintaining a community protection class rating of 4 due to 

improvements made in the areas of staffing, equipment, water supply, and training.   

• Governing Authority— The district is governed by a three person Board of Fire 

Commissioners. 

• Population Served—22,351 as of 9/1/2019 

• Land Area Served—110 Square Miles 

• Value of Area Served—The estimated value of the area served by the jurisdiction is 3.2 billion 

dollars 

• Land Area Owned—The Fire District owns approximately 18 acres of land 

• List of Critical Infrastructure/Equipment Owned by the Jurisdiction: 

6 Engines, 6 Brush, 3 Water Tenders, 1 Support/Air Unit 

• Total Value of Critical Infrastructure/Equipment—The total value of critical infrastructure 

and equipment owned by the jurisdiction is  5.8 million dollars 

• List of Critical Facilities Owned by the Jurisdiction: 

Fire Station 81  3.8 million dollars 

Fire Station 82  3.2 million dollars 



SPOKANE COUNTY FIRE DISTRICT #8 ANNEX 

Bridgeview Consulting 14-3 April 2020  

Fire Station 84  1.1 million dollars 

Fire Station 85  1.1 million dollars 

• Total Value of Critical Facilities—The total value of critical facilities owned by the 

jurisdiction is 18 million dollars 

• Current and Anticipated Service Trends—The fire district has experienced an 

approximately 4.5 percent annual increase in call in the last 5 years.  This increase is due to 

increased growth in the fire district as well as automatic aid agreements with neighboring fire 

districts.   While the actual land use has gone relatively  unchanged,  density with respect to 

infill and new residential subdivisions has grown.  

 

14.4 HAZARD EVENT HISTORY 

Within the Base Plan, the Planning Team identified all hazard events which have occurred within the 

County.  In the context of the planning region, it was determined that there are no additional hazards that 

are unique to the special purpose district. Table 14-1 lists all past occurrences which have impacted the 

district.  If available, dollar loss data is also included.  
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TABLE 14-1 
NATURAL HAZARD EVENTS 

Type of Event 

FEMA Disaster # (if 

applicable) Date Dollar Losses (if known) 

Snow Storm  1825 12/23/2008 380,000.00 

Spokane Valley Fire 2783 7/10/2008 Unknown 

 Wildfire (Yale Road) 2783 8/13/2015 Unknown 

    

 

14.5 APPLICABLE REGULATIONS AND PLANS  

Coordination with other community planning efforts is paramount to the successful implementation of this 

plan.  This section provides information on how planning mechanisms, policies, and programs are 

integrated into other on-going efforts.  It also identifies the jurisdiction’s capabilities with respect to 

preparing and planning for, responding to, recovering from, and mitigating the impacts of hazard events 

and incidents. 

Capabilities include the programs, policies and plans currently in use to reduce hazard impacts or that could 

be used to implement hazard mitigation activities. The capabilities are divided into the following sections: 

regulatory capabilities which influence mitigation; administrative and technical mitigation capabilities, 

including education and outreach, partnerships, and other on-going mitigation efforts; fiscal capabilities 

which support mitigation efforts, and classifications under various community programs. 

14.5.1 Regulatory Capability 

The District has adopted/enacted codes, resolutions, policies and plans that compliment and support hazard 

mitigation planning and activities. The following existing District codes, resolutions, policies, and plans are 

applicable to this hazard mitigation plan: 

Fire District Capabilities: 

• Capital Improvement Program 

• Sprinkler Codes (Adopted by Spokane County Building and Planning) 

• Strategic Plan  

• Emergency Procedures and Policies 

• City/County Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan  

• State of Washington Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan  

• National Response Framework  

• National Incident Management System  

• Revised Code of Washington 52.26 (Regional Fire Protection Service) 

• WAC 296.305 

• Response Plans, to include Automatic and Mutual Assistance 

• District’s Annual Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) supports projects that are identified in this plan 

update. The CIP is updated annually by the District and adopted by the Board of Commissioners in 

the fall of each year. 

• Specific incident response plans or complement of types of resources for response 



SPOKANE COUNTY FIRE DISTRICT #8 ANNEX 

Bridgeview Consulting 14-5 April 2020  

• Operations plans or policies 

• Standard Operating Guidelines and Safety Manuals 

• Mutual Aid Agreements 

• Automatic Aid Agreements 

 

14.5.2 Administrative and Technical Capabilities 

The assessment of the district’s administrative and technical capabilities, including educational and 

outreach efforts, and on-going programmatic efforts are presented in Table 14-2.  These are elements which 

support not only mitigation, but all phases of emergency management already in place that are used to 

implement mitigation activities and communicate hazard-related information. 

 

TABLE 14-2 
ADMINISTRATIVE AND TECHNICAL CAPABILITY  

Staff/Personnel Resources 

Available 

(Yes/No) Department/Agency/Position 

Professionals trained in building or infrastructure 

construction practices. 

No  

Planners or engineers with an understanding of 

natural hazards. 

No  

Staff with training in benefit/cost analysis. Yes  

Personnel skilled or trained in GIS or Hazus  use. Yes  

Emergency Manager. No  

Grant writers. No  

Warning Systems/Services (Reverse 9-1-1, outdoor 

warning signs or signals, flood or fire warning 

program, etc.?). 

Yes  

Hazard data and information available to public. Yes The hazard mitigation plan risk assessment is 

available on the County’s website for citizens to 

review.  The County will maintain the data on its 

website during the lifecycle of the mitigation 

plan. 

Specific equipment response plans. Yes  

Specific operational plans. Yes  

Water Shortage Contingency Plan. No  

Education and Outreach 
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TABLE 14-2 
ADMINISTRATIVE AND TECHNICAL CAPABILITY  

Staff/Personnel Resources 

Available 

(Yes/No) Department/Agency/Position 

Local citizen groups or non-profit organizations 

focused on emergency preparedness? 

No  

Organization focused on individuals with access 

and functional needs populations 

Yes Prevention Education Division, Fire District 8, 

Division Chief of Prevention 

Ongoing public education or information program 

(e.g., responsible water use, fire safety, household 

preparedness, environmental education) 

Yes Prevention Education Division, Fire District 8, 

Division Chief of Prevention/ Support Services 

Volunteer Community Risk Reduction 

Natural disaster or safety related school programs? Yes Prevention Education Division, Fire District 8, 

Division Chief of Prevention 

Public-private partnership initiatives addressing 

disaster-related issues? 

No  

Multi-seasonal public awareness program? Yes The County maintains these programs through 

its Emergency Management Department. 

On-Going Mitigation Efforts 

Hazardous Vegetation Abatement Program No  

Noxious Weed Eradication Program or other 

vegetation management 

No  

Fire Safe Councils Yes Prevention Education Division, Fire District 8, 

Division Chief Prevention/Education, Fire Wise 

Communities Designated 

Chipper program Yes Prevention Education Division, Fire District 8, 

Division Chief of Prevention( Shredding Day 

with DNR) 

Defensible space inspections program Yes Prevention Education Division, Fire District 8, 

Division Chief of Prevention/ Support Services 

Volunteer Community Risk Reduction 

Creek, stream, culvert or storm drain maintenance 

or cleaning program 

No  

Address signage for property addresses Yes Prevention Education Division, Fire District 8, 

Division Chief of Prevention/ Support Services 

Volunteer Community Risk Reduction 

Other   

 

14.5.3 Fiscal Capability 

The assessment of the jurisdiction’s fiscal capabilities is presented in Table 14-3. These are the financial 

tools or resources that could potentially be used to help fund mitigation activities. 
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TABLE 14-3 
FISCAL CAPABILITY  

Financial Resources 

Accessible or 

Eligible to Use? 

Community Development Block Grants No 

Capital Improvements Project Funding No 

Authority to Levy Taxes for Specific Purposes Yes 

User Fees for Water, Sewer, Gas or Electric Service No 

Incur Debt through General Obligation Bonds Yes 

Incur Debt through Special Tax Bonds Yes 

Incur Debt through Private Activity Bonds No 

Withhold Public Expenditures in Hazard-Prone Areas No 

State Sponsored Grant Programs  Yes 

Development Impact Fees for Homebuyers or Developers  No 

Other  

 

14.6 COMMUNITY CLASSIFICATION  

The district’s classifications under various hazard mitigation programs are presented in Table 14-4. Each 

of the classifications identified establish requirements which, when met, are known to increase the 

resilience of a community. Those which specifically require district participation or enhance mitigation 

efforts are indicated accordingly. 

 

TABLE 14-4 
COMMUNITY CLASSIFICATIONS  

 

Participating 

(Yes/No) Date Enrolled 

Community Rating System No  

Building Code Effectiveness Grading Schedule Yes Unknown 

Storm Ready No  

Firewise Yes 5/2016 

14.7 HAZARD RISK AND VULNERABILITY RANKING  

The district’s Planning Team reviewed the hazard list identified within the Base Plan, and have identified 

the hazards that affect Spokane County Fire District 8.  During discussions by the internal planning team 
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members in identifying the potential impact of those hazards, additional factors were also discussed and 

considered when estimating the potential financial losses caused by hazard-related damages.  Such factors 

include the number of facilities damaged, the extent of damage to each facility, and the length of time 

required for repairs, etc.  For service providers which generate income, lost revenue from customers being 

without service and the cost of providing temporary service was also a consideration in identifying the 

economic losses.  After internal Planning Team discussions, the District calculated their Calculated Priority 

Risk Index (CPRI) scores as follows: 

 

 
CALCULATED PRIORITY RISK INDEX RANKING SCORES 

Hazard Probability 

Magnitude and/or 

Severity 

Extent and 

Location  

Warning 

Time Duration 

Calculated Priority 

Risk Index Score 

Drought 3 3 2 1 4 2.55 

Earthquake 2 3 3 4 1 2.65 

Flood 3 2 2 2 2 2.4 

Landslide 2 3 3 4 2 2.7 

Severe Weather 4 3 4 2 2 3.4 

Volcano 1 2 3 1 3 1.7 

Wildfire 4 3 2 4 3 3.35 
       

The Calculated Priority Risk Index scoring method has a range from 0 to 4. “0” being the least hazardous and “4” being the most 

hazardous situation. 

 

Table 14-5 presents the ranking of the hazards of concern based on their CPRI score.  A qualitative 

vulnerability ranking was then assigned based on a summary of potential impact determined by: past 

occurrences, spatial extent, damage, casualties, and continuity of government.  The assessment is 

categorized into the following classifications:  

□ Extremely Low – No or very limited impact.  The occurrence and potential cost of damage to life 

and property is very minimal-to-nonexistent.  No impact to government functions with no 

disruption to essential services. 

□ Low (Negligible) – Minimal potential impact.  The occurrence and potential cost of damage to life 

and property is minimal. Government functions are at 90% with limited disruption to essential 

services. 

□ Medium (Limited) – Moderate potential impact.  This ranking carries a moderate threat level to the 

general population and /or built environment.  The potential damage is more isolated, and less 

costly than a more widespread disaster. Government functions are at 80% with limited impact to 

essential services.  

□ High (Critical) – Widespread potential impact.  This ranking carries a high threat to the general 

population and/or built environment.  The potential for damage is widespread.  Hazards in this 

category may have occurred in the past.  Government functions are at ~50% operations with limited 

delivery of essential services. 



SPOKANE COUNTY FIRE DISTRICT #8 ANNEX 

Bridgeview Consulting 14-9 April 2020  

□ Extremely High (Catastrophic) – Very widespread with catastrophic impact.  Government 

functions are significantly impacted for in excess of one month. 

 

TABLE 14-5  
HAZARD RISK AND VULNERABILITY RANKING 

Hazard 

Rank Hazard Type CPRI Score 

 

Vulnerability  

Rank 

 

Description of Impact  

1 Severe 

Weather 

3.4 High Severe storms can impact all of the 

District’s structures.  10 of the structures 

included in this assessment were built in 

the 1977-1978 timeframe.  One was built 

in 1920.  Strong winds in the area could 

damage the facilities.  Severe storms also 

impact response capabilities.  Falling trees 

and flooded roadways impact ingress and 

egress.  Snow, while customarily not of a 

long duration or significant amounts, also 

has the potential to impact response times, 

as well as increasing calls for service.  

Snow-load capacities can also be of 

concern, such as the roof collapsing a gym 

in Thurston County during a particularly 

significant snow event. A combined 

snow/rain event could overcome drainage 

capacity, further impacting response 

2 Wildfire 3.35 High The majority of structures owned by the 

district fall into Fire Regimes 3 and 5.  

While structures owned by the district 

have not been impacted by wildfire, the 

district’s response to wildfire events has 

increased over the last several years, 

potentially because of climate change and 

the drought which the entire state 

experienced in 2015, as well as the dries 

summer on record in 2017.  

3 Landslide 2.7 Medium While no impact has occurred to district 

property, the area which the district 

serves is susceptible to landslides, 

which may ultimately impact response 

capabilities and evacuation, if 

necessary. 
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TABLE 14-5  
HAZARD RISK AND VULNERABILITY RANKING 

Hazard 

Rank Hazard Type CPRI Score 

 

Vulnerability  

Rank 

 

Description of Impact  

4 Earthquake 2.65 Medium The entire planning area is susceptible to 

earthquakes.  While all of the structures 

owned by the district fall within the “very 

low” liquefaction zone, all of the 

structures are dated, making them more 

susceptible to the EQ hazard. All but three 

of the structures owned by the district 

included in this assessment are wood, with 

three being steel construction.  Five others 

are concrete. 

5 Drought 2.55 Medium Droughts will increase the risk to wildfire 

and has the ability to limit water supplies 

needed to fight fires.  The increase to 

wildfire danger could also impact the risk 

to the district’s structures 

6 Flood 2.4 Medium None of the district’s structures fall within 

either the 100- or 500-year floodplain; 

however, response to areas flooded do 

frequently occur.  In some instances, 

response is hampered by floodwaters over 

roadways.    

7 Volcano 1.7 Low Minimal impact to structure, but potential 

equipment impact. 

 

14.8 MITIGATION GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

The District adopts the hazard mitigation goals and objectives developed by the Planning Team described 

in Volume 1.   

14.9 HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN  

The Planning Team for the district identified and prioritized a wide range of actions based on the risk 

assessment, and their knowledge of the district assets and hazards of concern.  Table 14-6 lists the action 

items/strategies that make up the district’s hazard mitigation plan.  Background information and 

information on how each action item will be administered, responsible agency/office (including outside the 

district), potential funding sources, the timeframe, and the type of initiative associated with each item are 

also identified.   
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TABLE 14-6  

HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN MATRIX 

Applies 

to new or 

existing 

assets 

Hazards 

Mitigated 

Objectives 

Met Lead Agency 

Estimated 

Cost (High/ 

Medium/ 

Low) or $ 

Figure if 

Known 

Sources of 

Funding 

(List Grant 

type, 

General 

Fund, etc.) 

Timeline 

(Long-Term, 

Short-Term) 

Included in 

Previous 

Plan? 

Yes/No  

Initiative Type: 

Public Information, 

Preventive Activities, 

Structural Projects, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection  

Who or What 

Benefits? 

Facility, Local, 

County, 

Region 

INITIATIVE # 1  Continue to support the Glenrose Community Fire Wise Program.  This initiative addresses the ongoing education, 

prevention, and recovery activities to support the community of Glenrose 

Existing WF 2,5,8,11,

12 

Spokane 

County Fire 

District 8-

Community 

Risk 

Reduction 

Division 

$1,500.00 

annual  

General 

Fund 

Long-Term No Public Information, 

Prevention 

Activities, 

Emergency 

Services, Recovery, 

Natural Resource 

Protection. 

 

Community 

Members of 

Glenrose, 

County and 

Fire District.  

General 

Taxpayer for 

reduction of 

required 

finding or 

disaster 

assistance. 

INITIATIVE # 2  The Fire District has initiated an apartment and short-term rental program to educate apartment managers on 

important safety and recover information and strategies.  The District would like to expand the program to add a part-time, as needed 

person to coordinate, facilitate, and expand the program. The intent would be to seek out grant funding to help continue the practice. 

 

Existing/

New  

SW/EQ 2,3,8 Spokane 

County Fire 

District 8-

Community 

Risk 

Reduction 

Division 

$1,000.00 

current/ 

$10,000.0

0 new 

General 

Fund 

Long-Term No Public Information, 

Prevention 

Activities, 

Emergency 

Services, Recovery. 

 

Public, Fire 

District for 

reduction in 

responses. 

INITIATIVE # 3 The District has a sustainable and robust pre-plan program that includes rural farming areas.  The District will seek 

out grant funding to assist in maintaining this program through continued public education. 

Existing SW/WF 1,4 Spokane 

County Fire 

District 8-

Community 

Risk 

Reduction 

Division 

Low General 

Fund 

Long-Term No Prevention 

Education, 

Emergency 

Services. 

 

 

Public, 

District, 

Local. 

INITIATIVE  4 Seek grant funding to conduct a Wildland Urban Interface Assessment with Mapping.  The District has significant 

Wildland Urban Interface areas and is looking for the ability to identify, map and educate those in the hazard areas of strategies to 

reduce impacts of wildland fires.   
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TABLE 14-6  

HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN MATRIX 

Applies 

to new or 

existing 

assets 

Hazards 

Mitigated 

Objectives 

Met Lead Agency 

Estimated 

Cost (High/ 

Medium/ 

Low) or $ 

Figure if 

Known 

Sources of 

Funding 

(List Grant 

type, 

General 

Fund, etc.) 

Timeline 

(Long-Term, 

Short-Term) 

Included in 

Previous 

Plan? 

Yes/No  

Initiative Type: 

Public Information, 

Preventive Activities, 

Structural Projects, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection  

Who or What 

Benefits? 

Facility, Local, 

County, 

Region 

New and 

Existing 

 

WF 1,2,4,12 Spokane 

County Fire 

District 8-

Community 

Risk 

Reduction 

Division 

Medium General 

Fund 

/Grants 

Long-Term No Public Information, 

Prevention 

Activities, 

Emergency 

Services 

 

Public, 

District, 

Local, Region 

INITIATIVE # 5 The District has recognized the need to support the community and be able to effectively respond during hazardous 

events as well as be a short-term shelter during disasters.  The District does not currently have those capabilities, and is in need of and 

sustainable generators at two of the four fire stations in order to be able to serve as shelters in the area. 

New WF/EQ/

SV 

1,3 Spokane 

County Fire 

District 8 

High  

$280,000 

General 

Fund / 

Block 

Grants 

Short-Term No Property 

Protection, 

Emergency 

Services. 

 

Public, 

District, 

County 

INITIATIVE # 6 Enhance the GIS function of the District through mapping, data collection, and education to responders.  The 

District will need to hire a GIS manager to complete the work and maintain updated information, and interface with Spokane County 

GIS.  The District will seek out grant funding to staff such a position o allow for the capture and maintenance of the GIS data which 

will assist with future risk assessments in the area.  

New SW/ 

WF/EQ 

1,2,3,4, Spokane 

County Fire 

District 8-

Community 

Risk 

Reduction 

Division 

Medium General 

Fund / 

Grants 

Long-Term No Property 

Protection, 

Emergency 

Services, Public 

Information 

 

Public, 

District, 

County 

 

14.10 PRIORITIZATION OF MITIGATION INITIATIVES  

Once the mitigation initiatives items were identified, the Planning Team followed the same process outlined 

within Volume 1 to prioritize their initiatives.  An analysis of six different initiative types for each identified 

action item was conducted. Table 14-7 identifies the prioritization for each initiative. 
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TABLE 14-7. 
MITIGATION STRATEGY PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

Initiative 

# 

# of 

Objectives 

Met Benefits Costs 

Do Benefits 

Equal or 

Exceed Costs? 

Is Project 

Grant-

Eligible? 

Can Project Be Funded 

Under Existing Programs/ 

Budgets? Prioritya 

1 5 High Low Yes Yes Yes High 

2 3 High Medium Yes Yes No High 

3 2 Medium Low Yes No Yes Medium 

4 4 Medium High Yes Yes No Medium 

5 2 Medium High Yes Yes No High 

6 4 Medium Medium Yes No No  

        

a. See Chapter 1 for explanation of priorities. 
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CHAPTER 15. 
SPOKANE COUNTY FIRE DISTRICT #10 ANNEX 

15.1 INTRODUCTION 

This Annex details the hazard mitigation planning elements specific to the Spokane County Fire District 

10, a participating special purpose district to the Spokane County Fire District 10 Hazard Mitigation Plan 

Update. This Annex is not intended to be a standalone document, but rather appends to and supplements 

the information contained in the base plan document. As such, all sections of the base plan, including the 

planning process and other procedural requirements apply to and were met by the Spokane County Fire 

District 10. For planning purposes, this Annex provides additional information specific to the district, with 

a focus on providing greater details on the risk assessment and mitigation strategy for this entity only. This 

document serves as an update to the district’s previously completed plan.  All relevant data has been carried 

over and updated with new information as appropriate and as identified within the planning process 

discussed in Volume 1. 

15.2 HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING TEAM POINT(S) OF CONTACT 

The Spokane County Fire District 10 followed the planning process detailed in Section 2 of the Base Plan.  

In addition to providing representation on the County’s Planning Team, the Spokane County Fire District 

10 also formulated their own internal planning team to support the broader planning process.  Individuals 

assisting in this Annex development are identified below, along with a brief description of how they 

participated. 

Local Planning Team Members 

Name Position/Title Planning Tasks 

Ken Johnson  

929 S. Garfield Rd. 

Airway Heights, WA 99001 

509-244-2425 

kjohnson@scfd10.org 

Fire Chief Meeting attendance; primary author of plan; worked 

with county planning team to assist in development 

of base plan; assisted with data capturing and 

writing of District’s annex; provided input regarding 

District’s Strategic Planning and Safety Committee 

to assist in identifying hazards, risk and strategies.  

Presented final plan to Commissioners for adoption. 

Mike Risley  

929 S. Garfield Rd. 

Airway Heights, WA 99001 

509-244-2425 

mrisley@scfd10.org  

Prevention Lt. Assisted with Data Collection and analysis; attended 

internal planning meetings; assisted with risk 

ranking process and review of document. 

Orlando Sandavol  

929 S. Garfield Rd. 

Airway Heights, WA 99001 

509-244-2425 

osandavol@scfd10.org 

Operations and 

Planning Deputy 

Chief 

Operations and Planning Chief; provided 

information concerning response and potential 

impact from hazards of concern; assisted with 

review of document, providing information and 

review of risk assessment. 
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15.3 DISTRICT PROFILE 

Critical Infrastructure 

• Formed in 1949, the Spokane County Fire District #10 (District) protects 18 miles highways, 

including Interstate 90, US Highway 2, and several state highways. More than 70,000 vehicles, 

both personal and commercial, pass through our District each day. We also protect 23 miles of 

active railroad lines managed by the Burlington Northern Santa Fe and Union Pacific railroads. 

Both companies have major east/west rail lines passing through the District, with 45 trains passing 

through daily. The hazardous materials transported by rail include crude oil, concentrated 

agricultural fertilizers, chemicals, and gases. 

 

• One major electrical high-tension system passes through the District, bringing electricity from 

hydroelectric dams to Spokane and the surrounding area. We also have five petroleum and natural 

gas pipelines, totaling 40 miles, running through our industrial and residential areas. The five lines 

carry diesel, gasoline, jet and aviation fuel, and natural gas. Two petroleum pipelines and one 

natural gas pipeline transport commodities across Washington State, as well as provide fuel to 

Spokane International Airport and Fairchild Air Force Base. 

 

• We provide automatic aid to Fairchild Air Force Base and Spokane International Airport. Fairchild 

AFB is home to the 92nd Air Refueling Wing. They store one million gallons of jet fuel on site 

which they dispense by truck. A water system, including wells and pipelines, supplies Fairchild 

AFB with drinking water. Spokane International Airport stores 750,000 gallons of jet and aviation 

fuel onsite, with they dispense by truck. We also provide mutual-aid and automatic aid to both 

facilities. 

 

• We protect the Joint Personnel Recovery Center which tracks and trains the Department of Defense 

and civilian intelligence agency personnel. They store 50,000 gallons of diesel and 12,000 gallons 

of propane on site. The Avista Natural Gas Processing facility adds Ethyl Mercaptan to raw natural 

gas, 24 hours a day, giving it the sulfur smell prior to distribution. Ethyl Mercaptan is highly 

flammable and very toxic if inhaled. It is stored onsite in multiple 1,000-gallon tanks with regular 

deliveries by truck. The BF Goodrich Aircraft Brake Manufacturing facility stores 60,000 gallons 

of propane gas onsite. One of the manufacturing by-products is Hydrogen Cyanide, which could 

be released in event of an equipment malfunction or operator error. 

Community Description 

• The District is a combination department, with the majority volunteer, located near Spokane in NE 

Washington. Our first due response covers 213 square miles, with a population of 19,255, including 

suburban and rural areas. Our response area does not experience seasonal population increases. Our 

protection area’s land use is 65% residential, 30% open space, and 5% commercial.  

 

• Spokane County’s population consists of 85.1% non-Hispanic white, 5.5% Hispanic, 2.4% Asian, 

1.8% non-Hispanic African-American, 1.7% Native American, and 3.5% other/more than one race. 

The age breakdown is 22.2% less than 18 years, 62.2% ages 18-64, and 15.6% ages 65 and older. 

The median household income is $52,900 and 15.6% live below the Federal Poverty Level. The 

County Health Rankings and Roadmaps website (www.countyhealthrankings.org) ranks Spokane 

http://www.countyhealthrankings.org/
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County 26th out of 39 Washington counties for health behaviors, 22nd for quality of life, 26th in 

length of life, and 23rd in health outcomes; the larger the number, the worse the ranking/outcome. 

 

• The demand for our services continues to grow (17% in 2017 and 5% in 2018). We provide fire 

protection, Basic Life Support, and Haz-Mat response services to commercial (big box stores/strip 

malls), industrial (Spokane International Airport), residential (single-family homes, condos, and 

trailer parks), and wildland/suburban and suburban/urban interface areas. Our response services 

include Rescue Operations Level, Emergency Medical First Response, Basic Life Support Non-

transportation, Structural Fire Suppression, Wildland Fire Suppression, and Haz-Mat Operational 

Level. 

 

• During the summer months, the risk for a major wildfire is our primary concern. High to extreme 

fire danger weather conditions occur daily when daytime temperatures hover around 100 degrees 

and generate gusty winds; 95% of our protection area lacks hydrants or any public water system. 

This creates hazardous conditions for residents, our firefighters, and the 23,000+ people who 

commute through our service area each day. 

 

• The District provides mutual aid to all fire districts in Lincoln, Pend Oreille, Spokane, Stevens, and 

Whitman counties in NE Washington and to Booner, Kootenia, and Shoshone counties in NW 

Idaho. We provide automatic aid to the cities of Airway Heights and Spokane, Fairchild AFB, 

Spokane International Airport, and Spokane County Fire Districts 3; 5; and 9. 

 

• We deploy from five stations; four unstaffed and one staffed by career and volunteers with a three-

person engine crew. One station is staffed 24 hrs. per day with a daily minimum staffing of 3 career 

firefighters working during the day (7 am-6 pm, Mon-Sat), and volunteer firefighters covering the 

night. The remaining 4 stations are intermittently staffed with resident/reserve volunteer 

firefighters. Our second busiest station, Station #2, is typically staffed one day a week with two 

reserve firefighters. 

 

• We responded to more than 2,700 calls during the past three years, using nine career staff members; 

12 traditional volunteers; and 80 reserve volunteer firefighters. Traditional volunteers live in the 

district and respond from home. Reserve volunteers live outside the district and participate in shifts. 

The career staff consists of one (1) Fire Chief, two (2) Deputy Chiefs, one (1) Division Chief, three 

(3) lieutenants, and three (3) firefighters. The career chief staff have administrative responsibilities 

and are also duty officers. The chief staff members are salaried/non-FLSA employees. The career 

lieutenants have both program and company level responsibilities. The lieutenants and firefighters 

work a 45-hour week, covering 7 am-6 pm Monday through Saturday. 

The following is a summary of key information about the jurisdiction: 

• Governing Authority— The district is governed by a board of three (3) Fire Commissioners 

• Population Served—6900 as of 02/2019 

• Land Area Served—85 sq. miles 

• Value of Area Served—The estimated value of the area served by the jurisdiction is 

1,240,545,094. 
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• Land Area Owned—9.21 acres 

• List of Critical Infrastructure/Equipment Owned by the Jurisdiction: 

Fire Engines   Type 1  3,081,278.00 

Pumper Ladder   721,761.00 

Brush Trucks Type 6   691,760.00 

Command units   222,897.00 

Attack Engines Type 3   485,514.00 

Support units   271,692.00 

• Total Value of Critical Infrastructure/Equipment—The total value of critical infrastructure 

and equipment owned by the jurisdiction is 6,219,916.00 

• List of Critical Facilities Owned by the Jurisdiction: 

Fire Station 1   929 S. Garfield Rd. 1,568,157.00 

Fire Station 2 5408 W Lawton Rd  381,246.00 

Fire Station 3 6316 N Dover Rd  518,274.00 

Fire Station 4 1411 S Brooks Rd  595,746.00 

Fire Station 5 9921 W Trails Rd  517,021.00 

Fire Station 6 future planned station 

• Total Value of Critical Facilities—The total value of critical facilities owned by the 

jurisdiction is 3,580,444.00 

• Current and Anticipated Service Trends— The District is experiencing increased call volumes. 

Our three-year response average, 2015-2017, is 975, ranging from 1,063 to 833 per year. During 

this same three-year period, our “Providing Mutual/Automatic Aid” average is 169, ranging from 

191 to 155. We provided three times more aid than we received during that time. The three-year 

rolling averages for the number of alarms per year have consistently increased: 2013-2015 (890), 

2014-2016 (901), and 2015-2017 (984). We expect these numbers will continue to increase as the 

region’s population grows, more business and industry locate here, and the climate gets warmer 

and more arid over time. 

The Spokane region has a “dry summer continental” climate, which is typically hot and arid during 

the summer months. The average precipitation is 16.52”, but only 5.85” is rain. From July through 

August, the rainfall averages 0.63” per month. With region’s weather patterns and 30% of our 

service area open space, we expect to experience more Wildlife Suppression responses; Over the 

three-year period, 2015-2017, we experienced 103 NFIRS Series 100 “Vegetation Fires”, totaling 

431 acres. The worst year was 2015 with 51 vegetation fires totaling 396 acres. 

 

• The district’s boundaries are shown on the map provided below. 
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15.4 HAZARD EVENT HISTORY 

Within the Base Plan, the Planning Team identified all-hazard events that have occurred within the County.  

In the context of the planning region, it was determined that there are no additional hazards that are unique 

to the special purpose district.  Table 15-1 lists all past occurrences which have impacted the district.  If 

available, dollar loss data is also included. 

 

TABLE 15-1 
NATURAL HAZARD EVENTS 

Type of Event 

FEMA Disaster # (if 

applicable) Date Dollar Losses (if known) 

Wildfire Coulee Hite Fire 2015  

Severe Weather Drought 2015  

Severe Weather County Wide Wind Event 2015 Moderate damage to structures 

Severe Weather Coulee Hite Creek Flooding 2009  

Severe Weather Record Snowfall 2009 Moderate damages to structures 
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TABLE 15-1 
NATURAL HAZARD EVENTS 

Type of Event 

FEMA Disaster # (if 

applicable) Date Dollar Losses (if known) 

Wildfire Wood Rd Fire 2007  

Wildfire Newkirk Rd Fire 1997  

Severe Weather Ice Storm 1996 Moderate damage and 

displacement 

Wildfire Bowie Rd Fire 1996  

Wildfire Fire Storm 1991  

    

 

15.5 APPLICABLE REGULATIONS AND PLANS  

Coordination with other community planning efforts is paramount to the successful implementation of this 

plan.  This section provides information on how planning mechanisms, policies, and programs are 

integrated into other on-going efforts.  It also identifies the jurisdiction’s capabilities with respect to 

preparing and planning for, responding to, recovering from, and mitigating the impacts of hazard events 

and incidents. 

Capabilities include the programs, policies, and plans currently in use to reduce hazard impacts or that could 

be used to implement hazard mitigation activities. The capabilities are divided into the following sections: 

regulatory capabilities that influence mitigation; administrative and technical mitigation capabilities, 

including education and outreach, partnerships, and other on-going mitigation efforts; fiscal capabilities 

which support mitigation efforts, and classifications under various community programs. 

15.5.1 Regulatory Capability 

The District has adopted/enacted codes, resolutions, policies and plans that complement and support hazard 

mitigation planning and activities. The following existing District codes, resolutions, policies, and plans are 

applicable to this hazard mitigation plan: 

Fire District Capabilities: 

• Capital Improvement Program 

• International Fire Codes  

• Strategic Plan  

• After Quake Assessment Report 

• Citizen Emergency Response Training (CERT) 

• Community First Aid/ CPR training, Stop The Bleed training. 

• Emergency Operations Plan  

• Emergency Procedures and Policies 

• City/County Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan  

• State of Washington Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan  

• National Response Framework  
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• National Incident Management System  

• Employee Handbooks and Safety Manuals 

• Revised Code of Washington 52.26 (Regional Fire Protection Service) 

• WAC 296.305 

• Response Plan 

• District Mutual Aid Agreements –The District participates in Mutual Aid Agreements with adjacent 

jurisdictions, counties, and the State of Washington. Mutual Aid Agreements allow agencies to 

contract with each other to provide personnel and equipment to other agencies that request assistance 

during a disaster or emergency. The District has signed Mutual Aid Agreements that provide access 

to resources of other agencies and jurisdictions and defines the terms under which agencies respond 

to such requests. 

15.5.2 Administrative and Technical Capabilities 

The assessment of the district’s administrative and technical capabilities, including educational and 

outreach efforts, and on-going programmatic efforts are presented in Table 15-2.  These are elements that 

support not only mitigation but all phases of emergency management already in place that are used to 

implement mitigation activities and communicate hazard-related information. 

 

TABLE 15-2 
ADMINISTRATIVE AND TECHNICAL CAPABILITY  

Staff/Personnel Resources 

Available 

(Yes/No) Department/Agency/Position 

Professionals trained in building or infrastructure 

construction practices. 

Yes Spokane County Building Department 

Planners or engineers with an understanding of 

natural hazards. 

Yes Spokane County Building Department 

Staff with training in benefit/cost analysis. Yes Administrative Director 

Personnel skilled or trained in GIS or Haz.  use. Yes A joint position with labor 

Emergency Manager. Yes Spokane DEM 

Grant writers. No  

Warning Systems/Services (Reverse 9-1-1, outdoor 

warning signs or signals, flood or fire warning 

program, etc.?). 

No  

Hazard data and information available to public. Yes  

Specific equipment response plans. Yes  

Specific operational plans. Yes  

Education and Outreach 
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TABLE 15-2 
ADMINISTRATIVE AND TECHNICAL CAPABILITY  

Staff/Personnel Resources 

Available 

(Yes/No) Department/Agency/Position 

Local citizen groups or non-profit organizations 

focused on emergency preparedness? 

Yes Block Groups 

The organization focused on individuals with 

access and functional needs populations 

  

Ongoing public education or information program 

(e.g., responsible water use, fire safety, household 

preparedness, environmental education) 

Yes  

A natural disaster or safety-related school 

programs? 

Yes  

Public-private partnership initiatives addressing 

disaster-related issues? 

No  

Multi-seasonal public awareness program? Yes  

Other   

On-Going Mitigation Efforts 

Hazardous Vegetation Abatement Program No  

Noxious Weed Eradication Program or other 

vegetation management 

Yes Spokane County 

Fire Safe Councils Yes Prevention Program 

Chipper program No  

Defensible space inspections program Yes Prevention Program 

Creek, stream, culvert or storm drain maintenance 

or cleaning program 

No  

Stream restoration program No  

Erosion or sediment control program No 

 

 

Address signage for property addresses Yes Administrative assistant. 

Other   

15.5.3 Fiscal Capability 

The assessment of the jurisdiction’s fiscal capabilities is presented in Table 15-3. These are the financial 

tools or resources that could potentially be used to help fund mitigation activities. 
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TABLE 15-3 
FISCAL CAPABILITY  

Financial Resources 

Accessible or 

Eligible to Use? 

Community Development Block Grants No 

Capital Improvements Project Funding Yes 

Authority to Levy Taxes for Specific Purposes Yes 

Incur Debt through General Obligation Bonds Yes 

Incur Debt through Special Tax Bonds Yes 

Incur Debt through Private Activity Bonds No 

Withhold Public Expenditures in Hazard-Prone Areas No 

State-Sponsored Grant Programs  Yes 

Development Impact Fees for Homebuyers or Developers  No 

Grants Yes 

  

 

15.6 COMMUNITY CLASSIFICATION  

The district’s classifications under various hazard mitigation programs are presented in Table 15-4. Each 

of the classifications identified establishes requirements that, when met, are known to increase the resilience 

of a community. Those which specifically require district participation or enhance mitigation efforts are 

indicated accordingly. 

 

TABLE 15-4 
COMMUNITY CLASSIFICATIONS  

 

Participating 

(Yes/No) or 

Rank Date Enrolled 

Community Rating System NA  

Building Code Effectiveness Grading Schedule – 

Commercial 

2  

Building Code Effectiveness Grading Schedule – 

Dwelling 

3  

Fire Protection Class 5 2018 

Storm Ready Yes  
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TABLE 15-4 
COMMUNITY CLASSIFICATIONS  

 

Participating 

(Yes/No) or 

Rank Date Enrolled 

Firewise Yes 2010 

Tsunami Ready (if applicable) No  

 

15.7 HAZARD RISK AND VULNERABILITY RANKING  

The district’s Planning Team reviewed the hazard list identified within the Base Plan, and have identified 

the hazards that affect the Spokane County Fire District 10.  During discussions by the internal planning 

team members in identifying the potential impact of those hazards, additional factors were also discussed 

and considered when estimating the potential financial losses caused by hazard-related damages.  Such 

factors include the number of facilities damaged, the extent of damage to each facility, and the length of 

time required for repairs, etc.  For service providers which generate income, lost revenue from customers 

being without service and the cost of providing temporary service was also a consideration in identifying 

the economic losses.  After internal Planning Team discussions, the District calculated their Calculated 

Priority Risk Index (CPRI) scores as follows:  

 
CALCULATED PRIORITY RISK INDEX RANKING SCORES 

Hazard Probability 

Magnitude and/or 

Severity 

Extent and 

Location  

Warning 

Time Duration 

Calculated Priority 

Risk Index Score 

Drought 4 3 3 1 4 3.15 

Earthquake 3 3 2 4 1 2.85 

Flood 4 2 3 2 2 3. 

Landslide 3 2 2 4 2 2.7 

Severe Weather 4 3 4 2 2 3.4 

Volcano 1 2 3 1 4 1.75 

Wildfire 4 3 4 4 2 3.7 

Aircraft 4 2 3 4 2 3.3 
       

The Calculated Priority Risk Index scoring method has a range from 0 to 4. “0” being the least hazardous and “4” being the most 

hazardous situation. 

 

Table 15-5 presents the ranking of the hazards of concern based on their CPRI score.  A qualitative 

vulnerability ranking was then assigned based on a summary of potential impact determined by past 

occurrences, spatial extent, damage, casualties, and continuity of government.  The assessment is 

categorized into the following classifications:  
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□ Extremely Low – No or very limited impact.  The occurrence and the potential cost of damage to 

life and property are very minimal-to-nonexistent.  No impact on government functions with no 

disruption to essential services. 

□ Low (Negligible) – Minimal potential impact.  The occurrence and the potential cost of damage to 

life and property are minimal. Government functions are at 90% with limited disruption to essential 

services. 

□ Medium (Limited) – Moderate potential impact.  This ranking carries a moderate threat level to the 

general population and /or built environment.  The potential damage is more isolated and less costly 

than a more widespread disaster. Government functions are at 80% with limited impact on essential 

services.  

□ High (Critical) – Widespread potential impact.  This ranking carries a high threat to the general 

population and/or built environment.  The potential for damage is widespread.  Hazards in this 

category may have occurred in the past.  Government functions are at ~50% operations with limited 

delivery of essential services. 

□ Extremely High (Catastrophic) – Very widespread with catastrophic impact.  Government 

functions are significantly impacted in excess of one month. 

 

TABLE 15-5  
HAZARD RISK AND VULNERABILITY RANKING 

Hazard 

Rank Hazard Type CPRI Score 

 

Vulnerability  

Rank 

 

Description of Impact  

1 Wildfire 3.7 High Wildfires increase calls for service and 

potential risk to firefighters;  

1 SW 3.4 High Vehicle and structural damage; increased 

calls for service; 

1 Aircraft 3.3 High Aircraft Crashes; areas within the runway 

susceptible to potential impact. 

2 Flood 3 Medium Damaged bridges delayed response times 

2 Landslide 2.7 Medium Damaged property; impact to roadways 

may delay response times. 

3 Earthquake 2.85 Medium Damaged property; injury to citizens; 

potential delayed response time due to 

roadway conditions, landslides, or 

increased calls for service. 

4 Drought 3.15 Medium Increase the risk of wildland fires 

5 Volcano 1.75 Low Volcanic ash may cause vehicle damage 

and damage to intake valves. 
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15.8 MITIGATION GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

The District adopts the hazard mitigation goals and objectives developed by the Planning Team described 

in Volume 1. 

15.9 HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN  

The Planning Team for the district identified and prioritized a wide range of actions based on the risk 

assessment, and their knowledge of the district assets and hazards of concern.  Table 15-6 lists the action 

items/strategies that make up the district’s hazard mitigation plan.  Background information and 

information on how each action item will be administered, responsible agency/office (including outside the 

district), potential funding sources, the timeframe, and the type of initiative associated with each item are 

also identified.   

 

TABLE 15-6  

HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN MATRIX 

Applies 

to new or 

existing 

assets 

Hazards 

Mitigated 

Objectives 

Met Lead Agency 

Estimated 

Cost (High/ 

Medium/ 

Low) or $ 

Figure if 

Known 

Sources of 

Funding 

(List Grant 

type, 

General 

Fund, etc.) 

Timeline 

(Long-Term, 

Short-Term) 

Included in 

Previous 

Plan? 

Yes/No  

Initiative Type: 

Public Information, 

Preventive Activities, 

Structural Projects, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection  

Who or What 

Benefits? 

Facility, Local, 

County, 

Region 

INITIATIVE # 1  Ensure efficient but effective emergency response and recovery capabilities to reduce the loss of life and property 

during and after a disaster through mitigation efforts. 

Existing All 

Hazards 

All SCFD10 High General 

Fund 

Long-Term No Protection/ 

planning/ 

mitigation 

Local 

INITIATIVE # 2 Continue Community Outreach. 

Existing All 

Hazards 

All SCFD10 Low General 

Fund 

Long Term No Public Information, 

prevention 

activities 

Local 

INITIATIVE # 3 Identify and determine site suitability to establish two new stations outside hazard areas and within the district 

boundaries to ensure response capabilities. 

New Fire All SCFD10 High Grants/ 

MO Levy 

Long Term No Emergency 

Services 

Regional 

INITIATIVE # 4 Determine feasibility establishing a potential warming and cooling shelter for community members during local 

disasters. 

New All 

Hazards 

All SCFD10 

/DEM 

Medium Grant Long Term No Recovery Regional 

INITIATIVE # 5  Continue to work with Spokane County Conservation District to identify community wildfire hazards. 

New All 

Hazards 

All FD 10, 

Spokane 

County 

Conservation 

District  

Low General 

Fund 

Short Term No Prevention/ 

Property Protection 

Local 
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TABLE 15-6  

HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN MATRIX 

Applies 

to new or 

existing 

assets 

Hazards 

Mitigated 

Objectives 

Met Lead Agency 

Estimated 

Cost (High/ 

Medium/ 

Low) or $ 

Figure if 

Known 

Sources of 

Funding 

(List Grant 

type, 

General 

Fund, etc.) 

Timeline 

(Long-Term, 

Short-Term) 

Included in 

Previous 

Plan? 

Yes/No  

Initiative Type: 

Public Information, 

Preventive Activities, 

Structural Projects, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection  

Who or What 

Benefits? 

Facility, Local, 

County, 

Region 

INITIATIVE # 6 Work with the appropriate rail, transportation, and county agencies to ensure available access to areas 

serviced by the district. 

New All 

Hazards 

All FD 10, Rail, 

County, 

Additional  

Low General 

Fund 

Short Term No Emergency 

Services 

Regional 

INITIATIVE # 7 Work with county to ensure the roads are elevated in areas effected by flooding which impacts egress 

and ingress to those impacted areas. 

New All 

Hazards 

All FD 10, 

Spokane 

County Roads 

Low General 

Fund 

Short Term No Prevention/ 

Property Protection 

Local 

INITIATIVE # 8 Continue to assess landslide hazards in the area that would land lock communities. 

New All 

Hazards 

All DNR/ 

Spokane 

County 

Low General 

Fund 

Short Term No Prevention/ 

Property Protection 

Local 

15.10 PRIORITIZATION OF MITIGATION INITIATIVES  

Once the mitigation initiatives items were identified, the Planning Team followed the same process outlined 

within Volume 1 to prioritize their initiatives.  An analysis of six different initiative types for each identified 

action item was conducted. Table 15-7 identifies the prioritization for each initiative. 

 

TABLE 15-7. 
MITIGATION STRATEGY PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

Initiative 

# 

# of 

Objectives 

Met Benefits Costs 

Do Benefits 

Equal or 

Exceed Costs? 

Is Project 

Grant-

Eligible? 

Can Project Be Funded 

Under Existing Programs/ 

Budgets? Prioritya 

1 9 Medium High Yes No Yes High 

2 9 High Low Yes Yes Yes High 

3 9 High High Yes Yes No Medium 

4 9 High Medium Yes Yes No High 

5 9 Low Medium Yes Yes Unk Low 

6 9 High High Yes Yes Yes High 

7 9 Medium Medium Yes Yes No Medium 
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TABLE 15-7. 
MITIGATION STRATEGY PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

Initiative 

# 

# of 

Objectives 

Met Benefits Costs 

Do Benefits 

Equal or 

Exceed Costs? 

Is Project 

Grant-

Eligible? 

Can Project Be Funded 

Under Existing Programs/ 

Budgets? Prioritya 

8 9 High Low Yes Yes No Medium 

        

a. See Chapter 1 for explanation of priorities. 

 

15.11 FUTURE NEEDS TO BETTER UNDERSTAND RISK/ 
VULNERABILITY 

To manage natural hazard risk, a broader understanding of the concept of vulnerability is needed 
in order to reduce losses resulting from hazardous events in our community. For example, this 
year alone SCFD10 had a bridge that was damaged by a BNSF train. The impact to the community 
has been wide reaching to include military facilities and reduced service levels for years. 
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CHAPTER 16. 
SPOKANE VALLEY FIRE DEPARTMENT ANNEX UPDATE  

16.1 INTRODUCTION 

This Annex details the hazard mitigation planning elements specific to the Spokane Valley Fire Department, 

a participating special purpose district to the Spokane County Hazard Mitigation Plan Update. This Annex 

is not intended to be a standalone document, but rather appends to and supplements the information 

contained in the base plan document. As such, all sections of the base plan, including the planning process 

and other procedural requirements apply to and were met by the Spokane Valley Fire Department. For 

planning purposes, this Annex provides additional information specific to the district, with a focus on 

providing greater details on the risk assessment and mitigation strategy for this entity only.  

 

16.2 HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING TEAM POINT(S) OF CONTACT 

The Spokane Valley Fire Department followed the planning process detailed in Section 2 of the Base Plan.  

In addition to providing representation on the County’s Planning Team, the Spokane Valley Fire 

Department also formulated their own internal planning team to support the broader planning process.  

Individuals assisting in this Annex development are identified below, along with a brief description of how 

they participated. 

 

Local Planning Team Members 

Name Position/Title Planning Tasks 

Shawn Arold, Deputy Chief 

2120 N. Wilbur Road 

Spokane Valley, WA 99206 

Telephone: 509-928-1700 

e-mail: 

arolds@spokanevalleyfire.com 

Primary Point of Contact Attended planning team meetings, 

served as primary author of the 

plan, conducted internal planning 

team meetings, captured 

information from other personnel. 

Tim O’Brien, Deputy Chief 

2120 N. Wilbur Road 

Spokane Valley, WA  99206 

Telephone: 509-928-1700 

e-mail: 

obrient@spokanevalleyfire.com 

Alternate Point of Contact Attended planning team meetings, 

assisted with development of the 

annex, attended internal planning 

meetings, worked to capture data 

and information from other SVFD 

personnel. 

 

16.3 DISTRICT PROFILE 

The following is a summary of key information about the district: 

• Governing Authority— The Spokane Valley Fire Department  (SVFD) was organized in 1940 

and legally established under Title 52 - Fire Protection Districts, Chapter 52.02 of the Revised 

Code of Washington (RCW). The Department was identified as the Spokane Valley Fire 

Protection District #1 (SVFPD#1) for the express purpose of providing fire protection services, 
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SVFD has evolved into an organization providing a wide range of emergency services such as 

fire suppression, emergency medical basic and advanced life support, fire prevention, public 

education, community risk reduction, rescue task force, hazardous materials mitigation, 

domestic preparedness planning and response, technical rescue, and wildland-urban interface 

fire prevention and suppression.  Chapters 52.12 through 52.16 of the RCW define Powers, 

Commissioners, and Finances of Fire Protection Districts.  The Department is governed by a 

five-member elected Board of Commissioners that has the authority for conducting the public’s 

business through established policies.  However, the Board of Commissioners subrogates the 

responsibility and oversight for daily operations and established programs to the Fire Chief. 

• Population Served—125,000 as of 2010 census, and the current population has increased by 

nearly 7, 000 residents. 

• Land Area Served – 75 square miles 

• Value of Area Served—The estimated value of the area served by the district is 9. 5 billion. 

• Land Area Owned—14 acres 

• List of Critical Infrastructure/Equipment Owned by the District: 

– 8 engines   $4,000,000 

– 2 ladders   $3,000,000 

– Reserve Engines      $300,000 

– 3 Wildland Apparatus $180,000 

– Specialized response trailers (Comms, Decon, mass casualty) $140,000 

• Total Value of Critical Infrastructure/Equipment—The total value of critical infrastructure 

and equipment owned by the district is $7,620,000 

• List of Critical Facilities Owned by the District: 

– 10 Fire Stations  

$40 million 

– Apparatus maintenance facility and equipment    

$2.5 million 

–  Training tower, classrooms and drill ground   

  $3.0 million 

– Administrative facility with Department Emergency Operations Center 

$6.0 million 

• Total Value of Critical Facilities—the total value of critical facilities owned by the district is 

$51,500,000.  

• Current and Anticipated Service Trends— 

SVFD experienced a higher growth of assessed property valuation over the last several years. Building 

permit values over the last five years have continued to increase by approximately 5%. Through the past 

year, property values have been increasing at a more substantial rate, and construction activity and value 

have increased significantly. Land use designations allow for an increase in medium and light commercial 

and residential land uses within the service area, especially in the eastern geographical area. This increase 
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in density of land uses will represent an increase in population and thus a projected increase in call volume, 

necessitating the addition of an 11th station, likely in the next five years.  SVFD continues to increase in 

call volume over the last five years.  In 2018, SVFD received nearly 18,000 calls for service as compared 

to just under 14,000 in 2013.  Call volume has steadily increased since 2013.  Auto Aid agreements have 

been implemented with neighboring agencies within the last several years. The district’s boundaries are 

shown on the map provided below. 

16.4 HAZARD EVENT HISTORY 

Within the Base Plan, the Planning Team identified all hazard events which have occurred within the 

County.  In the context of the planning region, it was determined that there are hazards which are unique to 

the special purpose district as follows.  Table 16-1 lists all past occurrences which have impacted the 

district.  If available, dollar loss data is also included.  

 

TABLE 16-1 
NATURAL HAZARD EVENTS 

Type of Event 

FEMA Disaster # (if 

applicable) Date Dollar Losses (if known) 

Severe winter storm DR-1825 03/02/2009 Moderate damage to SVFD 

facilities and occupancies within 

the district. 

Wildland Urban 

Interface Fire 

FM-2783 07/11/2008 13 residential structures were 

destroyed with an estimated loss 

of at least $10 million and $3.5 

million to combat the fire. 

Ice Storm DR-1152 01/07/1997 Severe damage to residential and 

commercial occupancies within 

the district. 

Fire Storm FM-2079 10/18/1991 141 residential structures were 

destroyed. 

Severe Ice/Winds DR-769 05/20/1986 Unknown 

Mt. St. Helens eruption DR-623 05/22/1980 Unknown 

Severe Ice/Winds DR-545 10/10/1977 Unknown 

Local Area Disaster – Not Declared 

3.1 Earthquake N/A 06/2001 Minimal damage regionally 

    

 

16.5 APPLICABLE REGULATIONS AND PLANS  

Coordination with other community planning efforts is paramount to the successful implementation of this 

plan.  This section provides information on how planning mechanisms, policies, and programs are 
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integrated into other on-going efforts.  It also identifies the jurisdiction’s capabilities with respect to 

preparing and planning for, responding to, recovering from, and mitigating the impacts of hazard events 

and incidents. 

Capabilities include the programs, policies and plans currently in use to reduce hazard impacts or that could 

be used to implement hazard mitigation activities. This capabilities assessment is divided into the following 

sections: regulatory capabilities which influence mitigation; administrative and technical mitigation 

capabilities, including education and outreach, partnerships, and other on-going mitigation efforts; fiscal 

capabilities which support mitigation efforts, and classifications under various community programs. 

16.5.1 Regulatory Capability 

The District has adopted/enacted codes, resolutions, policies and plans that compliment and support hazard 

mitigation planning and activities. The following existing District codes, resolutions, policies, and plans are 

applicable to this hazard mitigation plan: 

 Fire District Capabilities: 

• Capital Facilities and Equipment Plan 

• Sprinkler Codes  

• Strategic Plan  

• FIRE CORPS 

• Emergency Operations Plan  

• Emergency Procedures and Policies 

• City/County Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan  

• State of Washington Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan  

• National Response Framework  

• National Incident Management System  

• Revised Code of Washington 52.26 (Regional Fire Protection Service) 

• WAC 296.305 

• Response Plan 

• Community Risk Assessment 

• Standards of Coverage  

• Mutual Aid Agreements 

• Automatic Aid Agreements 

• Strategic Plan, adopted 2018 

• Accreditation Standards  
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16.5.2 Administrative and Technical Capabilities 

The assessment of the district’s administrative and technical capabilities, including educational and 

outreach efforts, and on-going programmatic efforts are presented in Table 16-2.  These are elements which 

support not only mitigation, but all phases of emergency management already in place that are used to 

implement mitigation activities and communicate hazard-related information. 

 

TABLE 16-2 
ADMINISTRATIVE AND TECHNICAL CAPABILITY  

Staff/Personnel Resources 

Available 

(Yes/No) Department/Agency/Position 

Professionals trained in building or infrastructure 

construction practices. 

Yes SVFD’s Prevention Division 

Planners or engineers with an understanding of 

natural hazards. 

Yes SVFD’s Prevention Division 

Staff with training in benefit/cost analysis. Yes SVFD 

Personnel skilled or trained in GIS or Hazus  use. Yes SVFD’s IS Department 

Emergency Manager. Yes DEM 

Grant writers. Yes SVFD and DEM 

Warning Systems/Services (Reverse 9-1-1, outdoor 

warning signs or signals, flood or fire warning 

program, etc.?). 

Yes DEM 

Hazard data and information available to public. No  

Specific equipment response plans. Yes SVFD 

Specific operational plans. Yes SVFD 

Water Shortage Contingency Plan. No  

Education and Outreach 

Local citizen groups or non-profit organizations 

focused on emergency preparedness? (E.g., CERT, 

SAR, Medical Reserve Corps, etc.). 

Yes SVFD 

Organization focused on individuals with access 

and functional needs populations. 

No  

Ongoing public education or information program 

(e.g., responsible water use, fire safety, household 

preparedness, environmental education). 

Yes SVFD’s Prevention Division 

Natural disaster or safety related school programs. Yes SVFD’s Prevention Division 

Public-private partnership initiatives addressing 

disaster-related issues. 

No  

Multi-seasonal public awareness program. Yes SVFD’s Prevention Division 
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TABLE 16-2 
ADMINISTRATIVE AND TECHNICAL CAPABILITY  

Staff/Personnel Resources 

Available 

(Yes/No) Department/Agency/Position 

Other No  

On-Going Mitigation Efforts 

Hazardous Vegetation Abatement Program No  

Erosion or sediment control program No  

Address signage for property addresses Yes SVFD’s Prevention Division 

Other No  

16.5.3 Fiscal Capability 

The assessment of the district’s fiscal capabilities is presented in Table 16-3. These are the financial tools 

or resources that could potentially be used to help fund mitigation activities. 

 

TABLE 16-3 
FISCAL CAPABILITY  

Financial Resources 

Accessible or 

Eligible to Use? 

Community Development Block Grants Yes 

Capital Improvements Project Funding Yes 

Authority to Levy Taxes for Specific Purposes Yes 

User Fees for Water, Sewer, Gas or Electric Service No 

Incur Debt through General Obligation Bonds Yes 

Incur Debt through Special Tax Bonds Yes 

Incur Debt through Private Activity Bonds Yes 

Withhold Public Expenditures in Hazard-Prone Areas No 

State Sponsored Grant Programs  Yes 

Development Impact Fees for Homebuyers or Developers  Yes 

Other Yes 
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16.6 COMMUNITY CLASSIFICATION  

The district’s classifications under various hazard mitigation programs are presented in Table 16-4. Each 

of the classifications identified establish requirements which, when met, are known to increase the 

resilience of a community. Those which specifically require district participation or enhance mitigation 

efforts are indicated accordingly. 

 

TABLE 16-4 
COMMUNITY CLASSIFICATIONS  

 

Participating 

(Yes/No) Date Enrolled 

Protection Class 2 Unknown 

Building Code Effectiveness Grading Schedule – 

Commercial 

3 Unknown 

Building Code Effectiveness Grading Schedule – 

Dwelling 

3  

Storm Ready No N/A 

Firewise No N/A 

 

16.7 HAZARD RISK AND VULNERABILITY RANKING  

The district’s Planning Team reviewed the hazard list identified within the Base Plan, and have identified 

the hazards that affect the Spokane Valley Fire Department.  During discussions by the internal planning 

team members in identifying the potential impact of those hazards, additional factors were also discussed 

and considered when estimating the potential financial losses caused by hazard-related damages.  Such 

factors include the number of facilities damaged, the extent of damage to each facility, and the length of 

time required for repairs, etc.  For service providers which generate income, lost revenue from customers 

being without service and the cost of providing temporary service was also a consideration in identifying 

the economic losses.  After internal Planning Team discussions, the District calculated their Calculated 

Priority Risk Index (CPRI) scores as follows:  
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CALCULATED PRIORITY RISK INDEX RANKING SCORES 

Hazard Probability 

Magnitude and/or 

Severity 

Extent and 

Location  

Warning 

Time Duration 

Calculated Priority 

Risk Index Score 

Drought 4 2 2 1 4 2.75 

Earthquake 3 3 2 4 1 2.85 

Flood 4 2 3 2 2 3. 

Landslide 4 2 2 4 2 3.1 

Severe Weather 4 3 4 2 2 3.4 

Volcano 1 2 3 1 4 1.75 

Wildfire 4 3 2 4 2 3.3 
       

The Calculated Priority Risk Index scoring method has a range from 0 to 4. “0” being the least hazardous and “4” being the most 

hazardous situation. 

 

Table 16-5 presents the ranking of the hazards of concern based on their CPRI score.  A qualitative 

vulnerability ranking was then assigned based on a summary of potential impact determined by: past 

occurrences, spatial extent, damage, casualties, and continuity of government.  The assessment is 

categorized into the following classifications:  

□ Extremely Low – No or very limited impact.  The occurrence and potential cost of damage to life 

and property is very minimal-to-nonexistent.  No impact to government functions with no 

disruption to essential services. 

□ Low (Negligible) – Minimal potential impact.  The occurrence and potential cost of damage to life 

and property is minimal. Government functions are at 90% with limited disruption to essential 

services. 

□ Medium (Limited) – Moderate potential impact.  This ranking carries a moderate threat level to the 

general population and /or built environment.  The potential damage is more isolated, and less 

costly than a more widespread disaster. Government functions are at 80% with limited impact to 

essential services.  

□ High (Critical) – Widespread potential impact.  This ranking carries a high threat to the general 

population and/or built environment.  The potential for damage is widespread.  Hazards in this 

category may have occurred in the past.  Government functions are at ~50% operations with limited 

delivery of essential services. 

□ Extremely High (Catastrophic) – Very widespread with catastrophic impact.  Government 

functions are significantly impacted for in excess of one month. 
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TABLE 16-5  
HAZARD RISK AND VULNERABILITY RANKING 

Hazard 

Rank 

Hazard 

Type 

CPRI 

Score 

 

 

Vulnerability  

Rank 

 

Description of Impact (e.g., dollar loss, how it impacted 

structures, capability to provide services, etc.) 

1 SW 3.4 High Moderate damage to SVFD facilities and occupancies 

within the district. 

2 Wildfire  3.3 High Residential structures destroyed with an estimated loss of at 

least $10 million and $3.5 million to combat the fire. 

3 Landslide 3.1 Medium Potential to hinder delivery of service in portions of the 

district. 

4 Flood 3 Medium Residential, businesses and roadways may be impacted.  

5 Earthquake 2.85 Medium Minimal damage regionally 

6 Drought 2.75 Medium Drought customarily does not impact structures, but would 

increase fire danger.  

7 Volcano 1.75 Low Impact from ash on the fire response vehicles could be 

significant.  Increased calls for service may exist due to 

health-related issues for individuals with breathing/health 

related issues. 

 

16.8 MITIGATION GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

The District adopts the hazard mitigation goals and objectives developed by the Planning Team described 

in Volume 1.   

16.9 HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN  

The Planning Team for the district identified and prioritized a wide range of actions based on the risk 

assessment, and their knowledge of the district assets and hazards of concern.  Table 16-6 lists the action 

items/strategies that make up the district’s hazard mitigation plan.  Background information and 

information on how each action item will be administered, responsible agency/office (including outside the 

district), potential funding sources, the timeframe, who will benefit from the activity, and the type of 

initiative associated with each item are also identified.   
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TABLE 16-6  
HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN MATRIX 

Applies to 

new or 

existing 

assets 

Hazards 

Mitigated 

Objectives 

Met Lead Agency 

Estimated 

Cost (High/ 

Medium/ 

Low) or $ 

Figure if 

Known 

Sources of 

Funding 

(List Grant 

type, 

General 

Fund, etc.) 

Timeline 

(Long-Term, 

Short-Term) 

Included in 

Previous 

Plan? 

Yes/No  

Initiative Type: 

Public Information, 

Preventive Activities, 

Structural Projects, 

Property Protection, 

Emergency Services, 

Recovery, Natural 

Resource Protection  

Who or What 

Benefits? 

Facility, Local, 

County, 

Region 

INITIATIVE # SVFD 1—Develop a Continuity of Operations Plan (COOP). 

New and 

existing 

All-

Hazards 

1,3 SVFD Low SVFD Short term       No Planning/Emergenc

y Services 

Local and 

County 

INITIATIVE # SVFD 2—Develop an employee family support plan to facilitate employee availability during disaster events. 

Response 

based 

initiative  

All-

Hazards 

1 SVFD $20,000 

(cost for 

potential 

facility 

upgrade 

needs and 

supplies) 

SVFD Short term Yes Emergency 

Services 

Local 

INITIATIVE # SVFD 3 —Support countywide initiatives that promote the education of the public of natural hazards within 

the region. 

New and 

existing 

All-

Hazards 

1,2,4,5,8,

12 

DEM, SVFD Low Grants, 

SVFD 

Short term Yes Public education, 

Preventive 

Activities 

Local and 

County 

INITIATIVE # SVFD 4 – Conduct a Standard of Cover needs analysis. 

Response 

based 

initiative 

All-

Hazards 

1,4,9 SVFD $40,000 - 

cost for 

the 

technical 

advisory 

committee 

Grants, 

SVFD 

Ongoing No Emergency 

Services, Resource 

Protection 

Local 

INITIATIVE # SVFD 5 Participate in the plan maintenance strategy identified in this plan 

New and 

existing 

All-

Hazards 

1-12 DEM, SVFD Low SVFD Ongoing Yes Planning Local 

 

16.10 PRIORITIZATION OF MITIGATION INITIATIVES  

Once the mitigation initiatives items were identified, the Planning Team followed the same process outlined 

within Volume 1 to prioritize their initiatives.  An analysis of six different initiative types for each identified 

action item was conducted. Table 16-7 identifies the prioritization for each initiative. 
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TABLE 16-7 
MITIGATION STRATEGY PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

Initiative 

# 

# of 

Objectives 

Met Benefits Costs 

Do Benefits 

Equal or 

Exceed Costs? 

Is Project 

Grant-

Eligible? 

Can Project Be Funded 

Under Existing Programs/ 

Budgets? Prioritya 

SVFD 4 3 High $40,000.00 Yes Yes Yes High 

SVFD 1 2 Low Low Yes No Yes High 

SVFD 3 6 Medium Low Yes No Yes Medium 

SVFD 5 12 Medium Low Yes No Yes Medium 

SVFD 2 1 Low $20,000.00 TBD TBD Yes Low 

a. See Chapter 1 for explanation of priorities. 

 

16.11 STATUS OF PREVIOUS PLAN INITIATIVES 

Table 16-8 summarizes the initiatives that were recommended in the previous version of the hazard 

mitigation plan and their implementation status at the time this update was prepared. 

 

TABLE 16-8 
STATUS OF PREVIOUS HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN 

  Current Status 

Mitigation Strategy 2019 Project Status C
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C
ar

ri
ed

 O
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Continue working with DEM 

staff and support contract 

initiatives generated by the 

team. 

The SVFD has changed priorities for hiring 

within the organization and will not be 

seeking a separate full-time emergency 

management contract employee as a 

standalone position. The SVFD will look for 

opportunities to modify existing 

organizational structures to accommodate 

contract management. 

 
✓  ✓ 

SVFD did not begin working 

on the research and 

development towards an 

employee family support plan 

to facilitate employee 

availability during disaster 

events.  

The SVFD will include an employee support 

plan during the research and development of 

a Continuity of Operations Plan (COOP). 

   
✓ 
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TABLE 16-8 
STATUS OF PREVIOUS HAZARD MITIGATION ACTION PLAN 

  Current Status 

Mitigation Strategy 2019 Project Status C
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Continue refinement of the 

pre-incident planning and 

management program. 

Initial program roll-out included the 

participation of company officers in the site 

visit and creation of plans. 

   ✓ 

Continue working with DNR 

to identify fire hazard areas 

and implement risk reduction 

projects. 

  ✓   

Continue support with wildfire 

mitigation recommendations 

identified in the Spokane 

County CWPP. 

  
✓   

Continue countywide 

initiatives that promote 

education of the public of 

natural hazards within the 

region. 

  
✓   

Actively participate in the 

strategies identified in the 

CWPP. 

  ✓   

 

16.12 FUTURE NEEDS TO BETTER UNDERSTAND RISK/ 
VULNERABILITY 

The SVFD conducted a Community Risk Assessment (CRA) in 2009 and will embark on a complete review 

and update of our assessment to better understand the changes that have occurred since the last assessment. 

SVFD will contract with a third party Technical Advisory Group to facilitate and evaluate the CRA. 

16.13 ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

The Spokane Valley Fire Department serves the area east of the city of Spokane, north of Spokane County 

Fire District #8 south of Fire Districts #9 and Fire District #13, and west of the Washington/Idaho border.  

The district sits in the valley formed by the foothills of the Selkirk range to the north and Mica foothills to 

the south.   

The SVFD district includes three municipalities: 
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• The City of Millwood sits in the northwest portion of the SVFD district and is surrounded by the 

City of Spokane Valley to the west, south, and east, and the unincorporated area of Spokane 

County.  (light blue area on the map below) 

• The City of Spokane Valley is the largest municipality in the district.  It is surrounded by 

unincorporated areas of Spokane County and the City of Liberty Lake to the east. (dark blue area 

of the map below)  

• The City of Liberty Lake lies in the eastern part of the fire district and is surrounded on three 

sides by unincorporated areas of Spokane County and the City of Spokane Valley to the west. 

(dark green area of the map below)  

Unincorporated areas of the district are governed by Spokane County.  These areas add up to 29.82 square 

miles.  The SVFD district boundaries are illustrated on the map below. 
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APPENDIX A.  
PLANNING PARTNER EXPECTATIONS  

Achieving DMA Compliance 

One of the goals of the multi-jurisdictional approach to hazard mitigation planning is to achieve compliance 

with the Disaster Mitigation Act (DMA) for all participating members in the planning effort. There are 

several different groups who can be involved in this process at different levels, and as determined by the 

planning partnership.  In order to provide clarity, the following is a general breakdown of those groups:  

✓ The Hazard Mitigation Plan Development Staff (referred to herein as “planning team”, whose 

makeup includes the project management team (county and consultant), consultant members, and 

those planning partners responsible for the plan’s written development;  

✓ The planning partners, which are those jurisdictions or special purpose districts that are actually 

developing an annex to the regional plan; and  

✓ The planning stakeholders, which are the individuals, groups, businesses, academia, etc., from 

which the planning team gains information to support the various elements of the plan.   

DMA compliance requires that participation be defined in order to maintain eligibility with respect to 

meeting the requirements which allow a jurisdiction or special purpose district to develop an annex to the 

base plan.  To achieve compliance for all partners, the plan must clearly document how each planning 

partner that is seeking linkage to the plan participated in the plan’s development. The best way to do this is 

to clearly define “participation”. For this planning process, “participation” is defined by the following 

criteria examples (this list is not all-inclusive): 

✓ Estimated level of effort. It is estimated that the total time commitment to meet these 

“participation” requirements for a planning partner would be approximately 40 - 50 hours over the 

twelve-month period, including workshop attendance. This time is reduced somewhat for special 

purpose districts.  

✓ Participate in the process.  As indicated, it must be documented in the plan that each planning 

partner “participated” in the process to the best of your capabilities. There is flexibility in defining 

“participation,” which can vary based on the type of planning partner (i.e.: City or County, vs. a 

Special Purpose District) involved. However, the level of participation must be defined at the on-

set of the planning process, and we must demonstrate the extent to which this level of participation 

has been met for each partner.   

✓ Public Involvement.  The planning team will be responsible for supporting the partnership during 

the public involvement phases of the planning process. Support could be in the form of providing 

venues for public meetings, attending these meetings as participants, providing technical support, 

etc. Each entity completing an annex will be required to complete their own public outreach 

strategy. 

✓ Duration of planning process.  This process is anticipated to take approximately twelve months 

to complete (not including state and FEMA review). It will be easy to become disconnected with 

the process objectives if you do not participate in some of these meetings to some degree. General 

tasks associated with this effort include review of existing plans, updating of general profile and 

Census data, identification and/or verification of critical infrastructure, and public outreach efforts 
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(to be identified and defined during planning meetings or workshops, but at a minimum will require 

two efforts).  

✓ Capability Assessment.  All planning partners will be asked to identify their capabilities during 

this process. This capability assessment will require a review of existing documents (plans, studies, 

and ordinances) pertinent to each jurisdiction to identify policies or recommendations that are 

consistent with those in the “base” plan or have policies and recommendations that complement 

the hazard mitigation initiatives selected (i.e.: comp plans, basin plans, or hazard specific plans or 

information, studies, reports, etc.). 

✓ Hazard Identification and Risk Ranking.  All planning partners will participate in the 

identification of hazards to be addressed during this effort and the overall risk ranking exercise for 

the base plan.  (Other hazards not addressed by the general body of the group may be included in 

specific annex documents.)  Once the base plan risk ranking has occurred, each planning partner 

will complete their own risk ranking exercise for their own jurisdiction/entity.  This is a facilitated 

process, and requires mandatory attendance at the risk ranking planning meeting to gain 

compliance.  This meeting will be mandatory attendance. 

✓ Action/Strategy Review. All previous planning partners will be required to perform a review of 

the strategies from their respective prior action plan to: determine those that have been 

accomplished and how they were accomplished; and why those that have not been accomplished 

were not completed. Note – even if your plan has expired, it is still considered an update, and not 

a new plan. The planning team will be available to assist with this task; however, for existing 

planning partners, this is mandatory.  

✓ Annex Template Development.  Each planning partner will be required to develop their own 

annex template, which will be the data specific to their entity or jurisdiction.  Information contained 

in this document will include, but is not limited to: community profile, population or service area 

data, disaster history information, identification of critical facilities.  The template itself will be 

provided; however, the actual completion of the document is a requirement of each planning 

partner.  This element is mandatory for active participation. 

✓ Consistency Review.  All planning partners will be required to review the entire base plan when 

completed, and their respective annex document after final editing by the planning team.  

Customarily, there is a minimum of two weeks provided for this review process, but normally we 

attempt to give an entire month for this element of the project. 

✓ Plan adoption.  Each jurisdiction and special purpose district involved in the effort must adopt the 

plan once FEMA and State approval have been gained.  If not adopted by each jurisdiction, that 

jurisdiction’s plan is not considered to be “in place,” meaning that in essence, they have no hazard 

mitigation plan in place even though they have gone through the process.  Adoption is mandatory 

per FEMA guidelines.   

One of the benefits to multi-jurisdictional planning is the ability to pool resources.  This means more than 

monetary resources. Resources such as staff time, meeting locations, media resources, technical expertise 

will all need to be utilized to generate a successful plan.   

It is anticipated that two or three workshop sessions will be required to complete this plan, in addition to 

two public outreach sessions.  Those workshop sessions will last three or four hours each, and take the place 

of monthly meetings.  While the workshop sessions will provide the bulk of actual meeting attendance, 
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based on the progress of the planning partnership as a whole, there may be additional meetings which may 

be required; however, each planning partner will be required to attend, at a minimum, 75% of the workshop 

sessions and provide data as requested. Much of the data exchange can occur through email or telephone 

calls, which will supplement the workshops.  

With the above participation requirements in mind, each planning partner will be asked to aid this process 

by being prepared to develop its own section of the plan. To be an eligible planning partner in this effort, 

each Planning Partner will be asked to provide the following: 

A.  A “Letter of Intent to Participate” or Resolution to participate to the Planning Team. 

B. Designate a lead point of contact for this effort. This designee will be listed as the hazard mitigation 

point of contact for your jurisdiction in the plan. An alternate is also highly recommended in case 

the designated lead becomes unavailable to ensure the 75% meeting requirement is met.  

C. Identify their hourly rate of pay for this point of contact, which will be used to calculate the in-kind 

match for the grant that is funding this project. 

D. If requested, provide support in the form of mailing list, possible meeting space, and public 

information materials, such as newsletters, newspapers or direct mailed brochures, required to 

implement the public involvement strategy developed during this planning process.   

E. Participate in the process.  There will be many opportunities as this plan evolves to participate. 

Opportunities such as: 

a. Hazard Mitigation Planning Team meetings; 

b. Public meetings or open houses; 

c. Workshops/ Planning Partner specific training sessions; 

d. Public review and comment periods prior to adoption. 

At each and every one of these opportunities, attendance will be recorded.  Attendance records will be used 

to document participation for each planning partner. While attendance at every meeting may not be 

practical, there are meetings which are mandatory.  Each planning partner should attempt to attend as many 

meetings and events as possible, but must attend the minimum established requirement. 

F. There will be mandatory workshops that all planning partners will be required to attend. These 

workshops will cover specific items, one of which will be the proper completion of the 

jurisdictional annex template which is the basis for each partner’s jurisdictional chapter in the plan. 

Failure to have a representative at these mandatory workshops will disqualify the planning partner 

from participation in this effort.  The scheduling for these workshops will be far enough in advance 

to allow the planning partners to attend. 

G. In addition to participation in the mandatory workshops, each partner will be required to complete 

their annex document, and provide it to the planning team in the time frame established. Technical 

assistance in the completion of these annexes will be available, but the actual writing of the annex 

document is the responsibility of each planning partner. Failure to complete your annex in the 

required time frame may lead to disqualification from the partnership. 
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H. Each partner will be asked to perform a “consistency review” and “capabilities assessment” of all 

technical studies, plans, ordinances specific to hazards to determine the existence of any not 

consistent with the same such documents reviewed in the preparation of the County (base) Plan.  In 

the same category, each partner will also be required to review the entire base plan once completed, 

as well as their edited annex. 

I. Each partner will be asked to review the Risk Assessment and identify hazards and vulnerabilities 

specific to its jurisdiction.  Resources will be provided to the jurisdiction with specific mapping 

and technical consultation to aid in this task if the jurisdiction/entity does not have their own 

capacity, but the determination of risk and vulnerability will be up to each partner (through a 

facilitated process during one of the mandatory workshops). 

J. Each partner will be asked to review and determine if the mitigation recommendations chosen in 

the base plan will meet the needs of its jurisdiction.  Projects within each jurisdiction consistent 

with the base plan recommendations will need to be identified and prioritized, and reviewed to 

determine their benefits vs. costs. 

K. Each partner will be required to create its own action plan (mitigation strategies) that identifies 

each project, who will oversee the task, how it will be financed and when it is estimated to occur. 

L. Each partner will be required to formally adopt the plan. 

Planning tools and instructions to aid in the compilation of this information will be provided to all 

committed planning partners.  Each partner will be asked to complete their annexes in a timely manner and 

according to the timeline established during the initial planning meeting. 

** Note**: Once this plan is completed, and FEMA approval has been determined for each partner, 

maintaining that eligibility will be dependent upon each partner implementing the plan’s 

maintenance protocol identified in the plan.  
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Exhibit A.  
Example Letter of Intent to Participate 

 
 

Insert Date:  _____________ 

 

Spokane County Hazard Mitigation Planning Partnership 

C/O:     Gerry Bozarth, CEM 

 Spokane County DEM 

 1121 W Gardner 

 Spokane, WA  99201 

 

Via email at: GBozarth@spokanecounty.org 

 

Dear Spokane County Planning Partnership, 

 

Please be advised that the ____________ (insert City or district name) is committed to participating in the 

update to the Spokane County Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan. As the Chief Administrative Official for 

this jurisdiction, I certify that I will commit all necessary resources in order to meet Partnership expectations 

as outlined in the “Planning Partners expectations” document provided by the planning team, in order to 

obtain Disaster Mitigation Act (DMA) compliance for our jurisdiction. 

Mr./Ms. ________________ will be our jurisdiction’s point of contact for this process and they can be 

reached at (insert: address, phone number and e-mail address). We understand that this designated point 

of contact’s time will be applied to the “in-kind” local match for the grant that is funding this project. To 

aid in the determination of this local match, we have determined that the hourly rate (salary and benefits 

included) for our designated point of contact is $________________.  The funding source for our point of 

contact’s position within our jurisdiction is not through federal funds. 

Sincerely, 
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APPENDIX B.  
PROCEDURES FOR LINKING TO 
THE HAZARD MITIGATION PLAN  

Not all eligible local governments within Spokane County are included in the 2020 Spokane County Hazard 

Mitigation Plan. It is assumed that some or all of these non-participating local governments may choose to 

“link” to the Plan at some point to gain eligibility for programs under the federal Disaster Mitigation Act. 

In addition, some of the current partnership may not continue to meet eligibility requirements due to a lack 

of participation as prescribed by the plan. The following “linkage” procedures define the requirements 

established by the planning partners for dealing with an increase or decrease in the number of planning 

partners linked to this plan. It should be noted that a currently non-participating jurisdiction within the 

defined planning area is not obligated to link to this plan. These jurisdictions may elect to do their own 

“complete” plan that addresses all required elements of 44 CFR Section 201.6. 

INCREASING THE PARTNERSHIP THROUGH LINKAGE 

Eligible linking jurisdictions are instructed to complete all of the following procedures during this time 

frame: 

• The eligible jurisdiction requests a “Linkage Package” by contacting the Point of Contact 

(POC) for the plan: 

Gerry Bozarth 

Disaster Mitigation & Recovery, PIO 

Spokane Department of Emergency Management 

Phone: 509-477-7613 

Email: GBOZARTH@spokanecounty.org 

• The POC will provide a linkage packages that includes: 

– Copy of Volume 1 and 2 of the plan 

– Planning partner’s expectations package. 

– A sample “letter of intent” to link to the Hazard Mitigation Plan Update. 

– A Special Purpose District or City template and instructions. 

– FEMA’s 2013 Hazard Mitigation Catalog  

– A “request for technical assistance” form. 

– A copy of Section 201.6 of Chapter 44, the Code of Federal Regulations (44 CFR), which 

defines the federal requirements for a local hazard mitigation plan. 

• The new jurisdiction will be required to review both volumes of the Hazard Mitigation Plan 

Update, which includes the following key components for the planning area: 

– The planning area risk assessment 

– Goals and objectives 

– Plan implementation and maintenance procedures 

– Comprehensive review of alternatives 

– Countywide initiatives. 

mailto:GBOZARTH@spokanecounty.org
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 Once this review is complete, the jurisdiction will complete its specific annex using the 

template and instructions provided by the POC. Technical assistance can be provided upon 

request by completing the request for technical assistance (TA) form provided in the linkage 

package. This TA may be provided by the POC or any other resource within the Planning 

Partnership or a currently participating City or Special Purposes District partner. The POC will 

determine who will provide the TA and the possible level of TA based on resources available 

at the time of the request. 

• The new jurisdiction will be required to develop a public involvement strategy that ensures the 

public’s ability to participate in the plan development process. At a minimum, the new 

jurisdiction must make an attempt to solicit public opinion on hazard mitigation at the onset of 

this linkage process and a minimum of one public meeting to present their draft jurisdiction 

specific annex for comment, prior to adoption by the governing body. The Planning Partnership 

will have resources available to aid in the public involvement strategy such as the Plan website. 

However, it will be the new jurisdiction’s responsibility to implement and document this 

strategy for incorporation into its annex. It should be noted that the Jurisdictional Annex 

templates do not include a section for the description of the public process. This is because the 

original partnership was covered under a uniform public involvement strategy that covered the 

planning area described in Volume 1 of the plan. Since new partners were not addressed by 

that strategy, they will have to initiate a new strategy, and add a description of that strategy to 

their annex. For consistency, new partners are encouraged to follow the public involvement 

format utilized by the initial planning effort as described in Volume 1 of the plan. 

• Once their public involvement strategy is completed and they have completed their template, 

the new jurisdiction will submit the completed package to the POC for a pre-adoption review 

to ensure conformance with the plan format. 

• The POC will review for the following: 

– Documentation of Public Involvement strategy 

– Conformance of template entries with guidelines outlined in instructions 

– Chosen initiatives are consistent with goals, objectives and mitigation catalog of the 

Planning Area Hazard Mitigation Plan Update 

– A Designated point of contact 

– A ranking of risk specific to the jurisdiction. 

 The POC may utilize members of the Planning Team or other resources to complete this review. 

All proposed linked annexes will be submitted to the Planning Team for review and comment 

prior to submittal to the Washington Emergency Management Division (WAEMD). 

• Plans approved and accepted by the Planning Team will be forwarded to WAEMD for review 

with a cover letter stating the forwarded plan meets local approved plan standards and whether 

the plan is submitted with local adoption or for criteria met/plan not adopted review. 

• WAEMD will review plans for federal compliance. Non-Compliant plans are returned to the 

Lead agency for correction. Compliant plans are forwarded to FEMA for review with 

annotation as to the adoption status. 

• FEMA reviews the new jurisdiction’s plan in association with the approved plan to ensure 

DMA compliance. FEMA notifies new jurisdiction of results of review with copies to WAEMD 

and approved planning authority. 

• New jurisdiction corrects plan shortfalls (if necessary) and resubmits to WAEMD through the 

approved plan lead agency. 



APPENDIX B. PROCEDURES FOR LINKING TO THE HAZARD MITIGATION PLAN 

B-3 

• For plans with no shortfalls from the FEMA review that have not been adopted, the new 

jurisdiction governing authority adopts the plan (if not already accomplished) and forwards 

adoption resolution to FEMA with copies to lead agency and WAEMD. 

• FEMA regional director notifies new jurisdiction governing authority of plan approval. 

The new jurisdiction plan is then included with the regional plan with the commitment from the new 

jurisdiction to participate in the ongoing plan implementation and maintenance. 

DECREASING THE PARTNERSHIP 

The eligibility afforded under this process to the planning partnership can be rescinded in two ways. First, 

a participating planning partner can ask to be removed from the partnership. This may be done because the 

partner has decided to develop its own plan or has identified a different planning process for which it can 

gain eligibility. A partner that wishes to voluntarily leave the partnership shall inform the POC of this desire 

in writing. This notification can occur any time during the calendar year. A jurisdiction wishing to pursue 

this avenue is advised to make sure that it is eligible under the new planning effort, to avoid any period of 

being out of compliance with the Disaster Mitigation Act. 

After receiving this notification, the POC shall immediately notify both WAEMD and FEMA in writing 

that the partner in question is no longer covered by the Hazard Mitigation Plan Update, and that the 

eligibility afforded that partner under this plan should be rescinded based on this notification. 

The second way a partner can be removed from the partnership is by failure to meet the participation 

requirements specified in the “Planning Partner Expectations” package provided to each partner at the 

beginning of the process, or the plan maintenance and implementation procedures specified in Volume 1 

of the plan. Each partner agreed to these terms by adopting the plan. 

Eligibility status of the planning partnership will be monitored by the POC. The determination of whether 

a partner is meeting its participation requirements will be based on the following parameters: 

• Are progress reports being submitted annually by the specified time frames? 

• Are partners notifying the POC of changes in designated points of contact? 

• Are the partners supporting the Planning Partners by attending designated meetings or 

responding to needs identified by the body? 

• Are the partners continuing to be supportive as specified in the Planning Partners expectations 

package provided to them at the beginning of the process? 

Participation in the plan does not end with plan approval. This partnership was formed on the premise that 

a group of planning partners would pool resources and work together to strive to reduce risk within the 

planning area. Failure to support this premise lessens the effectiveness of this effort. The following 

procedures will be followed to remove a partner due to the lack of participation: 

• The POC will advise the Planning Partnership of this pending action and provide evidence or 

justification for the action. Justification may include: multiple failures to submit annual 

progress reports, failure to attend meetings determined to be mandatory by the Planning 

Partnership, failure to act on the partner’s action plan, or inability to reach designated point of 

contact after a minimum of five attempts. 

• The Planning Partnership will review information provided by POC, and determine action by 

a vote. The Planning Partnership will invoke the voting process established during the 

formation of this body. 
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• Once the Planning Partnership has approved an action, the POC will notify the planning partner 

of the pending action in writing via certified mail. This notification will outline the grounds for 

the action, and ask the partner if it is their desire to remain as a partner. This notification shall 

also clearly identify the ramifications of removal from the partnership. The partner will be 

given 30 days to respond to the notification. 

• Confirmation by the partner that they no longer wish to participate or failure to respond to the 

notification shall trigger the procedures for voluntary removal discussed above. 

• Should the partner respond that they would like to continue participation in the partnership, 

they must clearly articulate an action plan to address the deficiencies identified by the POC. 

This action plan shall be reviewed by the Planning Partnership to determine whether the actions 

are appropriate to rescind the action. Those partners that satisfy the Planning Partnership’s 

review will remain in the partnership, and no further action is required. 

• Automatic removal from the partnership will be implemented for partners where these actions 

have to be initiated more than once in a 5 year planning cycle 

 



 

 

 


