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INTRODUCTION

Natural disasters are serious threats that endanger lives and property in Idaho. The Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk
Portfolio (IMHRP) is a tool designed to evaluate the risk of flood, wildfire, and seismic activity to life and private
property so that both governments and individuals within the state can be better plan for, respond to, and mitigate
the effects of natural hazards. IMHRP presents the geospatial natural hazard risk inventory as a desk reference to
convey a common vision of flood, wildfire, and seismic hazards throughout the state. Flooding, wildfires, and
seismic events happen throughout Idaho every year. This 2014 update to the previous two iterations of the portfolio
incorporates a number of datasets to provide a detailed overview of the risk of the three hazards broken down into
84 watersheds within Idaho.

Flood

Flooding is perhaps the single most common, costly, and predictable natural hazard in Idaho. Riverine flooding
continues to be hazardous to the population living near streams and other water bodies, especially when spring rains
compound runoff from mountain snow pack into water systems near areas of concentrated population. Flooding can
damage property and infrastructure, especially rural roads and bridges, as well as displace the population living in
imperiled areas.

Seismic

Idaho sits between the Pacific Coast’s fault lines and the volcanic hotspot of Yellowstone to the east, as well as
within the Basin and Range tectonic province. This translates into a seismic risk throughout all of Idaho. Within the
state, there are a small number of quaternary fault lines that are considered to be hazardous. Seismic events in Idaho
are common, though significant damage to people and property resulting from these events is rare. The most
significant seismic disaster in Idaho is the 1983 Borah Peak earthquake which registered a 6.9 on the moment
magnitude scale. The quake occurred outside of Challis, Idaho, on a fault along the Lost River Range, caused
millions of dollars worth of damage to private property and public infrastructure, and took the lives of two children.
While the vast majority of seismic events go unnoticed, the potential for significant events exist in the geologic
features in Idaho and surrounding states.

Wildfire

Wildfires within Idaho are very common during the summer months. Every year, hundreds of thousands of acres on
private and public lands burn in wildfire events. The majority of these events occur naturally as the result of
lightning strikes, but also occur because of human activity. Oftentimes these fires occur in the Wildland-Urban
Interface (WUI), the area where homes, communities and transportation corridors mesh with undeveloped areas.
Property within these regions is at a serious risk to damage resulting from wildfires. A number of factors contribute
to the overall wildfire risk; the condition of the forest or rangeland, the resources available to suppression efforts,
the potential for fire-related mass movements, the population and the amount of private property within the WUL

3|Page

Moyie
Lower
Koatenai

Sriogt Middle Kootenai

Pend b~ Pend Oreille_LoWer
Oreille  Lake ClarkFork

Upper Upper
Spokane  Coeur d'Alene
Coeur d'Alene
Lake South Fork Coeur d'Alene

St. Joe

North Fork __Upper
Clearwater North Fork

Clearwater
Clearwater Lochsa
Lower Middle Fork
Snake-Asolin Ciea':va‘tler Lower Selway

South Fork Selway
Hells Canyon Clearwater

Idaho Watersheds

Watersheds

0 30 60
— Miles

Lower
Salmon  Middie Salmon
-Chamberiain :
Little Middle
Salmon Lower Middle Salmon
Brownlee Reservoir Sauh Foliork Seimon. Fanthe
zsdmnumr
-g § Middle %&
Weiser = bl Fork 2
5 Salmon Upper
Middle Fork Payette . Beaver  Hen
South  Upper Salmon 3 Birch _Camas B
Fork Payette % Medicine
Payette L, % Lodge Lower Henrys
s‘“khibt:lt:lle —_— Middle Forks Bi
e-Payatte g Teton
Lowse s e Big Lost Idaho Falls
Boise South Wood .g’
Fork Boise American )
Caney Falis %
Middle Snake . | o 3-?
s S —
Portneuf %ﬁ‘a Salt
Middle Owyhee oy
Upper Bruneau Bear
Olryhes Salmon df i e Lake cenral
ul
East Little Owyhee ok Valley \ o S
~South Fork Owyhee Lower \Jﬂle Bear-Logan
Bear-Malad




Idaho Cities

&.
2
5
<
=
3
g
E
&)
5

A Cities
Rivers

o
s
Z
5
[
0

- Lakes

© Watersheds
Transportation

s Interstate

———— State Highway
= U.S. Highway

Nevada

4|Page



City Name
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Hazard Characterization and the Ranking Process

To determine the overall risk for each hazard, the team at Idaho Bureau of Homeland Security (IBHS), developed a
series of inputs that well represented the hazards and consequences of each natural hazard and watershed. The
methodology and content of the report was vetted through a series of internal and external review processes which
included members of Technical Advisory Groups for each natural hazard. Each input is represented on the maps,
narratives, and tables of each watershed in the report. The results of the equation were broken down into three risk
categories: High, Medium, and Low. The risk rank for each hazard was then placed into a logic table to determine
the watershed’s overall risk rank. The equation, methodologies, and logic of the ranking in full can be found on the
following pages.

Flood

The flood section of the Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio is built upon the previous two iterations of the report:
the Idaho Flood Risk Portfolio (2011) and the Idaho Flood and Seismic Risk Portfolio (IFSRP, 2013). The analysis
included life and property, population and the percentage of the watershed that is privately owned. This third
version of the portfolio hones the analysis to include both the population within the watershed, the population at
risk of flooding based, as well as essential facilities at risk of flooding as the consequence portion of the risk
calculation. The hazards taken into consideration are the presence of levees and hazardous dams, determined by the
hazard classification methodology used by Idaho Department of Water Resources (note: the classification of dam
hazard does not imply dam risk, it is merely a categorization according to the potential downstream damage in the
event of a breach or other catastrophe).

Each factor in the risk equation is ordered from smallest to largest and assigned a ranking value from one upward.
For example, when the population input is sorted, the Lower Boise is given a 78 because it has the highest
population in the state, whereas the watersheds with no permanent inhabitants, the least populated, are given a 1.
Next, the inputs are weighted according to their contribution to overall flood risk and added together with the other
consequence factors and hazard factors, respectively. The consequence subtotal is multiplied by the hazard subtotal
and the watersheds are arranged by their overall risk score. The 25 with the highest score are considered to be high
risk, the next 25 are considered to be of medium risk, and the remainder are considered to be of low risk. It was
determined that 25 was a natural grouping in the number of watersheds in Idaho (84 in this portfolio). The table
used to determine the risk, including all inputs, weights, and ranks can be found on the following page.

Risk Score = C(P,, + F, + E,,) * H(D,, + L,,)

w = Weighted Population score

w = Weighted Population at Risk of Flooding score

E, = Weighted Essential Facilities in the Floodplain score
D,, = Weighted Dams of Concern score

L, = Weighted Levee score

P,
F,
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Flood Risk Ranking Table

2012 Pop. @ Risk Essential

IFSRP. Facilities in Dams(significant or High Population Rank Facilities Rank | Consequence Dam Hazard Levee Hazard
Watershed RISKRANK | Rank 2010 Population | Pop. Rank Pop. @ Risk of Flood Flood Pop. Rank Floodplain Hazard) Dam Hazard Rank Levees Levee Rank Rank Weighted | Weighted Weighted Subtotal Weighted Weight Subtotal TOTALRISK
Lower Boise H 1 573637 78 238 67 1 20 EE 1365 113.9 2 2524 .2 3.2 6. 1640.6
Clearwater H 9 45898 72 1710 55 9 El ) 17 126 935 1 2205 2 42 6. 1433.25
Payette H 3 30522 66 2357 65 2 1 11 18 11 1155 1105 5 231 7 2.7 51 12705
Big Wood H 7 23221 62 131 51 1 7 7 23 16 1085 867 9 2042 I 57 117415
South Fork Coeur d'Alene H a 11035 57 3711 62 7 8 8 19 2 99.75 105.4 7 21215 1060.75
Weiser H 5 6771 50 1055 8 B 18 ) 12 9 875 816 177.1 2. 52 929.775
South Fork Clearwater H 33 9131 52 470 22 [ 1 2 5 18 o1 714 163.4 0. a. 817
Blackfoot 19 58074 73 5546 66 [ 2 3 13 10 127.7¢ 112 2409 0.7 2. 32 783.0875
American Falls 10 77212 74 2935 59 ) 5 3 8 7 129, 100. 230. 1 17 32 7501
Upper Snake-Rock 2 107887 77 217 56 14 1 11 0 1 134.7: 95 1 239.9: 27 02 719.85
Lower Kootenai 8 10481 56 285 36 [ 1 2 22 15 o 61 160. o. 3.7 3 68085
Portneuf 11 86445 75 2282 57 3 4 4 5 7 3 1312 96 2321 12 & I 638.4125
st Joe H 6 8738 51 802 46 ) 1 [) 1 21 14 89.2 782 168.45 02 = . 6316875
Idaho Falls H 15 33155 68 3126 60 ) 1 0 1 13 10 11 102 22 02 2. 6105
North Fork Payette H 20 9791 54 218 33 30 ) 25 14 0 1 9. 1 1 1616 Bl .2 . 606
Middle Snake-Succor H 31 18071 61 2908 58 14 10 10 10 0 1 106.7 3 1 21535 2 2 7 5922125
Upper Spokane H 16 99092 76 1608 53 [ 1 7 7 3 3 13 X 2201 17 7 2 560.25
CJ. Strike Reservoir H 30 26527 63 1134 49 ) 1 10 10 0 1 110.25 3 194,55 2 2 27" 535.0125
Lake Walcott H 26 37901 71 3873 64 5 6 7 7 0 1 12425 108.8 239.05 17 2 478.1
Middle Bear H 2 14847 60 18 8 5 6 18 ] 0 1 105 136 1246 .2 3.2 402.95
Widdle Salmon-Panther H a8 5895 a7 163 30 2 3 2 3 1 8 8225 51 136.25 0.7 2.7 374.6875
Bear Lake H 28 9713 53 453 a1 1 2 7 7 0 1 7 69.7 164. 17 02 3289
Coeur d'Alene Lake H 17 34838 69 1219 50 ) 1 0 1 6 5 1207 85 206 02 12 1 310.125
Lower Henrys H 27 30196 65 614 3 [ 1 1 2 5 4 137 731 187. X 1 281775
Little Wood H 3 10005 55 3543 61 1 2 2 3 1 2 2 103.7 201 07 12 252.4375
Upper Salmon 50 2856 a1 302 37 0 T 5 3 0 1 7 2. 135, 1 ¥ 17 237.3875
Upper Henrys 6 2845 40 94 2 2 3 7 7 0 1 7 7 110. 17 2208
Pend Oreille Lake 18 37818 70 1662 54 a 5 2 3 0 1 122 1 2193 0.7 2193
Lower Salmon 36 1858 35 48 1 ) 1 ) 1 12 9 612 3 86.05 02 I al 215.125
Palouse 14 31487 67 1447 52 1 1 2 117.2 a 206.6: 0. 0 20665
Lower Bear-Malad 37 3867 a4 7 6 3 7 7 2 0. 17 02 1804
Widdle Snake-Payette 2 11145 58 799 5 1 1 2 101 5 17 0. 179
Bruneau 59 670 23 164 31 2 4 5 40.2: 7 94.9 12 . a 142.425
Little Salmon 0 2399 38 103 23 1 3 2 6 106 ¥ 12 133.25
Goose 35 6613 %9 1006 a7 [ T 1 2 0 1 85.7 166.6° X ¥ 07 124.9875
Big Lost a4 3998 5 632 a4 1 2 1 2 0 1 78.7 1555 X ¥ 07 116.6625
Lemhi ™ 2 1881 37 159 28 [ 1 1 2 1 2 64.75 a7, 11335 X 0. 11335
Brownlee Reservoir ™ a2 5185 6 388 39 ) 1 1 2 0 1 80.5 66. 147.8 X 02 07 11085
Teton I 27668 64 3774 3 [ 1 ) 1 11 107. 220. 02 02 X 110.05
Camas 3 1034 2 173 2 1 2 2 1 50.7 107.1: 07 02 107.15
Lower Clark Fork 1619 3 141 7 1 2 1 2 57.7 105.6 105.65
Boise-Mores 2 3416 4 223 4 [ 1 1 1 7: 132 07 99225
Willow 2 6290 2 128 5 1 2 1 1 128. 07 96375
Raft 39 1877 36 162 29 [ T 1 2 0 1 3 113 ¥ 07 84.975
Lower Snake-Asotin 38 13754 59 273 35 ) 1 0 1 0 1 103.25 163.7 .2 . 81875
Upper Owyhee ™ 64 381 19 20 1 1 2 3 5 0 1 3325 187 5395 2 1 80925
Palisades ™ 29 761 25 73 20 2 3 2 3 0 1 2375 34 8075 7 8075
Salmon Falls ™ 51 882 27 3 13 [ 1 2 3 0 1 47.2: 2 1 703 3 ¥ 7035
Beaver-Camas ™ 34 2403 39 408 40 [ 1 0 1 0 1 68.2 68 1 137.2: 0. 68.625
Widdle Fork Clearwater a1 1508 3 69 1 1 [ 1 2 5 32 89 I 07 66.975
Priest 23 3623 4 129 2 1 0 1 1 75.2 4. 1204 0. 60225
Medicine Lodge a7 825 2 383 3 1 [ 1 1 25 64. 111 0. 55.55
Pend Oreille 65 1321 3 19 1 1 1 2 1 52. g 7 ¥ 7 52875
Moyie 61 925 2 21 1 1 1 2 1 4 204 704 7 52.
Lower North Fork Clearwater L 3 662 2 52 16 2 3 1 2 0 1 85 272 3 7 ¥ 7 51525
Jordan L 57 78 1 [ 1 7 7 5 3 0 1 19.25 7 7 27.95 17 289125
Hangman T a5 1726 34 73 21 [ 1 0 1 0 1 9.5 7 1 6.2 02 ¥ X 481
South Fork Payette L 69 557 21 52 15 [ 1 1 2 0 1 36.75 1 63.25 07 47.4375
Little Lost 5 333 17 54 17 [ 1 ) 1 2 297 596 I 07 47375
South Fork Boise 5 261 16 1 9 ) 1 2 3 1 2 4. 43
Widdle Fork Payette 5 1350 31 6 18 [ 1 [ 1 1 54.2 8528 [X 42925
Curlew Valley 5 362 18 5 1 2 2 3 1 31 4 )
Upper Coeur d'Alene [ 281 20 12 2 ) 1 0 1 1 3 a 76. [X 384
salt 63 282 14 ) 1 [ 1 2 3 0 1 2, 27. 272
Little Spokane 67 691 2 ) 1 [ 1 [ 1 0 1 a: E . 2235
Pahsimerol 62 255 15 16 7 [ 1 0 1 0 1 26.2 119 3915 3 ¥ 19575
Central Bear 54 135 13 6 4 ) 1 0 1 0 1 27 8 3055 15275
Lochsa 68 79 I 1 1 1 1 2 7 1 237 I ¥ 11.85
Middle Salmon-Chamberlain 75 a7 3 1 1 1 15.7 1 1 218 10.925
South Fork Salmon 74 64 1 1 1 1 1 17. 7 1 20, 101
Lower Middle Fork Salmon 78 a 1 4 3 1 3. 7 4 9 92
Hells Canyon 53 21 1 1 2 1 8.7 7 114 0. 07 8.5875
Middle Owyhee 71 21 5 [ 1 [ 1 1 2 0 1 8.7 7 114 0 07 8.5875
North and Middle Forks Boise 76 a4 8 [ 1 [ 1 [ 1 0 1 14 7 167 835
Rock 73 36 7 ) 1 ) 1 ) 1 0 1 1225 7 14.9: 7.475
Lower Selway 77 28 3 1 2 [ 1 0 1 0 1 105 4 14, 7.45
Birch 70 18 2 [ T 0 T 0 1 0 1 7 7 9 I ¥ 485
Upper Middle Fork Salmon 79 5 3 [ 1 ) 1 0 1 0 1 525 7 7.9 3975
East Little Owyhee L 80 [ 1 [ 1 [ 1 [ 1 0 1 75 7 245 2.225
Little Bear-Logan L 8 ) 1 ) 1 ) 1 0 1 0 1 75 7 445 2.225
Middle Kootenai [ 84 [ 1 [ 1 [ 1 [ 1 0 1 75 7 245 2225
South Fork Owyhee L 81 [ 1 [ 1 [ 1 0 1 0 1 75 7 245 2.225
Upper North Fork Clearwater [ 72 [ 1 [ 1 [ 1 [ 1 0 1 75 7 245 2.225
Upper Selway L 82 ) 1 ) 1 ) 1 ) 1 0 1 75 7 445 2.225
Weights 175 17 1 025 025
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This third update to the Risk Portfolio includes the first analysis of wildfire risk to people and property in Idaho.
Like the flood section, the wildfire risk analysis compiles a series of inputs that depict wildfire hazard to
communities and consequences of wildfire events: life and property.

The Relative Risk to Communities and Ecosystems from Uncharacteristic Wildland Fire in Idaho (2009) data from
Idaho Department of Lands, shown to the right, was used to develop the hazard component of the equation. The
dataset breaks Idaho down into five different categories. To use the data in the overall risk equation, the layer was
clipped to the boundaries of each watershed; the area of each category determined in relation to the overall area of
the watershed was found so that the percentage of each watershed the category occupies could be entered into the
equation table and weighted. The consequence portion of the risk calculation includes the overall population of the
watershed and the number of structures within the Wildland-Urban Interface (IBHS SHMP, 2013) of the watershed
(note: the WUI is not present in every watershed). If there was a lack of WUI, a 0 was entered into the equation
table for the sake of consistency.

Each consequence faction in the risk equation is ordered from smallest to largest and assigned a ranking value from
one upward. For example, when the population input is sorted, the Lower Boise is given a 78 because it has the
highest population in the state, whereas the watersheds with no permanent inhabitants, the least populated, are
given a 1. Next, the inputs are weighted according to their relative contribution to wildfire risk; the percentage of
the watershed that is high risk is weighted more heavily than the percentage of the watershed that is low risk. The
weighted values of each risk component are then added together to determine the consequence subtotal and the
hazard subtotal, respectively. The product of the multiplication of these two values gives the overall risk score.

The 25 with the highest score are considered to be high risk, the next 25 are considered to be of medium risk, and
the remainder are considered to be of low risk. The table used to determine the risk, including all inputs, weights,
and ranks can be found on the following page. It was determined that 25 was a natural number for the high and
medium risk groups for the 84 watersheds in Idaho.

Risk Score = C(Py, + W,,) x H(R,,)

P,, = Weighted Population score
W,, = Weighted Structures in WUI score
R,, = Weighted Overall Wildfire Risk Score
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio

Wildfire Risk Ranking Table
201

o Population Structures in WUl % HUC Low % Low HUC % HUC Low- % HUC Low-Mod % HUC % HUC Mod % HUC Mod- % HUC Mod-High %HUC HUC Fire Hazard
Watershed RISk | Population Rank wul Rank Risk Weighted Mod Weight Moderate Weight High Weight High Weight Subtotal
Payette H 30522 67 4575 6 002 00055 000 [ 027 0108 030 0152 0.40 02828
Lower Boise H 573637 79 182070 54 036 0.05075 003 0.0105 012 00476 026 0132 022 01561
Upper Spokane H 99092 77 14123 51 000 ) 000 [ 071 02856 029 0143 0.00 )
Pend Oreille Lake H 37818 7 17322 52 X ) 0077 01236 47 0233 0.0028
Coeur d'Alene Lake H 34838 7 11614 29 ) X 000735 X 02244 a2 02085 X [
Clearwater 45898 7 2808 38 X 00165 ¥ 006825 ¥ 01202 36 01775 X 00427
South Fork Coeur d'Alene 11035 5626 47 X 0 X ) ¥ 00936 .77 0383 X 0
Weiser 6771 1757 3 0.005 000245 0084 01745 02898
CJ. Strike Reservoir 26527 2674 7 3 0.06275 .0609 0.05 0122 0144
Upper Snake-Rock 107887 27069 3 0023 45 1582 0082 0067 0011
Palouse 31487 3185 0 0.06275 04 0126 0116 02115
i P 11145 569 6 X 00065 .02 .0063 01852 32 0161 0119
Brownlee Reservoir H 5185 47 1960 34 o1 0043 .04 00133 .23 00916 2 o011 4 02387
Lower Kootenal H 10481 57 3747 22 0.0: 0.01225 .07 00252 71 02844 17 0084 )
Portneuf 86445 7 148 1 3 005425 006265 25 0.098 7 01345 00637
North Fork Payette 791 12306 0 X 0.03975 X 005285 X 0174 ¥ 01275 0
738 4108 X [ X 000035 .74 2964 ¥ 0129 X [
ower Snake-Asotin 13754 92 X 0.0005 X 01337 .14 .0576 ¥ 01385 ¥ 1365
ke Walcott 37901 6785 0.13025 . 008715 X .0524 X 00425 X .0098
oise-Mores 3416 2898 X 002725 002415 .0928 101 ¥ 2401
i 18071 2076 . 0.061 X 01127 ¥ 0968 X .093 0042
outh Fork Clearwater 9131 2135 X 0036 X 00112 X 0304 X .032 )
riest 3623 3424 [ X [ ¥ 02948 124 00105
ig Wood 23221 [ X 0.036 0.0469 3 01436 01165 0.091
lackfoot 58074 [ 0.06525 X 012355 .2 0096 00675 00077
Middle Bear ™M 14847 3 21 5 06 001575 007455 5 02236 5 00725 0014
Middle Salmon-Panther ™M 5895 4 2522 36 001775 6 02764 7 .034 0553
American Falls ™M 77212 7 1 00855 017725 0 00376 .026 0035
Little Wood ™M 10005 15 4 001525 X 0.0462 X 0168 X 188 X .0077
Lower Henrys 30196 106 15 2 011425 . 005705 X 0.1304 X .019 X 0105
Upper Henrys 2845 2111 a X 0044 X 003885 X 0268 X .022 )
Teton 27668 83 1 X .09925 X 012705 1 00852 o013 00007
Little Salmon 2399 1609 3 X .01825 0.0007 7 03084 077 [
Idaho Falls 33155 [ 11225 X 013475 5 0.06 .008 [
Lower Bear-Malad ™M 3867 45 89 1 03425 00623 3 0932 214 00168
Bear Lake ™M 9713 4 ) .00025 01204 4 2552 0.0085 0.0007
Pend Oreille ™M 1321 531 [ [ 0832 039 )
Lemhi ™M 1881 743 00335 00672 224 00505 00084
Middle Fork Payette 1350 1748 [ X [ X 3632 X 0046 X
Lower Salmon 1858 286 X 0027 X 00322 X 2392 X 00645 X 0051
Lower Clark Fork 1619 1010 . 00765 X X 1288 X 0186
Middle Fork Clearwater 1598 282 X ) 0242 01975
Goose 6613 [ 0.09225 X 0.117¢ X 0.0268 . 0114 35.41565
Little Spokane ™M 691 5 260 16 [ 0 00 X
Willow ™M 6290 9 27 6 .48 0.11875 4 011 X 0058 04 o X 32838
Camas ™M 1034 30 1 .03 00085 8 00290 X .0356 .48 0. ¥ 0219 X 3250995
Upper Saimon ™M 2856 a2 1 14 0.03425 .16 005565 X 2672 04 001 X [
aft 1877 X 0011 ¥ 00938 X 1548 27 0136 X 0021
ig Lost 3998 4 010275 . 01022 ¥ 1068 .0 00145
Hangman 1726 a X 0.00025 X 02198 ¥ .0916 X 0071
oyie 925 37 2 3 0052 X ) X .2672 X 0062
eaver-Camas 2403 0.07575 . 005285 X 2096 X 0011
alisades 761 503 2 X 0.03675 0.0959 2252 0.0085 X
South Fork Payette 557 844 2 0.066 4 00133 X 0246 X 0029 X 0.018:
ower North Fork Clearwater 662 3 288 2 1 0048 00105 .7 0296 00185 )
almon Falls 882 8 303 19 4 012075 005705 .2 [OXE 0039 [
outh Fork Boise 261 7 516 2 007775 003255 3 0.1 0074 0.0686
runeau 670 2 594 27 02005 003465 .0 0.021¢ 00225 0.0007
edicine Lodge 825 7 X 0085 01414 0.066: 0033 00161
Upper Coeur d'Alene 481 X ) X ) X 0354 X .0565 X )
Curlew Valley 362 0041 . 00994 X 011 . 1285 X 00007
Salt 242 6 1 3 0.05625 008505 0.2008 0005 X 00203
Central Bear 135 0.02725 . 003535 X 00604 X 2235 X 01344
Pahsimerol 255 1 6 1 .48 0121 . 0.0896 2 .0912 .0 0016
Little Lost 333 T 1 4 0.10525 17535 0 .0312 0 )
Upper Owyhee 381 2 1 X 021325 .02765 o .0268 o [ X
North and Middle Forks Boise a4 28] 17 0.14925 X .01015 3 1416 .0: 001 X
jordan 78 3 X Y 15225 1 .0732 X 00605 X 00602
Middle Salmon-Chamberlain a7 X 001725 X 0.004¢ KT 3604 X 0.0025 X 0.008:
ochsa 79 X 01325 X a 0188 [
outh Fork Salmon 64 3 0.05225 0.0084 7 03068 )
ock 36 2 00565 . 02677 0 0.0036 X [ X
Lower Selway L 28 7 ) 1 025 00625 000 ) 075 03 000 ) 0.00 )
Hells Canyon L 21 5 [ 1 006 0016 011 00392 078 03112 005 0023 0.00 )
Lower Middle Fork Salmon L a 2 35 7 027 0.06675 003 0.0098 067 02684 000 ) 003 00231
Middle Owyhee L 2 3 [ 1 1 02495 000 0.0007 000 [ 000 [ 0.00 [
Birch L 1 2 7 2 015975 7 005915 Ll 001
Upper Middle Fork Salmon L 3 1 0.09675 X 0.00035 6 02452
Little Bear-Logan L 1 1 [ 0 04
Upper North Fork Clearwater | L 1 1 008 .6 0272
Upper Selway L 1 1 5 012925 2 01932
East Little Owyhee L 1 1 00 025 X [
Middle Kootenai L 1 1 025 0 [
South Fork Owyhee L 1 1 025 X .0 [
WEIGHTS 2 1 025 035 040 050 070
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio

Seismic

This third update to the Risk Portfolio builds upon the last Idaho Flood and Seismic Risk Portfolio’s
analysis of seismic risk in Idaho to include a comprehensive analysis of each individual watershed.

Regional Geologic History

Geologic periods are measured on timescales of millions of years, far beyond those measured in human life.
The two most recent periods, the Neogene (23.03-2.58 millon years ago) and Quaternary (~2.6 million years
to present) are times in which most of the current regional tectonic regimes were established. Prior to and
during the early Neogene period, the entire west coast underwent subduction, the process of denser oceanic
crust converging with and sliding under more buoyant North American continental crust. This caused
regional compression and thickening of the continental crust, allowing mountain ranges to form. Remnants
of this subduction still occur across the rim of the Pacific Northwest but a majority of this ancient oceanic
tectonic plate was subducted during the Neogene, transforming what was a convergence zone into a strike-
slip zone with plates sliding past each along the San Andreas Fault in California. This switch from a
convergence zone with compressional stresses in the early Neogene to a zone with those continental stresses
no longer applied allowed for extension and thinning of the crust which continues today. This has resulted in
a series of north-south trending extensional faults known as the Basin and Range Province, which includes
portions of southern and eastern Idaho.

Yellowstone Tectonic Parabola

Approximately 15 million years ago a hot plume formed under the crust of the Idaho-Oregon-Nevada
border. This plume, termed the Yellowstone Hotspot based off its present location below Yellowstone
National Park, remained stationary while continental crust slid slowly to the southwest. While the crust
moved over the hotspot, crustal rocks melted and formed massive eruptive volcanic centers which become
younger to the northeast. The figure to the right shows the age progression of seismic activity leading away
from the ancient Yellowstone eruptive centers in a parabolic shape around the eastern Snake River Plain.
The Central Idaho Seismic Zone and the Intermountain Seismic Belt both appear to have relationships with
this hotspot track. It should be noted that the other seismic zones within Idaho don’t appear to have a
relationship with this model. For more details on the geologic history and hazards, please refer to Putting
Down Roots in Earthquake Country: Your Handbook for Earthquakes in Idaho (URL:
http://www.bhs.idaho.gov/Pages/Preparedness/Hazards/NaturalHazards/Earthquake.aspx)
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio

Risk Ranking

This third update to the Risk Portfolio builds upon the last Idaho Flood and Seismic Risk Portfolio’s
analysis of seismic risk in Idaho to include a comprehensive analysis of each individual watershed.

The Ground Acceleration Map (2014) data (included in the Figure on page 13) and the Quaternary Fault
(2014) data (shown to the right) from United States Geological Survey, was used to develop the hazard
component of the equation. Peak Ground Acceleration is a predicted measurement of ground motion that
may be equal to or exceeded 2% annually over a 50 year period. The dataset breaks the likelihood of
acceleration down into five different categories. To use the data in the overall risk equation, the layer was
clipped to the boundaries of each watershed; the area of each risk category determined in relation to the
overall area of the watershed was found so that the percentage of each watershed the category occupies
could be entered into the equation table and weighted. The consequence portion of the risk calculation
includes the overall population of the watershed and the number of essential facilities within 25 miles of a
quaternary fault (note: faults used in the analysis are from the USGS Quaternary Fault database and only
includes faults less than 130,000 years of age).

Each consequence fraction in the risk equation is ordered from smallest to largest and assigned a ranking
value from one upward. For example, when the population input is sorted, the Lower Boise is given a 78
because it has the highest population in the state, whereas the watersheds with no permanent inhabitants, the
least populated, are given a 1. Next, the inputs are weighted according to their relative contribution to
seismic risk; the percentage of the watershed that is high risk is weighted more heavily than the percentage
of the watershed that is low risk. The weighted values of each risk component are then added together to
determine the consequence subtotal and the hazard subtotal, respectively. The product of the multiplication
of these two values gives the overall risk score.

The 25 with the highest score are considered to be high risk, the next 25 are considered to be of medium
risk, and the remainder are considered to be of low risk. The table used to determine the risk, including all
inputs, weights, and ranks can be found on the following page.

Risk Score = C(P,, + E,,) * H(GA,, + E,)

P,, = Weighted Population score

E, = Weighted Essential Facilities within 25 Miles of a Fault score
GA,, = Weighted Ground Acceleration Subtotal

F,, = Weighted Percentage of Watershed within 25 Miles of a Fault
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Seismic Risk ing Table
Est. Fac. Est. Est. GA Low- GA GA Mod- % HUC within Est. Ground
RISK 2010 op. . ‘Within 25mi Facilities Facilities Ground GA Low GA Low- Mod GA GA Mod Mod- High GA GA High 25 miles of Q % HUC Pop. Facilities Consequence % HUC Acceleration Hazard Total
Watershed CLASS Population Rank Weighted of Q fault Rank Weight Accel Low Weight Moderate Weight Mod Weight High Weight High Weight Fault Weight Weighted Weight Subtotal Weight Subtotal Subtot Risk
Blackfoot H 07 73 146 21 14 16.8 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.38 0.15 0.61 31 0.01 0.007 0.68 0.14 146 162. 97.58266
Teton H 27668 64 128 32 18 216 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 048 0.19 0.52 0.26 0.00 0 1.00 0.20 128 X 149.¢ . 97.47731
Middle Bear H 14847 60 120 19 13 156 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.50 0.00 0 1.00 0.20 120 135. 94.91999
Portneuf H 86445 75 150 13 11 13.2 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.58 0.23 0.39 0.20 0.00 0 0.69 0.14 150 163.2 93.83496
Idaho Falls H 33155 68 136 24 16 19.2 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.02 0.93 037 0.01 0.01 0.00 0 0.94 0.19 136 155. 90.95138
Bear Lake H 9713 53 106 30 17 204 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.50 0.00 0 1.00 0.20 106 . 126.4 2 88.48
Lower Henrys H 30196 65 130 19 13 156 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.73 0.29 0.27 0.14 0.00 0 0.86 0.17 130 14s. 87.08135
Payette H 30522 66 132 40 19 228 0.15 0.04 0.55 0.19 0.30 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 1.00 0.20 132 154.¢ 85.13999
North Fork Payette H 9791 54 108 24 16 19.2 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.02 0.94 0.38 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 1.00 0.20 108 .. 127.; 75.9384
Big Wood H 23221 62 124 22 15 18 0.15 0.04 0.23 0.08 0.33 0.13 0.28 0.14 0.00 0 0.51 0.10 124 1 14 69.79237
American Falls H 77212 74 148 30 17 204 0.04 0.01 0.53 0.19 043 0.17. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0.19 0.04 148 20 168.4 X 68.29642
Lower Boise H 573637 78 156 333 20 24 0.69 0.17 0.31 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0.47 0.09 156 2 180 67.37868
Upper Henrys H 2845 40 80 6 7 84 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.57 0.29 0.41 0.287 0.91 0.18 80 8. 88.¢ 67.27937
Lower Bear-Malad H 3867 44 88 8 9 108 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.23 0.09 0.77 0.39 0.00 0 1.00 0.20 88 10 98. .8876
Weiser H 6771 50 100 16 EE) 144 0.00 0.00 0.6 016 | 054 022 0.00 000 | 000 0 100 0.20 100 14 114 I 65.93053
Upper Salmon H 2856 41 82 10 10 12 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.50 0.00 0 0.97 0.19 1. 9 65.31362
Willow H 6290 48 96 5 6 7.2 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.20 0.08 0.80 0.40 0.00 0 0.73 0.15 7. 103.: 64.51954
Big Lost. H 3998 45 90 13 11 132 0.00 0.00 0.31 0.11 0.29 0.12 0.40 0.20 0.00 0 0.98 0.20 13. 103.. 64.06714
Middle Snake-Payette H 11145 58 116 7 8 9.6 0.75 0.19 0.25 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0.97 0.19 1 EX 125. 59.02673
Lemhi H 1881 37 74 3 4 48 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.16 0.06 0.84 0.42 0.00 0 0.93 0.19 4.8 788 52.75383
Beaver-Camas H 2403 39 78 6 7 8.4 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.03 0.48 0.19 038 0.19 0.05 0.035 0.75 0.15 78 . 51.48504
Brownlee Reservoir H 5185 46 92 o 1 12 0.05 0.01 0.63 0.22 0.32 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0.95 0.19 9 . 51.30717
Middle Salmon-Panther H 5895 47 94 o 1 12 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.05 0.56 0.22 031 0.16 0.00 0 0.27 0.05 94 45.55093
Lake Walcott H 37901 71 142 [ 1 12 0.68 0.17 0.24 0.08 0.08 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0.13 0.03 14: ¥ 143. X 44.58025
Little Salmon H 2399 38 76 3 4 48 0.00 0.00 0.79 0.28 0.21 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0.88 0.18 7e . 43.39483
Upper Spokane [ 99092 76 152 0 1 12 0.69 0.17 031 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 152 T 153.. X 43.0492
Palisades M 761 25 50 3 4 48 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.75 0.38 0.23 0.161 1.00 0.20 50 4. 54. 40.9904
South Fork Coeur d'Alene M 11035 57 114 o 1 12 0.02 0.01 0.98 034 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 11 115.2 40.0896
Upper Snake-Rock M 107887 77 154 0 1 12 0.92 0.23 0.08 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 15¢ 155.2 40.0416
Pend Oreille Lake M 37818 70 140 1 12 7 19 5 140 w 141 . 38.83
Coeur d'Alene Lake M 34838 69 138 1 12 .7 .19 .25 138 139. 38.28
Little Wood M 10005 55 110 1 12 .4 11 .37 1 1 111 37.1922
Boise-Mores ™ 3416 2 84 2 24 0 00 7 o 54 86 36.66568
Clearwater M 45898 72 144 1 12 0 .25 .00 X X 144 14 36.
Middle Fork Payette M 1350 31 62 1 2 24 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.97 0.39 0.03 0.02 0.00 0 0.79 0.16 ¥y 64.2 X 36.14185
Palouse M 31487 67 134 o 1 12 1.00 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 1 135. 33.
C.J. Strike Reservoir M 26527 63 126 [ 1 12 0.87 0.22 0.13 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 12 127. 33.4536
Middle Snake-Succor M 18071 61 122 7 8 9.6 1.00 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0.01 0.00 12: 131, 33.29318
Goose M 6613 49 98 1 2 2.4 .0 7 0 00 .00 .00 . 100.4 . 33.0316
Medicine Lodge M 825 6 5! 1 2 24 .00 .54 2. 23 94 19 54. 32.46718
South Fork Payette M 557 1 4 4 5 6 .0 .29 1 71 .76 .15 4 29.93465
Lower Snake-Asotin M 13754 9 118 o 1 12 2! .00 00 .00 .00 1 119.2 298
St. Joe M 8738 1 10: o 1 12 X .1 . .00 00 X 00 00 102 103. 29.3088
Raft M 1877 36 72 0 1 12 0.00 0.00 0.48 0.17. 0.52 0.21 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0.06 0.01 72 . 73. . 28.46672
Lower Kootenai M 10481 56 112 o 1 12 1.00 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 112 113, 283
South Fork Clearwater M 9131 52 104 o 1 12 1.00 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 104 105. 26.3
Curlew Valley M 362 18 36 2 3 36 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.53 0.21 0.47 0.24 0.00 0 1.00 0.20 6 25.58693
Little Lost ™ 333 7 34 1 2 24 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 | 032 0.13 0.68 034 | 000 0 .00 0.20 y . I 243152
Salt M 242 14 28 o 1 12 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.40 0.20 0.60 0.42 1.00 0.20 23.944
Camas M 1034 2 1 12 . 00 4 L 2350991
Pahsimeroi L 255 1 2 24 0. .00 22.6¢
Lower Clark Fork L 1619 3 1 12 0. .05 22.17¢
Priest T 3623 4 T 12 T 25 E : 21,
Central Bear L 135 1 3 36 0. .00 X . X 20.7:
Lower Salmon L 1858 35 70 0 1 12 0.80 0.20 0.20 007 | 000 0.00 0.00 0.00 | 000 0 0.08 0.02 g g X 2029447
Hangman L 1726 34 68 1 2 24 1.00 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 17.6
Middle Fork Clearwater L 1598 32 64 [ 1 12 1.00 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 4 ¥ . X 16.3
South Fork Boise L 261 16 32 o 1 12 0.00 0.00 0.20 0.07 0.75 0.30 0.05 0.03 0.00 0 0.35 0.07 15.40881
Pend Oreille L 121 30 50 1 12 0 25 g ¥ X 153
Upper Coeur d'Alene L 481 20 40 1 12 .00 .00 5 14.42
Moyie L 925 28 56 1 12 .00 .25 143
Salmon Falls L 882 27 54 1 12 .94 24 2 ¥ 14.1312
Little Spokane L 691 24 48 1 12 0 .25 . . . 123
Bruneau L 670 23 46 o 1 12 1.00 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 118
Lower North Fork Clearwater L 662 22 44 o 1 12 1.00 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 14 113
South Fork Salmon L 64 10 20 0 1 12 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.05 0.75 030 0.12 0.06 0.00 0 0.47 0.09 ¥ ¥ 10.56845
North and Middle Forks Boise L 44 8 16 1 2 24 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.70 0.28 0.30 0.15 0.00 0 0.52 0.10 9.808791
Upper Owyhee L 381 1 38 1 12 0 5 00 0 g L X 98
Birch L 18 a 8 2 24 .00 .00 .02 .34 4 4 6.8952
Lochsa L 79 12 24 1 12 .84 1 .16 .00 2 . 6.7032
Middle Salmon-Chamberlain L 47 9 18 1 1.2 .12 3 67 .21 8 18 . 6.691978
Jordan L 78 1 22 1 12 0 .25 .00 .00 X 2 .
Upper Middle Fork Salmon L 5 3 6 0 1 12 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.50 0.00 0 0.50 0.10 4318432
Rock L 36 7 14 o 1 12 1.00 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 . .
Hells Canyon L 21 5 10 o 1 12 0.64 0.16 0.36 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0.16 0.03 . 3.569315
Lower Selway L 28 6 12 o 1 12 1.00 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 33
Middle Owyhee L 21 5 10 [ 1 12 1.00 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 ¥ ¥ X 2.8
Lower Middle Fork Salmon L 4 2 4 o 1 12 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.53 0.21 0.47 0.24 0.00 0 0.12 0.02 2.450747
Little Bear-Logan L 0 1 2 0 1 12 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.50 0.00 0 1.00 0.20 ¥ 2.24
East Little Owyhee L o 1 2 o 1 12 0.71 0.18 0.29 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0.8928
Upper Selway L [ 1 2 o 1 12 0.73 0.18 0.27 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0.8864
Upper North Fork Clearwater L o 1 2 o 1 12 0.89 0.22 0.11 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0.8352
Middle Kootenai L [] 1 2 [ 1 12 0.92 0.23 0.08 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 . 0.8256
South Fork Owyhee L o 1 2 o 1 12 1.00 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0.8
'WEIGHTS 2 12 0.25 035 0.40 0.50 0.70 0.20
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk by HUC-8 Watershed

Cumulative Risk Rank

Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk by HUC-8 Watershed

Seismic Risk Rank
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Cumulative Risk Score

To determine the overall risk category of each watershed, the final overall ranking, Low, Medium, or High,
for each watershed was run through a logical analysis. If the watershed has at least one ‘High’ risk hazard, it
cannot be low. Conversely, if the watershed has no high categorization for any of the three hazards, it
cannot be high. The logic can be found below,

Overall Risk Determination Logic

If not H,then (M or L)

If (not H and not M), then L

If 2H,then H

If 2M,then M

If 2L, thenL

If [(1 H and 1 M) and 1 L] then Professional Judgment
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Rank Summary Table

Watershed Name

SVERALL RISK RANK

SEISMIC RISK RANK

American Falls

Bear Lake

Big Wood

Blackfoot

CJ_Strike Reservoir

Clearwater

Coeur d'Alene Lake

idaho Falls

ke Walcott

Lower Boise

ower Henrys

iddle Bear

anther

or

North Fork Payette

Payette

Portneuf

South Fork Clearwater

South Fork Coeur d'Alene

St.Joe

Upper Snake-Rock

Jpper Spokane

jeiser

eaver-Camas

g Lost

oise-Mores

Brownlee Reservoir

Camas

Goose

Lemhi

ittle Salmon

ittle Wood

ower Bear-Malad

Lower Clark Fork

ower Salmon

Lower Snake-Asotin

Middle Fork Clearwater

Middle Fork Payette

Palisades

Palouse

Pend Oreille Lake

Raft

Teton

Upper Henrys

Birch

Upper Salmon

Willow

Bruneau

entral Bear

urlew Valley

|_East Little Owyhee

tangman

ells Canyon

jordan

ittle Bear-Logan

ittle Lost

| Little Spokane

ochsa.

ower Middle Fork Salmon

ower North Fork Clearwater

ower Selway

edicine Lodge

iddle Kootenai

iddle Owyhee

hamberlain

Moyie

North and Middle Forks Boise

Pahsimerol

Pend Oreille

Priest

ock

almon Falls

alt

outh Fork Boise

outh Fork Owyhee

outh Fork Payette

outh Fork Salmon

pper Coeur d'Alene

Upy

per Middle Fork Salmon

jpper North Fork Clearwater

U

jpper Owyh

pper Selwa

T




Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Flood
| American Falls
Risk Rank: H Subbasin Metrics
> Introduction Area (sq. miles) 2,870
Arcas of d lation within the American Falls watershed include Aberdeen, American Falls, Population (2010) 77,212
> Arbon Valley, Basalt, Blackfoot, Firth, Idaho Falls, Pocatello and Shelley. There are 77,212 total people Miles of Stream 2 448
Idancle 81 who live within the watershed, of which 2,935 are at risk of flooding. The watershed is roughly half -
privately owned. Miles of Canal 608
What is the risk? MiniElevationi(fty 4,324
g . The watershed is susceptible to flash flooding due to its minimal slope and significant rural agricultural Max. Elevation (ft) 8,737
e and urban development along the Snake River. Flood hazards can also include seasonal high stream flows Dams of Concern 5
L o 5 that exceed bankfull discharge as can be seen on the graph below. A ding to AHMPs for 0 T Flood Risk 2.935
f“ & @é‘ within the watershed, 53 flood events have been reported. Most of these reported events are flash floods. Of StHIO 5 =
g & There are 5 high or significant hazard dams in the American Falls hed, including the Gem State and -
= ?"'“”‘ | WD‘-P Simplot El dams. There are 13 part g in the | Flood og! (NFIP), Subbasin Ownersh
A with 94 policies contributing to $62,984 of premiums paid in exchange for $22,026,400 of coverage. Owner Type |% Subbasin Area
- *2 out of the 7 counties in the American Falls watershed identified flood as their number one hazard. Private 49%
4 *0 out of the 7 counties in the American Falls watershed identified flood as their number two hazard. T
o *0 out of the 7 counties in the American Falls watershed identified flood as their number three hazard. =ced 33%
= o Resarvation/BIA 11%
. RS © vy LIDAR data avallability
Blaine > 5 BIaCTKfoor Reservolr LIDAR availability within the American Falls watershed is as follows: State 7%
’ . A ?f.lz‘: Hallfindian Reservation -INL FIRE (2007) Out of Idaho 0%
v ek oL ; -Snake River (2012)
k\ ) QUne Ll cRiopialls Reservotr\ -A greater portion of the Snake River within the American Falls hed is pl d to be obtained NFIP Statistics {2014
' : . (2012) NFIP Policies 93I
= « = Conclusion Total Coverage $22,026,400
AfTanca :S‘""’ AV =5 Grib Due to variable flows of the Snake River, the high number of NFIP policies, high population and presence of Total Premiums $62,984
v 2 ‘aribou a number of hazardous dams, the American Falls hed is dered a high risk hed.
p | ga ) # Claims 22
Power f‘ oy ok 3 Counties and Tribes Paid Claims $97,767
VA it < Bannock, Bingham, Blaine, Bonneville, Butte, Oneida, Power, Shoshone-Bannock Tribes Ne = %
fralke, Walcott - — o i Total flood mitigation actions: 120
- es
2, ] A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
Bannock Aberdeen, American Falls, Arbon Valley, Basalt, Blackfoot, Firth, Idaho Falls, Pocatello, Shelley ot location Specyic i com be Jound T the the
Cassia USGS 13069500 SNAKE RIVER NR BLACKFOOT ID
_ASSH m
o
z B o se0ee
81 & $
3 < o
S \\ / g °
“ Onegpda & Oneida Narroq's—Reservo/r 7 400
o = § 00
s o
- _§§ 30000 5 S ° 8
American Falls Watershed i 6 % o 0g2e o 0, o o
o o
n!m % © oo oQoo o A
3 o o oL o
Current LIDAR  [JWatershed ® Dams & o © ° w00 & [ 5| ° P
Proposed LIDAR ~~Levees == Interstate g 10000 e 95 °°cpo &%
A cities —Canals  — State Highway o id e o ° O‘? @
JReservations Lakes U.3. Highway 0
0 75 15 E3Counties — Rivers * Bridges 1916 1928 1948 1952 1964 1976 1988 2000 2812
) Miles
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Power
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Shate B
B

Inejda

American Falls Watershed

M Low

I Low-Moderate

£ Moderate
Moderate-High

= High

Wildland-Urban Interface
[ watershed

Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities

) Counties

£ Reservations

= Interstate

— State Highway

= U.S. Highway
Rivers

0 Lakes

Risk Rank: M

Introduction

The American Falls watershed is home to 77,212 people. Areas of concentrated population within
the American Falls watershed boundaries are Aberdeen, American Falls, Arbon Valley, Basalt,
Blackfoot, Firth, Idaho Falls, Pocatello and Shelley.

What is the risk?

Fires within the ican Falls hed have the to severely disrupt life, property and
economic activity. There are no structures located within the WUI of the American Falls
watershed. Since 2000, 568,849 acres have burned during 234 individual wildfire events. Based on
data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the American Falls watershed has 34.2% low risk,
50.7% low-moderate risk, 9.4% moderate risk, 5.2% moderate-high risk and 0.5% high risk of
wildfire to the communities within the watershed.

*2outofthe? iesin the ican Falls hed identified wildfire as their number one
hazard.

*3outofthe? inthe ican Falls d identified wildfire as their number two
hazard.

*2outofthe? in the Falls d identified wildfire as their number three
hazard.

Conclusion

Based on a large amount of historical fires, a lack of structures within the WUI and relatively high
overall lation, the Falls hed is at a mod: risk of wildfire.

Counties and Tribes

Bannock, Bingham, Blaine, Bonneville, Butte, Oneida, Power, Shoshone-Bannock Tribes
Citles

Aberdeen, American Falls, Arbon Valley, Basalt, Blackfoot, Firth, Idaho Falls, Pocatello, Shelley

—
a3 Historic Fire Perimeters
VA N = Total wildfire
" & © =m0 mitigation
o s T’ A ST ) 2001 8
- - 2002 actions:
A 2000
- 2004 117
2008,
S 2 3 e
] Maine NN
S : . y =
L ) ® s e A majority of the
# )\ = =201 proposed mitigation
Minidelia 1= » 202 actions are not
% e =it location specific and
a ! REzasone can be found in the
E O > 4 the county AHMPs.
0 8 <
> A o
.'
s o ] | 3 2 \
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Seismic
> T L4 -
/ % \ /j A fadis % | American Falls
. Jeffexson 4
v Subbasin Metrics
Butte = Risk Rank: H Area (sq. miles) 2,870
i‘;‘- (43) Introduction Population (2010) 77,212
X Zau vt — . Areas of concentrated population within the American Falls watershed boundaries Miles of Stream 2,448
are Aberdeen, American Falls, Arbon Valley, Basalt, Blackfoot, Firth, Idaho Falls, |Miles of Canal 608
§ / SBhoIE Pocatello and Shelley. Min. Elevation (ft) 4,324
R i3 What is the risk? Max. Elevation (ft) 8,737
% R An earthquake within the watershed has a high potential to cause damage to the life Est. Facilities Near Fault | 30
2 - (7 and property of those within these areas. There are also 608 miles of canals that are 5% Watershed wjin 25 Miles of Fault l 19%
) e receptive to seismic disturbances.
& ; ] Th 30 ial facilities within 25 miles of fault Subbasin il
i Y ere are 30 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault. Dwner Type % Subbasin Area
o *0 out of the 7 counties within the American Falls watershed identified seismic as l?rrvatc 49%)
their number one hazard. Federal 33%
@ 91 *0 out of the 7 counties within the American Falls watershed identified seismic as Reservation/ BIA 11%)
Blai their number two hazard. State 7%
aine ot | I x') [y e e m\wn W 1 out of the 7 counties within the American Falls watershed identified seismic as Out of 1daho 0%
ASoron - 4 their number three hazard.
Ic s eservoir Reswrvolr Counties and Tribes Gfou_ﬂd m_lmtlm
1) B k, Bingham, Blaine, B ille, Butte, Oneida, Power, Shoshone-Bannock Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
P-4 Tribes Low 4%
Amen; an Fais ) Cities Low-Moderate 53%
= aribou T
7 z . Aberdeen, American Falls, Arbon Valley, Basalt, Blackfoot, Firth, Idaho Falls, S 43%
7 h Pocatello, Shelley Moderate-High 0%
Power 2 B
le lexanye High 0%
Bannock
ssia
K- Total seismic
\ mitigation
. ‘ 40
- 3 : actions:
” a 77
\
1z ¥ -
Y 2 £f Opeida ,
‘? D A majority of the proposed
mitigation actions are not
= location specific and can
" be found in the the county
American Falls Watershed Apiry
QuaternaryFaults 3 goc 0O Watershed Mistorical Epicenters
io: (yrs) A Firestatioms ™ Interstate Moment Magnitude
Q Eie S o G e
= <130,000 @ Policestations = Lakes 551-6.00
Caome  Lomens o, @sorsm
0 85 17 - Lovees ® Bridges 0 Reservatons o 401 .4
—iles [ O W A cues s 190-4%
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Current LIDAR  CWatershed ® Dams 3 1500 | o o % @0000 ° %% " o
Proposed LIDAR ==Levees == Interstate } Qe O ¢ 0%0 9 ° Q.9
A Cities — Canals — State Highway e Okd %o
“US. Hi e
EJReservations £ Lakes UsS. Highway 500
0 5 1% » BICounties = Rivers ® Bridges 1928 1940 1852 1964 1976 1988 2000 2012 9_

61

I Bear Lake

Risk Rank: H

Introduction

Arcas of concentrated population within the Bear Lake watershed boundaries are Georgetown,
Bloomington, Montpelier, Paris, Soda Springs and St. Charles. There are 9,713 total people who live within
the watershed, of which 453 are at risk of flooding. The majority of the Bear Lake watershed is within
Idaho and nearly half of which is privately owned.

What is the risk?

The Bear River ds lated across this hed as it flows into Alexander Reservoir.
According to the the county AHMP, there have been 44 historic flash floods. There are 7 high or
significant hazard dams in the Bear Lake d.Thereare?7 par in the NFIP
with 3 policies ng to $2,328 of pi paid in exch for $205,300 of coverage.

*0 out of the 3 counties in the Bear Lake watershed identified flood as their number one hazard.

*0 out of the 3 counties in the Bear Lake watershed identified flood as their number two hazard.

*0 out of the 3 counties in the Bear Lake watershed identified flood as their number three hazard.

LIDAR data availability
LiDAR availability within the Bear Lake watershed is as follows:
-China Hat (2010)

Conclusion
The Bear Lake watershed Is at a high flood risk because of the number of dams of concern and the amount
of people and property at flood risk.

Counties and Tribes
Bear Lake, Caribou, Franklin

Cities
Bloomi A

lier, Paris, Soda Springs, St. Charles

Area (sq. miles) 1,273
Population (2010) 9,713
Miles of Stream 1,512
Miles of Canal 212
Min. Elevation (ft) 5,715
Max. Elevation (ft) 9,865
Dams of Concern 7
Pop. at Flood Risk 453

Private i 44%|

Federal 33%
Resarvation/BIA 0%|
State 2%
Out of Idaho 21%|

NFIP Policies 3

Total Coverage $205,300
Total Premiums 52,328
# Claims 0
|Paid Ciaims S0

Total flood mitigation actions: 20

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the
county AHMPs.
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servoir

Bear Lake Watershed

Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities

- Low £ Counties

I Low-Moderate 3 Reservations

3 Moderate = Intorstate

2 Moderate-High — State Highway
B High - U:S.Hsghway

23 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers

[ Watershed 3 Lakes

Risk Rank: M

Introduction

The Bear Lake watershed is home to 9,713 people. Areas of concentrated population within the
Bear Lake db d: are Bl P Paris, Soda Springs
and St. Charles.

What is the risk?

Fires within the Bear Lake d have the 1 to y disrupt life, property and
economic activity. Since 2000, 3,608 acres have burned during 38 individual wildfire events. Based
on data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Idaho Falls watershed has 0.1% low risk,
34.4% low-moderate risk, 63.8% moderate risk, 1.7% moderate-high risk and 0.1% high risk of
wildfire to the communities within the watershed.

*1out of the 3 counties in the Bear Lake watershed identified wildfire as their number one hazard.
*2 out of the 3 counties in the Bear Lake watershed identified wildfire as their number two

hazard.

+0 out of the 3 counties in the Bear Lake watershed identified wildfire as their number three
hazard.

Conclusion

Given the historically low amount of area burned from wildfire, agricultural nature of the
watershed, low population and lack of WUI, the communities are at an overall moderate risk to
wildfire in the Bear Lake watershed.
Counties and Tribes

Bear Lake, Caribou, Franklin

Cities

BI i Paris, Soda Springs, St. Charles

Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:

37

A majority of the
proposed mitigation
actions are not
location specific and
can be found in the
the county AHMPs.
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Risk Rank: H

Introduction
Areas of concentrated population within the Bear Lake watershed boundaries are
Georgetown, Bloomington, Montpelier, Paris, Soda Springs and St. Charles,

What is the risk?

An earthquake within the watershed has a high potential to cause damage to the life
and property of those within these areas. There are also 211 miles of canals that are

to sei I,

P

There are 30 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault.

*0 out of the 3 counties within the Bear Lake
number one hazard.

0 out of the 3 counties within the Bear Lake watershed identified seismic as their
number two hazard.

*1 out of the 3 counties within the Bear Lake
number three hazard.

hed identified ic as their

hed identified seismic as their

Counties and Tribes
Bear Lake, Caribou, Franklin

Cities

, Bl g Montpelier, Paris, Soda Springs, St. Charles

Subbasin Metrics
Area (sq. miles) 1,273
Population (2010) 9,713
Miles of Stream 1,512
I©iles of Canal 212
Min. Elevation (ft) 5,715
Max. Elevation (ft) 9,865

Est. Facilities Near Fault |

30

% Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault | 100%

Subbasin Ownership
Owner Type |% Subbasin Area

Private 44%)
Federal 33%|
Reservation/ BIA 0%
State 29%)
Out of Idaho 21%)
Ground Acceleration
Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
Low 0%
Low-Moderate 0%
Moderate 0%
Moderate-High 100%
High 0%

mitigation
actions:
29

A majority of the proposed
mitigation actions are not
location specific and con
be found in the the county
AHMPs.

Total seismic  [CoUnyAll Hazard Wi




23| Page

Jefferson

Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Flood
I e — s _ 1
[ Beaver-Camas |
Risk Rank: M 1'3Si'—l'i""l'7|’ G ‘
Introduction Area (sq. miles) 1,002
Arcas of concentrated population within the Beaver-Camas watershed boundaries are Dubois, Hamer, Population (2010) 2,403
Mud Lake and Spencer. There are 2,403 total people who live within the watershed, of which 408 are at Miles of Stream 1633
risk of flooding. Nearly half of the watershed is privately owned. .

- Miles of Canal 232
What is the ris
The bankfull discharge of Beaver Creek (264 cfs) is often exceeded as can been seen on the USGS graph Min: Elevation (ft) 4777
below. According to the county AHMPs, there have been two significant flood events. There are 0 high or May, Elevation (ft) 9,872
significant hazard dams in the B Camas hed. There are 6 participating in the Dams of Concern 0
NFIP with 13 policies contributing to $30,341 of premiums paid in exchange for $2,785,200 of ag Pop. at Flood RisK 208

Fremont

*loutofthed in the B Camas hed identified flood as their number one hazard.
*1 out of the 4 counties in the Beaver-Camas watershed identified flood as their number two hazard.
*2 out of the 4 counties in the Beaver-Camas watershed identified flood as their number three hazard.

LIDAR data avallability

LIDAR availability within the Beaver Camas watershed is as follows:
-Sheep Station (2002)

-Sheep Station before burning (2005)

-Sheep Station after burning (2005)

-Camas National Wildlife Refuge (2011)

Conclusion
The area’s population is at a moderate risk to flood b
Beaver-Camas watershed.

within the

of the proximity to water

Counties and Tribes

Clark, Fremont, lefferson, Madison
Cities

Dubols, Hamer, Mud Lake, Spencer

Private 42%
Federal 47%)
Resarvation/BIA 0%|
|state 11%)
|out of Idaho 0%
L Statistics ]
INFIP Policies 13
Total Coverage $2,730,200

Total Premiums $30,341

# Claims 0|
Paid Claims S0

77

USGS 13113500 BEAVER CREEK AT DUBOIS ID

980
°
g ™ o o
: 700 °
] oo
il .
o
5. sl oo
L} Bl I
Beaver-Camas Watershed }i w| gt
o
300
X o o] ob o °
Current LIDAR [ Watershed ® Dams 3 200 | © °° OB oo T " bl )
Proposed LIDAR ==Levees == Interstate E iia %00 o o |0 Ol0 9
A Ciues — Canals — State Highway . ° °o°
EIReservations £ Lakes ==US. Highway
0 5 10 E3Counties = Rivers * Bridges 1922 1828 1934 1948 1946 1952 1958 1964 1970 1976 1962 1968
— ) Miles

Total flood mitigation actions: 36

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the

county AHMPs.
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B Low-Moderate 3 Reservations
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Risk Rank: L

Introduction

The Beaver-Camas watershed is home to 2,403 people. Areas of concentrated population within
the B Camas hed t daries include Dubois, Hamer, Mud Lake and Spencer.

What Is the risk?

Fires within the B Camas d have the to y disrupt life, property and

economic activity. There are 33 structures located within the WUI of the Beaver-Camas watershed.
Since 2000, 41,557 acres have burned during 46 individual wildfire events. Based on data from the
Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010),, the Beaver-Camas watershed has 30.3% low risk, 15.1% low-
moderate risk, 52.4% moderate risk, 2.2% moderate-high risk and 0% high risk of wildfire to the
communities within the watershed.

*2 out of the 4 counties in the Beaver-Camas watershed identified wildfire as their number one
hazard.

*0 out of the 4 counties in the Beaver-Camas watershed identified wildfire as their number two
hazard.

*0 out of the 4 counties in the Beaver-Camas watershed identified wildfire as their number three
hazard.

Conclusion

Based on the large losses from recent wildfires, a small population within the WUI and overall low
to moderate identified risk of wildfire to ities the for future to life and
property is low.

Counties and Tribes

Clark, Fremont, Jefferson, Madison
Citles

Dubois, Hamer, Mud Lake, Spencer

oy Historic Fire P t
Montana  oiCretre Pt )  qong) wildfire
ez 2000 mitigation
0 2001
S 2002 actions:
: i) I 2003
A A 2004 40
Rt iy £ 7005
L Oark y 1222006
O IE3 2001
! ». -3 2008
‘ Framotiesy;
Y ) o A majority of the
7 A 0 e proposed mitigation
g " = actions are not
X ! S 00 location specific and
L 5 m.‘m" can be found in the
: the county AHMPs.
= 0
= -’:;) O e
- 3 s ) - o R
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Seismic
£k o Beaver-Camas
: Subbasin Metrics
o Risk Rank: H Area (sq. miles) 1,002
) \ ot Intrediction Population (2010) 2,403
Areas of concentrated population within the Beaver-Camas watershed boundaries are |Miles of Stream 1,633
Dubois, Hamer, Mud Lake and Spencer. |miles of Canal 232
| What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 4,777
g’( An earthquake within the watershed has a high potential to cause damage to the life Max. Elevation (ft) 9,872
3 and property of those within these areas. Est. Facilities Near Fault | 6
& £ % Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault I 75%
&7 There are 6 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault.
E 0 of the4 ies within the Beaver-Ca hed identified seismi LH_IL
Ll .
'h;;:'twm;:r o::uhr;t:rd. in the Beaver-Camas watershed identified seismic as Dwner Type |% Subbasin Area
; *0 out of the 4 counties within the Beaver-Camas watershed identified seismic as ?rlva(c 42%
their number two hazard. Federal 47%
Dubor. 0 out of the 4 counties within the Beaver-Camas watershed identified seismic as Reservation/ BIA 0%)|
Fremont their number three hazard. State 11%
Counties and Tribes Out of Idaho 0%
Ashton Reser Clark, Fremont, Jefferson, Madison
N 5 g d Ground Acceleration
e Accel. Amoun [%Watershed Are
& Dubois, Hamer, Mud Lake, Spencer Low 0%
Low-Moderate 8%
\ ) : [Moderate 48%
o > Yo ‘4
i B 5 reron S Moderate-High 38%
% High 5%
3 % ]
Ma
33 —
fferson ~ |USGS Ground Acceleration Ma Total seismic %oml All Hazard Miugation Plan Seismic Mitigation Actions
[Ground Accelerenon gy o 2 : Action Status.
Low mitigation
) T Low-Moderae
o 3 e e actions:
o 1 Han 26
Eutt P S
— s B < > » A majority of the proposed
i B evill ‘] é/ 3 . O Frerveeer s mitigation actions are not
- L4 ] L S > 4 location specific and con
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Flood
[/ -
“ | Big Lost
’
emhi Risk Rank: M Subbasin Metrics
%, Introduction Area (sq. miles) 1,983
‘8;‘ Arcas of concentrated population within the Big Lost watershed boundaries are Arco, Atomic City, Butte Population (2010) 3,998
o City, Lost River, Mackay and Moore. There are 3,998 total people who live within the watershed, of which Miles of Stream 3.650
632 are at risk of flooding. 13% of the watershed is privately owned. =
Miles of Canal 353
What is the risk?
Flood hazards indude high stream flow discharge from the Big Lost River, which is variable as can be seen Min: Elevation/(ft} 4,770
below. According to the county AHMP, there have been 15 signficant historic flood events within the Max. Elevation (ft) 12,605
watershed. There is 1 high or significant hazard dam in the Big Lost watershed . There are 6 communities Dams of Concern 1
;;r;l:::g-:fl::;::? with 81 policies contributing to $15,859 of premiums paid in exchange for Pop. at Flood Risk 532
/ *1 out of the 4 counties in the Big Lost watershed identified flood as their number one hazard.
*1 out of the 4 counties in the Big Lost watershed identified flood as their number two hazard. Subbasin Ownersh
*0 out of the 4 counties in the Big Lost watershed identified flood as their number three hazard. Owner Type |% Subbasin Area
RELYCYl LIDAR data avallability Private 13%
Sy LiDAR availability within the Big Lost watershed is as follows: Federal 86%)
‘ “INL/ Birch Creck 5 (2002) Resarvation/BIA 0%
-INL/ Birch Creek Dunes (2002)
-Borah Scarp (2005) State 1%
-INL(2006) Out of Idaho 0%
-INL Fire (2007)
-INL(2010) NFIP Statistics (2014]
/ NFIP Policies 18
2§ S Conclusion
o3 1 Significant hazards are present downstream of the Mackay Dam, though the d is largely federally Total Coverage $3,196,200
managed, it is placed into the moderate flood risk category. Total Premiums $15,859
Counties and Tribes ”?hlm% 1
Bingham, Blaine, Butte, Custer Paid Claims $1,902
aine 'f) Citles Total flood mitigation actions: 88
> Arco, Atomic City, Butte City, Lost River, Mackay, Moore . o )
- 2. \ A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
2 g‘i\c Reservoir not location specific and can be found in the the
‘n I 3 county AHMPs.
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B High == L1.S. Highway
10 20 3 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers
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Risk Rank: M

Introduction
The Big Lost watershed is home to 3,998 people and there is no Wildland Urban Interface. Areas of
concentrated population within the Big Lost watershed boundaries are Arco, Atomic City, Butte
City, Lost River, Mackay and Moore.

What is the risk?

Fires within the Big Lost watershed have the potential to severely disrupt life, property and
economic activity. Since 2000, 183,671 acres have burned during 82 individual wildfire events.
Based on data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Big Lost watershed has 41.1% low risk,
29.2% low-moderate risk, 26.7% moderate risk, 2.9% moderate-high risk and 0% high risk of
wildfire to the communities within the watershed.

*2 out of the 4 counties in the Big Lost watershed identified wildfire as their number one hazard.
*1out of the 4 counties in the Big Lost watershed identified wildfire as their number two hazard.
*1out of the 4 counties in the Big Lost watershed identified wildfire as their number three hazard.

Conclusion

Based on the large areas burned by historic fires, the lack of WUI and the relatively small
population; the Big Lostis at an overall moderate risk to wildfire.

Counties and Tribes

Bingham, Blaine, Butte, Custer

Citles

Arco, Atomic City, Butte City, Lost River, Mackay, Moore

Historic Fire Perimeters 'Eom All Hazard M Plan Wildfire Mitigation Actions)
=== Total wildfire [T e
~ ; Action Status
mitigation o
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A majority of the w7 )
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Big Lost
Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: H Area (sq. miles) 1,983
Bt Introduction Population (2010) 3,998
o N i Areas of concentrated population within the Big Lost watershed boundaries are Arco, Miles of Stream 3,650
% ".% Atomic City, Butte City, Lost River, Mackay and Moore. Miles of Canal 353
Yz ( \ Lo, What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 4,770
\ An earthquake within the watershed has a high potential to cause damage to the life Max. Elevation (ft) 12,605
2 Clark and property of those within these areas. There are also 353 miles of canals that are Est. Facilities Near Fault l 13
5 ptive to seismic disturk A Watersneo w/in 25 MiesotFaut | 08%
. There are 13 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault. Subbasin Ownership
[ T
*0 out of the 4 counties within the Big Lost watershed identified seismic as their EYJHEI‘ Type {% Subbasin Area
number one hazard. Vrrva(c 13%
0 out of the 4 counties within the Big Lost watershed identified seismic as their Federal 86%
\? kA number two hazard. Reservation/ BIA 0%
r‘{e fferon *0 out of the 4 counties within the Big Lost hed identified seismic as their State 1%
number three hazard. Outof 1daho 0%l
Counties and Tribes
Bingham, Blaine, Butte, Custer Gm‘ﬂ.“ﬂ""t‘m
) Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
"'\_L Cities
’ § } " City . i 2 Low 0%
PN ] Pl e " Arco, Atomic City, Butte City, Lost River, Mackay, Moore Low-Moderate 31%
Ln8 Moderate 29%
Moderate-High 40%
26 High 0%
% :
> Bingham -
: °  YUSGS Ground Acceleration Mapl|  Total seismic Eoumyl\“ Hazard Mitgation Plan M Actions
Lincoln RL Grcund Acesoin = 2 LA Action Status
! W {5 - mitigation . NE Puints
4 ... s 2 Y
75 & 39 & 9 ‘ N R e actions: 18 i ] e
posivernd I AP R I e e 54 : B i e
er 2 .//‘ y 3 - / / ~ v, ’ % oo Dupcontinued §
2¢ - N 717 / AL compine
Maaeo - J Mot
4, i 0 ’ A majority of the proposed
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“ - A location specific and con 2 ",{' - oo
X =] be found in the the county | 3] :
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4 fieme O
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\ ‘.// Camas Croek

-Planned: Additional area to cover NFHL detail study (2014)

Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Flood
&7 & Big Wood
. Risk Rank: H Subbasin Metrics
' g Custer Introduction Area (sq. miles) 1,499
=X 3 Pl Areas of concentrated population within the Big Wood hed boundaries are Bellevue, Goodi Population (2010) 23,221
7 Y L0 1) Hailey, Ketchum and Sun Valley. There are 23,221 total people who live within the watershed, of which Miles of Stream 2614
"/’,’-e, 6y SR . 1,314 are at risk of flooding. 75% of the watershed is federally managed. -
¢ ’ .‘,‘g“? A/’,- Miles of Canal 341
NS ",_;:,,f,,l What is the risk? e et S
- l\'}}:'(‘f {f,,' g The NWS recognizes that the flood level for the Big Wood River at Hailey is 3,500cfs. As can be seen below - =
S 4 4 this has been exceeded regularly at a return interval of ~4.1 years, resulting in 38 significant flood events Max, Elevation (ft) 11,913
according to the county AHMPs. There are 7 high or significant hazard dams in the Big Wood watershed. Dams of Concern 7
There are 9 communities participating in the NFIP with 527 policies contributing to $406,018 of p =
m paid in exchange for $170,859,600 of coverage. Pop. at Flood Risk 1314
*0 out of the 5 counties in the Big Wood watershed identified flood as their number one hazard.
*2 out of the 5 counties in the Big Wood watershed identified flood as their number two hazard. Subbasin Ownersh
*2 out of the 5 counties in the Big Wood watershed identified flood as their number three hazard. Owner Type |% Subbasin Area
LIDAR data availability Private 23%
Camas LiDAR availability within the Big Wood watershed is as follows: Federal 75%
-Big Wood River Valley (2007) i
Resarvation/BIA 0%
Elmore -Planned: Expansion to Original Big Wood Collection Area (2014)
-Planned: Additional coverage of the dity of Hailey (2014) State 2%
I/_/~/".‘ -Planned: Additional coverage of the City of Gooding (2014) Out of Idaho 0%

NFIP Statistics (2014)

Conclusion T
NFIP Policies 7
e The high popul: riabl flow and p of h dous dams ik to the Big Wood 52
watershed's high flood risk categorization. Total Coverage 5$170,859,600
S . Total Premiums $406,018
Y Counties and Tribes
5! Blaine, Camas, Custer, Gooding, Lincoln SCiaTms 86
5é4 ) Paid Claims $653,538
,4"l Citles »
L Ball Coodi Ketch Py . "
¢ g, Hailey, Sun Valley Total flood mitigation actions: 95
N A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
\ / not location specific and can be found in the the
. “ - county AHMPs.
Good ng g ZUSGS (County All Hazard Mitigation Plan Flood Mitig: Actions
Action Status
] a
- 2} USGS 13139500 BIG WOOD RIVER AT HAILEY ID 8 rons
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Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities

W Low 3 Counties

B Low-Moderate 3 Reservations
3 Moderate = Intorstate

3 Moderate -High — State Highway
B High == LS. Highway
3 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers

3 Watershed 3 Lakes

Risk Rank: H

Introduction

The Big Wood watershed is home to 23,221 people and there is no Wildland Urban Interface.
Areas of concentrated population within the Big Wood watershed boundaries are Bellevue,
Gooding, Hailey, Ketchum and Sun Valley.

What is the risk?

Fires within the Big Wood hed have the ial to y disrupt life, property and
economic activity. Since 2000, 186,931 acres have burned during 195 individual wildfire events.
Based on data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Big Wood watershed has 14.4% low
risk, 13.4% | di risk, 35.9% mod risk, 23.3% moderate-high risk and 13% high risk of
wildfire to the communities within the watershed.

*5out of the 5 counties in the Big Wood watershed identified wildfire as their number one hazard.
*0 out of th 5 counties in the Big Wood watershed identified wildfire as their number two hazard.
+0 out of the 5 counties in the Big Wood watershed identified wildfire as their number three
hazard.

Conclusion

Based on the size of recent fires, high population concentration in high risk areas and overall
identified moderate to high risk of wildfire to communities; wildfire risk of the Big Wood
watershed is high.

Counties and Tribes

Blaine, Camas, Custer, Gooding, Lincoln

Cities

Hailey, Sun Valley

Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:

82

A majority of the
proposed mitigation
actions are not
location specific and
can be found in the
the county AHMPs.

Acnonsj
Action Status
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Seismic
| Big Wood
Subbasin Metrics

Risk Rank: H Area (sq. miles) 1,499

7 Introduction Population (2010) 23,221

9 Areas of concentrated population within the Big Wood watershed boundaries are Miles of Stream 2,614

Bell , Gooding, Hailey, and Sun Valley. Miles of Canal 341

What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 2,700

An earthquake within the watershed has a high potential to cause damage to the life Max. Elevation (ft) 11,913

Reservd

Jdinidoka

0 1 14

) Miles

Big Wood Watershed

QuaternaryFaults 8 £oc O Waterahed

AGE (yrs) - Interstate

= 120 : A ricostations _ G0 Highway .50‘7
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and property of those within these areas. There are also 341 miles of canals and 23
levees that are ptive to seismic disturk

There are 22 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault.

Est. Facilities Near Fault l 22

% Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault I 519%

Subbasin Ownership
STl [ T
*0 out of the 5 counties within the Big Wood hed identified seismic as their 0‘_”“5' Type [% Subbasin Area
number one hazard. ?rwa(c 23%
0 out of the 5 counties within the Big Wood hed identified ic as their Federal 75%
number two hazard. Reservation/ BIA 0%,
*0 out of the 5 counties within the Big Wood hed identified seismic as their State 29|
number three hazard. OiteFidaha %
Counties and Tribes
Blaine, Camas, Custer, Gooding, Lincoln GMMA_gceleﬁtlon
Gitics Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
1es
Low 15%
1 , Gooding, Hailey, h Sun Valley v Moderste >3%
Moderate 33%
Moderate-High 28%
High 0%
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Litthe Lost River,

-INL Birch Creek West (2002)
-INL Birch Creck Central (2002)

Conclusion
The very small population of the Birch watershed and lack of and significant flood hazard factors place the
Birch watershed into the low risk category.

Counties and Tribes
Butte, Clark, Jefferson, Lemhi

Citles

Subbasin Ownersh|
Owner Type |% Subbasin Area

Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Flood
S - e Birch
Risk Rank: L Subbasin Metrics

Introduction Area (sq. miles) 707
‘% There are 18 total people who live within the watershed, of which 0 are at risk of flooding. The watershed Population (2010) 18
> %,- is almost entirely federally managed. Miles of Stream 1,153
Lermhi’ 3 % What is the risk? Miles of Canal 14
There are 0 high or significant hazard dams in the Birch watershed. There are 0 p Min. Elevation (ft] 2770

in the NFIP with 0 policies ributing to $0 of premi paid in exch for $0 of coverage. - z
< s0outofthe 4 in the Birch hed identified flood as their number one hazard. Max, Elevation (ft) 12,152
7 *0 out of thed ies in the Birch hed identified flood as their number two hazard. Dams of Concern 0
Custer *1loutofthed in the Birch identified flood as their number three hazard. Pop. at Flood Risk 0

= LIDAR data availability
Clark LIDAR availability within the Birch watershed is as follows:

Private 3%
Federal 96%)
Resarvation/BIA 0%|
State 1%
Out of Idaho 0%
NFIP Statistics (2014
NFIP Policies 0
Total Coverage S0
Total Premiums S0
# Claims 0
Paid Claims S0

Total flood mitigation actions: 26

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the
county AHMPs.

N County All Hazard M Plan Flood Mitigation Actions:
= ety e -
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Risk Rank: L

Introduction

The Birch watershed is home to 18 people. There are no areas of concentrated population within
the watershed.

What Is the risk?

Fires within the Birch d have the ial to y disrupt life, property and economic
activity. There are seven structures located within the WUI of the Birch watershed. Since 2000,
4,200 acres have burned during 17 individual wildfire events. Based on data from the Idaho Forest
Action Plan (2010), the Birch watershed has 79.9% low risk, 16.9% low-moderate risk, 0%

d risk, 3.2% mod high risk and 0% high risk of wildfire to the communities within the
watershed.
*3 out of the 4 counties in the Birch watershed identified wildfire as their number one hazard.
*Ooutof thed ies in the Birch d identified wildfire as their number two hazard.
+1out of the 4 counties in the Birch watershed identified wildfire as their number three hazard.

Conclusion
While there have been fires within the Birch watershed within recent history, the likelihood of
future fires to cause damage to life and property is low because of the extremely low population
and overall low identified wildfire risk.
Counties and Tribes

Butte, Clark, Jefferson, Lemhi

Citles

|Hrstoric Fire Perimeters

Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:

40

A majority of the
proposed mitigation
actions are not
location specific and
can be found in the
the county AHMPs.
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| Birch

Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: L Area (sq. miles) 707
Introduction Population (2010) 18
There are no areas of concentrated population within the Birch watershed boundaries. Miles of Stream 1,153
What is the risk? |Miles of Canal 14
An earthquake within the watershed has a low potential to cause damage to the life Min. Elevation (ft) 4,770
and property of those within these areas. There are also 14 miles of canals that are Max. Elevation (ft) 12,152
receptive to seismic disturbances. Est. Facilities Near Fault I 1

% Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault | 100%
There is 1 essential facility within 25 miles of a quaternary fault.

*0 out of the 4 counties within the Birch watershed identified seismic as their Dwner Type |% Subbasin Area

number one hazard. -

*0 out of the 4 counties within the Birch watershed identified seismic as their EVATE 3%)

number two hazard. Federal 96%

*0 out of the 4 counties within the Birch watershed identified seismic as their Reservation/ BIA 0%

number three hazard State 1%

Counties and Tribes Out of Idaho 0%

B-utte, Clark, Jefferson, Lemhi Gro m lggelentlon

chies Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
Low 0%
Low-Moderate 2%
Moderate 34%
Moderate-High 64%
High 0%

Total seismic Eomly All Hazard M Mitig Actions
sas g . 7| Action Status
: mitigation = vy
o | N2 : < © cngang
Jefferson actions: ‘ ; 2l
o Complete
34 g E &% Liney
Ongaing
o Depcontinued
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X® = . | Blackfoot
Jefferson i . 1
> ——_— v Risk Rank: H Subbasin Metrics
{5 e - 2 r Introduction Area (sq. miles) 1,089
‘ \ Areas of concentrated population within the Blackfoot hed boundaries are A Blackfoot, Population (2010) 58,074
' 3\ Idaho Falls and lona. There are 58,074 total people who live within the watershed, of which 5,546 are at Miles of Stream 2632
\ s \ IR risk of flooding. Nearly half of the watershed is privately owned. -
\ ! ) Reservolr Miles of Canal 280
wt 4 ) What Is the risk?
{ §4 Flood hazards can include seasonal high stream flows that exceed bankfull disch Historically, this has MiniElevationi{fty 4,406
resulted in 6 significant flood events according to the county AHMPs. At the USGS gauge on the Blackfoot Max. Elevation (ft) 8,970
River near Goshen this is 5.3cfs. There are 2 high or significant hazard dams in the Blackfoot watershed. Dams of Concern 2
There are 8 communities participating in the NFIP with 181 policies contributing to $127,824 of p ,
paid in exchange for $34,791,300 of coverage. Pop. at Flood Risk 5,546
*2 out of the 4 counties in the Blackfoot watershed identified flood as their number one hazard.
*Ooutofthed in the Blackf hed identified flood as their number two hazard. Subbasin Ownersh
*0 out of the 4 counties in the Blackfoot watershed identified flood as their number three hazard. Owner Type |% Subbasin Area
E g LIDAR data avallability Private 48%
P/ m = LIDAR availability within the Blackf hed is as foll Federal 20%
ot ’ e ah Ak : -China Hat (2010) Resarvation/BIA 17%
o /) ) P AU -Planned: Portion of the Snake River (2014)
r{ﬁ' / g e n Ay State 17%
(91§ RKEA @) Conclusion Out of Idaho 0%
> 2 of the high p large portion of private ownership, high volume of NFIP policies and
— S L T AN Reservation & IAN presence of hazardous dams, the Blackfoot watershed is considered to be a high risk watershed. NFIP Statistics {2014
s A0 -
§ ¥ Counties and Tribes AElfEONces 381
!’ Bear Lake, Bingham, Bonnewlle, Caribou, Shoshone-Bannock Tribes Total Coverage $34,791,300
' 7 ’ S . iti Total Premiums
SHMChesterfiehd Reservoirgs Cities 3127,824
{30! k Ammon, Blackfoot, Idaho Falls, lona # Claims 3
l by Paid Claims 34,796

Total flood mitigation actions: 43

1 hgn A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
TR \ not location specific and can be found in the the
. Bannock ',(,%' 3 county AHMPs.
PO wer .»)gj‘.‘\, ;, -~ County All Hazard Mitigation Plan Flood Mitigation Actions
Sy e e
570 USGS 13065950 BLACKFOOT RIVER TRIB NR GOSHEN ID 7 o
‘ ' r/ S ARSNEE
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Risk Rank: H

Introduction
The Blackfoot watershed is home to 58,074 people, a small number of which live in the Wildland
Urban Interface. Areas of concentrated population within the Blackf hed b daries are

Ammon, Blackfoot, Idaho Falls and lona.

What is the risk?

Fires within the Blackf d have the jal to ly disrupt life, property and
economic activity. There are 8 structures located within the WUI of the Blackfoot watershed. Since
2000, 53,090 acres have burned during 89 individual wildfire events. Based on data from the Idaho
Forest Action Plan (2010), the Blackfoot watershed has 26.1% low risk, 35.3% low-moderate risk,
24% mod risk, 13.5% mod: high risk and 1.1% high risk of wildfire to the communities
within the watershed.

*1out of the 4 counties in the Blackfoot watershed identified wildfire as their number one hazard.
*2 out of the 4 counties in the Blackfoot watershed identified wildfire as their number two

hazard.

sloutofthed ies in the Blackfs

hed identified wildfire as their number three hazard

Conclusion
Based on the watershed's relatively high population and historic fire activities, the Blackfoot
watershed is at an overall high risk of wildfire to communities.
Counties and Tribes

Bear Lake, Bingham, Bonneville, Caribou, Shoshone-Bannock Tribes
Cities

Ammon, Blackfoot, Idaho Falls, lona

3 Bear Lakg
Franklin
Blackfoot Watershed
Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities
W Low 3 Counties
B Low-Moderate 3 Reservations
3 Moderate = Intorstate
Moderate-High — State Highway
B High == L1.S. Highway
3 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers
O Watershed I Lakes

_4,‘&,, ‘\ - Historic Fire Perimeters: Total wildfire
— O : YEAR
- 233 e mitigation
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0 B e A majority of the
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32002 actions are not
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96)/ . . @, Blackfoot
48 20 adison e N\ "
Jefferson Faton Subbasin Metrics
; o i Risk Rank: H Area (sq. miles) 1,089
% 4 Introduction Population (2010) 58,074
58 ] Areas of concentrated population within the Blackfoot watershed boundaries are Miles of Stream 2,632
20 Ammon, Blackfoot, Idaho Falls and lona. Miles of Canal 280
et IRirke Resprvoir g What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 4,406
Bonneville D An earthquake within the watershed has a high potential to cause damage to the life Max. Elevation (ft) 8,970
: and property of those within these areas. There are also 280 miles of canals and 13 Est. Facilities Near Fault l 21
7 levees that are receptive to seismic disturk R Watershe wjin 25 Miesof faut | 68%)
’ 2 There are 21 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault. Subbasin Ownership
5 A) Sl T
26 7 o,
6 S igp BN *0 out of the 4 counties within the Blackf hed identified as their Owner Type {% Subbasin Area
B, alisa¥ys ReserVo be Nozand Private 48%
lngham .. number one hazard. -
7 < 0 out of the 4 counties within the Blackf: hed identified ic as their Federal 20%
. i > number two hazard. Reservation/ BIA 17%)
39 - *1 out of the 4 counties within the Blackf hed identified ic as their State 17%
° )
- 0 ° C number three hazard. Outof 1daho 0%l
L i) Counties and Tribes
! ' ) . Bear Lake, Bingham, Bonneville, Caribou, Shoshone-Bannock Tribes Gmﬂ’.“ﬂ"‘t‘m
Eort Hall'Indian Reservation & ) Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
= Cities
i - . lackfoot, Idaho Falls, lona Low 0%
T P L7 . Ammon, B A 3 :
Chesterligld ReSurvoi " Low-Moderate 0%
» U Moderate 38%
Carfbou Bovec k-3 Moderate-High 61%
3 ] High 1%
= R ICED
; 3 . / Ao
annockl M . e
Power e @} oTX 0,(¥ o3 3 ,’ h USGS Ground Acceleration Map Total seismic EO““Y’\L' Hazard Miugation Plan M Actions
o a %*) N > e Action Status
’ o . % “\!l : mitigation ) S i pana
o] 2 o a actions: =2 o e
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: Oneidat} = B@Er Lak A majority of the proposed -
¢ : Franklin, -\ ‘ ) 61 mitigation actions are not Wyiing|
08 - s 2 e location specific and can
be found in the the county
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Boise-Mores

Risk Rank: M Subbasin Metrics
Introduction Area (sq. miles) 617
Arcas of d lation within the Boise-M hed boundaries are Idaho City and Population (2010) 3,416
Placerville. There are 3,416 total people who live within the watershed, of which 223 are at risk of Miles of Stream 1403
flooding. Much of the population lies outside of the two cities. The majority of the hed is federall -
managed. Miles of Canal 19
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 3,035
Flood hazards indude seasonal high stream flows ding bankfull disct Hi: lly, this has Max, Elevation (ft) 9,068
resulted in 3 significant flood events according to county AHMPs. Arrowrock Dam, a high or significant Dams of Concern 1
hazard dam in the Boise-Mores d, could cause si of d: d cam. Pop. at Flood Risk 223
There are 5 communities participating in the NFIP with 17 policies contributing to $13,437 of D
paid in exchange for $2,902,300 of coverage. = > - > =
*0 out of the 3 counties in the Boise-Mores watershed identified flood as their number one hazard. M
*0 out of the 3 counties in the Bolse-Mores watershed identified flood as their number two hazard. (Owner Type |% Subbasin Area
*3 out of the 3 counties in the Boise-Mores watershed identified flood as their number three hazard. Private 219%
LIDAR data availability Federal 66%
LIDAR availability within the Boise-Mores watershed is as follows: Resarvation/BIA 0%
-Bannock (2007)
-Dry Creek, Boise Front (2007) tate 13%

Out of Idaho 0%
Conclusion
Because of the hazardous dams within the hed and rel, ly low lation, the Boise-Mores is NFIP Statistics |
considered a moderate flood risk. NFIP Policies 17
Counties and Tribes Total Coverage $2,902,300
Ada, Boise, Elmore Total Premiums $13,437
Cities # Claims 0
Idaho City, Placerville Paid Claims S0

Total flood mitigation actions: 92

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the
county AHMPs.

L e
X o L y
b { o Action Status
USGS 13195500 MOORE (MORES) CREEK ABV GRANITE CREEK NR IDAHO CTY) ¥ J
300
i
e °
s 2%
3
5
3 200
i 5
Boise-Mores Watershed N

S8 1

Current LIDAR  [CWatershed ® Dams g 100 °

Proposed LIDAR == Levees = Interstate g

A Cities —Canals  — State Highway
EJReservations £ Lakes = US. Highway g l l
0 3.75 I'iile E3Counties —Riveis * Bridges 1939 1839 1940 1940 1941 1941 1942
L Se—) 'S
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South g, ¥
0k prgygte RIT Risk Rank: H
Introduction

The Boise-Mores watershed is home to 3,416 people, a large portion of which live in the Wildland
Urban Interface. Areas of concentrated population within the Boise-Mores watershed boundaries
are ldaho City and Placerville.

What is the risk?

Fires within the Boise-Mores watershed have the potential to severely disruptlife, property and
economic activity. There are 2,898 structures, many of which are homes, located within the WUI of
the Boise-Mores watershed. Since 2000, 20,808 acres have burned during 158 individual wildfire
events. Based on data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Boise-Mores watershed has
10.9% low risk, 6.9% low-moderate risk, 23.2% moderate risk, 20.2% moderate-high risk and 34.3%
high risk of wildfire to the communities within the watershed.

*2 out of the 3 counties in the Boise-Mores watershed identified wildfire as their number one
hazard.

*loutofthe3 in the Boise-M:; hed identified wildfire as their number two
hazard.

*0 out of the 3 counties in th Boise-Mores watershed identified wildfire as their number three
hazard.

Conclusion

All of the counties within the Boise-Mores watershed have identified wildfire as a serious risk to
life and property, the majority of people live within the watershed’s WUI and the risk identified in
the Idaho Forest Action Plan is moderate to high. Though the overall population is relatively low,
the bulk of it lies in the WUI of the area. The Boise-Mores is at a high risk to wildfire.

Counties and Tribes
Ada, Boise, Elmore
Citles

Idaho City, Placerville

Mr{ Hfslof Fire ?erun\elers Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:
47
A majority of the
4 proposed mitigation
Boise-Mores Watershed octions are not
location specific and
be found in the
Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities o
W Low 3 Counties the county AHMPs.
B Low-Moderate 3 Reservations
3 Moderate = Intorstate
3 Moderate -High — State Highway
B High == LS. Highway
0 45 9 Z3 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers
— Miles O Watershed S sk
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&7 A Boise-Mores
I 4N 2 : : Subbasin Metrics
. e 155 o, Risk Rank: M Area (sq. miles) 617
L4 o2 y / Introdiction Population (2010) 3,416
(s, / gl o N ) =y 3 . X .
Y Y St e/ W “F NS Areas of concentrated population within the Boise-M d boundaries are Miles of Stream 1,403
; s / (. [‘ — &7 7 Idaho City and Placerville. Miles of Canal 19
700, ":' ‘( ) : J S E g What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 3,035
¢ ~ / Plycen - 6 & 4 An earthquake within the watershed has a mod. p ial to cause damage to Max. Elevation (ft) 9,068
- p - c \ A7 ‘ - A the life and property of those within these areas. There are also 19 miles of canals Est. Facilities Near Fault l 1
51 = :"' 3 ' '_ that are P to seismic disturk % Watershed w/in 25 Milesof Fault I 16%
N NS : 1 ot .‘; 1§V There is 1 essential facility within 25 miles of a quaternary fault. Subbasin Ownershlg
Wl 7 s\ =~ 3 3 -
o 5 ot 3 gl A BPA L ) pfe B ]
Boise A - « f ; O R ot 4 *0 out of the 3 counties within the Boise-Mores watershed identified seismic as their 0‘_"’“” Type 1% Subbasin Area
5 y o X # v () Private 21%
& = e, 'y number one hazard. -
0 out of the 3 counties within the Boise-Mores watershed identified seismic as their Federal 66%)
< number two hazard. Reservation/ BIA 0%
> DIND 4 *1 out of the 3 counties within the Boise-Mores hed identified seismic as their State 13%
£ i ; number three hazard. Outof 1daho 0%
’ ’ LS B & Counties and Tribes
A 04 A - AN - _ 142 Ada, Boise, Elmore GN‘M.A.?"M"’“
> iy ) g 2] " Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
. ; {» - i g Cities
4 L p - y Low 0%
g v 8 Idaho City, Placerville BENGdETTE 7%
g S 3 ) o 4 Moderate 83%
';'. A n 4 X Moderate-High 0%
s \ v . High 0%
Ada 3 . y ) ‘;_,‘ A ' / Vo ' /. = ~ —
o - IROTE 27 Al rr / { USGS Ground Acceleration Ma Total seismic Eomlyl\ll Hazard Miugation Plan S M Actions
o I i { it p FJGroond Acceier men 5 = g ; Action Status
* 2 et ::M“” mitigation Paints
, o N e actions: ® it
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Risk Rank: M

Introduction

The only arca of concentrated population within the ! hed boundaries is Weiser. There are
5,185 total people who live within the watershed, of which 388 are at risk of flooding. The majority of the
watershed lies outside of Idaho.

What is the risk?

Flood hazards indude seasonal high stream flows that exceed bankfull discharge, as can be seen on the
USGS graph below. There is 1 high or significant hazard dam in the lee R i hed. There
are 3 communities participating in the NFIP with 8 policies contributing to $4,474 of premiums paid in
exchange for $1,362,600 of coverage.

*0out of the 2 in the I hed identified flood as their number one
hazard.

*Doutofthe2 in the lee Reservoir hed identified flood as their number two
hazard.

*1outofthe2 in the lee Reservoir hed identified flood as their number three
hazard.

LIDAR data availability
LiDAR availability within the Brownlee Reservoir watershed is as follows:
-Columbia River Treaty 2014/ 2024 Project (2010)

Conclusion
The B lee R i hed is considered to be at a mod risk of flood b of the relativel
small lation and lack of h d butions to flood risks.

Counties and Tribes
Adams, Washington
Cities

Welser

Area (sq. miles)

Population (2010) 5,185
Miles of Stream 1,468
Miles of Canal 23
Min. Elevation (ft} 1,608
Max, Elevation (ft) 9,557
Dams of Concern 1
Pop. at Flood Risk 388

Private ' 16%
Federal 29%)
|Reservation/BIA 0%|
[state 5%|
[out of Idaho 49%|
INFIP Policies 8|
Total Coverage $1,362,600

[ Total Premiums 54,474

|# Claims 0|
|Paid Claims S0

Total flood mitigation actions: 43

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the
county AHMPs.

IF:ounly All Hazard Mitigation Plan aood Mitigation Actions’
7 i)

Action Status.
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Brownlee Reservoir Watershed

®

0 9 18

) Miles

Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities

W Low £ Counties

B Low-Moderate 3 Reservations

3 Moderate = Intorstate

3 Moderate-High — State Highway
M High == LS. Highway

23 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers

O3 Watershed 3 Lakes

Risk Rank: H

Introduction

The I hed is home to 5,185 people, the majority of which live in the
Wildland Urban Interface. The main area of concentrated population within the Brownlee
Reservoir watershed boundaries is Weiser.

What is the risk?

Fires within the lee Reservoir hed have the I to ly disrupt life, property
and economic activity. There are 1,960 structures located within the WUI of the Brownlee
Reservoir watershed. Since 2000, 97,278 acres have burned during 91 individual wildfire events.
Based on data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the lee Reservoir shed has
17.2% low risk, 3.8% low-moderate risk, 22.9% moderate risk, 22% moderate-high risk and 34.1%
high risk of wildfire to the communities within the watershed.

*loutofthe2 in the i d identified wildfire as their number
one hazard.

*loutofthe2 inthe lee Reservoir hed identified wildfire as their number
two hazard.

*0outof the 2 in the d identified wildfire as their number
three hazard.

Conclusion

Based on the moderately large historic fires and high population within the WUI, the overall risk of
wildfire to communities is high.

Counties and Tribes
Adams, Washington
Citles

Weiser

Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:

11

A majority of the
proposed mitigation
actions are not
location specific and
can be found in the
the county AHMPs.
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| Brownlee Reservoir
Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: H Area (sq. miles) 1,296
Introduction Population (2010) 5,185
The only area of concentrated population within the Brownlee Reservoir watershed |Miles of Stream 1,468
boundaries is Weiser. [miles of Canal 23
What is the risk? |in. Elevation (ft) 1,608
An earthquake within the hed has a mod. P ial to cause damage to [Max. Elevation (ft) 9,557
the life and property of those within these areas. There are also 23 miles of canals |Est. Facilities Near Fault I 0
that are receptive to seismic disturb [FWareriegwinzs miesof Faut | 95%|
There are no essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault. Subbasin Ownershi
7
*0 out of the 2 counties within the lee Reservoir hed identified i _SLEI‘T& M
as their number one hazard. EVATE 16%
0 out of the 2 counties within the Brownlee Reservoir watershed identified seismic Federal 29%
as their number two hazard. Reservation/ BIA 0%
0 out of the 2 counties within the Brownlee Reservoir hed identified seismi State 5%)
as their number three hazard. Outofidaho 29%
Counties and Tribes - -
Adams, Washington ﬂmmm ‘
i Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
ies Low 5%

Weiser Low-Moderate 63%

Moderate 32%

Mod High 0%

High 0%

T
Total seismic %omlyAll Hazard Mitig: Plan S
mitigation
actions:
9
3
A majority of the proposed el
mitigation actions are not  Oregon. L v =
location specific and can _" St NS
X be found in the the county i L fo 2 B,
Brownlee Reservoir Watershed Moy #
s §
-~ 7 ¢
CQuaternaryFaults 3 eoc D Watershed  Historical Epicenters AN
AGE (yrs) A FireStations ™ Interstate Moment Magrituge Vrdrzan e =
b <150 -5t h AT\
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D (@)
Elmore

e

< Risk Rank: M l':"{r'*'z:t" ‘;. riee
C J Strike Reswelvoir Introduction Area (sq. miles) 3,304
> There are 670 total people who live within the Bruneau watershed, of which 160 are at risk of flooding. Population (2010) 670
The majority of the Is Miles of Stream 4,819
What is the risk? Miles of Canal 101
The bankfull discharge of the Bruneau River near Hot Springs is 2,200 cfs. Peak annual flows shown in Min, Elevation (ft] 2451
USGS graph below regularly exceed this limit with one of these being recorded as a significant d il 5. eV: -
flood event according to the Owyhee County AHMP. There are 4 high or significant hazard dams in the May. Elevation (ft) 10,764
Bruneau watershed. There are 0 communities participating in the NFIP with 0 policies contributing to $0 of Dams of Concern 4
p paid in exchange for $0 of ag
“0outofthe 2 in the hed identificd flood as their number one hazard. EOR STFICIRIK 164
*0out of the 2 in the B hed identified flood as their number two hazard.
*0outofthe 2 in the hed identified flood as their number three hazard.
LIDAR data avallability
No LIDAR data is available or planned. Private 6%
Federal 68%)
Conclusion Reservation/BIA
Though the of the d Is low, the four hazardous dams have the potential to l / )
threaten life and property to the moderate flood risk rank of the Bruneau. [state 4%
|out of Idahe 20%

Counties and Tribes
Owyhee, Twin Falls, Shoshone-Paiute Tribes [ NFIP Statist )

Citles INFIP Policies 0
Total Coverage S0
[Total Premiums S0

# Claims 0|

|Paid Claims S0

Total flood mitigation actions: 33

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the
county AHMPs.

USGS TEounlyAll Hazard Mitigation Plan Flood Mitigation Actions]
A L2 5o A Action Status
USGS 13168500 BRUNEAU RIVER NR HOT SPRING ID i < P, i
7808 | ® Oucontinues
° © Compious
i b Lines
£ eove ° —ngang
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Risk Rank: L

Introduction

The Bruneau watershed is home to 670 people, most of which live in or near the Wildland Urban
Interface. There are no areas of d lation within the hed

What Is the risk?

Fires within the B d have thep ial to ly disrupt life, property and
economic activity. There are no homes located within the WUI of the Bruneau watershed. Since
2000, 882,870 acres have burned during 186 individual wildfire events. Based on data from the
Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Bruneau watershed has 80.2% low risk, 9.9% low-moderate
risk, 5.4% moderate risk, 4.5% moderate-high risk and 0.1% high risk of wildfire to the

ities within the hed.
*2 out of the 2 counties in the Bruneau watershed identified wildfire as their number one hazard.

*Ooutof the2 inthe d identified wildfire as their number two hazard.
*0 out of the 2 counties in the Bruneau watershed identified wildfire as their number three hazard.
Conclusion
Although historic fires have been and large in itude, the IDL data and low

of the B watershed an overall low risk of wildfire.

Counties and Tribes
Owyhee, Twin Falls, Shoshone-Paiute Tribes

Citles
Aoy Historic Fire Perimeters rEom All Hazard M Plan Wildfire Mitigation Actions)
NS > = Total wildfire D L
- o < YEAR Cov k Action Status
50 ‘ Zakiad mitigation i ;’;'"
SO 3 2 Ongei
3 R X 2002 actions: % canrimat
< RN > I 200 © conpwn
” 10 2004 15 Lnes
=Y 2005 — Ongeing
1232006 s
= Compmne
A majority of the
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actions are not m J Fest
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Bruneau
Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: L Area (sq. miles) 3,304
Introduction Population (2010) 670
There are no areas of d popul within the B hed | Miles of Stream 4,819
boundaries. [miles of Canal 101
What is the risk? |win. Elevation (ft) 2,451
An earthquake within the watershed has a low potential to cause damage to the life |Max. Elevation (ft) 10,764
and property of those within these areas. There are also 101 miles of canals that are Est. Facilities Near Fault I 0
P to sei d t % Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault I 0%
There are no essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault. Subbasin mm
o,
*0 out of the 2 counties within the Bruneau hed identified ic as their m M
number one hazard. VIS 6%
0 out of the 2 counties within the Bruneau watershed identified seismic as their Federal 68%
number two hazard. Reservation/ BIA 1%
*0 out of the 2 counties within the Bruneau hed identified ic as their State %)
number three hazard. Outofidaho 20%
Counties and Tribes
Owyhee, Twin Falls, Shoshone-Paiute Tribes Mmmm
e Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
1ties Low 100%
Low-Moderate 0%
Moderate 0%
Mod High 0%
High 0%

- —
%omly All Hazard Mitigation Plan “E_

Total seismic

mitigation
actions:
10

A majority of the proposed
mitigation actions are not
location specific and con
be found in the the county
AHMPs.
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Risk Rank: H

Introduction

Arecas of concentrated population within the CJ. Strike Reservoir watershed boundaries are Glenns Ferry,
Mountain Home and Mountain Home AFB. There are 26,527 total people who live within the watershed,
of which 1,134 are at risk of flooding. Nearly three quarters of the C.1. Strike Reservoir watershed is
federally managed.

What is the risk?

According to the county AHMPs, 3 significant historic floods have occurred in the watershed. There are 10
high or significant hazard dams in the C.1. Strike Reservoir watershed. IDWR classifies dams according to
their d cam d. ial and the Home and Salmon Falls Dam are attributed with
the highest damage classifi Thereare 5 par in the NFIP with 121
policies contributing to $92,501 of premiums paid in exchange for $19,027,900 of coverage.

*0 out of the 4 counties in the C.J. Strike Reservoir watershed identified flood as their number one
hazard.

*0 out of the 4 counties in the C.J. Strike Reservoir watershed identified flood as their number two
hazard.

*1 out of the 4 counties in the C.J. Strike Reservoir watershed identified flood as their number three
hazard.

LIDAR data availability
No LiDAR data is available or planned.

Conclusion
The high population d: of h dous dams is the main threat of flood damage potential,
contributing to the high flood risk classification of the C.J. Strike Reservoir watershed.

Counties and Tribes

Ada, Elmore, Owyhee, Twin Falls

Cities

Glenns Ferry, Mountain Home, Mountain Home AFB

Subbasin Metrics
Area (sq. miles) 2,140
Population (2010) 26,527
Miles of Stream 3,428
Miles of Canal 146
Min. Elevation (ft) 2,385
Max. Elevation (ft) 7,415
Dams of Concern 10
Pop. at Flood Risk 1,134
___ Subbasin Ownershlp |
(Owner Type |% Subbasin Area
Private 23%
Federal 69%
Resarvation/BIA 0%
State 8%
Out of Idaho 0%
NFIP Statistics (2014]

NFIP Policies 121
Total Coverage $19,027,900
Total Premiums $92,501

# Claims 2
Paid Claims $62,355

Total flood mitigation actions: 141

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the

county AHMPs.
e
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C.J. Strike Reservoir Watershed

Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities
W Low 3 Counties
6 B Low-Moderate 3 Reservations
3 Moderate = Intorstate
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Risk Rank: H

Introduction

The C.J. Strike Reservoir watershed is home to 26,527 people, a moderate portion of which live in
or near the Wildland Urban Interface. Areas of concentrated population within the C.). Strike
Reservoir watershed boundaries are Glenns Ferry, in Home and Home AFB.

What is the risk?

Fires within the C.. Strike Reservoir d have the p I to y disrupt life, property
and economic activity. There are 2,674 structures located within the WUI of the C.). Strike
Reservoir watershed. Since 2000, 1,449,085 acres have burned during 534 individual wildfire
events. More than 100% of the land area has been burned ively within the hed. This
also accounts for more than 10% of the total area burned in Idaho during this time period. Based
on data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the C.J. Strike Reservoir watershed has 25.1%
low risk, 17.4% low-moderate risk, 12.5% moderate risk, 24.4% moderate-high risk and 20.7% high

risk of wildfire to the within the d
*3 out of the 4 counties in the C.). Strike Reservoir watershed identified wildfire as their number
one hazard.

*1out of the 4 counties in the C.). Strike Reservoir watershed identified wildfire as their number
two hazard.

*0 out of the 4 ounties in the C.J. Strike Reservoir watershed identified wildfire as their number
three hazard.

Conclusion

The recent wildfire events in the C.J. Strike Reservoir watershed have been both numerous and
large, and the amount of property within the WUI is relatively high, giving the watershed an
overall high risk of damaging wildfire.

Counties and Tribes

Ada, Elmore, Owyhee, Twin Falls

Cities

Glenns Ferry, Mountain Home, Mountain Home AFB

lazard M

Actions)

Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:
64

A majority of the
proposed mitigation
actions are not
location specific and
can be found in the
the county AHMPs.

[County At
i

Action Status
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Seismic
| C.). Strike Reservoir
Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: M Area (sq. miles) 2,140
Introduction Population (2010) 26,527
Areas of concentrated population within the C.J. Strike Reservoir watershed Miles of Stream 3,428
boundaries are Glenns Ferry, M in Home and M in Home AFB. |M™iles of Canal 146
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 2,385
An earthquake within the watershed has a moderate potential to cause damage to Max. Elevation (ft) 7,415
the life and property of those within these areas. There are also 146 miles of canals Est. Facilities Near Fault | 0
thatare ptive to ic disturb % Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault I 0%
There are 0 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault, Subbasin own«smg
[ T
«0 out of the 4 counties within the C.J. Strike Reservoir hed identified Owner Type 1% Subbasin Area
as their number one hazard. 'T”Va(c 23%
: 0 out of the 4 counties within the C.J. Strike Reservoir hed identified Federal 69%
Gooding A as their number two hazard. Reservation/ BIA 0%)
*1 out of the 4 counties within the C.J. Strike Reservoir hed identified State 8%,
as their number three hazard. Outof 1daho 0%
Counties and Tribes
Ada, Elmore, Owyhee, Twin Falls ij‘i‘.‘ﬁ"‘m‘m
& Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
ities Low 87%
Glenns Ferry, Home, Home AFB NG Tt 3%
Moderate 0%
Moderate-High 0%
High 0%
Total seismic ?omlyAll Hazard M Actions
Py Action Status
mitigation Pants
actions:
23
A majority of the proposed
Salmon Falls Reservol] ,’:fm?m,’,‘”:’;’:,“
. 3 be found in the the county
C.J. Strike Reservoir Watershed Algny
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Camas

Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Flood
‘ Camas
fig Wood

Risk Rank: M Subbasin Metrics

Introduction Area (sq. miles) 683

The main area of concentrated population within the Camas watershed boundaries is Fairfield. There are Population (2010) 1,034

1,034 total people who live within the watershed, of which 173 are at risk of flooding. The majority of the

watershed is privately owned. Milesiof Stream 1824
Miles of Canal 33

What is the risk?

The city of Fairfield resides on an alluvial fan at the foot of a drainage basin that feeds into Soldier Creek, Min: Elevation/(ft} 4,793

which flows through the city. Multiple unreported flash floods have occurred historically, along with 6 Max. Elevation (ft) 10,079

reports of stream flooding events according to the Camas County AHMP. High flows from rain or snow Dams of Concern 2

events could produce flooding. There are 2 high or significant hazard dams in the Camas watershed. There Pop. 3t Flood REK 173

are 4 communities participating in the NFIP with 3 policies contributing to $1,187 of premiums paid in p-

exchange for $735,000 of coverage.

*0 out of the 4 counties in the Camas watershed identified flood as their number one hazard.
*1 out of the 4 counties in the Camas watershed identified flood as their number two hazard.
*2 out of the 4 counties in the Camas watershed identified flood as their number three hazard.

LIDAR data avallability
No LIDAR data is available or planned.

Conclusion

The pi ofh d to the fl

dams and pr y of the I} dpl.

of the water systems

within the Camas watershed all contribute to its moderate risk dassification.

Subbasin Ownersh
Owner Type |% Subbasin Area

Private 62%
Federal 32%
Resarvation/BIA 0%
State 6%)|
Out of Idaho 0%|

: el | , , NFIP Statistics (2014) |
”\-/w_ < q Counties and Tribes NFIP Policies 3
o ) Blaine, Camas, Elmore, Gooding
“ Ith\ Siciax Total Coverage §735,000
}: & [ Fairfield Total Premiums $1,187
: # Claims 0
Paid Claims o)
Total flood mitigation actions: 81
A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the
county AHMPs.
8 L
y : 75 a ] &N % & Taction Status
Gooding Lincoln USGS 11341500 SACRAMENTO R A CASTELLA CA L -
\ 20000 ® Oucoatinues
~ : ¥ o ° ccotinues
) ‘\,_ -
0} BT 93 2 °
1| — 5 4 s
it
Camas Watershed zi 10000
@ o ® ° °
Current LIDAR  CIWatershed ® Dams :!- 5000 P
Proposed LIDAR == Levees == Interstate g
A Cities —Canals  — State Highway & ® e
EJReservations =1 Lakes US. Highway 0
0 5 1(')w D E3Counties = RiVeis * Bridges 1912 1914 1916 1918 1920 1922 1924
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Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities

W Low £ Counties

B Low-Moderate 3 Reservations
3 Moderate = Intorstate

3 Moderate-High — State Highway
B High == L1.S. Highway
23 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers

3 Watershed 3 Lakes

Risk Rank: M

Introduction
The Camas watershed is home to 1,034 people and there is no Wildland Urban Interface. The only
area of concentrated population within the Camas watershed boundaries is Fairfield.

What Is the risk?

Fires within the Camas watershed have the potential to severely disrupt life, property and
economic activity. Since 2000, 91,658 acres have burned during 39 individual wildfire events.
Based on data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Camas watershed has 3.4% low risk,

8.3%I d risk, 8.9% mod risk, 48% mod high risk and 31.4% high risk of
wildfire to the communities within the watershed.

*4outofthed ies in the Camas hed identified wildfire as their number one hazard.
*Ooutof thed ties in the Camas d identified wildfire as their number two hazard.
*Ooutofthed in the Camas d identified wildfire as their number three hazard.
Conclusion

Though there is no WUI present, there is a record of historically large wildfires and all counties
within the Camas watershed have identified wildfire to be a significant risk. Based on this there is
a moderate potential risk to life and property due to wildfire.
Counties and Tribes

Blaine, Camas, Elmore, Gooding

Citles

Fairfield

Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:

76

A majority of the
proposed mitigation
actions are not
location specific and
can be found in the
the county AHMPs.




Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Seismic

Camas
Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: M Area (sq. miles) 683
Introduction Population (2010) 1,034
The only area of concentrated population within the Camas watershed boundaries is Miles of Stream 1,824
Fairfield. Miles of Canal 33
: i 7% What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 4,793
” i 57, j' 57 An earthquake within the watershed has a low potential to cause damage to the life Max. Elevation (ft) 10,079
e - B |‘§:Ih{€ TRy and property of those within these areas. There are also 33 miles of canals that are Est. Facilities Near Fault l 0
- 7t P It 7 . ptive to seismic disturk R Watershed w/in 25 Miesof Faut | 1194
) 3 14 y s v AL There are 0 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault, Subbasin Ownershlg
: f 4 1 2 o, "
*0 out of the 4 counties within the Camas watershed identified seismic as their Owner Type {% Subbasin Area
Private 62%)
number one hazard. -
g 0 out of the 4 counties within the Camas watershed identified seismic as their Federal 32%
number two hazard. Reservation/ BIA 0%
*0 out of the 4 counties within the Camas watershed identified seismic as their State 6%
A ! number three hazard. Outofidaho 0%
TR ,ua*“ Counties and Tribes
= Blaine, Camas, Elmore, Gooding Gm‘i‘.‘;‘?"’ﬁ“m
AN : Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
Cities
N 7 ) Low 0%
g ; Fafiskd Low-Moderate 51%
Moderate 49%
: Moderate-High 0%
High 0%
46)
. T 'I—U_SGS Ground Acceleration Maj Total seismic ﬁ"_mw’_\“ﬂuﬂd Mitigation Ea" Seismic Mitigation Actions
2 g i "I/, [Shaind Adatiosalie oy " ; N - ~ | Action Status
Goodin lincoln g mitigation v
© ongang
‘1? actions: 73 s o
w“ Lal 29 ~y © Compiets
& 5 e AP
mi““‘ 0r o Disccntinued
i N —— Compiste
B ir 26 R =l S ANl A majority of the proposed
% 4 o 7 { mitigation actions are not
7 Bnoe £ : TRy location specific and con i
. Rt be found in the the county (o &
Camas Watershed / By S
i
QuaternayFaults ¥ £oc 0 Watershed Historical Epicenters 4 {
_A_GE (yrs) A Ficestaions ™ Inl.vs(-‘to Moment Magnituge :
@ Eihe  $ra 2poy Gunie )
EoRiE  $ ezt ™ Qe A tran e trein
b <1.600,000 Schools B3 Counties & 481 500 = T 4 & Vo Hae-
0 5 10 -Lovees ® Bridges B Reservations o i01.420 T 7 . \ 0 a5
pr— YRR e W Durs A ciies » 180.400 — s o ~ —— oy
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2

- Caribou-

Risk Rank: L

Introduction

The Bear River and the Thomas Fork are two meandering streams that run frecly through the Central Bear
watershed. There are 135 total people who live within the watershed, of which 6 are at risk of flooding.
The majority of the Central Bear watershed is outside of Idaho.

What is the risk?

Irregular stream flows are represented in the USGS table below. Stream gauges near Border, WY show
flows that range between 300 and nearly 4,000 cfs in the past. There are 2 communities participating in
the NFIP with 0 policies b 10 $0in pi paid in exck for $0 of ag!

*0 out of the 2 counties in the Central Bear watershed identified flood as their number one hazard.

*0 out of the 2 counties in the Central Bear watershed identified flood as their number two hazard.

*0 out of the 2 counties in the Central Bear watershed identified flood as their number three hazard.

LIDAR data availability
No LIDAR data is available.

Conclusion
The low population and lack of h dous factors tod
Bear watershed equate to a low risk of flood.

to life and property in the Central

Counties and Tribes
Bear Lake, Caribou

Citles

Area (sq. miles)
|Population (2010) 135
Miles of Stream 443
Miles of Canal 69
Min. Elevation (ft} 5,991
Max. Elevation (ft) 10,722
Dams of Concern 0
Pop. at Flood Risk 6

Federal 11%)
|Reservation/BIA 0%|
|state 1%
|out of Idaho 73%)|
INFIP Policies 0
Total Coverage S0
[ Total Premiums S0
|# Claims 0|
|Paid Claims 50

Total flood mitigation actions: 8

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the
county AHMPs.

T ——
Plan Flood Mitigation Actions

- o }' o vt Status
USGS 10039500 BEAR RIVER AT BORDER, WY : ' ':"(‘;‘m
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Risk Rank: L

Introduction
The Central Bear watershed is home to 135 people and there is no Wildland Urban Interface. There
areno d areas of population in the Central Bear watershed.

What Is the risk?

Fires within the Central Bear watershed have the potential to severely disrupt life, property and
economic activity. Since 2000, 3,257 acres have burned during 8 individual wildfire events. Based
on data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Idaho Falls watershed has 10.9% low risk,
10.1% low-moderate risk, 15.1% moderate risk, 44.7% moderate-high risk and 19.2% high risk of
wildfire to the communities within the watershed.

*1out of the 2 counties in the Central Bear watershed identified wildfire as their number one
hazard.

*1out of the 2 counties in the Central Bear watershed identified wildfire as their number two
hazard.

+0 out of the 2 counties in the Central Bear watershed identified wildfire as their number three
haza.rd

Conclusion
Given the very low population and lack of WUI within the Central Bear watershed, the watershed
is at an overall low risk to damaging wildfire.
Counties and Tribes

Bear Lake, Caribou

Cities

Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:

20

A majority of the
proposed mitigation
actions are not
location specific and
can be found in the
the county AHMPs.
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Central Bear Watershed

Central Bear

QuaternaryFaults ¥ goc O Watershed Historical Epicentars
AGE (yrs) = Interstate Moment Magnituce
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Risk Rank: L
Introduction

There are no areas of concentrated population within the Central Bear watershed
boundaries.

What is the risk?

An earthquake within the watershed has a high potential to cause damage to the life
and property of those within these areas.

There are 2 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault.

*0 out of the 4 counties within the Central Bear hed identified seismic as their
number one hazard.
0 out of the 4 counties within the Central Bear hed identified seismic as their

number two hazard.
*3 out of the 4 counties within the Central Bear watershed identified seismic as their
number three hazard.

Counties and Tribes
Bear Lake, Caribou

Cities

[ Subbasin Metrics |
Area (sq. miles) 824
Population (2010) 135
|Miles of Stream 448
|miles of Canal 69
|win. Elevation (ft) 5,991
IMax. Elevation (ft) 10,722
[Est. Facilities Near Fault | 2

|% Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault | 100%|

| Subbasin Ownership |
Owner Type |% Subbasin Area

Private 15%)
Federal 11%
|Reservation/ BIA 0%
State 1%)
Out of Idaho 73%)
Ground Acceleration
[Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
Low. 0%
Low-Moderate 0%
Moderate 0%
loderate-High 100%
High 0%

Total seismic

mitigation
actions:
10

A majority of the proposed
mitigation actions are not
location specific and con
be found in the the county
AHMPs.




Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Flood
s, 74 | Clearwater
she [dign’ R se{vallon s L
=) - ———
)y ! ; Risk Rank: H _Subbasin Metrics
- ) - LA Introduction Area (sq. miles) 2,345
Arcas of d lation within the hed boundaries are Bovill, Crai Culdesac, Population (2010) 45,898
Deary, Ferdinand, Juli Kamiah, Kendrick, Kooskia, Lapwal,Lewiston, Nezperce, Orofino, Peck, Pierce,
Reubens, Troy, Weippe and Winchester. There are 45,898 total people who live within the hed, of Milesafstream 5,594
which 1,710 are at risk of flooding. The watershed is 75% privately owned. Miles of Canal 18
What is the risk? MimElevationitih 719
Flood risks include regular flooding of properties along the tributaries of the Clearwater River. According Max. Elevation (ft) 6,047
to the county AHMPs, 17 significant historic flood events have occurred. There are 9 high or significant Dams of Concern 9
hazard dams in the Clearwater hed, induding the Reservoir up of this d. Pop. at Flood Risk 1710
There are 21 communities participating in the NFIP with 126 policies contributing to $158,908 of p: L
premiums paid in exchange for $24,926,600 of coverage. 7 % P >
p *0 out of the 5 counties in the Clearwater watershed identified flood as their number one hazard. SHMII m‘h S—
; learwater: *4 out of the 5 counties in the Clearwater watershed identified flood as their number two hazard. ner Type  |% Subbasin Area
t & *0 out of the 5 counties in the Clearwater watershed identified flood as their number three hazard. Private 75%
1 r ir
V D.w.o \s h_ a; k g e‘“?,e £ LIDAR data availability Federal 10%|
X ’ LIDAR availability within the Clearwater watershed Is as follows: Resarvation/BIA 7%
¥ -Nez Perce Reservation (2002)
-Moscow Mtn, Bennet Lumber, & U of | Exp Forest (2003) State 8%)
-Emerald Creek (2004) Out of Idaho 0%
-Lolo Creek (2006)
-Deary Area (2008) i NFIP Statistics |
-ﬂ:::wd 02@:‘2(:::) NFIP Policies 126
-Nikesa Creek
-Columbia River Treaty 2014/2024 Project (2010) Total Coverage $24,926,600
Total Premiums $158,908
Conclusion
The hak has brought flood control and safety to life and property, though the popul 3 Fhlm% J
within the watershed is at a high risk given the flood hazards of the Clearwater watershed. Paid Claims $92,070

Clearwater Watershed

Current LIDAR  CIWatershed ® Dams
Proposed LIDAR == Levees = Interstate
A Ciues — Canals — State Highway
EIReservations £ Lakes == US. Highway
0 15 15 - * Bridges
Miles ElCounties Rivers

Counties and Tribes
Clearwater, Idaho, Latah, Lewis, Nez Perce, Nez Perce Tribe

Total flood mitigation actions: 191

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the
county AHMPs.
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Risk Rank: H
Introduction
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What is the risk?
Fires within the Clearwater

the Wildland Urban Interface. Areas of

The Clearwater watershed is home to 45,898 people, a moderate amount of which live in or near

d have the

within the O
Culdesac, Deary, Ferdinand, Juliaetta, Kamiah, Kendrick,
Kooskia, Lapwai,Lewiston, Nezperce, Orofino, Peck, Pierce, Reubens, Troy, Weippe and

moderate risk, 32.3% mod risk, 35.5% mod
ies within the
*5outofthe5 iesin the C

hazard.

hazard.

*0outof the5 iesin the C
hazard

Conclusion

Counties and Tribes

Cities

Though recent wildfire activity within the
have all identified wildfire as a primary concern and a sizable portion of the population resides in
the WUL There is an overall high risk to communities from wildfire events.

hed identified wildfire as their number three

ly disrupt life, property and
economic activity. There are 2,808 structures located within the WUI of the Clearwater watershed.
Since 2000, 14,162 acres have burned during 168 individual wildfire events. Based on data from
the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Clearwater watershed has 6.6% low risk, 19.5% low-

high risk and 6.1% high risk of wildfire to the

d identified wildfire as their number one

*0out of the 5 counties in the Clearwater watershed identified wildfire as their number two

ies within the

Bovill, Craigmont, Culdesac, Deary, Ferdinand, Juli

d is small, the

Clearwater, Idaho, Latah, Lewis, Nez Perce, Nez Perce Tribe

Kamiah,

Clearwater Watershed

Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities

. Low

B Low-Moderate

3 Moderate

3 Moderate -High

B High

23 Wildland-Urban Interface
O3 Watershed

3 Counties

EJ Reservations

= Intorstate

— State Highway
~ LS. Highway

== Rivers

3 Lakes

erimeters

{Hrstoric Fire P

7
¥/

Lapwai,Lewiston, Nezperce, Orofino, Peck, Pierce, Reubens, Troy, Weippe, Winchester

Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:
121

A majority of the
proposed mitigation
actions are not
location specific and
can be found in the
the county AHMPs.

unty All Hazard M
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Seismic
| ' )éﬁ ) Clearwater
(Goeridbialene'indian Reservation Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: M Area (sq. miles) 2,345
Introduction Population (2010) 45,898
Areas of concentrated population within the Clearwater watershed boundaries are Miles of Stream 5,594
Bovill, Craigmont, Culdesac, Deary, Ferdinand, Juliaetta, Kamiah, Kendrick, Kooskia, |M™iles of Canal 18
Lapwai,Lewiston, Nezperce, Orofino, Peck, Pierce, Reubens, Troy, Weippe and Min. Elevation (ft) 719
Winchester. Max. Elevation (ft) 6,047
What is the risk? Est. Facilities Near Fault | 0
An earthquake within the watershed has a mod. P ial to cause d. to A Watersneo w/in2s MiesotFaut | 0%
the life and property of those within these areas. There are also 18 miles of canals
and 44 levees that are receptive to seismic disturbances. Subbasin Ownership
=g [ T
There are no essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault. O\yner Type 1% Subbasin Area
Private 75%)
0 out of the 5 counties within the Clearwater watershed identified seismic as their Federal 10%
number one hazard. Reservation/ BIA 7%l
*0 out of the 5 counties within the Clearwater hed identified seismic as their State 8%,
number two hazard.
Out of Idah
*0 out of the 5 counties within the Clearwater watershed identified seismic as their oncahg 0%
number three hazard. Ground Acceleration
Counties and Tribes Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
Clearwater, Idaho, Latah, Lewis, Nez Perce, Nez Perce Tribe Low 100%
Citis Low-Moderate 0%
Bovill, Craigmont, Culdesac, Deary, Ferdinand, Juliaetta, Kamiah, Kendrick, Kooskia, Moderate 0%
Lapwai,Lewiston, Nezperce, Orofino, Peck, Pierce, Reubens, Troy, Weippe, Moderate-High 0%
Winchester High 0%
Total seismic ~ounty All Hazard Mitig 1 Flan M Actions
mitigation T AT ;.,m -~
actions: it — § oo
2 . 2 e = R Doconinued
19
o
A majority of the proposed
4 = mitigation actions are not
e < location specific and con ==
be found in the the county M« :
Clearwater Watershed i ; = ¥
QuaternayFaults 3 eoc O Waterahed Historical Epicenters ',‘;-’,":i‘ ot &%
A FiroStations ™ Interstate 5“"““.’““ Oty %
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Coeur d'Alene Lake
Risk Rank: H _Subbasin Metrics
Introduction Area (sq. miles) 644
Areas of concentrated population within the Cocur d’Alene watershed boundaries are Coeur d'Alene, Population (2010) 34,838
Dalton Gardens, Fernan, Harrison, Hayden and Llake Village. There are 34,838 total people who live within Miles of Stream 1167
the watershed, of which 1,219 are at risk of flooding. The hed is largely pri ly owned. -
Miles of Canal 19
What is the risk?
According to the Kootenai County AHMP, there have been 8 significant flood events along the shores of Min: Elevation/(ft} 2,090
the lake and trib within the hed. There are 0 high or significant hazard dams in the Coeur Max. Elevation (ft) 6,371
d'Alene Lake hed. There are 6 par in the NFIP with 172 policies contributing Dams of Concern 0
to $135,686 of premiums paid in exchange for $32,667,900 of coverage. o TFlood RisK 1219
*0 out of the 3 counties in the Coeur d'Alene Lake watershed identified flood as their number one hazard. 98, & S =
*1 out of the 3 counties in the Coeur d'Alene Lake watershed identified flood as their number two hazard. 7 % P >
*2 out of the 3 counties in the Coeur d'Alene Lake watershed identified flood as their number three - Subbun - n °~ 'l'lﬂ‘ »ﬂA ) S—
hazard. er Type |% Subbasin Area
LIDAR data avallability Private 59%
LiDAR availability within the Couer d’Alene Lake watershed is as follows: Federal 25%)
-Coeur d'Alene River (2002) Resarvation/BIA 1%
-Coeur d'Alene Reservation (2005)
State 13%
Conclusion Out of Idaho 1%
of the high p within the d and its proximity to the Cocur d’Alene River, the
watershed is considered to be at high risk to losses resulting from flood damage. ! NFIP Statistics |
Counties and Tribes AElfEONces 172
Benewah, Cocur d'Alene Tribe, Kootenai, Shoshone Total Coverage $32,667,900
g E S Cities Total Premiums $135,686
; _,f 1 ‘\j- Coeur d'Alene, Dalton Gardens, Fernan, Harrison, Hayden, Lake Village # Claims 49
o L3 .dl'.;'t’- v | T
Wopie Ry e

T TR
f__/f Cha‘(co,l.el ake
Coeur [')'SIWMI Resarvation >
X0

Al

Total flood mitigation actions: 191

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the
county AHMPs.

( erounwAll Hazard Mitig Plan F?Iood Mitig: Actions
4 563 e T
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s / Wl © carpos
¥ § 5 Do g BN~ ..
/ R Hoctfa e 7 o Daccntinued
i : y u oy Tt 1 el
I 2 L Q- Y :mw
_}I}' L /_l_, f‘:. 0y - o @ ANJs
i% ° 2
\ 2
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°
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o o
Current LIDAR [ Watershed ® Dams 3 o 9 ®° o °°% o o ® oo
Proposed LIDAR ==Levees == Interstate g OQ, ° o ®q g & o
A Ciues — Canals — State Highway 10000 2 0e® ° ° 9e 9 % ® %0 d
EJReservations £ Lakes = US. Highway ° °° 2
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Coeur d'Alene Lake Watershed

Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities

W Low £ Counties

B Low-Moderate 3 Reservations

3 Moderate = Intorstate

3 Moderate-High — State Highway

B High == L1.S. Highway
1" 23 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers

3 Watershed 3 Lakes

) Miles

Risk Rank: H
Introduction

The Coeur d'Alene Lake watershed is home to 34,838 people, a moderate portion of which live in
or near the Wildland Urban Interface. Areas of concentrated population within the Coeur d'Alene
Lake watershed boundaries are Coeur d'Alene, Dalton Gardens, Fernan, Harrison, Hayden and
Lake Village.

What is the risk?

Fires within the Coeur d’Alene Lake hed have the p to ly disrupt life, property
and economic activity. There are 11,614 structures located within the WUI of the Coeur d'Alene
Lake watershed. Since 2000, 1,058 acres have burned during 63 wildfire events. Based on data
from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Coeur d'Alene Lake watershed has 0% low risk, 2.1%
I d risk, 56.1% mod risk, 41.7% moderate-high risk and 0% high risk of wildfire to
the communities within the watershed.

*2 out of the 3 countis in the Coeur d'Alene Lake watershed identified wildfire as their number
one hazard.

*1out of the 3 counties in the Coeur d'Alene Lake watershed identified wildfire as their number
two hazard.

*0 out of the 3 counties in the Coeur d'Alene Lake watershed identified wildfire as their number
three hazard.

Conclusion

Though the population residing within the WUI of the Coeur d’Alene Lake watershed is low and
there haven’t been any major wildfire events since 2000, the potential for future damage to life
and property by way of wildfire is identified as high.

Counties and Tribes

Benewah, Coeur d'Alene Tribe, Kootenai, Shoshone

Citles

Coeur d'Alene, Dalton Gardens, Fernan, Harrison, Hayden, Lake Village

Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:

91

A majority of the
proposed mitigation
actions are not
location specific and
can be found in the
the county AHMPs.

Wildfire
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Seismic
S Coeur d'Alene Lake
Subbasin Metrics
2 Risk Rank: M Area (sq. miles) 644
( o bl Population (2010) 34,838
5353 Areas of concentrated population within the Coeur d’Alene Lake watershed Miles of Stream 1,167
® boundaries are Coeur d'Alene, Dalton Gardens, Fernan, Harrison, Hayden and Lake [Wiles of Canal 19
Village. Min. Elevation (ft) 2,090
What is the risk? Max. Elevation (ft) 6,371
N An earthquake within the watershed has a mod P ial to cause d to Est. Facilities Near Fault l 0
the life and property of those within these areas. There are also 19 miles of canals A Watersneo w/in2s MiesotFaut | 0%
ne and 6 levees that are receptive to seismic disturbances.
KOOtenai r Th 34 ial facilities within 25 miles of fault e
’ ere are 34 essential facilities within 25 mi aquaternary fault, Dwner Type % Subbasin Area
oM *0 out of the 3 counties within the Coeur d'Alene Lake hed identified seismi l?rlva(c 59%
7 as their number one hazard. Federal 25%
*0 out of the 3 counties within the Coeur d'Alene Lake hed identified sei Reservation/ BIA 1%)
<4 as their number two hazard. State 13%
4 z X *0 out of the 3 counties within the Coeur d'Alene Lake hed identified seismi
- as their number three hazard. it kil A
% 4 Counties and Tribes Grom&icelmtlon
Benewah, Coeur d'Alene Tribe, Kootenai, Shoshone Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
95 e Low 75%
2ritson s Low-Moderate 25%
Coeur d'Alene, Dalton Gardens, Fernan, Harrison, Hayden, Lake Village W
Lo Moderate 0%
Moderate-High 0%
2 J High 0%
Chatcoley (S /
N -~ %" ‘R D
Cogur D al?ﬁ?lnd_mn Rg}ef ation B Croond Aocetoraton e Totslsakinie PRy TR—T TPianS - T
: 2 T = Wis & 2012 on Status
BenewahX - - ; o L / mitigation ) il
g / Y i X actions: . / $
7 29 ] 8
@ g A i 8 : iy 4 ngang
I el Ve 1/' 7 o Discontinued
%%"o N s S Vo A majority of the proposed
) Joo mitigation actions are not
o = = —tri/E L location specific and can
' be found in the the county
Coeur d'Alene Lake Watershed Algny

QuaternaryFaults ¥ £oc 0 Watershed Historical Epicenters
AGE (yrs) 5 = Interstate Moment Magrituge
= <150 A Firestations . [ Highwy .&0‘1”0
po= 15,000 & Hosoitals - U.S Mighway
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Flood

Curlew Valley Watershed

" Current LIDAR  CWatershed B Dams
Proposed LIDAR == Levees == Interstate

A Cities —Canals  — State Highway
BIReservations £ Lakes “=US. Highway
BlCounties — Rivers ® Bridges

Risk Rank: L Subl
Introduction Area (sq. miles) 2,266
There are 362 total people who live within the Curlew Valley watershed, of which 6 are at risk of flooding. Population (2010) 362
The watershed is largely outside of Idaho and the bulk of the land within the state is Miles of Stream 1,549
What is the risk? Miles of Canal 20
According to the Oneida County AHMP, the watershed has experienced 5 flash flood events in recent Min: Elevation (11 2186
history. Rock and Deep Creeks are the main water systems within the Curlew Valley watershed. Deep eV i
Creck flows into Stone Reservoir, which is impounded by 1 of the 2 high or significant hazard dams in the Mayx, Elevation (ft) 9,485
Curlew Valley hed. There are 3 P in the NFIP with 0 policies contributing to Dams of Concern 2
$0ofp paid in for $0 of ag
+0 out of the 3 counties in the Curlew Valley watershed identified flood as their number one hazard. EOP SURIGOTREY 6
*1 out of the 3 counties in the Curlew Valley watershed identified flood as their number two hazard.
*0 out of the 3 counties in the Curlew Valley watershed identified flood as their number three hazard.
LIDAR data avallability - —
No LIDAR data s available. LS 1%
Federal 20%)
Conclusion [Reservation/BIA 0%
Because of the low population and private property, the Curlew Valley watershed Is considered a low risk
watershed. [state 1%
|out of Idaho 68%)
Counties and Tribes
Cassia, Oneida, Power T.__)J‘T;: P Staf
Citles INFIP Policies 0
Total Coverage S0
[ Total Premiums S0
|# Claims 0|
|Paid Claims S0

Total flood mitigation actions: 38

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the
county AHMPs.
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Hall'lndian Reserv,

Risk Rank: L

- Introduction
The Curlew Valley watershed is home to 362 people, none of which live in or near the Wildland
Urban Interface. There are no major areas of latit ion within the hed
What Is the risk?
Fires within the Curlew Valley d have the tial to y disrupt life, property and

economic activity. There are no homes located within the WUI of the Curlew Valley watershed.
Since 2000, 178,667 acres have burned during 50 individual wildfire events. Based on data from
the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Curlew Valley watershed has 16.4% low risk, 28.4% low-
moderate risk, 29.5% mod risk, 25.7% mod high risk and 0.1% high risk of wildfire to the
communities within the watershed.

*2 out of the 3 counties in the Curlew Valley watershed identified wildfire as their number one

hazard.
*1out of the 3 counties in the Curlew Valley watershed identified wildfire as their number two
hazard.
*0 out of the 3 counties in the Curlew Valley watershed identified wildfire as their number three
: h d.
Cassia e
Conclusion
The low population and lack of effective WUl indicate an overall low risk of wildfire in the Curlew
Valley watershed, despite the rel. y freq of wildfire.

Counties and Tribes
Cassia, Oneida, Power
Cities

H: F i o a ation Ac!
istoric Fire Perimeters Total wildfire . ion um,l
mitigation p
actions:
37
A majority of the
proposed mitigation
Curlew Valley Watershed octions e not
location specific and
Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities can be found in the
W Low £ Counties the county AHMPs.
B Low-Moderate 3 Reservations
3 Moderate = Interstate
3 Moderate -High — State Highway
B High - U:S.leimy
0 6 12 Z3 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers
—— Miles O3 Watershed S LAk
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: Il | Curlew Valley
ryHall Indian Resery
G ¥ mh f Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: M Area (sq. miles) 2,266
Introduction Population (2010) 362
There no areas of concentrated population within the Curlew Valley watershed Miles of Stream 1,549
boundaries. I©iles of Canal 20
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 4,186
An earthquake within the watershed has a mod. P ial to cause damage to Max. Elevation (ft) 9,485
the life and property of those within these areas. There are also 20 miles of canals Est. Facilities Near Fault I 2
and that are receptive to seismic disturk B Watershed wjin 25 Miesof Faut | 100%)
There are 2 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault, Subbasin Ownershi
- ' %
7 ) *0 out of the 3 counties within the Curlew Valley hed identified sei as ;)\_Mner Type M
" s their number one hazard. EIVATES 11%)
f ¥ 0 out of the 3 counties within the Curlew Valley watershed identified seismic as Federal 20%)
Cassia / 1 v~ ' their number two hazard. Reservation/ BIA 0%
g ; S *0 out of the 3 counties within the Curlew Valley hed identified seismic as State 19|
) 15 : their number three haza. Dt ofidaho 53%
2 Counties and Tribes
5 < i Cassia, Oneida, Power ﬂ.wmm
3 i Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
:‘ ies Low 0%
T o Low-Moderate 0%
7 } 7 7, " Moderate 53%
- Moderate-High 47%
¥ High 0%
Total seismic Eomly All Hazard Mitig; aan S E Actions
mitigation
actions:
27
A majority of the proposed
mitigation actions are not
location specific and con
be found in the the county
Curlew Valley Watershed Moy
QuaternaryFaults ¥ £oc O Watershed Historical Epicentars
:GE (yrs) A FiceStations : Inlov.)u:u ” Moment Magnituge
Q o, S 5oty Q.10
k= <130.000  § poticeStations & Lokes @516
EGaoe & Schoots i Commies 0 30152 Utoh
s 8, FER sk SO IR -] (2]
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East Little Owyhee Watershed

Risk Rank: L
Introduction

There are 0 total people who live within the watershed.

What is the risk?

There are 0 high or significant hazard dams in the East Little Owyhee watershed. There are 0 communities
participating in the NFIP with 0 policies

*0 out of the 1 county in the East Little Owyhee watershed identified flood as their number one hazard.
*0 out of the 1 county in the East Little Owyhee watershed identified flood as their number two hazard.
*0 out of the 1 county in the East Little Owyhee watershed identified flood as their number three hazard.

ibuting to $0 of p

paidin

LIDAR data availabllity

No LiDAR is available.

Conclusion

There are no people within the watershed at risk of flood damage. The East Little Owyhee is a low risk

watershed.

Counties and Tribes
Owyhee
Cities

for $0 of

Miles of Stream 204
Miles of Canal 0
Min. Elevation (ft) 4,347
Max. Elevation (ft) 8,369
Dams of Concern 0
Pop. at Flood Risk 0

Private 0%
Federal 9%
Reservation/BIA 0%
|state 0%
|out of Idaho 90%,

=

NFIP Policies 0
Total Coverage S0
[Total Premiums S0
|# Claims 0)
|Paid Claims $0

Total flood mitigation actions: 15

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not focation specific and can be found in the the

county AHMPs.

“ICurrent LIDAR  CIWatershed ® Dams

~Proposed LIDAR == lLevees = Interstate
A Ciues — Canals == State Highway
EIReservations 17 Lakes “=US. Highway
ECounues — Rivers ® Bridges

Not Available
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Risk Rank: L

Introduction
The East Little Owyhee watershed is home to no people.

What s the risk?

Since 2000, there have been no wildfire events. Based on data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan
(2010), the East Little Owyhee watershed has 100% low risk, 0% low-moderate risk, 0% moderate
risk, 0% moderate-high risk and 0% high risk of wildfire to the communities within the watershed.
+1out of the 1 county in the East Little Owyhee watershed identified wildfire as their number one
hazard.

*0 out of the 1 county in the East Little Owyhee watershed identified wildfire as their number two
hazard.

*0 out of the 1 county in the East Little Owyhee watershed identified wildfire as their number
three hazard.

Conclusion

There are no people within the East Little Owyhee watershed at risk of any wildfire events. The
risk of wildfire is low.

Countles and Tribes

Owyhee

Cities

[I:Ilsloru: Fire Perimeters Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:
10
A majority of the
= proposed mitigation
East Little Owyhee Watershed octions e not
location specific and
be found in the
Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities o
W Low 3 Counties the county AHMPs.
B Low-Moderate 3 Reservations
3 Moderate = Intorstate
3 Moderate-High — State Highway
B High == L1.S. Highway
0 15 3 3 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers
—————Miles [ Watershed S LAk
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| East Little Owyhee
Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: L Area (sq. miles) 922
Introduction Population (2010) 0
There are no areas of concentrated population within the East Little Owyhee |Miles of Stream 204
watershed boundaries. [miles of Canal 0
What is the risk? |win. Elevation (ft) 4,347
An earthquake within the watershed has a very small potential to cause damage to IMax- Elevation (ft) 8,369
the life and property of those within these areas. There are 0 miles of canals that are |gsg. Facilities Near Fault I 0
receptive to seismic disturbances. [FWaterheawrinzs miesot aun | omy
There are 0 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault, Subbasin Ownershi
&
*0 out of the 1 counties within the East Little Owyhee hed identified seismi M M
as their number one hazard. rvate 0%
0 out of the 1 counties within the East Little Owyhee watershed identified seismic Federal 9%)
as their number two hazard. |Reservation/ BIA 0%
+0 out of the 1 counties within the East Little Owyh hed identified seismi State 0%|
as their number three hazard. Outofidaho 90%)
Counties and Tribes - -
Owyhee Ground Acceleration
e [Accel. Amoun [%Watershed Are
Low 71%
Low-Moderate 29%
Moderate 0%
Nod High 0%
High 0%
m—
Total seismic %omty AII\Hazard Mitigation Plan S:
mitigation |
actions:
2
A majority of the proposed
mitigation actions are not
location specific and con
X be found in the the county
East Little Owyhee Watershed By
QuaternaryFaults ¥ goc O Watershed Historical Epicentars
AGE (yrs) oStations ™ Interstate Moment Magnitude
Q@ i e Emee
j—<130,000 @ PoliceStations = Lokes @ssi.6m
- Gonnon £ Soes B Cuimier O 11 6
0 1 2 —Lavess ® Bridges B Reservations o .oy L1580
— Miles [— Canals B D A cies ® 190.200

67| Page



68| Page

Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Flood
& Goose
Jerome E——
Risk Rank: M _Subbasin Metrics
Introduction Area (sq. miles) 1,146
E The areas of concentrated population within the Goose watershed boundaries are Burley and Oakley. Population (2010) 6,613
Twin Falls There are 6,613 total people who live within the watershed, of which 1,006 are at risk of flooding. 24% of e ofttess 104
the hed is pri ly owned, 35% federally d and 40% lies outside of Idaho. .
Miles of Canal 322
What is the risk?
The city of Oakley is the population center for high i i icull | production which covers the Min: Elevation/(ft} 4,137
hern end of the hed. According to the Cassia County AHMP, there have been 12 flash flood Max. Elevation (ft) 9,999
events in recent history in the watershed. There is 1 high or significant hazard dam in the Goose Dams of Concern 1
watershed, the Oakley Dam, which p storage for agriculture There are 4 .
participating in the NFIP with 5 policies contributing to $2,681 of premiums paid in exchange for Pop. at Flood Risk 1,006
$1,239,800 of coverage.
*0 out of the 2 counties in the Goose watershed identified flood as their number one hazard. —_— —
*1 out of the 2 counties in the Goose watershed identified flood as their number two hazard. % Subbasin Area
*0 out of the 2 counties in the Goose watershed identified flood as their number three hazard. Private 24%
LIDAR data availability Federal 35%
LIDAR availability within the Goose watershed is as follows: Resarvation/BIA 0%
-City of Rocks National Monument (2011)
State 2%
‘ Conclusion Out of Idaho 40%)|
Cassia 8 of the mod of private property and p of hazardous dams, the
Goose watershed is considered to be at a moderate risk of flood damage. i NFIP Statistics |
Countles and Tribes NFifRotcles -
Cassia, Twin Falls Total Coverage $1,239,800
Citles Total Premiums 52,681
Burley, Oakley # Claims 0
Paid Claims S0

Total flood mitigation actions: 24

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the
county AHMPs.

Goose Watershed

Current LIDAR  CIWatershed ® Dams
Proposed LIDAR == Levees = Interstate
A Ciues — Canals — State Highway
EIReservations £ Lakes == US. Highway
ElCounties — Rivers ® Bridges

SGS HCounty All Hazard Mi
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Risk Rank: M

Introduction

The Goose watershed is home to 6,613 people and there is no Wildland Urnan Interface. Areas of
concentrated population within the Goose watershed boundaries are Burley and Oakley.

What Is the risk?

Fires within the Goose d have the to ly disrupt life, property and
economic activity. Since 2000, 56,093 acres have burned during 119 individual wildfire events.
Based on data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Goose watershed has 36.9% low risk,

33.6%| d risk, 6.7% mod risk, 22.8% moderate-high risk and 0% high risk of
wildfire to the communities within the watershed.

*2outof the 2 ies in the Goose hed identified wildfire as their number one hazard.
*0outofthe2 ties in the Goose d identified wildfire as their number two hazard.
*0out of the 2 in the Goose d identified wildfire as their number three hazard.
Conclusion

Both of the ies within the hed have identified wildfire as a hazard of concern and

there have frequently been wildfire events in the past. Though there is no WUI, the relatively low
population is at an overall moderate risk to wildfire.
Counties and Tribes

Cassia, Twin Falls

Citles

Burley, Oakley

Goose Watershed

Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities

W Low £ Counties

B Low-Moderate 3 Reservations

3 Moderate = Intorstate

3 Moderate-High — State Highway
B High == L1.S. Highway

23 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers

3 Watershed 3 Lakes

F . Tllmtorc fire Perimet
e o AR "':::'5 Total wildfire
2000 mitigation
I 2001
» 2002 actions:
£ 2003
£ 2004 15
= 2008
~¢ {523 2006
" I3 2001
2 JE3 2008
Ve
4 i Amajority of the
gD £=320m proposed mitigation
[=32012 actions are not
R 2012 location specific and
g /‘;':‘N': can be found in the
s the county AHMPs.
%
= o
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Goose Watershed
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= <130,000 @ PoliceStations = Lakes @ss1.600
<7£0,000 - Rivers Qs0-5%

|~ .e00000 & Senoois &3 Counties © 451.500
j—Lavees ® Bridges B8 Reservations o ,01.45

0 3.5 ] [~ Canals o

— Miles i A cues el

70| Page

are to seismic disturb

There is 1 essential facility within 25 miles of a quaternary fault.

*0 out of the 2 counties within the Goose watershed identified seismic as their
number one hazard.

0 out of the 2 counties within the Goose watershed identified seismic as their
number two hazard.

*0 out of the 2 counties within the Goose watershed identified seismic as their
number three hazard.

Counties and Tribes
Cassia, Twin Falls
Cities

Burley, Oakley

Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Seismic
: Fullsw R/Min_idoka Goose
Jerome 7 : Subbasin Metrics
4-,% o '@‘ § Risk Rank: M Area (sq. miles) 1,146
3 Introduction Population (2010) 6,613
(] Areas of concentrated population within the Goose watershed boundaries are Burley Miles of Stream 1,104
and Oakley. |™iles of Canal 322
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 4,137
An earthquake within the hed has a mod: P ial to cause damage to Max. Elevation (ft) 9,999
Twin Falls the life an'd property of those within these areas. There are 322 miles of canals that Est. Facilities Near Fault | 1

% Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault | 0%
[ Subbasin Ownership |
Owner Type |% Subbasin Area
Private 24%)
Federal 35%|
Reservation/ BIA 0%
State 2%)
Out of Idaho 40%
| Ground Acceleration
Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
Low 21%
Low-Moderate 79%
Moderate 0%
Moderate-High 0%
High 0%

Eomly All Hazard M

Total seismic

mitigation
actions:
20

A majority of the proposed
mitigation actions are not
location specific and con
be found in the the county
AHMPs.

—
Mitigation Actions,
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Hangman Watershed

O Current LIDAR  CIWatershed ® Dams

Risk Rank: L

Introduction

Areas of d | within the H: hed boundaries are Tensed and Worley.
There are 1,726 total people who live within the watershed, of which 73 are at risk of flooding. Over half
of the watershed is outside of Idaho.

What is the risk?

The main water system is Hangman Creek which runs through the south end of the city of Tensed. Little

risk is associated since much of the land along these water systems being undeveloped. There are 0 high
or significant hazard dams in the H; hed. There are 5 par inthe NFIP

with 0 polici g to $0 of pi paid in exch for $0 of age

*0out of the 3 in the hed identified flood as their number one hazard.
*2outofthe3 in the Hang hed identified flood as their number two hazard.
*loutofthe3 in the hed identified flood as their number three hazard.
LIDAR data avallability

LIDAR availability within the Hang d Is as foll

-Coeur d'Alene Reservation (2005)

Conclusion

Low i and lack of dang waters equate to a low flood risk ranking for the Hangman
watershed.

Counties and Tribes

Benewah, Coeur d'Alene Tribe, Kootenai, Latah
Cities

Tensed, Worley

Area (sq. miles)

Population (2010) 1,726
Miles of Stream 653
Miles of Canal 0
Min. Elevation (ft} 1,716
Mayx. Elevation (ft) 4,915
Dams of Concern 0
Pop. at Flood Risk 73

Private

23%|
Federal 1%
|Reservation/BIA 11%|
|state 1%
|out of Idahe 65%

INFIP Policies 0
Total Coverage S0
[Total Premiums S0
|# Claims 0|
|Paid Claims S0

Total flood mitigation actions: 155

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the

county AHMPs.

USGS 12422950 HANGMAN CREEK NR TENSED ID
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Kootenai
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Latah

8
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Hangman Watershed

Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities

W Low £ Counties

B Low-Moderate 3 Reservations

3 Moderate = Intorstate

3 Moderate-High — State Highway
= High ~ LS. Highway

23 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers

3 Watershed 3 Lakes

Risk Rank: M

Introduction

The Hangman watershed is home to 1,726 people, a small portion of which live in or near the
Wildland Urban rf: Areas of d lation within the Hangman watershed

boundaries are Tensed and Worley.

What is the risk?

Fires within the d have the to ly disrupt life, property and
economic activity. There are 40 structures located within the WUI of the Hangman watershed.
Since 2000, 658 acres have burned in 28 individual wildfire events. Based on data from the Idaho
Forest Action Plan (2010), the Hangman watershed has 0.1% low risk, 62.8% low-moderate risk,
22.9% mod risk, 14.2% mod high risk and 0% high risk of wildfire to the communities
within the watershed.

*3 out of the 3 counties in the Hangman watershed identified wildfire as their number one hazard.
*Ooutofthe3 inthe identified wildfire as their number two
hazard.

+0 out of the 3 counties in the Hangman watershed identified wildfire as their number three
hazard.

Conclusion
Despite the small amount of homes in the WUI and lack of recent significant wildfire events, all
three within the d have identified wildfire as a primary concern. The watershed

is at an overall moderate risk to wildfire.

Counties and Tribes

Benewah, Coeur d'Alene Tribe, Kootenai, Latah
Citles

Tensed, Worley

Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:
100

A majority of the
proposed mitigation
actions are not
location specific and
can be found in the
the county AHMPs.




Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio

Seismic

73| Page

’43951-3 v..,' T
{' “"' L/

Hangman Watershed

QuaternacyFaults 48 goc

AGE (yrs)

b <150

= <15,000
j—<130,000
| <150,000
= <1,600,000
—Lavees

[— Canals

0 Watershed Historical Epicenters

- Interstate Moment Magnitude
A Firestations 2 S way @0
* Hospitals - U.S. Highway
9 Policestations = :—:-- :sm 800
e 501-550
£ senoots B3 Counties 0 451.500
o EBridges B Resevations o 401.25
B oas A s ® 180.200

| Hangman
Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: L Area (sq. miles) 692
Introdictian Population (2010) 1,726
Areas of concentrated population within the H: hed boundaries are | Miles of Stream 653
Tensed and Worley. [miles of Canal 0
What is the risk? |win. Elevation (ft) 1,716
An earthquake within the watershed has a low potential to cause damage to the life IMax- Elevation (ft) 4,915
and property of those within these areas. There are 0 miles of canals that are |Est. Facilities Near Fault I 1
receptive to seismic disturbances. [FWaterheawrnzs miesot aun | omg
There is 1 essential facility within 25 miles of a quaternary fault. Subbasin mm
&
*0 out of the 3 counties within the H hed identified ic as their M M
number one hazard. VIS 23%|
0 out of the 3 counties within the Hangman watershed identified seismic as their Federal 1%
number two hazard. Reservation/ BIA 11%)
*0 out of the 3 counties within the | hed identified ic as their State 1%)
number three hazard. Outofidaho 55%
Counties and Tribes - -
Benewah, Coeur d'Alene Tribe, Kootenai, Latah ﬂmmm .
G Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
ies Low 100%

Tensed; Worley Low-Moderate 0%

Moderate 0%

Mod High 0%

High 0%

Total seismic
mitigation
actions:
13

A majority of the proposed
mitigation actions ore not
location specific and con
be found in the the county
AHMPs.
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Risk Rank: L
Introduction

There are 21 total people who live within the Hells Canyon watershed, of which none are at risk of

flooding. 23% of the watershed is privately owned.
What is the risk?

The Snake River is a powerful water source with has flood hazards due to seasonal high stream flows that
exceed its bankfull discharge with one major flood event reported in the Idaho County AHMP. There is 1

high or significant hazard dam in the Hells Canyon

the NFIP with 0 polici buting to $0 of pr

*0 out of the 2 counties in the Hells Canyon watershed identified flood as their number one hazard.
»1 out of the 2 counties in the Hells Canyon watershed identified flood as their number two hazard.
*0 out of the 2 counties in the Hells Canyon watershed identified flood as their number three hazard.

LIDAR data availability

LIDAR availability within the Hells Canyon watershed is as follows:

-Columbia River Treaty 2014/2024 Project (2010)

Conclusion

Despite the high volume of the Snake River, the Hells Canyon watershed is a low flood risk watershed

because of its low population.

Counties and Tribes
Adams, Idaho

Citles

[Euses ]

USGS 13290500 SNAKE RIVER NR JOSEPH ID

) j y . eee0 = °
1 2 ]
A by 1 .“/ { -/ : 70000
Uppler Payette § &
- - 5 0000 5 o
i} °
2 o
Hells Canyon Watershed ] soo0 = P
"! 40000 e
o
O Current LIDAR  DWatershed ® Dams 3 o ° i
30000
‘Proposed LIDAR == Levees == Interstate g
A Cities — Canals — State Highway 20000 o ©0
EIReservations & Lakes == US. Highway
0 5 12‘“5 E3Counties —Rivers * Bridges 1956 1958 1960 1962 1964 1966 1968 1970 1972
L Sess—]

Area (sq. miles)

|Population (2010) 21
Miles of Stream 2,617
Miles of Canal 3
Min. Elevation (ft} 902
Max, Elevation (ft) 9,337
|Pams of Concern 1
|Pop. at Flood Risk 0

Private

23%
Federal 39%|
[Reservation/BIA 0%
|state 2%|
|out of Idaho 36%|
INFIP Policies 0
Total Coverage S0
[Total Premiums S0
|# Claims 0|
|Paid Claims 50

Total flood mitigation actions: 29
A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are

not location specific and can be found in the the
county AHMPs.
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Risk Rank: L
Introduction

are no areas of concentrated population.

What Is the risk?
Fires within the Hells Canyon d have the i

The Hells Canyon watershed is home to 21 people and there is no Wildland Urban Interface. There

y disrupt life, property and

risk, 11.2% | d risk, 77.8% mod risk, 4.6%

to

economic activity. Since 2000, 133,396 acres have burned during 32 individual wildfire events.
Based on data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Hells Canyon watershed has 6.4% low

wildfire to the communities within the watershed.
hazard.
hazard.

hazard.

Conclusion

Counties and Tribes
Adams, Idaho
Cities

————— Miles

Hells Canyon Watershed

Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities

. Low 3 Counties

B Low-Moderate 3 Reservations

3 Moderate = Intorstate

3 Moderate -High — State Highway
= High “ US. Highway

23 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers

O3 Watershed 3 Lakes

high risk and 0% high risk of

*1out of the 2 counties in the Hells Canyon watershed identified wildfire as their number one
*1out of the 2 counties in the Hells Canyon watershed identified wildfire as their number two

*0 out of the 2 counties in the Hells Canyon watershed identified wildfire as their number three

Recent wildfire events within the Hells Canyon watershed have been large, however the extremely
low population is at an overall low risk to future damage resulting from wildfire events.

Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:

17

A majority of the
proposed mitigation
actions are not
location specific and
can be found in the
the county AHMPs.
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| Hells Canyon
Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: L Area (sq. miles) 538
Introduction Population (2010) 21
There are no areas of concentrated population within the Hells Canyon watershed |Miles of Stream 2,617
boundaries. [miles of Canal 3
What is the risk? |win. Elevation (ft) 902
An earthquake within the watershed has a low potential to cause damage to the life IMBX- Elevation (ft) 9,337
and property of those within these areas. There are also 3 miles of canals that are |gsg. Facilities Near Fault I 0
receptive to seismic disturbances. [FWaterheawrnzs iesot aun | 16%)
There are 0 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault, Subbasin Ownershi
7
*0 out of the 2 counties within the Hells Canyon hed identified sei: as gwn‘er Type M
their number one hazard. rvate 23%
0 out of the 2 counties within the Hells Canyon watershed identified seismic as Federal 39%)
their number two hazard. |Reservation/ BIA 0%
*0 out of the 2 counties within the Hells Canyon hed identified seismic as State 2%,
their number three hazard. Outofidaho 36%
Counties and Tribes - - -
Adams, Idaho &MM
- Accel. Amoun [t%Watershed Are_
1ties Low M%
Low-Moderate 36%
[Moderate 0%
o figh 0%
High 0%
Total seismic
mitigation
actions:
11
A majority of the proposed
mitigation actions are not
location specific and con
be found in the the county
AHMPs.
gusu-mlyhu“' #* coc O Watershed ::“onc:. Epicenters
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Bingham

Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Flood
X7
Ashton Reser/‘_(-o:,/g Idaho Falls
Risk Rank: H Subbasin Metrics
Introduction Area (sq. miles) 1,248
F remont Areas of concentrated population within the watershed boundaries are Hamer, Idaho Falls, Lewisville, Population (2010) 33,155

Menan, Rigby, Ririe, Roberts and Ucon. There are 33,155 total people who live within the watershed, of Miles of Stream 342
which 3,126 are at risk of flooding. The watershed is largely privately owned.

Miles of Canal 338
What Is the risk?
Flooding events within the Idaho Falls watershed could affect life and property, including agricultural Min: Elevation|(ft} 4,698
operations along the Snake River. According to the county AHMPs, 19 significant flood events have Max. Elevation (ft) 7,077
occurred in recent history. There are a number out of the levees protecting communities from stream flow Dams of Concern 0
of the Snake River. There are 0 high or significant hazard dams in the Idaho Falls watershed. There are 8 =

Pop. at Flood Risk 3,126

®

0 5 10
— ) Miles

ldaho Falls Watershed

Current LIDAR
Proposed LIDAR
A Ciues
B Reservations
EICounties

OiWatershed B Dams

= Levees == nterstate

— Canals — State Highway
=1 Lakes U.S. Highway
—Rivers * Bridges

communities participating in the NFIP with 78 policies
exchange for $19,777,400 of coverage.

*2 out of the 3 counties in the Idaho Falls watershed identified flood as their number one hazard.
*0 out of the 3 counties in the Idaho Falls watershed identified flood as their number two hazard.
*1 out of the 3 counties in the Idaho Falls watershed identified flood as their number three hazard.

LIDAR data availability

LIDAR availability within the Idaho Falls watershed is as follows:
-Jefferson County (2009)

~Madison County (2009)

-Snake River (2012)

g to $56,057 of p paidin

Conclusion

B of the highp within the watershed, the large amount of private property and the
number of levees protecting life and property, the Idaho Falls watershed is considered a high risk
watershed.

Counties and Tribes

Bonneville, Jefferson, Madison

Citles

Hamer, Idaho Falls, Lewisville, Menan, Rigby, Ririe, Roberts, Ucon

Subbasin Ownershi|
OwnerTEe % Subbasin Area

Private 71%
Federal 24%
Resarvation/BIA 0%
State 5%|
Out of Idaho 0%
NFIP Statistics (2014
NFIP Policies 78
Total Coverage $19,777,400
Total Premiums $56,057
# Claims 12
Paid Claims $115,665

Total flood mitigation actions: 31

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the
county AHMPs.

1 Plan Flood Mitig:
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Ashton Rese 7

Clatk Risk Rank: M

Introduction

*e‘ The Idaho Falls watershed is home to 33,155 people and there is no Wildland Urban Interface
remont §‘¢ within the watershed. Areas of concentrated population within the Idaho Falls watershed
\J

N boundaries are Hamer, Idaho Falls, Lewisville, Menan, Rigby, Ririe, Roberts and Ucon.

L,@' What is the risk?
Q¥ Riv Fires within the Idaho Falls d have the 1 to ly disrupt life, property and
1 56*‘ el economic activity. There are 0 homes located within the WUI of the Idaho Falls watershed. Since
/- 2000, 19,650 acres have burned during 24 individual wildfire events. Based on data from the Idaho
.‘\W ) o ~ Forest Action Plan (2010), the Idaho Falls watershed has 44.9% low risk, 38.5% low-moderate risk,

15% modi risk, 1.6% mod: high risk and 0% high risk of wildfire to the communities within
the watershed.

= *1out of the 3 counties in the Idaho Falls watershed identified wildfire as their number one

= 33 f hazard.

Jefferso n ) *0 out of the 3 counties in the Idaho Falls watershed identified wildfire as their number two
hazard.

dn *1out of the 3 counties in the Idaho Falls watershed identified wildfire as their number three

<X Madison hazard.
Conclusion

The moderate population and lack of WUI place the Idaho Falls watershed at an overall moderate
risk of damaging future wildfire events.

L
<
T
Org

Counties and Tribes
jille, Jeff i

o) od < Citles
) Hamer, Idaho Falls, Lewisville, Menan, Rigby, Ririe, Roberts, Ucon

20 43

Rihe servoir

Bonneville

——
1 Plan Wildfire Mitig: Actions

[Historic Fire Perimeters: 'Eounly Al Hazard M

Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:
24

Bingham

9

A majority of the
proposed mitigation
actions are not
location specific and
can be found in the
the county AHMPs.

ldaho Falls Watershed

Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities
W Low 3 Counties

B Low-Moderate 3 Reservations
3 Moderate = Intorstate
3 Moderate -High — State Highway

B High == LS. Highway
6 Z3 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers

— o5 | Wotershed e
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Seismic
[_J J 7 Idaho Falls
s, Ashton Rese 7
Clgtk % Subbasin Metrics
\ Risk Rank: H Area (sq. miles) 1,248
3 Q; Introduction Population (2010) 33,155
Fremont f o P : Miles of Stream 342
K Areas of concentrated population within the Idaho Falls watershed boundaries are
Hamer, Idaho Falls, Lewisville, Menan, Rigby, Ririe, Roberts and Ucon. Miles of Canal 338
")
gf’ What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 4,698
S TR An earthquake within the watershed has a high potential to cause damage to the life Max. Elevation (ft) 7,077
¥ and property of those within these areas. There are 338 miles of canals and 13 levees Est. Facilities Near Fault I 24
E 2 that are receptive to seismic disturt R Watershed wjin 25 Miesof faut | 9|
There are 24 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault. Subbasin Ownership
Madigon P :
33 «0 out of the 3 counties within the Idaho Falls hed identified seismic as their ?YVI‘I(EI‘ Type % Subbasin A;El;’
Jefferson number one hazard. VrNa £
0 out of the 3 counties within the Idaho Falls hed identified seismic as their Federal 24%
2 number two hazard. Reservation/ BIA 0%
e *0 out of the 3 counties within the Idaho Falls hed identified seismic as their State 5%
A a3 y number three hazard. Outof 1daho 0%l
A Counties and Tribes
o | Bonneville, Jefferson, Madison Gm‘ﬂ.‘&*"’“"”‘
‘u ! i.- R, 5 3 e ) Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
Way o v ; 117 Cities = =
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i ; i e Moderate 93%
ik 26 Moderate-High 1%
50 43 High 0%
e Rihe servoir
Bonneville
’\\\wc ; 5 Qe | ”TJ?G-S Ground Acceleration Map) Total seismic E‘“'“Y’\“ Hazard A Actions
Al Ground Acceioraien ion Status
R 2 on mitigation 5 S
‘ e Low-Moder se (J‘)’ fd' o Cngeing
s, & s actions: o
P { & e 26 ‘.Mcm
o E 3 < & Ongaing
Bingham - o e
: )
4 A majority of the proposed
p mitigation actions are not
location specific and con
be found in the the county
Idaho Falls Watershed Algny
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'S_wan Fabls Reservqg
)

Risk Rank: L [ Subbasin Metrics.

Z Introduction Area (sq. miles)
There are 78 total people who live within the Jordan watershed, of which 0 are at risk of flooding. The Population (2010) 78
majority of the watershed lies outside of the state, leaving only 14% privately owned. Miles of Stream 1,186
What is the risk? Miles of Canal 9
There are 5 high or significant hazard dams in the Jordan watershed. According to the Owyhee County ~
AHMP, two flooding events have i within the watershed in recent history. There are 0 MiniElavstionlite 3,363
communities partidpating in the NFIP with 0 policies ibuting to $0 of premiums paid in exch for Max, Elevation (ft) 8,330
$0 of coverage. Dams of Concern 5
*0 out of the 1 county in the Jordan watershed identified flood as their number one hazard. Pop. 3t Flood Risk 0
»0 out of the 1 county in the lordan watershed identified flood as their number two hazard. OB

*0 out of the 1 county in the Jordan watershed identified flood as their number three hazard.

LIDAR data availability 7
LIDAR availability within the Jordan watershed is as follows:
-Reynolds Creck (2007, 2009) Private 14%

Federal 24%)
Conclusion |Reservation/BIA 0%
Despite the numerous hazardous dams in the Jordan, the population at risk of flood events is very small,
placing the watershed in the low flood risk category. [state 8%
|out of Idahe 54%
Counties and Tribes 2
Owyhee [ NFIP Statist
Citles INFIP Policies 0
Total Coverage S0
[Total Premiums S0
# Claims 0|
|Paid Claims S0

Total flood mitigation actions: 18

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the
county AHMPs.

ZUSGS I]Coum.y All Hazar;l Mitigati ;l-a:\-F"lood Mitigation Actions
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Swa

Falls Rese

] Miles

Jordan Watershed

Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities

. Low

B Low-Moderate

3 Moderate

3 Moderate -High

B High

23 Wildland-Urban Interface
O3 Watershed

3 Counties

B3 Reservations

= Intorstate

— State Highway
~ LS. Highway

== Rivers

3 Lakes

Risk Rank: L

Introduction

The Jordan watershed is home to 78 people, there is no Wildland Urban Interface and there are no
areas of concentrated population.

What Is the risk?

Fires within the Jordan watershed have the potential to severely disrupt life, property and
economic activity. Since 2000, 18,888 acres have burned during 24 individual wildfire events.
Based on data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Jordan watershed has 17.6% low risk,
43.5% low-moderate risk, 18.3% moderate risk, 12.1% moderate-high risk and 8.6% high risk of
wildfire to the communities within the watershed.

«1 out of the 1 county in the Jordan watershed identified wildfire as their number one hazard.

«0 out of the 1 county in the Jordan watershed identified wildfire as their number two hazard.
*1out of the 1 county in the Jordan watershed identified wildfire as their number three hazard.

Conclusion

Given the very low population and lack of WUl in the Jordan watershed, the watershed is at a low
risk of wildfire events to people and property.

Countles and Tribes

Owyhee

Cities

~ Historic Fire Perimeters

Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:

10

A majority of the
proposed mitigation
actions are not
location specific and
can be found in the
the county AHMPs.

e
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Jordan

Risk Rank: L

Introduction

There are no areas of concentrated population within the Jordan watershed

boundaries.
What is the risk?

An earthquake within the watershed has a low potential to cause damage to the life

and property of those within these areas. There are 9 miles of canals that are

P

emie i "

to

There are 0 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault,

*0 out of the 1 counties within the Jordan watershed identified seismic as their

number one hazard.

0 out of the 1 counties within the Jordan watershed identified seismic as their

number two hazard.

*0 out of the 1 counties within the Jordan watershed identified seismic as their

number three hazard

Counties and Tribes
Owyhee

Cities

QuaternaryFaults ¥ £oc 0 Watershed Historical Epicenters
AGE (yra) - Interstate Moment Magnitue
= <150 A Firostations _ sigyg Highway @0
pe= 15,000 & Hosoitals - U.S. Highway
- 130,000 @ PoliceStations & Lokes @ssi1.600
750,000 - Rivers Qso-s%

|~ t.e0000 & Senoots &3 Counties 0 451.500
j—Lavees ® Bridges B Reservations o ,0y.45

o 3.5 ! [~ Canals o

— Miles i A cues ¥ 1040
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Total seismic
mitigation
actions:

2

A majority of the proposed
mitigation actions are not
location specific and con
be found in the the county
AHMPs.

Subbasin Metrics
Area (sq. miles) 1,221
Population (2010) 78
Miles of Stream 1,186
|Miles of Canal 9
Min. Elevation (ft) 3,363
Max. Elevation (ft) 8,330
Est. Facilities Near Fault I 0
% Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault | 0%
[ Subbasin Ownership |
Owner Type |% Subbasin Area
Private 14%
Federal 24%)
Reservation/ BIA 0%
State 8%
Out of Idaho 54%)
| Ground Acceleration
Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
Low 100%
Low-Moderate 0%
Moderate 0%
Moderate-High 0%
High 0%

[County All Hazard M
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Current LIDAR
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Flood
| Lake Walcott

Risk Rank: H Subbasin Metrics
Introduction Area (sq. miles) 3,582
Areas of concentrated population within the Lake Walcott hed boundaries are A ia, Albion, Population (2010) 37,901
American Falls, Burley, Dedo, Heyb Minidoka, Paul, Rockland and Rupert. There are 37,901 total
people who live within the watershed, of which 3,873 are at risk of flooding. Roughly one third of the Milesafstream 2,244
watershed is privately owned. Miles of Canal 1,319
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 4,085
High stream flow from the Snake River has the potential to threaten life and property in the Lake Walcott Max, Elevation (ft) 9,239
watershed. According to the county AHMPs, there have been 23 flash flood events reported within the Dams of Concern 7
watershed in recent history. There are 7 high or significant hazard dams in the Lake Walcott d. Pop. 3t Flood REK 3873
There are 16 communities participating in the NFIP with 45 policies contributing to $34,092 of p p: X

paid in exchange for $12,260,700 of coverage.

*0 out of the 9 counties in the Lake Walcott watershed identified flood as their number one hazard.
*1 out of the 9 counties in the Lake Walcott watershed identified flood as their number two hazard.
*1 out of the 9 counties in the Lake Walcott watershed identified flood as their number three hazard

LIDAR data avallability
No LIDAR data is available or planned.

Conclusion
The high [ latively high I at risk of flooding of hazard

NFIP involvement equate the Lake Walcott watershed as being a high risk watershed.

dams and high

Counties and Tribes

Blaine, Butte, Cassia, lerome, Lincoln, Minidoka, Oneida, Power, Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, Twin
Falls

Cities

Acequia, Albion, American Falls, Burley, Dedo, Hey joka, Paul, Rockland, Rupert

___ Subbasin Ownershlp |
(Owner Type |% Subbasin Area

Private 33%
Federal 64%
Resarvation/BIA 0%
State 3%)|
Out of Idaho 0%

NFIP Policies 45|
Total Coverage $12,260,700
Total Premiums $34,092
# Claims 4
Paid Claims $229,177

Total flood mitigation actions: 123

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the

county AHMPs.
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33
< [ GekeWalot |
z ‘\‘_/ Risk Rank: H

%,
Lose Riwer.
Butte g ) Introduction

The Lake Walcott watershed is home to 37,901 people, a moderate amount of which live in the
Reservoir L Wildland Urban Interface. Areas of concentrated population within the Lake Walcott watershed

ies are Acequia, Albion, ican Falls, Burley, Declo, /b Paul, ki
and Rupert.

What is the risk?

Fires within the Lake /! hed have the p ial to ly disrupt life, property and
B i n ha m economic activity. There are 6,785 structures located within the WUI of the Lake Walcott
g watershed. Since 2000, 1,131,522 acres have burned during 386 individual wildfire events. This
lative burn area to half of the total watershed area. Based on data from the Idaho
Forest Action Plan (2010), the Lake Walcott watershed has 52.1% low risk, 24.9% low-moderate
risk, 13.1% moderate risk, 8.5% moderate-high risk and 1.4% high risk of wildfire to the
29) communities within the watershed.
N %S +7 out of the 9 counties in the Lake Walcott watershed identified wildfire as their number one
hazard.
*1out of the 9 counties in the Lake Walcott watershed identified wildfire as their number two
hazard.
. 2 *loutofthed ies in the Lake Walcott hed identified wildfire as their number three
4 hazard.

Letls Wooy Rver
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9
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; Conclusion

The relatively high lation and high of property within the WUI of the Lake Walcott
watershed, coupled with the high frequency and magnitude of historic fire events, place the

J erome . D people and property of the watershed at a high risk to future wildfire events.

COqU e’

Counties and Tribes

Blaine, Butte, Cassia, Jerome, Lincoln, Minidoka, Oneida, Power, Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, Twin

R 2 Rockland Falls

Saty 7 Cities
Acequia, Albion, American Falls, Burley, Declo, Heyb Paul,

d, Rupert

Twin Falls / B

Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:
127

Ca SsSi1a 'Eomly All Hazard ﬁmgauon Plan Wildfire Mitig: Actions

BLtte Action Status

i

Doep Crogy

Oneida

L or (foose eek R rvoir 39

one Refervoi

A majority of the
proposed mitigation
actions are not
location specific and
can be found in the
the county AHMPs.

Lake Walcott Watershed

Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities
W Low 3 Counties
6 B Low-Moderate 3 Reservations
3 Moderate = Interstate
3 Moderate -High — State Highway
B High == LS. Highway
3 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers
O Watershed 3 Lokes

0 10 20
) Miles
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Lake Walcott Watershed

QuaternaryFaults 38 £oc O Watershed Hestorical Epicenters

AGE (yrs) & = Interstate Moment Magnitige

= <150 A FiteStations Siats Highwey .eoudw

pe= 15,000 & Hospitals - U.S Highway

b= <130.000 @ PoliceStations & Lakes @ss1.000
750,000 - Rivers @s0-5%

|= 600,000 & Schools B3 Counties © 451.5%0

jo— Lavees ® Bridges B Reservations © 401-45

[— Canals Darrs A cies ® 180.200

life and property of those within these areas. There are 1319 miles of canals that are
receptive to seismic disturbances.

Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Seismic
. A I Lake Walcott
Ny
X5 il Subbasin Metrics
143 Risk Rank: H Area (sq. miles) 3,582
N Introduction Population (2010) 37,901
2 L Areas of concentrated population within the Lake Walcott watershed boundaries are Miles of Stream 2,244
; ‘ Acequia, Albion, American Falls, Burley, Declo, Heyburn, Minidoka, Paul, Rockland Miles of Canal 1,319
| 9 o {0} and Rupert, Min. Elevation (ft) 4,085
8 P What is the risk? Max. Elevation (ft) 9,239
ly g\c Reservo An earthquake within the watershed has the high potential to cause damage to the Est. Facilities Near Fault I 0

% Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault | 13%

Th ial faciliti ithin 25 miles of fault #‘_IL
ere are no essent| cilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault. Dwner Type |% Subbasin Area
*0 out of the 9 counties within the Lake Walcott hed identified seismic as l?nvatc 33%)
their number one hazard. Federal 64%
*0 out of the 9 counties within the Lake Walcott hed identified seismic as Reservation/ BIA 0%
their number two hazard. State 3%,
*0 out of the 9 counties within the Lake Wal, hed identified as Out of 1daho 0%
their number three hazard.
Counties and Tribes Ground Aicelefatlon
Blaine, Butte, Cassia, Jerome, Lincoln, Minidoka, Oneida, Power, Shoshone-Bannock Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
Tribes, Twin Falls Low 68%)|
Cities Low-Moderate 24%|
Acequia, Albion, American Falls, Burley, Declo, Heyburn, Minidoka, Paul, Rockland, Moderate 8%
Rupert Moderate-High 0%
High 0%
Total seismic Eomty All Hazard Mitig; 1 Flan Actions
mitigation 280 v
actions: g o
Complete
84 i
Ongang
o Depcontinued
P ~—— Compiste
A majority of the proposed Har
mitigation actions are not [~
location specific and con
be found in the the county e
AHMPs.
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Risk Rank: M

Introduction
Arcas of concentrated population within the Lemhi watershed boundaries are Leadore and Salmon. There

are 1,881 total people who live within the watershed, of which 159 are at risk of flooding. The majority of
the hed is federall q

What is the risk?
Flood hazards can be due to rain on snow events, localized intensive rainfall and high streamflows

ding bankful disch A ding to the Lemhi County AHMP, there has been 2 reports of flash
floods within the watershed in recent history. There is 1 high or significant hazard dam in the Lemhi. There
are 4 communities participating in the NFIP with 17 polides 10 $16,168 of pi paid in
exchange for $3,948,400 of coverage.
*0 out of the 2 counties in the Lemhi watershed identified flood as their number one hazard.
*1 out of the 2 counties in the Lemhi watershed identified flood as their number two hazard.
*0 out of the 2 counties in the Lemhi watershed identified flood as their number three hazard.

LIDAR data availability
LiDAR availability within the Lemhi watershed is as follows:
-Lemhi River (2008, 2010, 2011)

Conclusion
The near the Lemhi River and presence of a hazardous dam place the Lemhi
watershed in the moderate flood risk rank.

Counties and Tribes
Custer, Lemhi

Cities
Leadore, Salmon

Area (sq. miles)
|Population (2010) 1,881
Miles of Stream 2,574
Miles of Canal 358
Min. Elevation (ft} 3,911
Max. Elevation (ft) 11,316
Dams of Concern 1
Pop. at Flood Risk 159

i €]
Private 19%|
Federal 78%|
|Reservation/BIA 0%|
|state 3%]|
|out of Idaho 0%)|
INFIP Policies 17
Total Coverage $3,948,400
Total Premiums $16,168
|# Claims 0|
|Paid Claims S0

Total flood mitigation actions: 26

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the
county AHMPs.

—
Plan Flood Mitigation Actions

Eounly All Hazard Mitig
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Risk Rank: M

hed h daries are

What is the risk?

overall moderate risk of wildfire events in the Lemhi watershed.

Counties and Tribes
Custer, Lemhi

Cities

Leadore, Salmon

Historic Fire Perimeters

0 1.5 15

— ) Miles

Lemhi Watershed

Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities

W Low

B Low-Moderate

3 Moderate

3 Moderate-High

B High

23 Wildland-Urban Interface
O3 Watershed

£ Counties

B3 Reservations

= Intorstate

— State Highway
w LS. Highway

== Rivers

3 Lakes

Introduction

The Lemhi watershed is home to 1,881 people, nearly half of which live in the Wildland Urba
rface. Areas of d lation within the Lemhi

and Salmon.

Fires within the Lemhi d have the jal to ly disrupt life, property and
economic activity. There are 743 structures located within the WUI of the Lemhi watershed. Since
2000, 23,705 acres have burned during 65 individual wildfire events. Based on data from the Idaho
Forest Action Plan (2010), the Lemhi watershed has 13.4% low risk, 19.2% low-moderate risk,
56.1% mod risk, 10.1% mod high risk and 1.2% high risk of wildfire to the communities

within the watershed.

*2outofthe2 in the Lemhi d identified wildfire as their number one hazard.
*0outof the2 in the Lemhi d identified wildfire as their number two hazard.
*0out of the 2 ies in the Lemhi hed identified wildfire as their number three hazard.
Conclusion

Two counties within the Lemhi watershed have identified wildfire as the primary hazard of
concern. The high portion of the population with property within the WUI contributes to the

Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:

25

A majority of the
proposed mitigation
actions are not
location specific and
can be found in the
the county AHMPs.
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Lemhi

Lemhi Watershed

QuaternacyFauits ¢ £oc O Watershed Historical Epicenters
AGE (yrs) = Interstate Moment Magritide
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Risk Rank: H

Introduction

Areas of concentrated population within the Lemhi watershed boundaries are

Leadore and Salmon,
What is the risk?

An earthquake within the hed has the p

ial to cause d

and property of those within these areas. There are also 358 miles of canals that are

receptive to seismic disturbances.

There are 3 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault,

*0 out of the 2 counties within the Lemhi watershed identified seismic as their

number one hazard.

0 out of the 2 counties within the Lemhi watershed identified seismic as their

number two hazard.

*0 out of the 2 counties within the Lemhi watershed identified seismic as their

number three hazard.
Counties and Tribes
Custer, Lemhi

Cities

Leadore, Salmon

Total seismic
mitigation
actions:
29

A majority of the proposed
mitigation actions ore not
location specific and con
be found in the the county
AHMPs.

ge to the life

Subbasin Metrics
Area (sq. miles) 1,261
Population (2010) 1,881
|Miles of Stream 2,574
|miles of Canal 358
|win. Elevation (ft) 3,911
IMax. Elevation (ft) 11,316
[Est. Facilities Near Fault | 3
|% Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault | 93%
Subbasin Ownership
Owner Type |% Subbasin Area
Private 19%)
Federal 78%
Reservation/ BIA 0%
State 3%)|
Out of Idaho 0%
Ground Acceleration
Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
Low 0%
Low-Moderate 0%
Moderate 16%
Mod High 84%
High 0%
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Risk Rank: L

Introduction
The Little Bear-Logan watershed lies mainly in Utah and is uninhabited and undeveloped within its Idaho
boundaries.

What Is the risk?

Beaver Creek is the main water system within the watershed, though it poses very little threat to life or
property because of the lack of private property or inhabitants. There is no NFIP participation within the
Little Bear-Logan.

*0 out of the 2 counties in the Little Bear-Logan watershed identified flood as their number one hazard.
*0 out of the 2 counties in the Little Bear-Logan watershed identified flood as their number two hazard.
*0 out of the 2 counties in the Little Bear-Logan watershed identified flood as their number three hazard.

LIDAR data availability
No LiDAR is available.

Conclusion
There are no people or property at risk of flooding within the Little Bear-Logan, therefore itis considered a
low risk watershed.

Counties and Tribes
Bear Lake, Franklin

Cities

Area (sq. miles) 888
Population (2010) 0
Miles of Stream 45
Miles of Canal 0
Min. Elevation (ft) 4,393
Max. Elevation (ft) 9,934
Dams of Concern 0
Pop. at Flood Risk 0

|Federal 4%
Reservation/BIA 0%
|state 0%
|out of Idaho 96%)

NFIP Policies 0
Total Coverage S0
Total Premiums S0
# Claims 0
|Paid Claims $0

Total flood mitigation actions: 15

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the

county AHMPs.

Not Available

-Eounly All Hazard Mitig

Actions
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Risk Rank: L

Introduction
The Little Bear-Logan watershed is home to no permanent residents.

Bear Lake What is the risk?
Since 2000, there have been no reported wildfires in the watershed. Based on data from the Idaho
Forest Action Plan (2010), the Little Bear-Logan watershed has 0% low risk, 0% low-moderate risk,
100% moderate risk, 0% moderate-high risk and 0% high risk of wildfire to the communities within
the watershed.
*1out of the 2 counties in the Little Bear-Logan watershed identified wildfire as their number one
) hazard.
*1out of the 2 counties in the Little Bear-Logan watershed identified wildfire as their number

7 :
% ::::: ::r;\e 2 counties in the Little Bear-Logan watershed identified wildfire as their number

three hazard.

Conclusion
There are no people or properties at risk of future wildifre evnets. The watershed is at a low risk of
Franklin future wildfire events.
Counties and Tribes
Bear Lake, Franklin
Citles

Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:
22
A majority of the
H proposed mitigation
Little Bear-Logan Watershed octions e not
location specific and
Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities can be found in the
W Low £ Counties the county AHMPs.
I Low-Moderate 3 Reservations
3 Moderate = Interstate
3 Moderate -High — State Highway
B High == L1.S. Highway
0 1 2 Wildlsnd-Urban Interface = Rivers
— Miles O3 Watershed ) sk
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| Little Bear-Logan
Subbasin Metrics

Risk Rank: L Area (sq. miles) 888
Introduction Population (2010) 0
There are no areas of concentrated population within the Little Bear-Logan watershed |Miles of Stream 45
boundaries. |miles of Canal 0
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 4,393
An earthquake within the watershed has a low potential to cause damage to the life Max. Elevation (ft) 9,934
and property of those within these areas. Est. Facilities Near Fault | 0

There are no essential facilities within 25 miles of a fault or historic quake area.
*0 out of the 2 counties within the Little Bear-Logan hed identified seismic as
their number one hazard.

*0 out of the 2 counties within the Little Bear-Logan watershed identified seismic as
their number two hazard.

*0 out of the 2 counties within the Little Bear-Logan
their number three hazard.

hed identified seismic as

Counties and Tribes
Bear Lake, Franklin

Cities

% Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault | 100%

Subbasin Ownership
Owner Type |% Subbasin Area

Private 0%
Federal 4%
Reservation/ BIA 0%
State 0%
Out of Idaho 96%)
Ground Acceleration
Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
Low 0%
Low-Moderate 0%
Moderate 0%
Moderate-High 100%
High 0%

Total seismic

mitigation
actions:
13

location specific and con
be found in the the county
AHMPs.
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Little Lost

Risk Rank: L

Introduction
There are 333 total people who live within the watershed, of which 0 are at risk of flooding. The
hed Is 89% federally 4

What is the risk?

The population along the Little Lost river could be at a small risk di the river’s ble albeit low
stream flow. There are 0 high or significant hazard dams in the Little Lost watershed. There are 0
communities participating in the NFIP with 0 policies b to $0 of pi paid in exch for
$0 of coverage.

*0 out of the 4 counties in the Little Lost watershed identified flood as their number one hazard.

*1 out of the 4 counties in the Little Lost watershed identified flood as their number two hazard.

*0 out of the 4 counties in the Little Lost watershed identified flood as their number three hazard.

LIDAR data availability
No LIDAR data is available.

Conclusion
The small population and lack of significant factors contributing to flood risk place the Little Lost watershed
into the low risk category.

Counties and Tribes
Butte, Clark, Custer, Lemhi

Citles

Subbasin Metrics
Area (sq. miles) 966
Population (2010) 333
Miles of Stream 1,859
Miles of Canal 148
Min. Elevation (ft) 4,780
May. Elevation (ft) 12,155
Dams of Concern 0
Pop. at Flood Risk 54

Subbasin Ownersh
Owner Type |% Subbasin Area

Private 9%
Federal 89%
Resarvation/BIA 0%
State 2%
Out of Idaho 0%
NFIP Statistics (2014]
NFIP Policies 0
Total Coverage So
Total Premiums S0
# Claims 0
Paid Claims o)

Total flood mitigation actions: 34

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the

county AHMPs.
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Risk Rank: L

Introduction

The Little Lost watershed is home to 333 people and there is no Wildland Urban Interface. There
are no areas of concentrated population within the Little Lost watershed.

What Is the risk?

Fires within the Little Lost d have the to y disrupt life, property and
economic activity. Since 2000, 2,140 acres have burned during 15 individual wildfire events. Based
on data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Little Lost watershed has 42.1% low risk,
50.1% low-moderate risk, 7.8% moderate risk, 0% moderate-high risk and 0% high risk of wildfire
to the communities within the watershed.

*3 out of the 4 counties in the Little Lost watershed identified wildfire as their number one hazard.
*0 out of the 4 counties in the Little Lost watershed identified wildfire as their number two

hazard.

*1out of the 4 counties in the Little Lost watershed identified wildfire as their number three
hazard.

Conclusion
The counties within the Little Lost watershed have identified wildfire as a hazard of significance,
though the small population in the watershed is at an overall low risk to wildfire events.
Counties and Tribes

Butte, Clark, Custer, Lemhi

Citles

MacKay

5(."\!0!'

Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:
59
A majority of the
. proposed mitigation
Little Lost Watershed octions are not
location specific and
be found in the
Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities o
- Low £ Counties the county AHMPs.
B Low-Moderate 3 Reservations
3 Moderate = Intorstate
Moderate-High — State Highway
B High == L1.S. Highway
0 7 14 3 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers
———Miles [ Watershed e
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the life and property of those within these areas. There are also 148 miles of canals

Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Seismic

’ | Little Lost

y Subbasin Metrics |
Risk Rank: M Area (sq. miles) 966
Introduction Population (2010) 333
There are no areas of concentrated population within the Little Lost watershed Miles of Stream 1,859
boundaries. I©iles of Canal 148
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 4,780
An earthquake within the watershed has a mod P ial to cause d ge to Max. Elevation (ft) 12,155

Est. Facilities Near Fault I 1

Little Lost Watershed

QuaternacyFaults 48 goc

0O Watershed Historical Epicenters

AGE (yrs) = Interstate Moment Magrituas
b <150 A ricostations _ g1l Ll ghway @10
po 15,000 + Hospitals - US. Highway
[= 30000 4 paiicastations = Lakes gw -600
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|~ t.e0000 & Senoots &3 Counties © 451.500
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— ) Vilos koo 1897450

and 1 levee that are receptive to seismic disturk R Watersned w/in 25 Miesof Faut_| 100%
There is 1 essential facility within 25 miles of a quaternary fault. Subbasin Ownershlg
[ T
«0 out of the 4 counties within the Little Lost hed identified as their ?Wner Type {% Subbasin Area
number one hazard. ArNa(c %)
*0 out of the 4 counties within the Little Lost hed identified seismic as their Federal 89%
number two hazard. Reservation/ BIA 0%
*0 out of the 4 counties within the Little Lost hed identified seismic as their State 204
number three hazard Outof 1daho 0%l
Counties and Tribes
Butte, Clark, Custer, Lemhi GN‘M.‘E""‘“"‘
- Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
Cities
Low 0%
Low-Moderate 0%
Moderate 32%
Moderate-High 68%
High 0%
~ USGS Ground Acceleration Mapl|  Total seismic [ouny A Hazard h M Actions|
i Ground Acceinrmmen o A ] Action Status
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Flood
| Little Salmon
Risk Rank: M Subbasin Metrics
Introduction Area (sq. miles) 577
Areas of concentrated population within the Little Salmon watershed boundaries are New Mead. and Population (2010) 2,399
Riggins. There are 2,399 total people who live within the watershed, of which 103 are at risk of flooding. Miles of Stream 1281
The hed is two thirds federall d =
— s Miles of Canal 21

What Is the risk?

4 Flooding hazards indude seasonal high stream flows that exceed bankfull discharge. At the USGS gauge Min: Elevation/(ft} 1,706
near the city of Riggins, this discharge is 4900 cfs. Annual peaks often exceed bankfull, with the county Max, Elevation (ft) 9,350
AHMPs reporting 3 siginficant flood events in recent history. There are 3 high or significant hazard dams in Dams of Concern 3
the Little Salmon watershed. There are 5 communities participating in the NFIP with 18 policies Pop. at Flood Risk 103

contributing to $16,490 of premiums paid in exchange for $4,091,000 of coverage.

*0 out of the 3 counties in the Little Salmon watershed identified flood as their number one hazard.
*1 out of the 3 counties in the Little Salmon watershed identified flood as their number two hazard.
*1 out of the 3 counties in the Little Salmon watershed identified flood as their number three hazard.

LIDAR data availability RAVAtS 31%
No LIDAR data is available. Federal 66%

Resarvation/BIA 0%
Conclusion
Due to the moderate I inp y to the water of the Little Salmon watershed and the State 4%
presence of hazardous dams, the Little Salmon hed is dered a mod flood risk d Out of Idaho 0%
Counties and Tribes NFIP Statistics {2014
Adams, Idaho, Valley NFIP Policies 18
Citles

Total Coverage 4,091,000
New Meadows, Riggins E >

Total Premiums $16,490

# Claims 1

Paid Claims $3,500

Subbasin Ownersh
Owner Type |% Subbasin Area

®

0 4.75 95
) Mile

Little Salmon Watershed

Current LIDAR
Proposed LiIDAR
A Ciues
B Reservations
ElCounties

OiWatershed B Dams

= Levees == nterstate

— Canals — State Highway
=1 Lakes U.S. Highway
—Rivers * Bridges

Total flood mitigation actions: 45

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the

county AHMP.
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Risk Rank: M
Introduction

The Little Salmon watershed is home to 2,399 people, roughly half of which live in or near the
Wildland Urban rface. Areas of d ion within the Little Salmon watershed
b d are New and Riggins.

What is the risk?

Fires within the Little Salmon d have the I to ly disrupt life, property and
economic activity. There are 1,609 structures located within the WUI of the Little Salmon
watershed. Since 2000, 20,042 acres have burned during 129 individual wildfire events. Based on
data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Little Salmon watershed has 7.3% low risk, 0.2%
low-moderate risk, 77.1% moderate risk, 15.4% moderate-high risk and 0% high risk of wildfire to
the within the hed

*2 out of the 3 counties in the Little Salmon watershed identified wildfire as their number one
hazard.

*1out of the 3 counties in the Little Salmon watershed identified wildfire as their number two
hazard.

*0out of the 3 counties in the Little Salmon watershed identified wildfire as their number three
hazard.

Conclusion
The population within the Little Salmon watershed is at a moderate risk to future wildfires. Past
events have been small and infrequent, though wildfire is indentified as a significant hazard by all
three counties within the watershed.
Counties and Tribes

Adams, ldaho, Valley

Citles

New Meadows, Riggins

2 |Historic Fire Perimeters
L 2 !
v - N
'En

DE|

Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:

29

A majority of the
proposed mitigation
actions are not

can be found in the
the county AHMPs.
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Seismic
Little Salmon
Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: H Area (sq. miles) 577
Introdiction Population (2010) 2,399
Areas of concentrated population within the Little Sal hed boundaries are Miles of Stream 1,281
New Meadows and Riggins. |M™iles of Canal 21
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 1,706
An earthquake within the watershed has a high potential to cause damage to the life Max. Elevation (ft) 9,350
and property of those within these areas. There are also 21 miles of canals that are Est. Facilities Near Fault I 3
ptive to seismic disturk i Watershed wjin 25 Miesof faut | 88%)
There are 3 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault, Subbasin Ownershlg
[ T
«0 out of the 3 counties within the Little Salmon watershed identified seismic as ?Wner Type {% Subbasin Area
their number one hazard. Anva(c 31%
0 out of the 3 counties within the Little Salmon watershed identified seismic as Federal 66%)
their number two hazard. Reservation/ BIA 0%
*0 out of the 3 counties within the Little Salmon watershed identified seismic as State 4%,
W their number three hazard Outof 1daho 0%l
5] Counties and Tribes
.’.f, Adams, Idaho, Valley GN‘M.‘E""‘“"‘
¢ i Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
T o ; Low 0%
New Meadows, Riggins Low-Moderate 79%
Moderate 21%
Moderate-High 0%
High 0%
:’;,7 “ | USGS Ground Acceleration Ma Total seismic 'Eoumyl\ll Hazard Miugation Plan ismic Mitig: Actions
a <N R L o oo Accoloramen S i 5 ",‘ = Action Status
% [ RN GRNT mitigation 5 .
/i A e actions: ¥, 50 o S
. n “ )¢ ‘t 3 :»:..n»p\ 2 ¢} ®
Oregon |- 5 AN Oregon L oo P
== 7 e 4 2 1| e Discominung
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- v A majority of the proposed ¥ -
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location specific and con
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Flood
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0.76

Population (2010)

Miles of Stream 25
Miles of Canal 1
Min. Elevation (ft) 1,522
Max. Elevation (ft) 5,863
Dams of Concern 0
Pop. at Flood Risk 0

Private 2%

Federal 0%
Reservation/BIA 0%
|state 0%
|out of Idaho 97%)

—

NFIP Policies ' — 0

Total Coverage S0
[Total Premiums S0
|# Claims 0)
|Paid Claims $0

Total flood mitigation actions: 14

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the
county AHMPs.

o = = = ;
e o 2 = : 17'
r - Risk Rank: L
g Introduction
‘._ Only 2% of the Little Spokane watershed lies within Idaho. There are 691 total people who live within the
p 3\ watershed, of which 0 are atrisk of flooding.
=N \ & What s the risk?
. o . Life and property are present along both sides of the Pend Oreille River, though only 1.6 miles of the river
: i y run through the Idaho portion of the Little Spokane watershed. There are 0 high or significant hazard
o ’ . f ‘ dams in the Little hed. Thereis 1 particil in the NFIP with 0 policies
{ T g to #0 of paid in ge for $0 of coverage.
d f 4 *0 out of the 1 county in the Little Spokane watershed identified flood as their number one hazard.
- y *0 out of the 1 county in the Little Spokane watershed identified flood as their number two hazard.
*0 out of the 1 county in the Little Spokane watershed identified flood as their number three hazard.
Lald Y ] v p LIDAR data avallability
3 k No LiDAR data is available.
@ - . o~ ! v
. e N y) Conclusion
’) R § The small population and small amount of waters within the Idaho portion of the Little Spokane watershed
o - y make it a low flood risk watershed.
' -',: : 7 g Counties and Tribes
. ; f g Bonner
y - ¢ 7] 1
- X "\',4 / '3"" Cities
b J N
oty L P ;f '
.|
be L7
T
— - ’ i
i 3L 4
- | /
= \ n 0 it /
- | N 14
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;j =, | Not Available
Y ’ e P ed
Little Spokane Watershed
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Risk Rank: M

Introduction

The Little Spokane watershed is home to 691 people, roughly half of which live in the Wildland
Urban Interface. There are no d areas of lation within the Little Spokane
watershed.

What is the risk?

Fires within the Little Spok d have the I to ly disrupt life, property and
economic activity. There are 260 structures located within the WUI of the Little Spokane
watershed. Since 2000, there have been no wildfire events. Based on data from the Idaho Forest
Action Plan (2010), the Little Spokane watershed has 0% low risk, 0% low-moderate risk, 0%
moderate risk, 100% moderate-high risk and 0% high risk of wildfire to the communities within the
watershed.

*0 out of the 1 county in the Little Spokane watershed identified wildfire as their number one
hazard.

*0 out of the 1 county in the Little Spokane watershed identified wildfire as their number two
hazard.

*0out of the 1 county in the Little Spokane watershed identified wildfire as their number three
hazard.

Conclusion

Though the population is relatively low, the entire watershed within Idaho is designated as a WUI,
giving the Little Spok W; hed an overall mod risk of wildfire.

Counties and Tribes
Bonner
Cities

‘Hslorne Fire Perimeters Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:
16
A majority of the
i proposed mitigation
Little Spokane Watershed ety
location specific and
Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Citie: can be found in the
W Low ' -} Com:ies the county AHMPs.
I Low-Moderate 3 Reservations
3 Moderate = Intorstate
3 Moderate -High — State Highway
= High “ US. Highway
0 09 18 3 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers
——Viles I Watershed I Lakes
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Little Spokane
Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: L Area (sq. miles) 709
Introduction Population (2010) 691
There are no areas of concentrated population within the Little Spokane watershed |Miles of Stream 25
boundaries. [miles of Canal 1
What is the risk? |win. Elevation (ft) 1,522
An earthquake within the watershed has a low potential to cause damage to the life IMax- Elevation (ft) 5,863
and property of those within these areas. There is also a 1 mile stretch of canals |Est. Facilities Near Fault I 0
receptive to seismic disturbances. [Fwarernegwinzs miesot faut | 0%
There are 0 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault, Subbasin Ownershi
&
+0 out of the 1 county within the Little Spok hed identified seismic as their %rx& V65ubbasin Area:
number one hazard. LVEE 2%)
0 out of the 1 county within the Little Spok hed identified seismic as their Federal 0%
number two hazard. Reservation/ BIA 0%
*0 out of the 1 county within the Little Spok hed identified seismic as their State 0%|
number three hazard. Outof ldaho 7%
Counties and Tribes . -
Bavnad Ground Acceleration
e Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
ities oW 100%

Low-Moderate 0%

Moderate 0%

Mod High 0%

High 0%

. —
[ i
Total seismic ?omt All Hazard Mitigation Paniefmlc Mitgation A::ms
: ——r . ["Action Status
mitigation = =
actions:
9
A majority of the proposed
mitigation actions are not
location specific and con
. be found in the the county
Little Spokane Watershed ey )
¥ e
QuaternacyFauits ¢ £oc O Watershed Historical Epicentars >
AGE U Moment Ma. :
o} d(z;s) A FireStations : ;‘:.'tr;h',y .‘:".7:‘“’
o 15,000 * Hositals e US. Highway )
j—<130,000 @ PoliceStations = Lokes @ssi.6m
| 150,000 - A
T G000 £ Schools i Commes D508
0 0.7 14 —Lavess ® Bridges B Reservations o .oy L5
| —Miles [ W O A cues =190 40
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Gobding
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Flood
: Little Wood
3
2 .~ -
= Guster: Risk Rank: H Subbasin Metrics
= e ———————
°-‘ Introduction Area (sq. miles) 1,172
= Areas of concentrated population within the Little Wood hed boundaries are Carey, Dietrich Population (2010) 10,005
% Gooding, Richfield and Shoshone. There are 10,005 total people who live within the watershed, of which Miles of Stream 1820
3,543 are at risk of flooding. Roughly one third of the watershed is privately owned. -
Miles of Canal 221
What is the risk?
High stream flow of the Little Wood river can potentially damage life and property. As reported by the Min: Elevation/(ft} 3,445
county AHMPs, 11 significant flood events have occurred in recent history. There are 2 high or significant Max, Elevation (ft) 11,782
hazard dams in the Little Wood hed. There are 9 par in the NFIP with 96 Dams of Concern 2
policies contributing to $103,344 of premiums paid in exchange for $15,593,600 of coverage. oD, 3t Flood RiK 3543
»0 out of the 6 counties in the Little Wood watershed identified flood as their number one hazard. p. £
*1 out of the 6 counties in the Little Wood watershed identified flood as their number two hazard.
»1 out of the 6 counties in the Little Wood watershed identified flood as their number three hazard. E—L Subbasin o"“’“"
LIDAR data avallability pO\INnEI'T = M
LIDAR availability within the Little Wood watershed is as follows: SIS 35%
-ITD, District 4 - US 93 (2007) Federal 59%
-Big Wood River Valley (2013) Resarvation/BIA 0%
Conclusion State 6%
Nearly one third of the Little Wood watershed's population is at risk of flooding. The significant hazard Out of Idaho 0%
dams, large amount of NFIP policies and large population all contribute to the Little Wood watershed's
high flood risk ranking. NFIP Statistics (2014)
NFIP Policie:
Counties and Tribes ees 95
Blaine, Butte, Custer, Gooding, Jerome, Lincoln Total Coverage $15,593,600
Cities Total Premiums $103,344
Carey, Dietrich ding, Richfield, Shosh # Claims 2
Paid Claims $15,479

Total flood mitigation actions: 88

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the
county AHMPs.

- T [
'~ _ ]CounlyAll Hazard Mitig 1 Plan Flood Mitig: Acuons
‘sﬂ 2 ZUSGS 2 ) Action Status
' = USGS 13151000 LITTLE WOOD RIVER NR RICHFIELD ID " ":"‘("Am
1 988 ® Oucoatinues
° o © Compine
- Linas
= g oo * =
v ini < ° ° % oo Discontinued
Minidoka % B 3 G Hars P
U pipaerr=S almo o, ¢
° ©
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g Eg 560 P o o °
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J |

Risk Rank: M
Custer Introduction

3
= The Little Wood watershed is home to 10,005 people, a very small portion of which live in or near
‘ the Wildland Urban Interface. Areas of concentrated population within the Little Wood watershed

Gl wood Rlve

daries are Carey, ding, Richfield and Shoshone.

What is the risk?

Fires within the Little Wood watershed have the potential to severely disrupt life, property and
economic activity. There are 15 structures located within the WUI of the Little Wood watershed.
BU tte Since 2000, 249,905 acres have burned during 161 individual wildfire events. Based on data from
the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Little Wood watershed has 6.1% low risk, 13.2% low-
: moderate risk, 42% moderate risk, 37.6% moderate-high risk and 1.1% high risk of wildfire to the
Blaine H ities within the hed
Cam > *5 out of the 6 counties in the Little Wood watershed identified wildfire as their number one
hazard.
g +0 out of the 6 counties in the Little Wood watershed identified wildfire as their number two
‘5 hazard.
L)

*1out of the 6 counties in the Little Wood watershed identified wildfire as their number three

- i 20 Caroy /193 hazard.
a1 Ci
Mag > Ll Conclusion
Wildfire events in the Little Wood watershed have been regular and relatively large. All six of the
counties within the watershed have identified wildfire as a significant hazard. Despite the lack of
lation in the Wildland Urban Interface, the communities within the Little Wood watershed
2

=
are at a moderate risk of wildfire.
£ Counties and Tribes

46 & Blaine, Butte, Custer, Gooding, Jerome, Lincoln
J5) < Richfiokd h Citles

’ Carey, ding, Richfield, Shosh
Lincoln | i e

Goodin

Dictrch

‘ MI nidOka IEom All Hazard M Plan Wildfire Mi Actions
Total wildfire  [spelem s nan T Sdrin e o
i mitigation 7 ‘ s
Jerome N ) actions:
ow Salmo /Ils Reseypvoir 82
Salmon F e VoL
Snagy ive. 9 X
A majority of the
S proposed mitigation
Little Wood Watershed octions e not
location specific and
be found in the
Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities oo
W Low £ Counties the county AHMPs.
B Low-Moderate 3 Reservations
3 Moderate = Intorstate
Moderate-High — State Highway
B High == L1.S. Highway
0 g 18 3 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers
—————Miles | Watershed i
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Seismic
iz ooy | Little Wood
2 i ; Subbasin Metrics
C 2 Risk Rank: M Area (sq. miles) 1,172
- Introduction Population (2010) 10,005
h Areas of concentrated population within the Little Wood watershed boundaries are Miles of Stream 1,820
: Carey, Dietrich, Gooding, Richfield and Shoshone. Miles of Canal 221
- What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 3,445
5 An earthquake within the watershed has a moderate potential to cause damage to Max. Elevation (ft) 11,782
gt 3 the life and property of those within these areas. There are also 221 miles of canals Est. Facilities Near Fault l 0
? y - Butte and 1 levee that are receptive to seismic disturt Gk wWatersned wn s Mies ot faut | 9%
. o 23 B There are 0 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault, Subbasin Ownership
itz oy Owner Type |% Subbasin Area
’ *0 out of the 6 counties within the Little Wood hed identified seismic as their o yo - i
number one hazard. VrNa(c 35%
0 out of the 6 counties within the Little Wood watershed identified seismic as their Federal 59%)
L 9 number two hazard. Reservation/ BIA 0%
Comas C Magi 7 T *0 out of the 6 counties within the Little Wood hed identified seismic as their State 6%
\‘ : number three hazard. Outof 1daho 0%l
Counties and Tribes
Blaine, Butte, Custer, Gooding, Jerome, Lincoln Gm‘ﬂ.wleﬁﬂm
z 5 it Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
e ; T Low 43%
Carey; Dietrich, 22 sh Low-Moderate 37%
6,
15 Qf R hifield Moderate 20%
é“ Moderate-High 0%
Lincoln |8 High 0%
Goodin
26
; Minidoka e onree|  Total sebmic  BaRl et N
7| — o mitigation Acte
actions: g o
Complete
Jerome 58 g
] Salmon Fa voir f:?:::.".“
Snate Ry 19 A majority of the proposed
5, mitigation actions are not
— location specific and con
= be found in the the county
Little Wood Watershed Algny
QuaternaryFaults 8 £oc 0 Watershed Historical Epicenters
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Risk Rank: L I & )

Introduction Area (sq. miles)

There are 79 total people who live within the Lochsa watershed, of which none are at risk of flooding. The Population (2010) 79
is largely y Miles of Stream 2,005

What is the risk? Miles of Canal 0

The Lochsa River is a major waterway that runs through the mountains of north Idaho County. USGS

stream gauges taken near Lowell indicate highly varied streamflows of the Lochsa hed. A ding Min: Elevation (ft) 1,460

to county AHMP reports, 3 flood significant flood events have occurred in the watershed in recent history. May. Elevation (ft) 8,727

There are 0 high or significant hazard dams in the Lochsa watershed. There are no communities Dams of Concern 0

participating in the NFIP with 1 policy contributing to $930 worth of premiums paid in exchange for .

$203,200 of coverage. Pop. at Flood Risk 0

*0 out of the 2 counties in the Lochsa watershed identified flood as their number one hazard.
*1 out of the 2 counties in the Lochsa watershed identified flood as their number two hazard.
*0 out of the 2 counties in the Lochsa watershed identified flood as their number three hazard.

LIDAR data availability

LiDAR availability within the Lochsa watershed is as follows:
-Lolo Creck -very small portion (2006)

-Shotgun Creek (2009)

~Twin (Doe) Creek (2009)

Conclusion
The small population within the watershed makes the Lochsa watershed a low flood risk watershed.

Countles and Tribes
Clearwater, Idaho

Cities

Private 5%

Federal 95%)
Resarvation/BIA 0%|
IState 0%
|out of Idaho 0%
____ NFIP Statis |
INFIP Policies 1
Total Coverage $203,200

Total Premiums $930

# Claims 0
Paid Claims S0

Total flood mitigation actions: 42

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the
county AHMPs.

—
Plan Flood Miti
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g‘*
3
’i‘ Risk Rank: L
Introduction
The Lochsa watershed is home to 79 people and there is no WUI. There are no areas of
concentrated population.
What Is the risk?

Fires within the Lochsa watershed have the potential to severely disrupt life, property and
economic activity. Since 2000, 191,705 acres have burned during 324 individual wildfire events.
Based on data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Lochsa watershed has 53% low risk,

Shoshone

[ shak Re

0% 1 derate risk, 47% mod. risk, 0% mod high risk and 0% high risk of wildfire to
T 3 the ities within the hed
Clea *2outof the2 ies in the Lochsa hed identified wildfire as their number one hazard.
*0outofthe2 in the Lochsa d identified wildfire as their number two hazard.
*0outof the 2 in the Lochsa d identified wildfire as their number three hazard.
Conclusion

The Lochsa experiences regular wildfire events, though the population at risk of damage from
these events is very low. Overall, the Lochsa watershed is at a low risk of wildfire.

Counties and Tribes

Clearwater, Idaho

Cities

Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:
W"&Y 55
A majority of the
proposed mitigation
Lochsa Watershed octions are not
location specific and
be found in the
Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities can.
- Low £ Counties the county AHMPs.
B Low-Moderate 3 Reservations
3 Moderate = Interstate
3 Moderate-High — State Highway
B High - U:S.mey
0 10 20 Z3 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers
—————Miles [ Watershed e
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Lochsa
Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: L Area (sq. miles) 1,181
Introduction Population (2010) 79
There are no areas of concentrated population within the Lochsa watershed |Miles of Stream 2,005
boundaries. |miles of Canal 0
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 1,460
An earthquake within the watershed has a low potential to cause damage to the life Max. Elevation (ft) 8,727
and property of those within these areas. Est. Facilities Near Fault | 0
) . . % Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault I 0%
There are 0 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault.
;: :.l:, :fD:II:a hza ::::ﬂes within the Lochsa identified as their OW ner Type I%Subbasin/Area
0 out of the 2 counties within the Lochsa watershed identified seismic as their EVATE 5%)
number two hazard. Federal 95%
*0 out of the 2 counties within the Lochsa watershed identified seismic as their Reservation/ BIA 0%
number three hazard. State 0%
Counties and Tribes Out of Idaho 0%
Cfe.:rwater, Idaho GioinaAaleratinn
Chies Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
Low 84%
Low-Moderate 16%
Moderate 0%
Moderate-High 0%
High 0%

—
Eoml All Hazard Mitigation Plan Seismic Mitigation Actions.
Total seismic 7 —
. z % Action Status
mitigation 7 - e
- ‘Mo © on
actions: Moy & oo
© Complets
11 Uines
<
,":, . A majority of the proposed
,( A mitigation actions ore not
3 location specific and con
be found in the the county
AHMPs.
QuaternaryFaults ¥ £oc O Watershed Historical Epicentars
AGE (yrs) = Interstate Moment Magrituge
b <150 A FireStaions g S ohway @0
b= 15,000 & Hosoitels = LS. Highway ;
o <130.000 @ PoliceStations = Lokes @ss1.60
- 150,000 - Rivers 801+
F a.800000 & Sehoois &3 Counties ? ‘:1 _:: 5
5 18 % b= Lovees o Bridges W Resevmtions o sor.scs el
—iles | s A cues * 1%0-4% =
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Flood
[EarHatIndian-Reservation Lowel' Bear-MaIad

Risk Rank: M Subbasin Metrics

Introduction Area (sq. miles) 1,256

There are 3,867 total people who live within the Lower Bear-Malad watershed, of which 7 are at risk of Population (2010) 3,867

flooding. Malad City is the only area of ¢ d lation within the hed. Roughly one :

quarter of the watershed is privately owned and over half of the watershed lies in Utah. MilesafStean 1,032
Miles of Canal 72

What is the risk?

The Malad River is the largest water system in the watershed. As reported by the county AHMPs, 5 Min Elevation/{ft} 4,183

significant flood events have ocurred in recent history within the watershed. There are 7 high or Max, Elevation (ft) 9,364

significant hazard dams in the Lower Bear-Malad watershed. There are 5 communities participating in the Dams of Concern 7

NFIP with 0 policies to $0 of p paid in exchange for $0 of g T F GO IR ;

*0 out of the 4 counties in the Lower Bear-Malad watershed identified flood as their number one hazard. of. £

Franklin

*0 out of the 4 counties in the Lower Bear-Malad watershed identified flood as their number two hazard.
*0 out of the 4 counties in the Lower Bear-Malad watershed identified flood as their number three
hazard.

LIDAR data availability
No LiDAR is available.

Conclusion
of the mod |
Lower Bear-Malad

and number of moderate hazard dams, life and property within the
dis dered to be at a mod risk of d flood events.

Counties and Tribes

Bannock, Franklin, Oneida, Power
Cities

Malad City

Subbasin Ownershi
[Owner Type |% Subbasin Area

Private 23%|
Federal 16%
Resarvation/BIA 0%|
State 1%
Out of Idaho 60%)|
NFIP Statistics (2014
NFIP Policies 0)
Total Coverage S0
Total Premiums S0
# Claims 0
Paid Claims S0

Total flood mitigation actions: 33

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the

county AHMPs.
(3¢) - County All Hazard M. Plan F!ood M Actions
2 AP = e
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o 2L o
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$ a — s
< 2000 { 7 " oo Discontinues
" % o b el | - —Campiate
- 5 2000 L & o .
it {
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% 1000 Y’
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Risk Rank: M

Introduction

The Lower Bear-Malad watershed is home to 3,867 people, a small portion of which live in or near

P the Wildland Urban Interface. The only area of concentrated population within the Lower Bear-
ower Malad watershed boundaries is Malad City.

What is the risk?

Fires within the Lower Bear-Malad watershed have the potential to severely disrupt life, property

Bannock and economic activity. There are 89 structures located within the WUI of the Lower Bear-Malad
o watershed. Since 2000, 28,757 acres have burned during 55 individual wildfire events. Based on
data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Lower Bear-Malad watershed has 13.7% low
risk, 17.8% | d risk, 23.3% mod risk, 42.8% moderate-high risk and 2.4% high risk
1 of wildfire to the communities within the watershed.
*1 out of the 4 counties in the Lower Bear-Malad watershed identified wildfire as their number
one hazard.
*3 out of the 4 counties in the Lower Bear-Malad watershed identified wildfire as their number
(3 two hazard.
Qc‘ *0 out of the 4 counties in the Lower Bear-Malad watershed identified wildfire as their number
three hazard.
\ Conclusion
The recent frequency of wildfires and moderate population within the WUI put the Lower Bear-
Malad watershed at an overall moderate risk of wildfire events.
Counties and Tribes
¢ C Bannock, Franklin, Oneida, Power
Oneida Y %
Citles
Malad Ci
o ity
& Franklin
IStone Reservoir
Plan Wil Ac
g lan Wildfire Miug: uons
Tot:tllwildflre o=y 3 @ [hionsun
mitigation \‘ s {
actions: = | % ciacommear
42 B vk :. :M
— ominy
e Ccscomnced
—— Complass
A majority of the
proposed mitigation
Lower Bear-Malad Watershed actions are not
location specific and
be found in the
Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities oo
W Low £ Counties the county AHMPs.
B Low-Moderate 3 Reservations
3 Moderate = Interstate
3 Moderate-High — State Highway
m High == US. Highway
0 45 9 23 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers
— Miles 23 Wetarstied = Lakes
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Tz Lower Bear-Malad
¢ Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: H Area (sq. miles) 1,256
Introdiictian Population (2010) 3,867
The area of concentrated population within the Lower Bear-Malad watershed Miles of Stream 1,032
boundaries is Malad City. |™iles of Canal 72
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 4,183
3 Bannock An earthquake within the watershed has a high potential to cause damage to the life Max. Elevation (ft) 9,364
§ and property of those within these areas. There are 72 miles of canals that are Est. Facilities Near Fault | 8
i3 © ptive to seismic disturt A Watersned w/in 25 Miesof Faut_| 100%
91 fij 7 There are 8 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault, Subbasin own«smg
L) ’ el -
7 R AN *1 out of the 4 counties within the Lower Bear-Malad hed identified seismi Owner Type {% Subbasin Area
e ! 4 F & Private 23%)
i 4 f o as their number one hazard. -
£ S | s 0 out of the 4 counties within the Lower Bear-Malad hed identified seismi Federal 16%
- Qe PN 1 ! s as their number two hazard. Reservation/ BIA 0%
o *0 out of the 4 counties within the Lower Bear-Malad hed identified seismi State 1%
A : 4\ \ as their number three hazard. Outof 1daho 50%
' g Counties and Tribes
- 1 Bannock, Franklin, Oneida, Power ij‘i‘.‘ﬁ"‘m‘m
< : G ) Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
-0 ) 4 J e ;’. Cities oW 0%
Oneida’ j ? 4 B
neida it ! % Malad City Low-Moderate 0%
( y : 3 /7 \ Moderate 23%
3 B Moderate-High 77%
* Frankhin High 0%
A .4 3
\ &\
17 o\ & _ =
s = ! é ~ |USGS Ground Acceleration Mapl|  Total seismic ounty All Hazard Mitgation Plan S M Actions
[Ground Acceler suon » o 3 on us
r mitigation O = e
actions:
27
A majority of the proposed
mitigation actions are not
location specific and con
be found in the the county
Lower Bear-Malad Watershed Algny
QuaternaryFaults ¥ £oc O Watershed Historical Epicenters
:‘GE (yrs) A FicsSimions : Inl..v.su‘l- i Moment Magrituge
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the Lower Boise d, the most being Dam. There are 17 communities
partidpating in the NFIP with 2,505 policies contributing to $1,765,807 of premiums paid in exchange for
$668,812,800 of coverage.

*0 out of the 6 counties in the Lower Boise watershed identified flood as their number one hazard.

*1 out of the 6 counties in the Lower Boise watershed identified flood as their number two hazard.

LIDAR data availability

LIDAR availability within the Lower Boise watershed is as follows:
-Middleton (2001)

-Payette River and Gem Valley =very small portion (2001)

<Ten Mile and Fifteen Mile Creek (2003)

-Bolise River (2006)

-Dry Creek, Boise Front (2007, 2009)

-Birds of Prey (2013)

Conclusion
B of the high p
as a high risk watershed.

and h dous flood jalin the Lower Boise watershed it is dassified

Counties and Tribes

Ada, Boise, Canyon, Elmore, Gem, Payette
Citles

Boise, Caldwell, Eagle, Garden City,
Parma, Star, Wilder

leaf, Kuna, Nampa, Notus,

Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Flood
- T
: 8 | Lower Boise
LR
/
7 iz Risk Rank: H Subbasin Metrics
15, = Introduction Area (sq. miles) 1,371
v qf There are 573,637 total people who live within the watershed, of which 30,238 are at risk of flooding. The Population (2010) 573,637
Gem I 4 B watershed is 75% privately owned. Miles of Stream 1,048
RN . What is the risk? Miles of Canal 1,504
Q\I\a ck Ca "‘ﬁ‘? "-(R € '19 BV i Spring flooding is a significant threat to people and property located along the Boise River. While the Min Elevation (6] 2172
N ; L ‘J Lucky Peak, A k and And, Ranch dams up: of this hed provide flood control and - z

y o < storage capadity for the Boise River and its trib {a notabl. le being € d Creck), Max. Elevation (ft) 6,995
variable spring snowmelt patterns make it difficult to predict runoff levels. Historically, this has resulted in Dams of Concern 20
54 separate flood events according to the county AHMPs. There are 20 high or significant hazard dams in Pop. at Flood Risk 30,238

Subbasin Ownershi|
OwnerTEe % Subbasin Area

Private 75%
Federal 20%)
Resarvation/BIA 0%
State 5%|
Out of Idaho 0%

NFIP Statistics (2014)

NFIP Policies 2505
Total Coverage $668,812,800
Total Premiums $1,765,807
# Claims 43
Paid Claims $233,340

Total flood mitigation actions: 311

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
location specific, depicted in the map below.

AR -7 Fell LR s el R usramn o g queniunen
SR — ) Action Status
7\ } USGS 13202000 BOISE RIVER NR BOISE ID P
| : 4 48800 % oisconinves
! © Complere
o Uinos
$  sme00 © — Cngaing
(72) (1) b e escontinues
©7) @), § 30000 | & Compiate
StrikesReservoir 5
25000
_ i
Lower Boise Watershed § T
a ! 15000 0& o
| ° % o °°
Current LIDAR  [DJWatershed ® Dams £  1eee0 °° @ o O‘bQL &° = od® q§0
Proposed LIDAR == Levees == Interstate g o °° ;o ° o f:,
A Cities — Canals — State Highway ne ° ® 0.0 %mP FP g
3 Reservations 1 Lakes US. Highway 0
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Wildfire
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g

L _Payette

Reservoir

Risk Rank: H

Introduction
The Lower Boise watershed is home to 573,637 people, a very large portion of which live in the
Wildland Urban rf Areas of d lation within the Lower Boise watershed

boundaries are Boise, Caldwell, Eagle, Garden City, leaf, Kuna,
Middleton, Nampa, Notus, Parma, Star and Wilder.

What is the risk?

Fires within the Lower Boise watershed have the potential to severely disrupt life, property and
economic activity. There are 182,070 structures located within the WUI of the Lower Boise
watershed, Since 2000, 157,257 acres have burned during 285 wildfire events. Based on data from
the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Lower Boise watershed has 36.3% low risk, 3% low-
moderate risk, 11.9% mod risk, 26.4% mod high risk and 22,3% high risk of wildfire to

the within the

*5 out of the 6 counties in the Lower Boise watershed identified wildfire as their number one
hazard.

*1out of the 6 counties in the Lower Boise watershed identified wildfire as their number two
hazard.

*0 out of the 6 counties in the Lower Boise watershed identified wildfire as their number three
hazard

Conclusion

The Lower Boise watershed contains the highest population in the state and much of it resides
within the WUL. All of the counties within the watershed identify wildfire as a significant hazard.
The people and property within the Lower Boise watershed are at an overall high wildfire risk.
Counties and Tribes

Ada, Boise, Canyon, Elmore, Gem, Payette

Citles

Boise, Caldwell, Eagle, Garden City, Greenleaf, Kuna, Meridian, Meridian, Middleton, Nampa,
Notus, Parma, Star, Wilder

Lower Boise Watershed

Communities at Risk of Wildfwe A Cities

M Low Counties

B Low -Moderate 3 Reservations

3 Moderate = Intorstate

2 Moderate-High — State Highway

B High == 1S, Highway
0 9 18 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers
———— Miles [ Watorshed . Lakes
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Seismic

Lower Boise

[ Subbasin Metrics |
Risk Rank: H Area (sq. miles) 1,371
itroduction Population (2010) 573,637
Areas of concentrated population within the Lower Boise watershed boundaries are Miles of Stream 1,948
Boise, Caldwell, Eagle, Garden City, Greenleaf, Kuna, Meridian, Meridian, Middleton, Miles of Canal 1,504
Nampa, Notus, Parma, Star and Wilder. Min. Elevation (ft) 2,172
What is the risk? Max. Elevation (ft) 6,995
An earthquake within the watershed has a high potential to cause damage to the life Est. Facilities Near Fault I 333

and property of those within these areas. There are 1,504 miles of canals and 20

% Watershed w/in 25 Mlles of Fault I 47%
levees that are to seismic disturk

Subbasin Ownership
There are 333 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault. W % Subbasin Area
«0 out of the 6 counties within the Lower Boise hed identified seismic as their Prvate 75%
number one hazard. Federal 20%)
1 out of the 6 counties within the Lower Boise hed identified sei: as their Reservation/ BIA 0%
number two hazard, State 5%
1 out of the 6 counties within the Lower Boise hed identified seismic as their Out of ldaho 0%
number three hazard.
Counties and Tribes Ground Acceleration
Ada, Boise, Canyon, Elmore, Gem, Payette Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
e Low 69%
Cities AT
Boise, Caldwell, Eagle, den City, G leaf, Kuna, Meridian, Meridian, Middleton, AW Nederd 31%
Nampa, Notus, Parma, Star, Wilder Moderate 0%
Moderate-High 0%
High 0%|

| USGS Ground Acceleration Map Total seismic
o

o cow mitigation
000 Low Modersts
~ Msderais actions:
U Mosarminthsh
= 72
A mojority of the proposed
mitigation actions are not
location specific and con
be found In the the county
Lower Boise Watershed -
QuaternaryFaults 4§ £oc O Watershed Histerien Epicanters
AGE (yrs) - (ntarstate Moment Magnitude
e 150 A FiraSistions _ o\ U Lighway [ YO
- <16,000 o Mospitals = US. Highway
e <130,000 ® PoliceSiations = Lakes @ss.6m
<150.000 - Rivers :
- L0000 & Sehools B Counties ? fz: zg
0 7 14 = Lovees ® Bridges B Reservations g 409.420
sMiles [~ Cans B oare A cies ® 180-400
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Risk Rank: M

Introduction

There are 1,619 total people who live within the Lower Clark Fork watershed, of which 141 are at risk of
flooding. Land outside the city of Clark Fork is largely undeveloped. The vast majority of the watershed

lies outside of Idaho and is largely federally managed within the state.

What is the risk?

The Clark Fork River, Lightning Creek and Spring Creek are all contribute to the flood risk of the Lower
Clark Fork watershed. According to the county AHMPs, there have been reports of 5 significant floods
historically. The Cabinet Gorge dam is considered to be a high or significant hazard. There are 3
communities participating in the NFIP with 27 polid b 10 $20,569 of p! paidin
exchange for $5,816,000 of coverage.

*0 out of the 2 counties in the Lower Clark Fork watershed identified flood as their number one hazard.
*0 out of the 2 counties in the Lower Clark Fork watershed identified flood as their number two hazard.
*1 out of the 2 counties in the Lower Clark Fork watershed identified flood as their number three hazard.

LIDAR data availability

LiDAR availability within the Lower Clark Fork watershed is as follows:
-Jack Waite Mine ~very small portion (2007)

-Columbia River Treaty 2014/2024 Project (2010)

Conclusion
Though the majority of the watershed lies outside of Idaho, the population within the state’s boundaries is
idered to be at a mod risk of damaging flood events.

Counties and Tribes
Bonner, Shoshone
Cities

Clark Fork

Area (sq. miles)

|Population (2010) 1,619
Miles of Stream 389
Miles of Canal 0
Min. Elevation (ft} 2,047
Max, Elevation (ft) 8,698

|Pams of Concern 1

|Pop. at Flood Risk 141

i €]
Private 2%
Federal 7%
[Reservation/BIA 0%
|state 0%|
|out of Idaho 91%|

INFIP Policies 27|
Total Coverage $5,816,000
Total Premiums $20,569
|# Claims 0|
|Paid Claims S0

Total flood mitigation actions: 99

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the

county AHMPs.

USGS 12391950 CLARK FORK RIVER BELOW CABINET GORGE DAM ID

—
Plan Flood Mitigation Actions

[EE | [y

Action Status.
Pains
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Wildfire

L y ' Risk Rank: M
2 1 Introduction
§ : The Lower Qark Fork watershed is home to 1,619 people, most of which live in the Wildland Urban
N Ul Interface. The only area of concentrated population within the Lower Clark Fork watershed
boundaries is the town of Clark Fork.
onner. ' 3 What is the risk?
! Fires within the Lower Clark Fork hed have the to ly disrupt life, property

and economic activity. There are 1015 structures located within the WUI of the Lower Clark Fork
watershed. Since 2000, 24 acres have burned in 33 wildfire events. Based on data from the Idaho
Forest Action Plan (2010), the Lower Clark Fork watershed has 30.6% low risk, 0% low-moderate

Clark risk, 32.2% moderate risk, 37.2% moderate-high risk and 0% high risk of wildfire to the
communities within the watershed.
*0 out of the 2 counties in the Lower Clark Fork watershed identified wildfire as their number one

- X/ hazard.
‘: ! ; NS S *1out of the 2 counties in the Lower Clark Fork watershed identified wildfire as their number
L % two hazard.
q Z *0out of the 2 counties in the Lower Clark Fork watershed identified wildfire as their number
i three hazard.

Conclusion
Though there is a lack of significant wildfires in recent record, much of the population of the
watershed is located in the WUI. Lower Clark Fork hedisata risk to d.
from wildfire.

Counties and Tribes
Bonner, Shoshone
Citles

Clark Fork

s £, Historic Fire Perimeters Total wildfire
Nz 0 i mitigation
actions:
25
TV ﬁilan Resefvation
A majority of the
proposed mitigation
Lower Clark Fork Watershed octions are not
location specific and
Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cit can be found in the
= er’:‘wm e e nCo::v:ies the county AHMPs.
I Low-Moderate 3 Reservations
3 Moderate = Interstate
3 Moderate -High — State Highway
. High — g:S.Hlﬁimy N
3 Wildland-Urban Interdace = Rivers =
°—8=13\Mes O3 Watershed ) sk @l
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Lower Clark Fork

Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: L Area (sq. miles) 2,336
Introduction Population (2010) 1,619
The area of concentrated population within the Lower Clark Fork watershed |Miles of Stream 389
boundaries is Clark Fork. [miles of Canal 0
What is the risk? |win. Elevation (ft) 2,047
An earthquake within the hed has the p ial to cause damage to the life [Max. Elevation (ft) 8,698
and property of those within these areas. There are 2 levees that are receptive to |gsg. Facilities Near Fault I 0
seismic disturbances. [FWaterheawrinzs miesot aun | omy
There are 0 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault, Subbasin Ownershi
7
*0 out of the 2 counties within the Lower Clark Fork hed identified sei as -gLerT!& M
their number one hazard. ENVATE 2%)
0 out of the 2 counties within the Lower Clark Fork watershed identified seismic as Federal 7%
their number two hazard. |Reservation/ BIA 0%
*0 out of the 2 counties within the Lower Clark Fork watershed identified seismic as State 0%|
their number three hazard. Outofidaho 91%)
Counties and Tribes - - -
Bonner, Shoshone &MM
- Accel. Amoun [t%Watershed Are_
ies Low 20%
Clark Fork Low-Moderate 80%
[Moderate 0%
d figh 0%
High 0%

Total seismic ation Autions
| Action Stat
mitigation el
actions: ek
25 ebiase
Ongang
e Depcontinued
~—— Camplete
A majority of the proposed
mitigation actions ore not - b4 -
- location specific and can Mo .
be found in the the county
Lower Clark Fork Watershed By
QuaternaryFaults ¥ goc O Watershed Historical Epicentars
AGE [ Moment Ma.
D e SR o
e 15,000 " Hospitale - US Highway
j—<130.000 @ PoliceStations = Lokes @516
| «750,000 -y .
T G000 £ Schools i Commies D 5050 )
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Flood
'
Lower Henry's
Risk Rank: H Subbasin Metrics
Introduction Area (sq. miles) 991
Areas of concentrated population within the Lower Henrys watershed boundaries are Ashton, Drummond, Population (2010) 30,196
Parker, Rexburg and St. Anthony. There are 30,196 total people who live within the watershed, of which Miles of Stream 706
614 are at risk of flooding. Nearly 40% of the watershed is privately owned and nearly 30% of the
watershed lies outside of Idaho. Miles of Canal 305
What is the risk? Min. Elevation(ft} 4,800
Residential, cial and ag | properties along the Henrys Fork could all be damaged in the Max. Elevation (ft) 9,259
event of a flood. The Henrys Fork can have a fairly variable stream flow, often exceeding 6,000 cfs near St. Dams of Concern 1
Anthony. As reported in the county AHMPs, these flows have resulted in 15 reported signficant floods o TFlood Risk 614
within the watershed in recent history. There are 5 levees within the watershed. There is 1 high or O SHRIC i

N 0 L USGS 13050500 HENRYS FORK AT ST ANTHONY ID
O /o !\in b
;" s \-‘ L 40 o
4 y. &_.\ \J\A \ g ! °o
efferson / L] s s L % Azen °
O S SRS IS - - \s o
) 7 S A — J N A 5 1eeee ° % % 0000 o s
I ° Yt T
_S‘E soen | © o © °o° s Stas—a—0> 5 "IC—:-«
Lower Henrys Watershed [ RN 0 o ¥
& como © of 9 e
a b © o ° @ 050 ©
®® o ° o
3 Qop 201,00 '8 b0 %00
Current LIDAR  CWatershed ® Dams & "= 0° % ° 2P o NMixtser
Proposed LIDAR == Levees == nterstate g e I PR ° ° g :'3“ Tetony
A Ciues — Canals — State Highway ° <
EJReservations & Lakes UsS. Higiway 0 &
0 5 10M"e.5 E3Counties = RiVeis * Bridges 1926 1948 1952 1964 1976 1968 2000 2012 o v - 9
L Se—)

significant hazard dam in the Lower Henrys watershed. There are 6 communities participating in the NFIP
with 26 policies contributing to $21,913 of premiums paid in exchange for $5,887,900 of coverage.
*1 out of the 4 counties in the Lower Henrys watershed identified flood as their number one hazard.,

Subbasin Ownershi|
OwnerTEe % Subbasin Area

*1 out of the 4 counties in the Lower Henrys watershed identified flood as their number two hazard. Private 38%)|
#2 out of the 4 counties in the Lower Henrys watershed identified flood as their number three hazard.

Federal 23%
LIDAR data availability Resarvation/BIA 0%
LiDAR availability within the Lower Henrys watershed is as follows:
-Jefferson County (2009) State 10%
-Madison County (2009) Out of Idaho 29%
-Henry's Fork and Teton (2011)

) NFIP Statistics (2014)
Conclusion NFIP Policies 26
The hed’s high lation and reli on levee p lon, as well as the pi ofah d
dam place the watershed into the high risk category. Total Coverage $5,887,900

Total Premiums $21,913
Counties and Tribes
Clark, Fremont, Jefferson, Madison SCiaTms 3
. Paid Claims $15,025
Citles ,
Ashton, Dr d, Parker, Rexburg, St. Anthony Total flood mitigation actions: 24

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the
county AHMPs.

|County All Hazard Mitig:

1 Plan Flood Mitig: Actions

Action Status




Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk

Portfolio

Wildfire

117 |Page

Risk Rank: M

Introduction

Wildland Urban

rface. Areas of

The Lower Henrys watershed is home to 30,196 people, a small amount of which live in the

lation within the Lower Henrys watershed

What is the risk?

hazard.
hazard.

hazard.

Conclusion

in the analysis.

Citles
Ashton, Dr

boundaries are Ashton,

Fires within the Lower Henry's
economic activity. There are 106 structures located within the WUI of the Lower Henrys
watershed. Since 2000, 11,567 acres have burned during 28 individual wildfire events. Based on
data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Lower Henrys watershed has 45.7% low risk,
16.3% low-moderate risk, 32.6% moderate risk, 3.8% moderate-high risk and 1.5% high risk of
wildfire to the communities within the watershed.
*2 out of the 4 counties in the Lower Henry's watershed identified wildfire as their number one

d, Parker, Rexb

and St.

d have the

ial to

The communities within the Lower Henry's w:
from wildfire events based on the population, property within the WUI and IDL wildfire data used

Counties and Tribes
Clark, Fremont, Jefferson, Madison

ly disrupt life, property and

+0 out of the 4 counties in the Lower Henry's watershed identified wildfire as their number two

*0 out of the 4 counties in the Lower Henry's watershed identified wildfire as their number three

d, Parker,

d are ata

0 6.5 13

—————— Miles

Lower Henrys Watershed

Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities

W Low 3 Counties

B Low-Moderate 3 Reservations
3 Moderate = Intorstate
Moderate -High — State Highway
B High == LS. Highway
3 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers

3 Watershed 3 Lakes

1% 65
e

Historic Fire Perimeters

YEAR
2000
I 2001
2002
2003
2004
=3 2006
2006
2001

risk to

Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:

40

A majority of the
proposed mitigation
actions are not
location specific and
can be found in the
the county AHMPs.

—
tion Plan Wildfire Mi
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Counties and Tribes
Clark, Fremont, Jefferson, Madison

Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Seismic
Lower Henry's

Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: H Area (sq. miles) 991
Introduction Population (2010) 30,196
Areas of concentrated population within the Lower Henrys watershed boundaries are Miles of Stream 706
Ash Dr d, Parker, g and St. Anthony. |M™iles of Canal 305
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 4,800
An earthquake within the hed has the p ial to cause damage to the life Max. Elevation (ft) 9,259
and property of those within these areas. There are also 305 miles of canals and 5 Est. Facilities Near Fault I 19
levees that are receptive to seismic disturb % Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault I 86%,
There are 19 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault. Subbasin own«smg

[ T

*0 out of the 4 counties within the Lower Henrys watershed identified seismic as O\yner Type 1% Subbasin Area
their number one hazard. !Trwalc 38%)
*0 out of the 4 counties within the Lower Henrys watershed identified seismic as Federal 23%
their number two hazard. Reservation/ BIA 0%
*0 out of the 4 counties within the Lower Henrys watershed identified seismic as State 10%)
their number three hazard. Outof 1daho 29%)

Ground Acceleration
Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are

Cities — -
Ash: d h T
= - e g Low-Moderate 0%
Moderate 73%
Moderate-High 27%
High 0%
Total seismic  [Couny All Hozord Mitigation Plan Sersmic M Actons
mitigation
actions:
23
A majority of the proposed
nmitigation actions ore not
location specific and con
be found in the the county
AHMPs.
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] .
[ Lower Kootenai
Risk Rank: H _Subbasin Metrics
Introduction Area (sq. miles) 921
The Lower Kootenai watershed largely lies outside of Idaho to the north, though the majority of the Population (2010) 10,481
population within Idaho lies along the Kootenai River. Areas of concentrated population within the Miles of Stream 1101
hed boundaries are B Ferry and Moyie Springs. There are 10,481 total people who live within -
the watershed, of which 285 are at risk of flooding. Miles of Canal 107
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 1,204
The Kootenal River is the major water system in the watershed. There is 1 high or significant hazard dam Max. Elevation (ft) 7,694
in the Lower i hed. ding to the county AHMPs, there have been reports of 13 Dams of Concern 1
signficant flood events in recent history within the watershed. There are 3 communities participating in Pop. at Flood Risk 285

the NFIP with 15 policies contributing to $11,717 of premiums paid in exchange for $4,343,900 of
coverage.

*0 out of the 2 counties in the Lower Kootenai watershed identified flood as their number one hazard.
*0 out of the 2 counties in the Lower Kootenai watershed identified flood as their number two hazard.
*0 out of the 2 counties in the Lower Kootenai watershed identified flood as their number three hazard.

LIDAR data availability
LIDAR availability within the Lower K i d is as f
-Columbia River Treaty 2014/2024 Project (2010)

Conclusion
Because of the large amount of people and property at risk of damaging flood events within the Lower
K i hed, the hed is idered to be a high risk.

Counties and Tribes

Bonner, Boundary, Kootenai Tribe
Cities

Bonner's Ferry, Moyie Springs

“Subbasin Ownershi
ner Type |% Subbasin Area |

Private 8%
Federal 13%)
Resarvation/BIA 0%
State 1%)
Out of Idaho 78%
NFIP Policies 15
Total Coverage $4,343,900

Total Premiums $11,717

# Claims 1
Paid Claims $8,395

Total flood mitigation actions: 21

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the

county AHMPs.

Plan Flood Mitig:

Acuons

= USGS

USGS 12305000 KOOTENAIRIVER AT LEONIA ID

[County All Hazard Mitig
7

Action Status
- Pl
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Risk Rank: H
Introduction

The Lower Kootenai watershed is home to 10,481 people, the majority of which live in the
d within the Lower Kootenai watershed

Wildland Urban rf;

boundaries are Bonners Ferry and Moyie Springs.

What is the risk?

Fires within the Lower Kootenai watershed have the potential to severely disrupt life, property
and economic activity. There are 3,747 structures located within the WUI of the Lower Kootenai
watershed. Since 2000, 3,600 acres have burned in 38 wildfire events. Based on data from the
Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Lower Kootenai watershed has 4.9% low risk, 7.2% low-
risk, 16.8% mod high risk and 0% high risk of wildfire to the

moderate risk, 71.1%

within the

*loutofthe2

hazard.
*0outof the2

hazard.
*0out of the 2

in the Lower Ki

shed identified wildfire as their number three

hazard.

Conclusion

The large population living in the WUI and small amount of recent wildfire events in the Lower
di ities within the watershed are at an overall high

risk to damaging wildfire events in the future.

Counties and Tribes

Bonner, Boundary, Kootenai Tribe

Citles

Bonner's Ferry, Moyie Springs

[Hrstoric Fire Perimeters

YEAR
1223 2000
2 2000
2002
‘.; €2 2003
Sl 2004
A\ s
2.4 [E=2006
A
i IE=3 2001
g 1G22 2008
T =
) 2010
20m
32002

2013
2014

d identified wildfire as their number one

i watershed identified wildfire as their number two

Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:

39

A majority of the
proposed mitigation
actions are not
location specific and
can be found in the
the county AHMPs.




Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Seismic
Lower Kootenai
Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: M Area (sq. miles) 921
Introduction Population (2010) 10,481
Areas of concentrated population within the Lower K i hed boundaries Miles of Stream 1,101
are Bonners Ferry and Moyie Springs. |Miles of Canal 107
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 1,204
An earthquake within the watershed has a high potential to cause damage to the life Max. Elevation (ft) 7,694
and property of those within these areas. There are also 107 miles of canals and 22 Est. Facilities Near Fault l 0

levees that are ptive to

% Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault I 0%

There are 0 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault, Subbasin Ownershlg
[ T
«0 out of the 2 counties within the Lower Kootenai watershed identified seismic as EWHEI‘ Type {% Subbasin Area
their number one hazard. Anva(c 8%)
0 out of the 2 counties within the Lower Kootenai watershed identified seismic as Federal 13%
their number two hazard. Reservation/ BIA 0%
*0 out of the 2 counties within the Lower Kootenai watershed identified seismic as State 1%
their number three hazard. Outof 1daho 78%
Counties and Tribes
d i Tribe Ground Acceleration
’ g —— - —
it Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
ies . ) Low 100%
Bonner's Ferry, Moyie Springs IBvEModerate 0%
Moderate 0%
Moderate-High 0%
High 0%
—
USGS Ground Acceleration Maj Total seismic EOU'“Y All Hazard Mitigation Plan S 3 Actions
Py Action Status
mitigation e
actions: B
e .
12 d
Ongang
| e Descontinued
r ~—— Compiste
A majority of the proposed
mitigation actions are not
location specific and con
5 be found in the the county
Lower Kootenai Watershed Algny
QuaternaryFaults ¥ £oc 0 Watershed Historical Epicenters
:.GE (yrs) A FicsStations : Inl.vu-‘l- & Moment Magrituge
Q Bl i 5 e @i
= <130.000 @ PoliceStations & Lakes @ss1.600
[EOfooo & Sehcois  mmceemies O 5U-S®@
0 45 9 - Lavees ® Bridges B Reservations o ,0y.45 9’
—iles [ 7 O A cues s 19049
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Flood
@ ey s b ontpof | Lower Middle Fork Salmon
v
3 /’ e 44’4 ] i
f s Risk Rank: L Subbasin Metrics
R Introduction Area (sq. miles) 1,375
ldah There are 4 total people who live within the Lower Mlddle Fork Salmon watershed, of which none are at Population (2010) 4
a o ds‘( f" A Th hod I 9”‘ ik 11,
o sdﬂ""m« o e ¥ Y Miles of Stream 3,008
o . /, What is the risk? Miles of Canal 0
> T There are 2 high or significant hazard dams in the Lower Middle Fork Salmon watershed. There are no
A/ TSN 5 ' communities participating in the NFIP with 0 policies to $0 of premi: paid in exch Min: Elevation/(ft} 3,018
i Co eV, ’ }!/ /“' , $0 of coverage. Max. Elevation (ft) 10,046
& a’ v ")’ 155 P" 4", fac, :’ /j/ *0 out of the 4 counties in the Lower Middle Fork Salmon watershed identified flood as their number one Dams of Concern 2
//; i ‘1'-/' ,f < ,’J i hazard. -
/ ,, / /}} ﬁ 27 / 'ﬁ /‘ / *2 out of the 4 counties in the Lower Middle Fork Salmon watershed identified flood as their number EOR ST EICCRER 0
3 > rg v two hazard.
{ /," :/} / /ff '.'f," 3 é *1 out of the 4 counties in the Lower Middle Fork Salmon watershed identified flood as their number Subbasin Ownersh
4’ /" % Dy three hazard. Owner Type [% Subbasin Area |
” £er : LIDAR data avallability Private 0%
No LIDAR data is available. Federal 99%
Resarvation/BIA 0%
AP " Conclusion
> Due to the low population within the watershed, the Lower Middle Fork Salmon hed is d State 0%
; ~ low risk watershed. Out of Idaho 0%
g ot
Valley 9’ i Counties and Tribes NFIP Statistics (2014
. 45 ‘,; ’ Custer, Idaho, Lemhi, Valley NFIP Policies 0
oA Cities Total Coverage S0
= Total Premiums S0
# Claims 0
Paid Claims o)
Total flood mitigation actions: 40
A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the
county AHMPs.
- -IEounlyAll Hazard Mitig: 1 Plan Flood Mitig: Actions
T2 T
' USGS 13310199 MF SALMON RIVER AT MOUTH NR SHOUP, ID F letdo P ”:"‘("‘wq
[ 4 /| 30008 ® discontinues
’ / 2 Custer 58
4 ‘ ° ° °
& o 7
- o (1 ¥ £
3 o k- %o o
- 5
| G B
- = Al
Lower Middle Fork Salmon Watershed 25 . i .
§ 15000 v S=/ z
@ ° ° ‘glﬂﬂl“"’ -
O
Current LIDAR  CIWatershed ® Dams :!. ° ° o ,6"
Proposed LIDAR == Levees == Interstate g o 5 °
A Ciues — Canals — State Highway o Aaie
EIReservations & Lakes UsS. Higiway 000
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Wildfire

Risk Rank: L

Introduction

The Lower Middle Fork Salmon watershed is home to 4 people, none of which live in the Wildland
Urban Interface. There are no areas of ated population within the hed.

What s the risk?

Fires within the Lower Middle Fork Salmon watershed have the potential to severely disrupt life,
property and economic activity. There are 35 structures located within the WUI of the Lower
Middle Fork Salmon watershed. Since 2000, 244,139 acres have burned in 128 wildfire events.
Based on data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Lower Middle Fork Salmon watershed
has 26.7% low risk, 2.8% low-moderate risk, 67.1% moderate risk, 0% moderate-high risk and 3.3%
high risk of wildfire to the communities within the watershed.

*4 out of the 4 counties in the Lower Middle Fork Salmon watershed identified wildfire as their
number one hazard.

+0 out of the 4 counties in the Lower Middle Fork Salmon watershed identified wildfire as their
number two hazard.

*0 out of the 4 counties in the Lower Middle Fork Salmon watershed identified wildfire as their
number three hazard.

Conclusion

Despite the moderately high frequency of wildfires in recent history, the population of the Lower
Middle Fork Salmon d is very low, into a low risk of damage to people and
property as the result of wildfire events.

Counties and Tribes
Custer, Idaho, Lemhi, Valley
Citles

Total wildfire 'Eomly All Hazard Mitig: 1 Plan Wildfire Mitig: Actions)
Action Status,
mitigation } o A 19 1 B voirss
Custer ¥ N e
actions: ; % tucommeat
@ com
31 Ao
k ’ x4 e Grgeing
= ——Caco el
B\ Vs e
1
A majority of the P
® proposed mitigation &l
Lower Middle Fork Salmon Watershed octions are not sy G
location specific and [ -
be found in the
Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities oo
- Low £ Counties the county AHMPs.
I Low-Moderate ) Reservations
3 Moderate = Intorstate f
3 Moderate -High ~— State Highway : (i
B High == LLS. Highway ¢ ; - !
0 8.5 17 Z3 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers . :
—————Miles [ Watershed o |.akis pR—T— / Q'
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Seismic

Lower Middle Fork Salmon

Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: L Area (sq. miles) 1,375
Introduction Population (2010) 4
There are no areas of concentrated population within the Lower Middle Fork Salmon Miles of Stream 3,008
watershed boundaries. Miles of Canal 0
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 3,018
An earthquake within the watershed has a low potential to cause damage to the life Max. Elevation (ft) 10,046
and property of those within these areas. Est. Facilities Near Fault I 0

% Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault I 12%,

There are 0 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault.

[ Subbasin Ownership |

Oo.out of the 4 counties within the Lower Middle Fork Sal hed identified Dwner Type |% Subbasin Area

seismic as their number one hazard. -

*0 out of the 4 counties within the Lower Middle Fork Sal hed identified RLVATE 0%

seismic as their number two hazard. Federal 99%

*0 out of the 4 counties within the Lower Middle Fork Sal hed identified Reservation/ BIA 0%

seismic as their number three hazard. State 0%

Counties and Tribes Out of Idaho 0%

Custer, Idaho, Lemhi, Valley Gioina Ataleration

chies Accel. Amoun [%Watershed Are
Low 0%
Low-Moderate 0%
Moderate 53%
Moderate-High 47%
High 0%

Total seismic %omly All Hazard Mitig: 1 FlLan Seismic Mitig Actions
g w0 Action Status

mitigation £ sore
© ongony
actions: 8 Cossminisd
© Compinia
45 Uines
7 ,’? ngang
71 o Depcontinued
4t
7y
A majority of the proposed 68
mitigation actions are not <7
location specific and con
be found in the the county
Lower Middle Fork Salmon Watershed A
QuaternaryFaults 3 £oc O Waterahed Historical Epicenters
AGE (yrs) - Interstat Moment Magnitude
PEESI 4 s SR il
b= <15,000 * Hosotals  w US. Highway
- <130.000 @ PoliceStations & Lokes @ss1.60
<750,000 - Biver ;
[~ 600000 & Schools = Cadiiien ?f:: Z:
0 6 12 o Lovees ® Bridges B Reservations o ,0y.45
—Mies | " i A cuies * 1040
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Flood
Lower North Fork Clearwater

Risk Rank: L Subbasin Metrics
Introduction Area (sq. miles) 1,149
The only arca of concentrated population within the Lower North Fork Ckearwater hed b dari P, lation (2010) 662
is Elk River. There are 662 total people who live within the watershed, of which 52 are at risk of floodi
The watershed is 41% privately owned. Miles of Stream 2,642

Miles of Canal 0
What is the risk?
There is 1 high or significant hazard dam in the Lower North Fork Clearwater watershed. The main concern Min: Elevation/(ft} 958
in the watershed is the Dworshak Dam which is hazardous to many th ds of people d Max. Elevation (ft) 7,044
outside of the watershed. According to the county AHMPs, there have been reports of 9 significant flood Dams of Concern 1
events in recent history in the watershed. There are 3 communities participating in the NFIP with 1 policy Pop. 3t Flood REK 52

to $601 of pi paidin for $69,000 of coverage. p:

*0 out of the 3 counties in the Lower North Fork Clearwater watershed identified flood as their number
one hazard.

e

1 out of the 3 counties in the Lower North Fork Clearwater watershed identified flood as their number (Owner Type |% Subbasin Area
two hazard. Private 41%)
*1 out of the 3 counties in the Lower North Fork Clearwater watershed identified flood as their number
three hazard. pecerd] 34%
LIDAR data avallability Basarvation/HA %
LIDAR availability within the Lower North Fork Clearwater watershed is as follows: State 25%
-Nez Perce Reservation (2002, small portion located at the talwaters of the Dworshak Dam) Out of Idaho 0%
-Columbia River Treaty 2014/2024 Project (2010, small portion located at the tals of the hak
Dam) NFIP Statistics

NFIP Policies 1
Conclusion
The Lower North Fork Clearwater watershed contains a very small amount of people and property, as well Total Coverage $69,000
asonch dam. Itis dered a low flood hazard watershed. Total Premiums $601
Counties and Tribes # Clalms 0
Clearwater, Latah, Nez Perce Tribe, Shoshone Paid Claims S0

Citles
Elk River

Total flood mitigation actions: 152

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the
county AHMPs.

— | L ; ::“5 ;\EE'/ "{'{_,j f{{fv,,_;-’/g‘y\& Action Status
USGS 13340600 NF CLEARWATER RIVER NR CANYON RANGER STATION ID s < & il N o
48008 ey % iscominves
© Conpiee
i oo ) Linas
£ sseee Y —cnaoma
(07 oo iscontinues
<) g ° . fsre
INez PercetIndian Reservation 3 ¢ : _‘_“‘:"'
v ] 5 ° ° Y r#/‘;“:_'h
Sﬂg 20000 @ o o° 0‘:{
a M L
Lower North Fork Clearwater Watershed 35 Pl o ey | e s 2
20000 ° &
n!' o o o ° 0 ° o 9 S 1..)3- y
% 15000 P ° i O~ vt k: e 24
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o o® 2 ¢ AR
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Risk Rank: L
Introduction

The Lower North Fork Clearwater watershed is home to 662 people, nearly all of which live in the
Wildland Urban Interface. The only area of concentrated population within the Lower North Fork
Cl hed b ies is Elk River.

What is the risk?

Fires within the Lower North Fork Clearwater hed have the p: | to y disrupt life,
property and economic activity. There are 488 structures located within the WUI of the Lower
North Fork earwater watershed. Since 2000, 3,941 acres have burned during 122 wildfire events.
Based on data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Lower North Fork Clearwater
watershed has 19.2% low risk, 3% low-moderate risk, 74.1% mod risk, 3.7% mod high
risk and 0% high risk of wildfire to the communities within the watershed.

*2 out of the 3 counties in the Lower North Fork Clearwater watershed identified wildfire as their
number one hazard.

*1out of the 3 counties in the Lower North Fork Clearwater watershed identified wildfire as their
number two hazard.

*0 out of the 3 counties in the Lower North Fork Clearwater watershed identified wildfire as their
number three hazard.

Conclusion
Though the majority of the population resides within the WUI, the overall relative risk of wildfire is
low.

Counties and Tribes

Clearwater, Latah, Nez Perce Tribe, Shoshone
Citles

Elk River

—
tEomly All Hazard Miugation Plan Wildfire M

Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:

81

A majority of the
proposed mitigation
actions are not
location specific and
can be found in the
the county AHMPs.

“ | Action Status’

Poiees
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Seismic
Lower North Fork Clearwater
Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: L Area (sq. miles) 1,149
Introduction Population (2010) 662
The area of concentrated population within the Lower North Fork Clearwater Miles of Stream 2,642
Bénew ah . watershed boundaries is EIk River, Miles of Canal 0
£ty ~Shoshone, What s the risk? in. Elevation (ft) 958
An earthquake within the watershed has a low potential to cause damage to the life Max. Elevation (ft) 7,044
" \' and property of those within these areas. Est. Facilities Near Fault I 0

lLatah 22 = -
(s ; ‘ . #
(5 07 =
: L 7
J ”
= ALY
2
J
carwiter RS
12 P
.
7
Nez Perce’IndianvReservation
4 lewis N7/ @

Lower North Fork Clearwater Watershed

QuaternayFaults ¥ £oc 0 Watershed Historical Epicenters
AGE (yrs) % rong ™ Interstate Moment Magrituge
= <150 A Firestations . [ Fighwy .501 P
b= <15,000 * Hositals e US. Highway
= <130.000 @ PoliceStations = Lokes @ss1.600
150,000 ? - Rivers © s01-5%
= <1.600,000 & Sehools B Counties 0 451.500
0 5 10 o Lovees ® Bridges B Reservations o ,0y.45
e Miles | Canals B D A s ® 190.200

% Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault | 0%
There are no essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault.
0 f the 3 i ithin the Lo h Fork Cli hed bt -
o .
ou't of the 3 counties within the Lower North Fork Clearwater watershe Dwner Type |% Subbasin Area
identified seismic as their number one hazard. o
*0 out of the 3 counties within the Lower North Fork Clearwater watershed VrNa(c 41%)
identified seismic as their number two hazard. Federal 34%
*0 out of the 3 counties within the Lower North Fork Clearwater watershed Reservation/ BIA 0%
identified seismic as their number three hazard. State 25%
Counties and Tribes Out of Idaho 0%
Clearwater, Latah, Nez Perce Tribe, Shoshone
) i v Ground Acceleration
e Accel. Amoun |[%Watershed Are
Elk River Low 100%
Low-Moderate 0%
Moderate 0%
Moderate-High 0%
High 0%
- —
=4 {IUSGS Ground Acceleration Map) Total seismic E0“'“)!’\“ Hazard M, 1 Plan Miug Actions
- ‘1/': ; i o & £ ; 4 Action Status
L mitigation (A ik
o actions: / Soire ko
: 4 o .
25 3 by
Ongaing
e Depcontinued |
~—— Compise
« 7," A majority of the proposed ¢ £
) = mitigation actions are not > «fl’
DEO Y R location specific and con Latety i ¢ V
be found in the the county 2
J { AHMPs. f
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio

Risk Rank: M

Introduction

Arcas of concentrated population within the Lower Salmon watershed boundaries are Riggins and White
Bird. There are 1,858 total people who live within the watershed, of which 103 are at risk of flooding. The
watershed is two-thirds federally managed.

What is the risk?

There are 0 high or significant hazard dams in the Lower Salmon watershed. According to the county
AHMPs, there have been reports of 5 significant flood events within the watershed in recent history.
There are 4 communities participating in the NFIP with 5 policies it 10 $3,826 of pi paid
in exchange for $1,341,700 of coverage.

*0 out of the 4 counties in the Lower Salmon watershed identified flood as their number one hazard.

*3 out of the 4 counties in the Lower Salmon watershed identified flood as their number two hazard.

*1 out of the 4 counties in the Lower Salmon watershed identified flood as their number three hazard.

LIDAR data avallability

Area (sq. miles) 1,186
Population (2010) 1,858
Miles of Stream 2,628
Miles of Canal 6
Min. Elevation (ft} 892
Max. Elevation (ft) 8,802
Dams of Concern 0
Pop. at Flood Risk 48

-Slate Creck (2006) Private 41%)
-White Bird Creek (2008) Federal 48%)
-Columbia River Treaty 2014/2024 Project -very small portion (2010) [Resenratlon /BIA 0%
Conclusion [state 11%
The Lower Salmon watershed is considered a moderate flood risk db of the I; IOut of Idaho 0%

near the Salmon River and the numerous levees in use.

Counties and Tribes

Idaho, Lewis, Nez Perce, Valley NFIP Policies 5
Cities Total Coverage $1,341,700
Riggins, White Bird Total Premiums $3,826
# Claims 3
|Paid Claims )

Total flood mitigation actions: 70

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the
county AHMPs.

T
Plan Flood Mits
USGS 13317000 SALMON RIVER AT WHITE BIRD ID
140000
& °
o 120000 O
g 100000 | © ° o
5. o i o %0 © o
I ERTARA O
Lower Salmon Watershed 0 16%1® 8%, o %o | 2|
§  coo00 o 9% d q
s oo Fo o °
3 o2 ? ° ©00p © o
“Current LIDAR  CWatershed ® Dams 40000 s 2 °°°‘b° 0 q;’o zoc
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A Cities — Canals — State Highway oo
EIReservations £ Lakes == US. Highway .
0 1.5 15 EICounties - * Bridges 1994 1916 1928 1940 1952 1964 1976 1988 2000 2012
) Miled
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Risk Rank: M

Introduction

The Lower Salmon watershed is home to 1,858 people, a small portion of which live in the
Wildland Urban rface. Areas of d lation within the Lower Salmon watershed

boundaries are Riggins and White Bird.

What is the risk?

Fires within the Lower Salmon d have the p | to ly disrupt life, property and
economic activity. There are 486 structures located within the WUI of the Lower Salmon
watershed. Since 2000, 168,229 acres have burned during 148 individual wildfire events. Based on
data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Lower Salmon watershed has 10.8% low risk,
9.2% low-moderate risk, 59.8% moderate risk, 12.9% moderate-high risk and 7.3% high risk of
wildfire to the communities within the watershed.

*4 out of the 4 counties in the Lower Salmon watershed identified wildfire as their number one
hazard.

+0 out of the 4 counties in the Lower Salmon watershed identified wildfire as their number two
hazard.

*0 out of the 4 counties in the Lower Salmon watershed identified wildfire as their number three
hazard.

Conclusion

The population within the Lower Salmon watershed is relatively low, but the overall risk of
wildfire damage to people and property within the watershed is moderate.

Counties and Tribes

Idaho, Lewis, Nez Perce, Valley
Citles

Riggins, White Bird

Total wildfire
s mitigation .
w 5 ) actions: X : poe
ppgr Payetidylake a3 — X anpe
~ Malley
.. A majority of the
proposed mitigation
Lower Salmon Watershed sceniizan
location specific and
Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities can be found in the
= Low 3 Counties the county AHMPs.
I Low-Moderate 3 Reservations
3 Moderate = Interstate
3 Moderate -High — State Highway
B High == L1.S. Highway
0 9 18 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers
————— Miles | Watershed B Lakes
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Seismic

Lower Salmon Watershed

QuaternaryFaults ¥ £oc O Watershed Historical Epicenters
AGE (yrs) = Interstate Moment Magnituas
= <150 A Firostations _ sigyg Highway @0
pe 15,000 & Hosoitals - U.S. Highway
= ‘;;:-:’:: ® Policestations = :“" g“‘ 400
- <750, - Rivers 501-650
F a.800000 & Sehoois &3 Counties 0 451.50

0 6.5 13 j—Lavees ® Bridges B Reservations o ,0y. 5%

o [~ Canals Darms A
— ) Miles Suins a0l

| Lower Salmon
Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: L Area (sq. miles) 1,186
Introduction Population (2010) 1,858
Areas of concentrated population within the Lower Sall hed boundaries are Miles of Stream 2,628
Riggins and White Bird. |™iles of Canal 6
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 892
An earthquake within the watershed has a low potential to cause damage to the life Max. Elevation (ft) 8,802
and property of those within these areas. There are also 6 miles of canals that are Est. Facilities Near Fault I 0
ptive to seismic disturk % Watershed w/in 25 Mies of Faun | g9g
There are 0 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault, Subbasin mm
o,
«0 out of the 4 counties within the Lower Salmon watershed identified seismic as ;)\_Mner Type M
their number one hazard. EVATE 41%)
0 out of the 4 counties within the Lower Salmon watershed identified seismic as Federal 48%
their number two hazard. Reservation/ BIA 0%
*0 out of the 4 counties within the Lower Salmon watershed identified seismic as State 11%)
their number three hazard. Outofidaho o
Counties and Tribes
Idaho, Lewis, Nez Perce, Valley ﬂ.wmm
G Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
ies Low 80%
Riggins, White Bird evENIGaEat 20%
Moderate 0%
Moderate-High 0%
High 0%

actions:
26

A majority of the proposed
mitigation actions are not
location specific and con
be found in the the county
AHMPs.

Total seismic  [Couny ATl Hazard Miug
mitigation b"”"""&"
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Risk Rank: L

Introduction
There are 28 total people who live within the Lower Selway watershed, of which 1is at risk of flooding.
The hed is entirely federally 4

What is the risk?

The Selway River is a major water system in the Lower Selway watershed. According to the Idaho County
AHMP, there have been reports of 3 significant flood events within the watershed in recent history. There
are 0 high or significant hazard dams in the Lower Selway watershed. There are 0 communities
participating in the NFIP with 4 policies contributing to $1,472 of premiums paid in exchange for $980,000
of coverage.

»0 out of the 1 county in the Lower Selway watershed identified flood as their number one hazard.

*1 out of the 1 county in the Lower Selway watershed identified flood as their number two hazard.

*0 out of the 1 county in the Lower Selway watershed identified flood as their number three hazard.

LIDAR data avallability
No LIDAR is available.

Conclusion
The lack of population and private property make the Lower Sclway a low flood risk watershed.

Counties and Tribes
Idaho

Citles

Subbasin Metrics
Area (sq. miles) 1,028
Population (2010) 28
Miles of Stream 2,120
Miles of Canal 0
Min. Elevation (ft) 1,457
Max, Elevation (ft) 8,530
Dams of Concern 0
Pop. at Flood Risk 1
Subbasin Ownersh!

[Owner Type [t6 Subbasin Ares |
Private 0%
Federal 100%
Resarvation/BIA 0%
State 0%
Out of Idaho 0%
| NFIP Statistics (2014) |
NFIP Policies 4
Total Coverage $980,000
Total Premiums $1,472

# Claims 0
Paid Claims S0

Total flood mitigation actions: 7

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the
county AHMPs.
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" Clearwater,

Risk Rank: L

Introduction
The Lower Selway watershed is home to 0 people; therefore there is no Wildland Urban Interface.

What s the risk?

Fires within the Lower Selway d have the to ly disrupt life, property and
economic activity. Since 2000, 129,565 acres have burned during 340 individual wildfire events.
Based on data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Upper Selway watershed has 51.7%
low risk, 0% low-moderate risk, 48.3% moderate risk, 0% moderate-high risk and 0% high risk of
wildfire to the communities within the watershed.

«1out of the 1 counties in the Upper Selway watershed identified wildfire as their number one
hazard.

*0 out of the 2 counties in the Upper Selway watershed identified wildfire as their number two
hazard.

+0 out of the 2 counties in the Upper Selway watershed identified wildfire as their number three
hazard.

Conclusion
The Lower Selway watershed experiences regular fire events but there are no people or properties
within the watershed at risk. Therefore, the overall risk of wildfire is low.
Counties and Tribes

Idaho

Citles

W Ry

Historic Fire nmeters Total wildfire
mitigation
&, actions:
» \ 6
A majority of the
proposed mitigation
Lower Selway Watershed octions e not
location specific and
be found in the
Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities con.
- Low £ Counties the county AHMPs.
B Low-Moderate 3 Reservations
3 Moderate = Intorstate
Moderate-High — State Highway
B High == L1.S. Highway
0 85 17 3 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers
—————Miles | Watershed e
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Seismic
Lower Selway
Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: L Area (sq. miles) 1,028
Introduction Population (2010) 28
There are no areas of concentrated population within the Lower Selway watershed Miles of Stream 2,120
boundaries. Miles of Canal 0
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 1,457
An earthquake within the watershed has a low potential to cause damage to the life Max. Elevation (ft) 8,530
and property of those within these areas. Est. Facilities Near Fault l 0
% Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault | 0%
There are 0 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault.
i i il iR | Subbasin Ownershi
o .
“u:‘:te:)ot"eeha:::lty within the Lower y identifie as their Dwner Type % Subbasin Area
*0 out of the 1 county within the Lower Selway hed identified seismic as their ITrNa(c 0%
number two hazard. Federal 100%|
*0 out of the 1 county within the Lower Selway hed identified ic as their Reservation/ BIA 0%
number three hard. State 0%
Counties and Tribes Out of Idaho 0%
Idaho
i Ground Acceleration
chies Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
Low 100%
Low-Moderate 0%
Moderate 0%
Moderate-High 0%
High 0%
Total seismic Eomlyl\ll Hazard Mitig; 1 Flan E g Actions
Py N 4 : S Action Status
mitigation i
actions: § .
6 © Compies
Lines
Ongaing
o Depcontinued
A majority of the proposed
mitigation actions are not
location specific and con
be found in the the county
Lower Selway Watershed aipiry
QuaternayFaults ¥ £oc 0 Watershed Historical Epicenters
_A_GE (yrs) A FiceStaions ™ Inll:'v.s(-‘to ” Moment Magnitiude
Q S g L f
= <130.000 @ PoliceStations & Lakes @ss1.600
T G000 £ Schools i Commes D508
0 6.5 13 f— Lovees ® Bridges B Reservations o ,01.450
e Miles | Canals Darrs A s o 180,400
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L Se— S

Risk Rank: M
Introduction

Arecas of d I within the hed b

half of the subbasin within Idaho is privately owned.
What is the risk?

The Snake River is a major water system in the Northwest United States. Land along the banks of the river
within the Lower Snake-Asotin watershed is dlear of human d
area. According to the county AHMPs, there have been 3 reports of flash floods in recent history within
the watershed. There are 0 high or significant hazard dams in the Lower Snake-Asotin. There are 3

communities participating in the NFIP with 14 polidi

include parts of Lewiston. There are
13,754 total people who live within the watershed, of which 273 are at risk of flooding. Approximately

Area (sq. miles)
|Population (2010) 13,754
Miles of Stream 600
Miles of Canal 0
Min. Elevation (ft} 719
the Lew May. Elevation (ft) 6,204
Dams of Concern 0
paidin Pop. at Flood Risk 273

exchange for $3,624,800 of coverage.

*0 out of the 2 counties in the Lower Snake-Asotin watershed identified flood as their number one

hazard.
*2 out of the 2 counties in the Lower Snake-Asotin watershed identified flood as their number two
hazard.
*0 out of the 2 countics in the Lower Snake-Asotin watershed identified flood as their number three pecerd] 5%
hazard. |Reservation/BIA 0%
LIDAR data availability [state 8%|
LiDAR availability within the Lower Snake Asotin watershed is as follows: [Out of Idaho 74%'
-Nez Perce Reservation —very small portion (2002)
-Aston Creck (2008)
-Captain John Creek (2009) INFIP Policies 14
-Columbia River Tri 2014/2024 Project (201

um eaty 2014/, Ject {200), Total Coverage $3,624,800
Conclusion [Total Premiums $9,780
Human development is significant in only the Lewiston portion of the watershed. The lack of hazardous H Claims 1
flood factors places the Lower Snake-Asotin watershed in the moderate flood risk. |

|Paid Ciaims $924

Counties and Tribes
Idaho, Nez Perce, Nez Perce Tribe

[Eses ]

USGS 13317660 SNAKE RIVER BL MCDUFF RAPIDS AT CHINA GARDENS, ID

Total flood mitigation actions: 38

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the
county AHMPs.

———r—
IT(.:oumy All Hazard Mitigation Plan Flood Miti
T AR

ation Actions.
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Risk Rank: H

Introduction
The Lower Snake-Asotin watershed is home to 13,754 people, a small number of which live in the
Wildland Urban Interface. The only area of concentrated population within the Lower Snake-
Asotin watershed boundaries is a portion Lewiston.

What is the risk?

Fires within the Lower Snake-Asotin d have the jal to y disrupt life,
property and economic activity. There are 92 structures located within the WUI of the Lower
Snake-Asotin watershed. Since 2000, 116,331 acres have burned during 12 individual wildfire
events. Based on data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Lower Snake-Asotin
watershed has 0.2% low risk, 38.2% low-moderate risk, 14.4% mod: risk, 27.7% mod: high
risk and 19.5% high risk of wildfire to the communities within the watershed.

*2 out of the 2 counties in the Lower Snake-Asotin watershed identified wildfire as their number
one hazard.

+0out of the 2 counties in the Lower Snake-Asotin watershed identified wildfire as their number
two hazard.

*0 out of the 2 counties in the Lower Snake-Asotin watershed identified wildfire as their number
three hazard.

Conclusion

The Lower Snake-Asotin watershed is at an overall high risk of wildfire because of the relatviely
high population and relatively high risk based on IDL wildfire data.

Counties and Tribes

Idaho, Nez Perce, Nez Perce Tribe
Citles

Lewiston

Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:
29
A majority of the
H proposed mitigation
Lower Snake-Asotin Watershed sceniizan
location specific and
A z can be found in the
C-unlznwml»t at Risk of Wildfire 6 g::;: e s plichca
I Low-Moderate 3 Reservations
3 Moderate = Interstate
3 Moderate -High — State Highway
. High ~ US. Highway
0 5 10 Z3 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers
— Miles O3 Watershed Lakes
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Lower Snake-Asotin
Subbasin Metrics
¥ 4 Risk Rank: M Area (sq. miles) 696
A g ’r Introduction Population (2010) 13,754
e o) ST, x i . Miles of Stream 600
U A The area of concentrated population within the Lower Snake-Asotin watershed |
ez Perce Indian, FSe_Q‘?Wallon boundaries is Lewiston, [Miles of Canal 0
' AT What is the risk? [Win. Elevation (ft) 719
An earthquake within the hed has a mod. P ial to cause damage to [Max. Elevation (ft) 6,204
the life and property of those within these areas. There are also .9 miles of canals that |gsg. Facilities Near Fault I 0
are receptive to seismic disturl | e
There are 0 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault, Subbasin Ownershi
&
*0 out of the 2 counties within the Lower Snake-Asotin hed identified M M
as their number one hazard. rvate 13%
0 out of the 2 counties within the Lower Snake-Asotin hed identified seismi Federal 5%
as their number two hazard. |Reservation/ BIA 0%
0 out of the 2 counties within the Lower Snake-Asotin hed identified seismi State 89|
as their number three hazard. Outofidaho 72%)
Counties and Tribes - - -
Idaho, Nez Perce, Nez Perce Tribe &MM
- Accel. Amoun [t%Watershed Are_
ies Low 100%
lewiston Low-Moderate 0%
[Moderate 0%
d figh 0%
High 0%

—
Emt All Hazard Mitigation Plan Seismic Mitigation Actions
Ground Acceleration Map Total seismic | e = e
mitigation | 57, | pane
actions: 5 o 2
4 T~ s | © Compheie
Al -~ o Lines
& Ongaing
\ ) A o Dipcontinued
4 A\ VS —— Compinte
A majority of the proposed : K ~
mitigation actions are not 3 Lol Lowis
location specific and can : 4 X
. be found in the the county ol
Lower Snake-Asotin Watershed oy
= )
_ A
CQuaternaryFaults 3 eoc O Watershed  Historical Eglcenters [Fre ==\
AGE (yrs) = Interstat, Moment Ma, N
083 (‘%’ A rirostations = (i m;h'.y .;0"'.7:‘“"' ]
15,000 & Hosoitels - us Highway ) ‘\\
130,000 @ PoliceStations = Lokes @ssi.6m %; D
| 150,000 - Bivers @ s01-5% Bpcide At >
= 600000 & Senoois &3 Counties 0 451.50
—Lavess ® Bridges B Reservations o ,0y. 1%
o s 3. (Rl e @eose 253 =
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L ] Medicine Lodge
Risk Rank: L Subbasin Metrics
Introduction Area (sq. miles) 972
The main area of d popul within the Medicine Lodge watershed boundaries is Mud Lake. Population (2010) 825
There are 825 total people who live within the watershed, of which 383 are at risk of flooding. Roughly
one quarter of the watershed is privately owned. Milesiof Stream 1,660
Miles of Canal 223
What is the risk?
(U ' There are 0 high or significant hazard dams in the Medicine Lodge hed. A ding to the county Min: Elevation/(ft} 4,751
L l AHMPs, there has been one historical report of riverine flooding within the watershed. There are 6 Max. Elevation (ft) 11,388
- communities participating in the NFIP with 5 policies b t0$3,948 of p paid in exch Dams of Concern 0
for $390,900 of coverage. =
*2outofthe 6 in the Medicine Lodge d identified flood as their number one hazard. Pop. at Flood Risk 383
*0out of the 6 ties in the Lodge d identified flood as their number two hazard.
*1outofthe 6 in the Medicine Lodge hed identified flood as their number three hazard. Subbasin Ownersh
LIDAR data avalilability pO\'NnerT E m&i‘."ﬂl
LIDAR availability within the Medicine Lodge dis as foll SIS 23%
-INL/Birch Creek Central (2002) Federal 76%!
-INL/ Birch Creek East (2002) Resarvation/BIA 0%
-INL Fire (2007)
| Fremont ~Camas National Wildlife Refuge (2011) REte 1%
L Out of Idaho 0%|
Conclusion
B of the low I small of private ownership and lack of hazardous dams, the NFIP Statistics !m!
B Medicine Lodge watershed is considered to be a low risk. NFIP Policies 5
. %;, Counties and Tribes Total Coverage $390,900
VoL e ===
Mud-Lake < Bingham, Bonneville, Butte, Clark, Jefferson, Lemhi Total Premiums $3,948
| ereia Cities # Claims 0
Mud Loke Paid Claims o)
Butte
Jefferson Total flood mitigation actions: 54
A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the
\7\‘ county AHMPs.
- [bo‘;;r—uil\ll Hazard Mitigation Plan Flood Mitigation Actions.
. USGS 13116500 MEDICINE LODGE CREEK NR SMALL ID » ":"‘("‘Ew
§ & & { y, 68 1) ® discontinues
2 ° | @ carpins
) “‘ 456 :r)n;anq
3 ‘/\\@\ ¢ 43 < t o Diaccntinued
/E R Bonneville R/ g = 2 ) T
N A’J[Tg am | S 5 e o / \-'z's & Frgrare
3% e il
s 2 >
Medicine Lodge Watershed §§ - ° °
¢
; 200 o e ° °° * a
Current LIDAR  CWatershed ® Dams & e < o O J
Proposed LIDAR == Levees == Interstate g 2 05 002 L) {
A Ciues — Canals — State Highway et %% : °° °°® -y d z
EIReservations & Lakes UsS. Higiway 0 L a Bl
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) _
Sl 2
" )_:2 A Risk Rank: L
s Introduction
The Medicine Lodge watershed is home to 825 people, though there is no WUL. The only area of
d lation within the Medicine Lodge hed boundaries is Mud Lake.
What Is the risk?
Fires within the Medicine Lodge watershed have the potential to severely disrupt life, property
and economic activity. Since 2000, 151,359 acres have burned during 32 individual wildfire events.
Based on data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Medicine Lodge watershed has 34%
low risk, 40.4% low-moderate risk, 16.6% mod risk, 6.6% mod high risk and 2.3% high
risk of wildfire to the ities within the d
*3outofthe 6 ies in the Medicine Lodge hed identified wildfire as their number one
hazard.
¢ !. “ *loutofthe6 in the Medicine Lodge d identified wildfire as their number two
% < hazard.
§ = =
‘;‘ '% soutofthe6 in the Medicine Lodge hed identified wildfire as their number three
3 \ hazard.
Conclusion
All of the counties within the Medicine Lodge watershed have identified wildfire as a significant
F remont hazard. However, there is no major population within the WUL. Thus, future events have a low
d likelihood to threaten life and property within the watershed.
& _ ¢ Counties and Tribes
(Se : Bingham, Bonneville, Butte, Clark, Jefferson, Lemhi
o
e < S Mud Lake
&
¢
¥
Butte
49
(33 [Historic Fire P te All Hazard Mitigation Plan Wildfire Mitigation Act
i |
. M . 1S u& erimeters Total wildﬂre un| azar ilgatuon Flan e My 1on 10015
lontana ST veARr 3 : Action Status
{ 22000 mitigation , poioes
¥ 3 I 2001 @ ongeing
143 RS 2002 actions: 2 Cuscommat
Big Lost q 20 ) 775 e ’ Z e
. . =22 60 ’ jnes
Bonneville 3 L o e G E L
v & Jc=2006 - atobsaend
2 gham = -
3 )
HESI 2000
| = A
.« . i =321 proposed mitiga :
Medicine Lodge Watershed R : am: actions are not -
é = ] - E > = f::: location specific and
N - {Z£b be found in the g ] ke
Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities > o
- Low 3 Counties Rure § Tty o the county AHMPs. - B
B Low-Moderate EJ Reservations '_J, 7 O 7
3 Moderate = Interstate ( 5~
Moderate-High — State Highway - » N
B High == L1.S. Highway ﬂ i =
23 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers » g Borrealle -
s Viies |3 Vistorhed = Lokes s .
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Historical Epicenters

There is 1 essential facility within 25 miles of a quaternary fault.

Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Seismic
| Medicine Lodge
Subbasin Metrics

Risk Rank: M Area (sq. miles) 972
Introduction Population (2010) 825
The area of concentrated lation within the Medicine Lodge hed Miles of Stream 1,660
boundaries is Mud Lake. I©iles of Canal 223
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 4,751
An earthquake within the watershed has a moderate potential to cause damage to Max. Elevation (ft) 11,388
the life and property of those within these areas. There are also 223 miles of canals Est. Facilities Near Fault I 1
that are ptive to seismic disturb

% Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault | 94%)|

Subbasin Ownership
PR Z
*0 out of the 6 counties within the Medicine Lodge watershed identified seismic as Owner Type {% Subbasin Area
their number one hazard. l?nva(c 23%
*0 out of the 6 counties within the Medicine Lodge watershed identified seismic as Federal 76%)
their number two hazard. Reservation/ BIA 0%
*0 out of the 6 counties within the Medicine Lodge hed identified seismic as State 1%
their number three hazard. Outof 1daho 0%
Counties and Tribes
Bingham, Bonneville, Butte, Clark, Jefferson, Lemhi ij‘i‘.‘ﬁ"‘m‘m
) Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
Cities
Low 0%
Mird:Lake Low-Moderate 22%
Moderate 54%
Moderate-High 23%
High 0%
¥ USGS Ground Acceleration M Eoumyl\ll Hazard Mitigation Flan S M Actions’
R ookt Total seismic i 2oy Yon Ao
’ : o)1 [ Lo mitigation Z 5 2 \ Pana
S S BT
el . actions:
- A L2 56
L= LN
A majority of the proposed
Fojae |l mitigation actions are not
= - location specific and can
be found in the the county

AHMPs.

- Brvmalin
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Flood
( e I‘ Middle Bear
xander Resenrvoir ~ ST
o e \ Risk Rank: H _Subbasin Metrics
. Introduction Area (sq. miles) 1,288
, Arcas of concentrated population within the Middle Bear watershed boundaries are Clifton, Dayton, Population (2010) 14,847
Franklin, Grace, Oxford, Preston and Weston. There are 14,847 total people who live within the Miles of Stream 1,700
watershed, of which 18 are at risk of flooding. Half of the hed is ly owned and 25% of the -
Middle Bear watershed lies in Utah. Miles of Canal 354
What is the risk? pimiElevationi) 4,393
The Bear River is the main water system, flowing south across the watershed. According to the county Max. Elevation (ft) 9,938
AHMPs, there have been reports of 44 flash floods historically within the watershed. There are 18 high or Da f Concern
ms of Conce 18
Bannock significant hazard dams in the Middle Bear watershed. Large portions of the watershed are used for Pop. at Flood Risk 18

agricultural purposes. There are 9 communities participating in the NFIP with 6 polidies contributing to p.
$2,577 of premiums paid in exchange for $1,150,800 of coverage. > % P >
*0 out of the 5 counties in the Middle Bear watershed identified flood as their number one hazard. Subbasin m'h -
*0 out of the 5 counties in the Middle Bear watershed identified flood as their number two hazard. % Subbasin Area
*0 out of the 5 counties in the Middle Bear watershed identified flood as their number three hazard. Private 50%|
LIDAR data availability Federal 20%)
No LIDAR is available. Resarvation/BIA 0%l
Conclusion [state 6%
The Middle Bear watershed is considered a high risk db of the y high 1} lOul of Idaho 25%)
large amount of moderate hazard dams and large amount of private property that could be damaged by a
flood cvent. —__ NFIP Statistics [
Counties and Tribes NElfiHoxces 0
Bannock, Bear Lake, Caribou, Franklin, Oneida Total Coverage $1,150,800
Citles Total Premiums $2,577
Clifton, Dayton, Franklin, Grace, Oxford, Preston, Weston # Claims 2|

Paid Claims $3,587

Total flood mitigation actions: 39

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the
county AHMPs.
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Risk Rank: M
Introduction

The Middle Bear watershed is home to 14,847 people, a small portion of which live in the Wildland
Urban Interface. Areas of concentrated population within the Middle Bear watershed boundaries

are Clifton, Dayton, Franklin, Grace, Oxford, Preston and Weston.

What is the risk?
Fires within the Middle Bear hed have the p I to

ities within the hed.

*1out of the 5 counties in the Middle Bear watershed identified wildfire as their number one

hazard.

*4out of the 5 counties in the Middle Bear watershed identified wildfire as their number two

hazard.

*0 out of the 5 counties in the Middle Bear watershed identified wildfire as their number three

hazard.

Conclusion

The people and property of the Middle Bear watershed are at an overall moderate risk of

damaging wildfire events.

Counties and Tribes

Bannock, Bear Lake, Caribou, Franklin, Oneida

Citles

Clifton, Dayton, Franklin, Grace, Oxford, Preston, Weston

|Hsstoric Fire Perimeters

ly disrupt life, property and
economic activity. There are 21 structures located within the WUI of the Middle Bear watershed.
Since 2000, 27,758 acres have burned during 48 individual wildfire events. Based on data from the
Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Middle Bear watershed has 6.3% low risk, 21.3% low-
moderate risk, 55.9% mod risk, 14.5% mod high risk and 2% high risk of wildfire to the

Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:

69

A majority of the
proposed mitigation
actions are not
location specific and
can be found in the
the county AHMPs.
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Seismic
Middle Bear
Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: H Area (sq. miles) 1,288
Introduction Population (2010) 14,847
Areas of concentrated population within the Middle Bear watershed boundaries are Miles of Stream 1,700
Clifton, Dayton, Franklin, Grace, Oxford, Preston and Weston. |M™iles of Canal 354
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 4,393
An earthquake within the watershed has a high potential to cause damage to the life Max. Elevation (ft) 9,938
and property of those within these areas. There are also 354 miles of canals that are Est. Facilities Near Fault I 19

to

P

% Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault | 100%

QuaternacyFaults 48 goc

0 Watershed Historical Epicenters

AGE (yrs) _ = Interstate Moment Magrituas

= <150 A Fieostaions _ gigyg Highway @0

po 15,000 + Hospitals - US Mighway

= <130.000 @ PoliceStations & Lakes @ss1.600
150,000 - Rivers Qs0-5%

|~ .eo0000 & Senoois &3 Counties © 451.500

j—Lavees ® Bridges B8 Reservations o ,01.45

= Canals Darrs. A cies ® 180,400

There are 19 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault. Subbasin own«smg
PR T
*1 out of the 5 counties within the Middle Bear hed identified as their E\yner Type {% Subbasin Area
number one hazard. ArNatc 50%
1 out of the 5 counties within the Middle Bear hed identified ic as their Federal 20%
number two hazard. Reservation/ BIA 0%
*0 out of the 5 counties within the Middle Bear hed identified seismic as their State 6%
number three hazard. Outof 1daho 25%)
Counties and Tribes
Bannock, Bear Lake, Caribou, Franklin, Oneida | Ground, m—hﬁﬂm
P Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
ies oW 0%
Clifton, Dayton, Franklin, Grace, Oxford, Preston, Weston NG Tt 0%
Moderate 0%
Moderate-High 100%
High 0%
Total seismic '(-:omly All Hazard M 1 Plan S FI Actions
mitigation f= \&
actions:
37
A majority of the proposed
mitigation actions are not
location specific and con
be found in the the county
AHMPs.
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*0 out of the 1 county in the Middle Fork Clearwater watershed identified flood as their number one
hazard.

*1 out of the 1 county in the Middle Fork Clearwater watershed identified flood as their number two
hazard.

#0 out of the 1 county in the Middle Fork Clearwater watershed identified flood as their number three
hazard.

LIDAR data avallability
LIDAR availability within the Middle Fork Clearwater
«Clear Creek (2009)

Conclusion
The low population and presence of levees within the Middle Fork Cl. hed bute to the
moderate flood risk rating.

Counties and Tribes
Idaho, Nez Perce Tribe
Cities

Kooskia

Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Flood
Middle Fork Clearwater

Risk Rank: M Subbasin Metrics
Introduction Area (sq. miles) 221
The only areca of concentrated population within the Middle Fork Clearwater watershed boundaries is Population (2010) 1,598
Kooskia. There are 1,598 total people who live within the watershed, of which 69 are at risk of floodis Miles of Stream 231
Approximately one third of the watershed is privately owned.

Miles of Canal 0
What is the risk?
The Middle Fork Clearwater River is a large river without significant flood control structures. Much of the Min: Elevation/(ft} 1,224
land is forested public property. According to the Idaho County AHMP, there has been a single report of Max. Elevation (ft) 6,601
riverine flooding in the watershed in recent history. There are 0 high or significant hazard dams in the Dams of Concern 0
Middle Fork Clearwater d.There are 2 par in the NFIP with 7 polides Pop. 3t Flood REK 59
contributing to $4,247 of premiums paid in exchange for $1,108,000 of coverage. p:

Subbasin Ownership

(Owner Type |% Subbasin Area
Private 36%|
Federal 49%)
Resarvation/BIA 1%|
State 14%|
Out of Idaho 0%
NFIP Statistics |
NFIP Policies 7
Total Coverage $1,108,000
Total Premiums $4,247
# Claims 0
Paid Claims o)

Total flood mitigation actions: 12

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the

county AHMPs.

Plan Flood Mitig:

Actions
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Wildfire

Risk Rank: M
Introduction

The Middle Fork Clearwater watershed is home to 1,598 people, a small portion of which live in or
near the Wildland Urban Interface. The only area of concentrated population within the Middle
Fork Cl hed boundaries is

What is the risk?

Fires within the Middle Fork Clearwater watershed have the potential to severely disrupt life,
property and economic activity. There are 282 structures located within the WUI of the Middle
- Fork Clearwater watershed. Since 2000, 3,634 acres have burned in 51 wildfire event. Based on
data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Middle Fork Clearwater watershed has 0% low
risk, 0% | d: risk, 60.5% mod: risk, 39.5% moderate-high risk and 0% high risk of
wildfire to the communities within the watershed.
*1out of the 1 county in the Middle Fork Clearwater watershed identified wildfire as their
number one hazard.
*0 out of the 1 county in the Middle Fork Clearwater watershed identified wildfire as their number
. two hazard.

’,'. *0 out of the 1 county in the Middle Fork Clearwater watershed identified wildfire as their number

a three hazard.

River

Conclusion

Despite the low population of the Middle Fork Clearwater d, IDL data di d the
watershed to be at an overall moderate risk of wildfire.

Counties and Tribes
Idaho, Nez Perce Tribe
Citles

Kooskia

Total wildfire unty All Hazard M n ﬁim—wmﬂm Mitig: Actions
\ Action Status
+ -l
mitigation Loy ; -
actions: =) A LA AER o % cacarnss
9 -
A majority of the
. proposed mitigation
Middle Fork Clearwater Watershed octions e not
location specific and
be found in the
Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities oo
- Low £ Counties the county AHMPs.
B Low-Moderate 3 Reservations
3 Moderate = Intorstate
3 Moderate -High — State Highway
B High - UTS.waay
0 25 5 Z3 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers
— Miles O Watershed 5 Lokes
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Seismic

Middle Fork Clearwater

Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: L Area (sq. miles) 221
Introdictian Population (2010) 1,598
The only area of concentrated population within the Middle Fork Clearwater Miles of Stream 431
hied boundaries & Kooski Miles of Canal 0
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 1,224
An earthquake within the watershed has a low potential to cause damage to the life Max. Elevation (ft) 6,601
and property of those within these areas. There is also 1 levee that is receptive to Est. Facilities Near Fault I 0
seismic disturbances. A Watersneo w/in2s MiesotFaut | 0%
There are 0 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault, Subbasin Ownership
PN [ T
*0 out of th el county within the Middle Fork Clearwater watershed identified ?Yvner Type {% Subbasin Area
seismic as their number one hazard. VrNa(c 36%
0 out of the 1 county within the Middle Fork Clearwater watershed identified Federal 49%
seismic as their number two hazard. Reservation/ BIA 1%)
*0 out of the 1 county within the Middle Fork Clearwater watershed identified State 14%
seismic as their number three hazard. Outof 1daho 0%l
Counties and Tribes
Idaho, Nez Perce Tribe Gm‘ﬂ.‘&*"’“"”‘
- Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
W Low 100%
Kooskia Low-Moderate 0%
Moderate 0%
Moderate-High 0%
High 0%
Total seismic ounty All Hazard M Actions
mitigation X&) y A Sawid
actions: - ftou 2
4 © Complets
Lines
=
A 3 f y A majority of the proposed | .
. e J mitigation actions are not
S S— location specific and con
at be found in the the county
Middle Fork Clearwater Watershed Algny
QuaternayFaults ¥ £oc 0 Watershed Historical Epicenters
-A-GE (yrs) A Firestations ™ Inl.rsu‘u Moment Magnituge
9 Bl B 5 et @i i
= <130.000 @ PoliceStations & Lakes @ss1.600
T G000 £ Schools i Commes D508
0 2 4 o Lovees ® Bridges B Reservations o ,0y.45
Mies |~ Canals B ours A ciies o 1980200
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Middle Fork Payette Watershed

Current LIDAR

OiWatershed B Dams

0 3.5 1

Proposed LIDAR == Levees
A Cities — Canals

B Reservations 1 Lakes
ElCounties — Rivers

—— Mile:

== nterstate
— State Highway
U.S. Highway

* Bridges

hazard.

*0 out of the 2 counties in the Middle Fork Payette watershed identified flood as their number two
hazard.

*1 out of the 2 counties in the Middle Fork Payette watershed identified flood as their number three
hazard.

LIDAR data availability
No LiDAR data is available.

Conclusion

The main water system is the Middle Fork Payette River, though the population within the hed is
small and there are no major contributing factors to flood risk in the watershed. It is considered to be low
risk.

Counties and Tribes
Boise, Valley

Cities

Crouch

Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Flood
Middle Fork Payette

Risk Rank: L Subbasin Metrics

Introduction Area (sq. miles) 340

The only areca of concentrated population within the Middle Fork Payette watershed boundaries is Crouch. Population (2010) 1,350

There are 1,350 total people who live within the watershed, of which 66 are at risk of flooding. The

watershed is only 7% privately owned. Milesiof Stream 743
Miles of Canal 2

What is the risk?

Flood events could be due to rain or snow events, localized intensive rainfall and inadequate urban Min. Elevation (ft} 2,976

drainage systems. There are 0 high or significant hazard dams in the Middle Fork Payette watershed. Max, Elevation (ft) 8,625

There are 3 communities participating in the NFIP with 17 policies b g to $6,945 of p Dams of Concern 0

paid in exchange for $4,879,200 of coverage. =

»0 out of the 2 counties in the Middle Fork Payette watershed identified flood as their number one Pop. at Flood Risk 66

Subbasin Ownership

(Owner Type |% Subbasin Area
Private 7%
Federal 90%|
Resarvation/BIA 0%
State 3%)|
Out of Idaho 0%
NFIP Statistics (2014]

NFIP Policies 17|
Total Coverage $4,879,200
Total Premiums $6,945

# Claims 0
Paid Claims o)

Total flood mitigation actions: 27

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the
county AHMPs.

T&ounlyAl! Hazard Miug

ion Plan Flood Mitig: Acuons
7
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Wildfire
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Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities
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Risk Rank: M

Introduction
The Middle Fork Payette watershed is home to 1,350 people, all of which live in the Wildland
Urban Interface. The only area of concentrated population within the Middle Fork Payette
watershed boundaries is Crouch.

What is the risk?

Fires within the Middle Fork Payette watershed have the potential to severely disrupt life,
property and economic activity. There are 1,748 structures located within the WUI of the Middle
Fork Payette watershed. Since 2000, 51,536 acres have burned during 133 individual wildfire
events. Based on data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Middle Fork Payette
watershed has 0% low risk, 0% | d risk, 90.8% mod: risk, 9.2% mod high risk
and 0% high risk of wildfire to the communities within the watershed.

*2 out of the 2 counties in the Middle Fork Payette watershed identified wildfire as their number
one hazard.

* out of the 2 counties in the Middle Fork Payette watershed identified wildfire as their number
two hazard.

*0 out of the 2 counties in the Middle Fork Payette watershed identified wildfire as their number
three haza.

Conclusion
Given the large population within the WUI and the moderate size of historic fires, the Middle Fork
Payette watershed is at an overall moderate risk of wildfire.
Counties and Tribes

Boise, Valley

Citles

Crouch

|Historic Fire Perimeters
> T

o

Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:

1

A majority of the
proposed mitigation
actions are not
location specific and
can be found in the
the county AHMPs.

Actions,

" Action Status
oy

@ onguing
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Seismic
Middle Fork Payette
Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: M Area (sq. miles) 340
Introduction Population (2010) 1,350
The area of concentrated population within the Middle Fork Payette watershed Miles of Stream 743
boundaries is Crouch, Miles of Canal 2
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 2,976
An earthquake within the watershed has a moderate potential to cause damage to Max. Elevation (ft) 8,625
the life and property of those within these areas. There are also 2 miles of canals that Est. Facilities Near Fault I 1
are receptive to seismic disturk % Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault | 79%
There is 1 essential facility within 25 miles of a quaternary fault. Subbasin ane,sme
PN T
*0 out of the 2 counties within the Middle Fork Payette hed identified ?‘_Nner Type 1% Subbasin Area
as their number one hazard. Vr!vatc 7%
*0 out of the 2 counties within the Middle Fork Payette watershed identified seismic Federal 90%
as their number two hazard. Reservation/ BIA 0%
*0 out of the 2 counties within the Middle Fork Payette watershed identified seismic State 3%
as their number three hazard. Outof 1daho 0%l
Counties and Tribes
Boise, Valley G“"ﬂﬁ?’elemmﬂ
; Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
Cities
Low 0%
Crouich Low-Moderate 0%
Moderate 97%
Moderate-High 3%
High 0%
Total seismic Eouuyl\ll Haard Mitig 1 Plan Seismic Mitig Actions
mitigation v
actions: i
) >
27 by
ngang
o Dupcontinued
— Compiste
A majority of the proposed
mitigation actions are not
location specific and con
. be found in the the county
Middle Fork Payette Watershed apery
QuaternaryFaults ¥ £oc 0 Watershed Historical Epicenters
LGE (yrs) A FiteStations : lnll.’:"f' i Moment Magnitude .
6 BI85t @i ) Y 5
= <130,000 @ PoliceStations & Lokes @ss1.60 el
- Goon & Shools  mcoumen 5088 i
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Risk Rank: L

Introduction
Only 2% of the Middle Kootenai watershed lies within Idaho, all of which is federally managed and devoid
of lation and d

What is the risk?

There are many small lakes and streams within the Middle Kootenai watershed, though the area is
uninhabited. This river is reported to flood consistently, although one significantly damaging flood was
been reported by the county AHMPs in recent history. There are 0 high or significant hazard dams in the
Middle hed and 0 par in the NFIP.

*0 out of the 2 counties in the Middle Kootenal watershed identified flood as their number one hazard.
*0 out of the 2 counties in the Middle Kootenai watershed identified flood as their number two hazard.
*0 out of the 2 counties in the Middle Kootenal watershed identified flood as their number three hazard.

LIDAR data availability
No LIDAR data is available.

Conclusion
of the lack of p
watershed is considered low risk.

and private property within the watershed, the Middle Kootenai

Counties and Tribes
Bonner, Boundary

Citles

Area (sq. miles)

Population (2010) 0
Miles of Stream 175
Miles of Canal 0
Min. Elevation (ft} 1,686
Max. Elevation (ft) 8,632
Dams of Concern 0
Pop. at Flood Risk 0

Private

Federal 2%|
[Reservation/BIA 0%|
E(ate O%I
|out of Idaho 98%]|
"

NFIP Policies 0
Total Coverage S0
Total Premiums S0
|# Claims 0
|Paid Claims S0

Total flood mitigation actions: 21

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the

county AHMPs.
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Wildfire

Risk Rank: L

Introduction
The Middle Kootenai watershed is home to 0 people.

What s the risk?

Since 2000, 1 acre has burned in 4 wildfire events. Based on data from the Idaho Forest Action
Plan (2010), the Middle Kootenai watershed has 100% low risk, 0% low-moderate risk, 0%

d risk, 0% mod high risk and 0% high risk of wildfire to the communities within the
watershed.
*loutofthe2 ies in the Middle i watershed identified wildfire as their number one
hazard.
*0outof the2 ies in the Middle i hed identified wildfire as their number
two hazard.
*0outof the 2 in the Middle i watershed identified wildfire as their number
three hazard

Conclusion

There are no communities at risk of wildfire within the Middle K i d
overall wildfire risk is low.

Counties and Tribes
Bonner, Boundary
Citles

Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:
39
A majority of the
H ] proposed mitigation
Middle Kootenai Watershed octions are not
location specific and
Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities can be found in the
W Low £ Counties the county AHMPs.
I Low-Moderate 3 Reservations
3 Moderate = Interstate
3 Moderate -High — State Highway
B High == L1.S. Highway
0 25 5 Wildlsnd-Urban Interface = Rivers
—Viles O Watershed S sk
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Seismic

Middle Kootenai

Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: L Area (sq. miles) 2,243
Introduction Population (2010) 0
There are no areas of concentrated population within the Middle Kootenai watershed |Miles of Stream 175
boundaries. [miles of Canal 0
What is the risk? |win. Elevation (ft) 1,686
An earthquake within the watershed has a low potential to cause damage to the life IMax- Elevation (ft) 8,632
and property of those within these areas. [Est-Facilities Near Fault | 0
|% Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault | 0%
There are 0 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault.
0 of the 2 ties within the Middl; i hed identified seismi | oupbasin Ownershp __|
o n
OoRa e Zoutinegwithin, She:Middla © * Owner Type |% Subbasin Area
their number one hazard. Privat P
*0 out of the 2 counties within the Middle Kootenai watershed identified seismic as rvate 0%
their number two hazard. Federal 2%
*0 out of the 2 counties within the Middle Kootenai watershed identified seismic as |Reservation/ BIA 0%
their number three hazard. State 0%|
Counties and Tribes Out of Idaho 98%|
Bonner, Bounda - -
i = Ground Acceleration
Chies Accel. Amoun [%Watershed Are |
Low 92%
Low-Moderate 8%
Moderate 0%
foderate-High 0%
High 0%
Eomly All Hazard Mitigation Flan S ITI Actions
Total seismic L = T !
mitigation D 2 : i
- : actions:
r : 77 py . :
kg{ an{' O Ae o 77 ) A A mofority of the proposed |
N ‘lf - o ’ mitigation actions are not
- 1 - location specific and con
. i be found in the the county
Middle Kootenai Watershed By
QuaternaryFaults ¥ goc O Watershed Historical Epicentars
AGE (yrs) oStations ™ Interstate Moment Magnitude
6 B S 5 Qirin
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Risk Rank: L

Introduction
There are 21 total people who live within the watershed, of which 0 are at risk of flooding. The majority of
the watershed lies outside of Idaho.

What Is the risk?

There is 1 high or significant hazard dam in the Middle Owyhee hed. There are 0 ities
participating in the NFIP with $0 policies to $0 of pi paid in for $0 of
coverage.

*0 out of the 1 county in the Middle Owyhee watershed identified flood as their number one hazard.
*0 out of the 1 county in the Middle Owyhee watershed identified flood as their number two hazard.
*0 out of the 1 county in the Middle Owyhee watershed identified flood as their number three hazard.

LIDAR data availability

LiDAR availability within the Middle Owyhee watershed is as follows:
-South Mountain (2007)

-Juniper Mtn. Transect (2008)

Conclusion

The small amount of people within the watershed deems the Middle Owyhee watershed to be of low risk.

Counties and Tribes
Owyhee
Cities

Population (2010)

Miles of Stream 693
Miles of Canal 0
Min. Elevation (ft) 3,337
Max. Elevation (ft) 7,759
Dams of Concern 1
Pop. at Flood Risk 0

Private 3%
Federal 16%)
Reservation/BIA 0%
|state 1%
[outofidaho 81%)

hv

NFIP Policies

0)
Total Coverage S0
[Total Premiums S0
|# Claims 0)
|Paid Claims $0

Total flood mitigation actions: 15

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the

county AHMPs.

Middle Owyhee Watershed

“ICurrent LIDAR  CIWatershed ® Dams
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Wildfire

Risk Rank: L

Introduction
The Middle Owyhee watershed is home to 21 people and there is no Wildland Urban Interface.

What is the risk?
Since 2000, 15,454 acres have burned during 24 individual wildfire events. Based on data from the
Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Middle Owyhee watershed has 99.8% low risk, 0.2% low-

d risk, 0% mod risk, 0% mod: high risk and 0% high risk of wildfire to the
communities within the watershed.
*1out of the 1 county in the Middle Owyhee watershed identified wildfire as their number one
hazard.
*0 out of the 1 county in the Middle Owyhee watershed identified wildfire as their number two
hazard.
*0 out of the 1 county in the Middle Owyhee watershed identified wildfire as their number three
hazard.

Conclusion

The risk of wildfire to people and property within the Middle Owyhee watershed is low.
Counties and Tribes

Owyhee

Citles

—
Historic Fire Perimeters unty All Hazard Mitgation Plin Wnldllm Mitigation Actions
Total wildfire i \ S '5{ PR
mitigation e \ 3 [P
7, 1 @ ongung
actions: AXATN 8 cucareneas
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g " el
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SNea W
S A majority of the i #2
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Middle Owyhee Watershed actions are not AN |
location specific and TR O
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Risk Rank: L

Introduction

There are no areas of concentrated population within the Middle Owyhee watershed

boundaries.
What is the risk?

An earthquake within the watershed has a low potential to cause damage to the life
and property of those within these areas. There are also .09 miles of canals that are

: emie i "

to

P

There are 0 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault,

*0 out of the 1 county within the Middle Owyhee watershed identified seismic as

their number one hazard.

0 out of the 1 county within the Middle Owyhee watershed identified seismic as

their number two hazard.
*0 out of the 1 y within the

iddle Owyhee

hed identified seismic as

their number three hazard.

Counties and Tribes
Owyhee

Cities

Acceleration Map)

T [Gromd Acceleren:

Total seismic
mitigation
actions:

2

A majority of the proposed
mitigation actions are not
location specific and con
be found in the the county
AHMPs.

Subbasin Metrics
Area (sq. miles) 1,494
Population (2010) 21
|Miles of Stream 693
[miles of Canal 0
|win. Elevation (ft) 3,337
|Max. Elevation (ft) 7,759
Est. Facilities Near Fault | 0
% Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault I 0%
Subbasin Ownership
Owner Type |% Subbasin Area
Private 3%)
Federal 16%
Reservation/ BIA 0%
State 1%
Out of Idaho 81%)|
Ground Acceleration
Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
Low 100%
Low-Moderate 0%
Moderate 0%
Moderate High 0%
High 0%

[County All Hazard Mitg:
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Flood
R - -
tecked Middle Salmon-Chamberlain
‘%. 'A 2 e Risk Rank: L Subbasin Metrics
Introduction Area (sq. miles) 1,674
There are 47 total people who live within the Middle Sal Chamberlai hed, of which 3 are at Population (2010) 47
risk of flooding. The 1s99% y Miles of Stream 3,335
What is the risk? Miles of Canal 0
Due to the absence of any major towns within this watershed, there is limited risk to human safety caused Min: Elevation (ft] 1873
by flooding. County AHMPs have reported only 2 significant flooding events in the watershed in recent - -~
history. There are 0 high or significant hazard dams in the Middle Sal Chamberlal hed. There Max, Elevation (ft) 9,288
are no communities participating in the NFIP with 2 policies contributing to $874 of premiums paid in Dams of Concern 0
exchange for $700,000 of coverage. -
+0 out of the 3 counties in the Middle Salmon-Chamberlain didentified flood as their number O STRICIIY 3
one hazard.
*1 out of the 3 counties in the Middle Salmon-Chamberlain watershed identified flood as their number Subbasin Ownersh
two hazard. Owner Type |% Subbasin Area
*1 out of the 3 counties in the Middle Sal Chamberlain hed identified flood as their number Private 19|
three hazard.
Federal 99%
LIDAR data availability Resarvation/BIA 0%
LiDAR availability within the Middle Salmon Chamberl hed is as foll
-Bitterroot National Forest (2011) State 0%
Out of Idaho 0%|

P

Conclusion
Due to the low population and lack of significant flood hazards, the Middle Salmon-Chamberlain is
considered a low flood risk watershed.

Counties and Tribes
Idaho, Lemhi, Valley

Citles

NFIP Statistics (2014)

NFIP Policies 2
Total Coverage $700,000
Total Premiums $874
# Claims 0
Paid Claims o)

pper Payette La
] é\ G
7 ¢

Total flood mitigation actions: 31

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the

county AHMPs.
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Wildfire

Risk Rank: L
Introduction
The Middle Sal Chamberl, hed is home to 47 people, a small amount of which live in
or near the Wildland Urban Interface.

What Is the risk?

Since 2000, 752,258 acres have burmed during 393 individual wildfire events. Based on data from
the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Middle Sal Chamb hed has 6.9% low risk,
1.4% low-moderate risk, 90.1% mod risk, 0.5% mod high risk and 1.2% high risk of
wildfire to the communities within the watershed.

*3outofthe3 ies in the Middle Sal Chamberlair hed identified wildfire as their
number one hazard.

*0 out of the 3 counties in the Middle Sal Chamberlai d identified wildfire as their
number two hazard.

*Ooutofthe3 in the Middle Sal Chamberlai d identified wildfire as their
number three hazard.

Conclusion

Significant wildfire events occur regularly within the Middle Sal, Chamberlail d

though the affected population is small and at a low risk to damage.
Counties and Tribes

Idaho, Lemhi, Valley

Citles

Total wildfire
mitigation
. actions:
Ok Salmon RIS { 17
} Custer
lc = i1: e Resefvo Custer:
- A majority of the
1 ® proposed mitigation
Middle Salmon-Chamberlain Watershed octions are not
location specific and
Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities can be found in the
W Low 3 Counties the county AHMPs.
6 B Low-Moderate 3 Reservations
3 Moderate = Interstate
Moderate-High — State Highway
B High == L1.S. Highway
0 10 20 23 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers
— Miles O3 Watershed ) sk
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Seismic
Middle Salmon-Chamberlain
Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: L Area (sq. miles) 1,674
Introduction Population (2010) 47
There are no areas of concentrated population within the Middle Salmon- Miles of Stream 3,335
Chamberlain watershed boundaries. Miles of Canal 0
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 1,873
An earthquake within the watershed has a low potential to cause damage to the life Max. Elevation (ft) 9,288
and property of those within these areas. Est. Facilities Near Fault l 0
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There are 0 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault.

% Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault | 0%

0 out of the 3 ti ithin the Middle Sal Chamberlai hed S—Ulﬂ S
*0 o e 3 counties within the Middle lain [ T
identified seismic as their number one hazard. Ewner Type {% Subbasin Area
*0 out of the 3 counties within the Middle Salmon-Chamberlain watershed Vrrva(c 1%
identified ic as their two hazard. Federal 99%
*0 out of the 3 counties within the Middle Sal Chamberlain hed Reservation/ BIA 0%
identified seismic as their number three hazard. State 0%
Counties and Tribes Out of Idaho 0%
Idaho, Lemhi, Vall
i Ground Acceleration
clties Accel. Amoun [%Watershed Are
Low 12%
Low-Moderate 67%
Moderate 21%
Moderate-High 0%
High 0%
- JUSGS Ground Acceleration Map| Total seismic Actions
JL|Ground Accelerauon S Action Status
i Low mitigation [y
B Low Alodectie - Nl
Vodre actions: s o
30 ‘: 'ca-w.
Ongaing
e Depcontinued
~—— Compise
A majority of the proposed
mitigation actions are not
location specific and con
be found in the the county
AHMPs.
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Middle Salmon-Panther Watershed

®
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— ) Miles

Current LIDAR  CIWatershed ® Dams
Proposed LIDAR == Levees == Interstate

A Cities — Canals — State Highway
EIReservations & Lakes == US. Highway
ElCounties ~— Rivers ® Bridges

I Middle Salmon-Panther

liz

Risk Rank: H

Introduction

The only area of concentrated population within the watershed boundaries is Salmon. There are 5,895
total people who live within the watershed, of which 163 are at risk of flooding. The watershed is
primarily federally managed.

What is the risk?

There are 2 high or significant hazard dams in the Middle Sal Panth hed. A ding to county
AHMPs, the watershed has reported 6 riverine floods and 5 flash flood events in recent history. There are
3 communities participating in the NFIP with 87 policies b t0 $73,592 of p paid in
exchange for $15,159,700 of coverage.

*0 out of the 2 counties in the Middle Salmon-Panther watershed identified flood as their number one
hazard.

*1 out of the 2 counties in the Middle Salmon-Panther watershed identified flood as their number two
hazard.

*0 out of the 2 counties in the Middle Salmon-Panther watershed identified flood as their number three
hazard.

LIDAR data availability

Area (sq. miles) 1,790
Population (2010) 5,895
Miles of Stream 4,012
Miles of Canal 61
Min. Elevation (ft} 3,018
Mayx. Elevation (ft) 10,955
Dams of Concern 2
Pop. at Flood Risk 163

Private

Federal 94%)
Resarvation/BIA 0%|
lState 1%)
|out of Idaho 0%
| NFIP.

INFIP Policies 87
Total Coverage $15,159,700
Total Premiums $73,592

# Claims 13
Paid Claims $157,541

Total flood mitigation actions: 41

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
location specific, depicted in the map below.

Plan F!Iood Mitigation Actions

LiDAR availability within the Middle Salmon Panther hed is as foll
-Lemhi River (2008)
-Pahsimeroi River (2009)
Conclusion
The Middle Sal Panth hed is idered a high flood risk hed b of its mod
; and the pi of h dams and levees.
Counties and Tribes
Custer, Lemhi
Cities
Salmon
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Risk Rank: M
Introduction

The Middle Salmon-Panther watershed is home to 5,895 people, the majority of which live in near
the Wildland Urban Interface. The only area of concentrated population within the Middle Salmon-
Panther watershed boundaries is Salmon.

What is the risk?

Fires within the Middle Salmon-Panther hed have the jal to ly disrupt life,
property and economic activity. There are 2,522 structures located within the WUI of the Middle
Salmon-Panther watershed. Since 2000, 254,764 acres have burned during 300 individual wildfire
events. Based on data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Middle Salmon-Panther
watershed has 7.1% low risk, 0% low-moderate risk, 69.1% mod risk, 6.8% mod high risk
and 7.9% high risk of wildfire to the communities within the watershed.

*2 out of the 2 counties in the Middle Salmon-Panther watershed identified wildfire as their
number one hazard.

+0 out of the 2 counties in the Middle Salmon-Panther watershed identified wildfire as their
number two hazard.

*0out of the 2 in the Middle Sal Panther watershed identified wildfire as their
number three hazard.

Conclusion

Though the population within the Middle Salmon-Panther watershed is relatively low, the
population within the WUI is large. Fires are frequent and the overall wildfire risk in the watershed
is moderate.
Counties and Tribes
Custer, Lemhi

Citles

Salmon

|Historic Fire Perimeters

Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:

31

A majority of the
proposed mitigation
actions are not
location specific and
can be found in the
the county AHMPs.




Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Seismic

Middle Salmon-Panther
Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: H Area (sq. miles) 1,790
Introduction Population (2010) 5,895
The area of concentrated population within the Middle Sal Panther hed Miles of Stream 4,012
boundaries is Salmon. I©iles of Canal 61
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 3,018
An earthquake within the watershed has a high potential to cause damage to the life Max. Elevation (ft) 10,955
and property of those within these areas. There are also 61 miles of canals and 11 Est. Facilities Near Fault I 0
levees that are receptive to seismic disturb % Watershed w/in 25 Mies of Faun | 279
There are 0 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault, Subbasin Ownershi
[ T
«0 out of the 2 counties within the Middle Salmon-Panther watershed identified POYVﬂEI‘ Type {% Subbasin Area
seismic as their number one hazard. EVATE 5%)
0 out of the 2 counties within the Middle Sal anther hed identified Federal 94%)
seismic as their number two hazard. Reservation/ BIA 0%
*0 out of the 2 counties within the Middle Sal anther hed identified State 19%)
seismic as their number three hazard. Outof 1daho o
Counties and Tribes
Custer, Lemhi | Ground Acceleration
G Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
es LOW m‘
Salman Low-Moderate 13%
Moderate 56%
Moderate-High 31%
High 0%

USGS Ground Acceleration Ma Total seismic Eomly All ‘}?@d M
mitigation ?
actions:
29
; A majority of the proposed
X . 3 mitigation actions are not
e —2 location specific and can
« be found in the the county
Middle Salmon-Panther Watershed Moy
QuaternaryFaults ¥ £oc O Watershed Historical Epicentars
AGE (yrs) A FireStations ™ Interstate Moment Magnitiude
= <150 -5 High:
Eitie  Hrowtas = asmem @eon.iso
- <130.000 @ PoliceStations & Lakes @ss.600
~ «750,000 - vy
= <0000 & Sehoois B Counties ? iz: '::
0 65 13 j—Lavees ® Bridges B Reservations o ,0y. %
—Miles | Dars A cues ® 190200
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Risk Rank: M
Introduction

owned.
What is the risk?

Arcas of concentrated population within the Middle Snake-Payett;

Payette and Weiser. There are 11,145 total people who live within the watershed, of which 799 are at risk
of flooding. The majority of the watershed lies outside of Idaho, though nearly one third is privately

This watershed is home to the confluence of the Payette and Snake Rivers. According to county AHMPs,
there is one report of significant flooding within the watershed in recent history. There is 1 high or

hazard.
hazard.

hazard.

LIDAR data availability

-Payette River and Gem Valley (2001)
-Boise River (2006)

Conclusion

significant hazard dam in the Middle Snake-Payette d.There are 5
the NFIP with 25 policies 10 $19,082 of pr paid in
coverage.

*0 out of the 3 counties in the Middle Snake-Payette watershed identified flood as their number one
*1 out of the 3 counties in the Middle Snake-Payette watershed identified flood as their number two

*2 out of the 3 counties in the Middle Snake-Payette watershed identified flood as their number three

LiDAR availability within the Middle Snake Payette watershed is as follows:

The Middle Snake-Payette watershed is considered to be a mederate flood risk watershed because of its

of PR

p and small

Counties and Tribes
Canyon, Payette, Washington
Cities

Fruitland, Payette, Weiser

Area (sq. miles) 278
Population (2010) 11,145
Miles of Stream 273
Miles of Canal 80
Min. Elevation (ft} 2,093
Max. Elevation (ft) 3,451
Dams of Concern 1
Pop. at Flood Risk 799

Private — 35%
Federal 6%
|Reservation/BIA 0%|
[state 3%)
|out of Idaho 57%]
[ NFIPStat

INFIP Policies 25|
Total Coverage $4,185,600
Total Premiums $19,082

# Claims 2]
|Paid Claims $19,887

Total flood mitigation actions: 61

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the
county AHMPs.

= USGS
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Risk Rank: H

Introduction

The Middle Snake-Payette watershed is home to 11,145 people, a small portion of which live in or
near the Wildland Urban rface. Areas of d I within the Middle Snake-
Payette d boundaries are d, Payette and Weiser.

What is the risk?

Fires within the Middle Snake-Payette have the to y disrupt life,
property and economic activity. There are 569 structures located within the WUI of the Middle
Snake-Payette watershed. Since 2000, 3,995 acres have burned during 12 individual wildfire
events. Based on data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Middle Snake-Payette
watershed has 2.6% low risk, 1.8% low-moderate risk, 46.3% moderate risk, 32.2% moderate-high
risk and 17.1% high risk of wildfire to the communities within the watershed.

*3 out of the 3 counties in the Middle Snake-Payette watershed identified wildfire as their number
one hazard.

*0out of the 3 counties in the Middle Snake-Payette watershed identified wildfire as their

number two hazard.

*0 out of the 3 counties in the Middle Snake-Payette watershed identified wildfire as their number
three hazard.

Conclusion
In the Middle Snak y hed, the ities are at a high risk of wildfire. Based on
the small historic fires and relatively high ion, there is for future fires to cause

Middle Snake-Payette Watershed

®

0 3.5

7
) Miles

Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities

. Low 3 Counties

B Low-Moderate 3 Reservations

£ Moderate == Interstate

[ Moderate-High — State Highway
= High ~= US. Highway

3 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers

O Watershed 3 Lakes

to life and property within the watershed.
Counties and Tribes

Canyon, Payette, Washington

Cities

Fruitland, Payette, Weiser

Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:

2

A majority of the
proposed mitigation
actions are not
location specific and
can be found in the
the county AHMPs.
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Middle Snake-Payette
Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: H Area (sq. miles) 278
Introduction Population (2010) 11,145
7 Areas of concentrated population within the Middle Snake-Payette watershed Miles of Stream 273
) ! boundaries are Fruitland, Payette and Weiser, Miles of Canal 80
I‘J AT What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 2,093
| =1 An earthquake within the watershed has the potential to cause damage to the life Max. Elevation (ft) 3,451
i )< ! ! and property of those within these areas. There are also 80 miles of canals that are Est. Facilities Near Fault I 7
S——— ptive to seismic disturb 5 Watershed w/in 25 Miesof Fault [ 979
i There are 7 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault. Subbasin Mush'g
£ PSR .
" 0 out of the 3 counties within the Middle Snake-Payette watershed identified ?wner Type V% Subbasin Area
. j seismic as their number one hazard. fivate 35%
AY7 g 1 out of the 3 counties within the Middle Snake-Payette watershed identified Federal 6%,
g f seismic as their number two hazard. Reservation/ BIA 0%
L 0 out of the 3 counties within the Middle Snake-Payette watershed identified State 3%
seismic as their number three hazard. Out of [daho 57%
Counties and Tribes
Canyon, Payette, Washington Ground Acceleration
" - Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
y v Cities —
o Low 75%)
£ Fruitland, Payette, Weiser oW NGaeTaE 75%
Moderate 0%
Moderate-High 0%
High 0%|

| USGS Ground Acceleration Map)

</ y

- B Low

P [ Low Moterats.
Maderats

Total seismic
mitigation
actions:

Middle Snake-Payette Watershed
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A mojority of the proposed
mitigation actions are not
location specific and can
be found in the the county
AHMPs,




Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio

164 |Page

¢
=y 4

Elmore

Middle Snake-Succor Watershed
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Proposed LiDAR
A Cities
EJReservations
EICounties

ClWatershed ® Dams

= Levees
— Canals
9 Lakes

— Rivers

= Interstate

== State Highway
“+ US. Highway
* Bridges

| M
BLAAL

Risk Rank: H

Area (sq. miles)

i RS

2,327

Introduction

Areas of concentrated population within the Middle Snak hed bound are Grand View, Population (2010) 18,071

Homedale, Marsing and Melba. There are 18,071 total people who live within the watershed, of which MiaeatSteam 3104

2,908 are at risk of flooding. The watershed is over 50% federally managed. -
Miles of Canal 723

What is the risk?

Flood hazards can include seasonal high stream flows that exceed bankfull discharge. According to county Mi5: Elavation () 2,178

AHMPs, there have been 3 significant flood events along tributaries within the hed historically. Max. Elevation (ft) 8,399

There are 10 high or significant hazard dams in the Middle Snake-Succor watershed. There are 6 Dams of Concern 10

:rn;?:!:m;lvp:;:m the NFIP with 8 policies contributing to $4,522 of pi paidin Pop. at Flood Risk 2,008

*0 out of the 4 counties in the Middle Snake-Succor watershed identified flood as their number one

hazard.

*0 out of the 4 counties in the Middle Snake-Succor watershed identified flood as their number two

hazard. Private 23%

*2 out of the 4 counties in the Middle Snake-Succor watershed identified flood as their number three

hazard. Federal 569!
Reservation/BIA

LiDAR data availability | / i)

LiDAR availability within the Middle Snake-Succor watershed is as follows: ISta(e 5%

-Bolse River (2006) |Gut of Idaho 14%)

-Reynolds Creck (2007, 2009) - = m—

-Birds of Prey (2011, 2013) T NFIP Statistics | P\

i INFIP Policies 8

8 of the high d of the h dams, the Middle Snake-Succor Total Coverage $2,005,000

watershed is considered to be of a high flood risk. Total Premiums 54,522

Counties and Tribes L Claimsl 0

Ada, Canyon, Elmore, Owyhee IPBM Claims $0

Cities
Grand View, Homedale, Marsing, Melba

Total flood mitigation actions: 126
A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are

not location specific and can be found in the the

county AHMPs.

=
-EountyAll Hazard Mitigation Plan Flood Mitigation Actions
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Middle Snake-Succor Watershed
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Risk Rank: H
Introduction

The Middle Snake-Succor watershed is home to 18,071 people, a substantial portion of which live
in the Wildland Urban Interface. Areas of d
watershed boundaries are Grand View, Homedale, Marsing and Melba.

What is the risk?

Fires within the Middle Snake-Succor watershed have the potential to severely disrupt life,
property and economic activity. There are 2,076 structures located within the WUI of the Middle
Snake-Succor watershed. Since 2000, 119,995 acres have burned during 206 individual wildfire
events. Based on data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Middle Snake-Succor
watershed has 24.4% low risk, 32.2% | d risk, 24.2% mod risk, 18.6% mod

high risk and 0.6% high risk of wildfire to the communities within the watershed.

*3 out of the 4 counties in the Middle Snake-Succor watershed identified wildfire as their number
one hazard.

*1out of the 4 counties in the Middle Snake-Succor watershed identified wildfire as their number
two hazard.

*0 out of the 4 counties in the Middle Snake-Succor watershed identified wildfire as their number
three hazard.

Conclusion

Given the high population in the WUI and frequency of wildfire events, the Middle Snake-Succor
watershed is at a high risk of wildfire events.

Counties and Tribes

Ada, Canyon, Elmore, Owyhee

Cities

Grand View, Homedale, Marsing, Melba

within the Middle Snake-Succor

Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:
61

A majority of the
proposed mitigation
actions are not
location specific and
can be found in the
the county AHMPs.

igation Plan Wildfire Mitigation Actions,
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Seismic
% Middle Snake-Succor
Pa Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: M Area (sq. miles) 2,327
Introduction Population (2010) 18,071
Areas of concentrated population within the Middle Snake-Succor watershed Miles of Stream 3,104
boundaries are Grand View, Homedale, Marsing and Melba. Miles of Canal 723
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 2,178
19 An earthquake within the watershed has the potential to cause damage to the life Max. Elevation (ft) 8,399
and property of those within these areas. There are also 723 miles of canals and 2 Est. Facilities Near Fault I 7
s levees that are receptive to seismic disturbances. % Watershed w/in 25 Mlles of Fault I 1%
o N 2 7 There are 7 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault.
5 Subbasin Ownership
£ P e A
o | 0 out of the 4 counties within the Middle Snake-Succor watershed identified ?wner Type [%Subbasin Area
95 h seismic as their number one hazard. £vate 23%
§ 1 out of the 4 counties within the Middle Snake-Succor watershed identified Federal 59%)
/ seismic as their number two hazard. Reservation/ BIA 0%
1 out of the 4 counties within the Middle Snake-Succor watershed identified State 59,
seismic as their number three hazard. Out of ldaho 1%
Counties and Tribes
Imore Ada, Canyon, Elmore, Owyhee Ground Acceleration
) Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
Cities e
v Low 100%,
Grand View, Homedale, Marsing, Melba oW Moderate 0%
@ Moderate 0%
D Moderate-High 0%
X 3 S v R ® High 0%
y A y
i 3
?e* Total seismic 'or\ Seismic Mitigati
N X mitigation
7 .
/ S 61 actions:
{\ A 23
A mojority of the proposed
mitigation actions are not
location specific and can
% be found In the the county
Middle Snake-Succor Watershed N,
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Risk Rank: L
Introduction

The main arca of concentrated population within the Moyie watershed boundaries is Moyie Springs.

There are 925 total people who live within the watershed, of which 21 are at risk of flooding. The
of the watershed lies outside of Idaho and the portion within Idaho is largely federally managed.

What is the risk?

The main water system within the Moyie watershed is the Moyie River, whose flow is quite variable, as

can be seen via the stream gauge chart below. There is 1 high or significant hazard dam in the Moyie
hed. Thereis 1 P in the NFIP with 4 policies contributing to $3,002 of

premiums paid in exchange for $1,091,500 of coverage.

»0 out of the 1 county in the Moyie watershed identified flood as their number one hazard.

*0 out of the 1 county in the Moyie watershed identified flood as their number two hazard.

*0 out of the 1 county in the Moyie watershed identified flood as their number three hazard.

LIDAR data avallability

Area (sq. miles) 329
Population (2010) 925
Miles of Stream 271
Miles of Canal 0
Min. Elevation (ft} 1,768
Max. Elevation (ft) 7,697
Dams of Concern 1
Pop. at Flood Risk 21

LIDAR availability within the Moyle watershed is as follows: Private
-Columbia River Treaty 2014/2024 Project (2010) Federal 19%|

Resarvation/BIA 0%|
Conclusion
Despite the presence of a hazardous dam and the variable nature of stream flows the Moyie d IS"‘“‘" 0%
has a low population overall and a small amount of these inhabitants are at risk of flooding. For this lOut of Idaho 77%|
reason, the watershed has a low flood risk. ; = =

| NFIP : ]
Counties and Tribes

P Polis

Boidiny INFIP Policies 4
e Total Coverage 61,091,500
Moyie Springs Total Premiums $3,002

# Claims 0

Paid Claims S0

Total flood mitigation actions: 7

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the

county AHMPs.

[County All Hazard Mitigati

Plan Flood Mitig Actions
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Risk Rank: L
Introduction
The Moyie watershed is home to 925 people, the majority of which live in the Wildland Urban
Interface. The only area of concentrated population within the Moyie watershed boundaries is
Moyie Springs.

What is the risk?

Fires within the Moyie watershed have the potential to severely disrupt life, property and
economic activity. There are 374 structures located within the WUI of the Moyie watershed. Since
2000, 8 acres have burned in 14 individual fires. Based on data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan
(2010), the Lower Kootenai watershed has 4.9% low risk, 7.2% low-moderate risk, 71.1% moderate
risk, 16.8% moderate-high risk and 0% high risk of wildfire to the communities within the
watershed.

*1out of the 1 county in the Moyie watershed identified wildfire as their number one hazard.

*0 out of the 1 county in the Moyie watershed identified wildfire as their number two hazard.

*0 out of the 1 county in the Moyie watershed identified wildfire as their number three hazard.

Conclusion

The low population and lack of significant fire events place the Moyie watershed at a low risk of
damaging wildfire events.

Counties and Tribes

Boundary

Citles

Moyie Springs

|Hstoric Fire Psru::l:rs Total wildfire IEomly All Hazard Miugation Plan Wildfire Mitigation Actions,
23 2000 mitigation
0 2001
‘s 2002 actions:
£ =3 2003
v 1= 2004 23
| C 2005
8 3 2000
,‘ I3 2001
3 2008
-~ =
Sl i A majority of the
v/ 320 proposed mitigation
) Mop =212 actions are not
e 201 location specific and

(=Bl can be found in the
the county AHMPS.
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Moyie
Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: L Area (sq. miles) 329
Introduction Population (2010) 925
The only area of concentrated population within the Moyie watershed boundaries is Miles of Stream 271
Moyie Springs. |Miles of Canal 0
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 1,768
An earthquake within the hed has the p ial to cause damage to the life Max. Elevation (ft) 7,697
and property of those within these areas. There are 0 miles of canals that are Est. Facilities Near Fault I 0
ptive to seismic disturt A Watersneo w/in2s MiesotFaut | 0%
There are 0 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault, Subbasin M«SME
[ T
*0 out of the 1 county within the Lower Kootenai watershed identified seismic as POYVﬂEI‘ Type 1% Subbasin Area
their number one hazard. »nvalc 4%
*0 out of the 1 county within the Lower Kootenai watershed identified seismic as Federal 19%
their number two hazard. Reservation/ BIA 0%
*0 out of the 1 county within the Lower Kootenai watershed identified seismic as State 0%|
their number three hazard. Outof 1daho 7%
Counties and Tribes
Boundary .ﬂw
- Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
|e? Low 100%
MoyleSprings Low-Moderate 0%
Moderate 0%
Moderate-High 0%
High 0%
USGS Ground A Map| Total seismic EounlyAll Hazard Mitig; J ﬁan S ﬁ g Actions
i mitigation
actions:
3
k) A majority of the proposed
. mitigation actions are not
N location specific and con
. be found in the the county
Moyie Watershed Moy
QuaternaryFaults ¥ £oc 0 Watershed Historical Epicenters
:'GE (yrs) A FicsStations : Inll:'v:!d‘.- i Moment Magnituge
Q |- J?ooo * Hosptals - 35 Nt‘o::uyy .60‘ it
130,000 @ PoliceStations & Lakes @ss1.600
[ dan & siocis  mcommes O 50162
0 2 4 j—Lavees ® Bridges B Reservations o ,0y.45
e Miles | Canals B D A cies o 180,400
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Reserwoir

775
L‘r?‘o—wrock Reservolir

North and Middle Forks Boise Watershed

Current LIDAR
Proposed LIDAR
A Cities
EIReservations
—— s [ E3Counties

OiWatershed B Dams

= Levees == [nterstate

— Canals — State Highway
£ Lakes ~ US. Highway
= RiVers * Bridges

*1 out of the 5 counties in the North and Middle Forks Boise watershed identified flood as their number
two hazard.

*2 out of the 5 counties in the North and Middle Forks Boise watershed identified flood as their number
three hazard.

LIDAR data avallability

LIDAR availability within the North and Middle Forks Boisc watershed is as follows:
-Bannock (2007)

Conclusion
The population within the North and Middle Forks Boise watershed is low and it lacks any factors that
contribute to flood risk, classifying the watershed as a low risk to flood.

Countles and Tribes
Blaine, Boise, Camas, Custer, Elmore

Cities

Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Flood
North and Middle Forks Boise

Risk Rank: L Subbasin Metrics
Introduction Area (sq. miles) 762
There are 44 total people who live within the watershed, of which 0 are at risk of flooding. The hed Population (2010) 44
is 99% federally managed. Miles of Stream 1,692
What is the risk? Miles of Canal 0
There are 0 high or significant hazard dams in the North and Middle Forks Boise watershed. According to Min: Elevation (11 3.451
county AHMPs, there have been 5 significant flood events within the watershed historically. There are 0 - -
communities participating in the NFIP with 1 policies to $4,507 of p paid in exch Max, Elevation (ft) 10,344
for $250,000 of coverage. Dams of Concern 0
*0 out of the 5 counties in the North and Middle Forks Boise watershed identified flood as their number .
ohe haval: Pop. at Flood Risk 0

Subbasin Ownership
(Owner Type |% Subbasin Area

Private 0%
Federal 99%)
Resarvation/BIA 0%
State 0%
Out of Idaho 0%
NFIP Statistics |
NFIP Policies 1
Total Coverage $250,000
Total Premiums 54,507
# Claims 0
Paid Claims o)

Total flood mitigation actions: 94

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the

county AHMPs.
o e oo R,
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Wildfire

Risk Rank: L

Introduction

The North and Middle Forks Boise watershed is home to 44 people, all of which live in the
Wildland Urban Interface. There are no areas of concentrated population within the North and
Middle Forks Boise watershed boundaries.

What is the risk?

Fires within the North and Middle Forks Boise watershed have the potential to severely disrupt
life, property and economic activity. There are 60 structures located within the WUI of the North
and Middle Forks Boise watershed. Since 2000, 150,646 acres have burned during 109 individual
wildfire events. Based on data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the North and Middle
Forks Boise watershed has 59.7% low risk, 2.9% | d risk, 35.4% risk, 2%
moderate-high risk and 0% high risk of wildfire to the communities within the watershed.

*5 out of the 5 counties in the North and Middle Forks Boise watershed identified wildfire as
their number one hazard.

+0 out of the 5 counties in the North and Middle Forks Boise watershed identified wildfire as
their number two hazard.

*0out of the 5 counties in the North and Middle Forks Boise watershed identified wildfire as
their number three hazard.

Blaine

Conclusion

Though there is a recent record of large fires, the overall risk of wildfire to communities is low
because of the low population within the watershed.

Counties and Tribes
Blaine, Boise, Camas, Custer, Elmore
Citles

Elmore

'Eonnty All Hazard M Plan Wildfire Mitigation Actions,
Total_wddflre 79 ‘7} B
mitigation oS 47
actions: ;
84
\ Anderson Ranch Reservoir
A majority of the
. . proposed mitigation
North and Middle Forks Boise Watershed actions are ot
location specific and
be found in the
Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities oo
W Low 3 Counties the couaty AHMP, / :
B Low-Moderate EJ Reservations ¢ » Ay < ¥
3 Moderate = Interstate s - T L
3 Moderate-High — State Highway [ 6 X A
B High == LS. Highway f",..“ 32 g’ .,\, o
Z3 Wildlsnd-Urban Interface = Rivers Mrielvrock! Resarvoirfll™
———Mics | Watershed e | \Ti
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Seismic

North and Middle Forks Boise

Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: L Area (sq. miles) 762
introduction Population (2010) 44
There are no areas of concentrated population within the North and Middle Forks Miles of Stream 1,692
Boise watershed boundaries, Miles of Canal 0
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 3,451
An earthquake within a watershed has the potential to cause damage to the life and Max. Elevation (ft) 10,344
property of those within these areas. Est. Facilities Near Fault | 1

% Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault I 52%

There is 1 essential facility within 25 miles of a quaternary fault.

*0 out of the 5 counties within the North and Middle Forks Boise watershed T Ownetshlp
# identified seismic as their number one hazard. Oyvner Type 1% Subbasin Area
g P «0 out of the 5 counties within the North and Middle Forks Boise watershed Private 0%
X ‘ identified seismic as their number two hazard. Federal 99%
AP 0 out of the 5 counties within the North and Middle Forks Boise watershed Reservation/ BIA 0%
/ ! ,’ s identified seismic as their number three hazard. State 0%
P 2 Counties and Tribes Out of Idaho 0%
MAz4 : )’; Z ; Blaine, Boise, Camas, Custer, Elmore Croind Ateletation
EEAAAE - Accel. Amoun |[%Watershed Are
AT Wiy Low 0%
; ) Low-Moderate 0%
y g Moderate 70%
’d;‘ Moderate-High 30%,
High 0%|

/) Elmore- .

Re sy ar

Total seismic unty All Hazard Mitigation Plan Seismic Mitigation Actions
mitigation : 0 P ). Q] S onon St

Panw

actions: g5 O
56 o
7 53 A mojority of the proposed
ety - mitigation actions are not
And 0 c esearvoir
erson Ranch Reservol cathom spaciicand o
be found In the the county
H H AHMPs,
North and Middle Forks Boise Watershed
QuaternaryFaults 4§ £oc O Watershed Historien Epieantors
AGE (yrs) - (nterstote Moment Magnitude
a4 A Firestations 7 J8 Highway .em»rm
- €16,000 o Hospitals - US. Highway .
= 130,000 ® PoliceStations = Lakes @:sr e S Wi
150,000 - Rivers NS ‘.
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hazard.

LIDAR data availability

-North Fork Payette River (2012)
Conclusion

watershed’s high flood risk ranking.

Counties and Tribes

Adams, Boise, Gem, Idaho, Valley
Cities

Cascade, Donnelly, McCall

*0 out of the 5 counties in the North Fork Payette watershed identified flood as their number one hazard.
*1 out of the 5 counties in the North Fork Payette watershed identified flood as their number two hazard.
*2 out of the 5 counties in the North Fork Payette watershed identified flood as their number three

LIDAR availability within the North Fork Payette watershed Is as follows:

The moderate populations at risk of flooding and large presence of hazardous dams contribute to this

Washington
i "J\ :
y ood _Reservoir
£ .
s
g USGS 13239000 NF PAYETTE RIVER AT MCCALL ID

> & 5008 <>t'i °
g 4500 °
- O,

Payette S . b, ° ° i o
g o
A s e 18 4l S AP oo 3 oo o
o 0 0 oo
Eg moo 0% ° °°° - %0 §
North Fork Payette Watershed 54 5 o’ oo ,
g! i i o R 7 L
; 2000 it %
Current LIDAR  CIWatershed ® Dams L s ?
Proposed LIDAR == Levees == Interstate g < oo
A Ciues — Canals — State Highway 1. 4
EJReservations £ Lakes UsS. Highway
0 1.5 1f;w E3Counties = RiVeis * Bridges 1916 1928 1946 1952 1968 2000 2012
— ) Miles

Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Flood
; | North Fork Payette

Risk Rank: H Subbasin Metrics

Introduction Area (sq. miles) 930

Arcas of concentrated population within the North Fork Payette watershed boundaries are Cascade, Population (2010) 9,791

Donnelly and McCall. There are 9,791 total people who live within the watershed, of which 218 are at risk Miles of Stream 1824

of flooding. The watershed is nearly half privately owned. -
Miles of Canal 101

What Is the risk?

According to county AHMPs, the watershed has reported 5 significant flood events in recent history. The Min: Elevation/(ft} 2,799

flooding of Dead Horse Creck has impaired access to northern sections of Payette Lake and Is a target for Max. Elevation (ft) 9,009

flood risk mitigation efforts. There are 25 high or significant hazard dams in the North Fork Payette Dams of Concern 25

d.Thercare 8 par in the NFIP with 49 policies contributing to $48,537 of :
premiums paid in exchange for $11,016,700 of coverage. Pop. at Flood Risk 218

Subbasin Ownersh
Owner Type |% Subbasin Area

Private 42%
Federal 44%
Resarvation/BIA 0%
State 14%|
Out of Idaho 0%

NFIP Statistics (2014) |
NFIP Policies 49

Total Coverage $11,016,700
Total Premiums $48,537
# Claims 0
Paid Claims S0

Total flood mitigation actions: 59
A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the
county AHMPs.

[ [County All Hazard Mitigation Plan Flood Mitig:
" \GEL

Acuons

Action Status

Pans

® cagang

4 ¥ discoatinued
© compiee

Linax

—— tngang

e Discontinued
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Wildfire
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Washington

Risk Rank: H
Introduction

Lies

) Payette

Black Can

The North Fork Payette watershed is home to 9,791 people, a large portion of which live in the
Wildland Urban Interface. Areas of concentrated population within the North Fork Payette
db d are Cascade, Ily and McCall.

What is the risk?

Fires within the North Fork Payette hed have the ial to ly disrupt life, property
and economic activity. There are 6,845 structures located within the WUI of the North Fork
Payette watershed. Since 2000, 9,269 acres have burned during 117 individual wildfire events.
Based on data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the North Fork Payette watershed has
15.9% low risk, 15.1% low-moderate risk, 43.5% moderate risk, 25.5% moderate-high risk and 0%
high risk of wildfire to the communities within the watershed.

*4 out of the 5 counties in the North Fork Payette watershed identified wildfire as their number
one hazard.

*1out of the 5 counties in the North Fork Payette watershed identified wildfire as their number
two hazard.

*0 out of the 5 countiein the North Fork Payette watershed identified wildfire as their number
three hazard.

Conclusion
The overall wildfire risk to people and property within the North Fork Payette watershed is high.

Counties and Tribes

CU ster Adams, Boise, Gem, Idaho, Valley

Action Status.
Pty

Cities
Cascade, Donnelly, McCall
3 T 4 Historic Fire Perimeters
Pregon p-+6- ' S e Total wildfire
: £ | LAy e 2000 mitigation
8 ¢ b S 24D 2000 cti
y o 7 o4 actions:
et Fork Payest Kiver LAe200
) T 2004 18
7005
14020 2006
vg/ I3 2001
esprvoir - =
o] o —=Fl “"th'"vvﬂht
= (ol o £ 201 proposed mitigation
North Fork Payette Watershed A 2o octions e not
> 00 location specific and
» 32014 A
Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities g ‘:e:vhm::ﬂ:;
M Low 3 Counties y “*" ) : . gl
B Low-Moderate 3 Reservations § 2 1 G
3 Moderate = Intorstate fed 3 o & i
3 Moderate-High — State Highway i % '
B High == L1.S. Highway A Loutd i
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Seismic
' e ! North Fork Payette
Idaho Subbasin Metrics
i) M ¢ > Risk Rank: H Area (sq. miles) 930
4 o} Reser Vo ¥ ’ Vo Introduction Population (2010) 9,791
- 3 g / 5 s B 5 .
E 4 V7 | i Areas of concentrated population within the North Fork Payette watershed Miles of Stream 1,824
f p 3 By ce : boundaries are Cascade, Donnelly and McCall. Miles of Canal 101
) 'w > S/ What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 2,799
% § 4 An earthquake within the watershed has the potential to cause damage to the life Max. Elevation (ft) 9,009
/ : gf A 4 e y “/ and pr.operty of th'ose'wm:in these areas. There are also 101 miles of canals that are Est. Facilities Near Fault l 24
bovt.v R rvorr ¥ 5% 7 ; / 7 ‘ P37 ptive to sei distur 5% Watershed w/in 25 Mies of Faut I 100%
M Call (-
ams ~ oo % i o o There are 24 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault. Subbasin Ownershlg
/ P g o [0, ¥
y v "’ o i B 0 out of the 5 counties within the North Fork Payette hed identified seismit '(’)WHEI' Type 1% Subbasin Area
y aliey y ¥ » 175 as their number one hazard. Vrrvatc 42%
Ty 4 s o o T 0 out of the 5 counties within the North Fork Payette hed identified Federal 44%
7 7. as their number two hazard. Reservation/ BIA 0%
v g " . yei & 0 out of the 5 counties within the North Fork Payette hed identified seismi State 14%,
3 \ f ’ j as their number three hazard. Outof 1daho 0%l
oy ‘,(&' Counties and Tribes
o4 p y 5 ¥ (243 Adams, Boise, Gem, Idaho, Valley G""‘M‘,?"emt’“d
71 Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
Cancade) ;
. . y Custer. Cities oW 0%
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Washington " % Yo 2 Moderate-High 0%
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Flood
' 55 Pahsimeroi
J y Risk Rank: L Subbasin Metrics
Introduction Area (sq. miles) 836
"?0 4 4 There are 255 total people who live within the Pahsimeroi watershed, of which 16 are at risk of floodi Population (2010) 255
o The majority of the Is Miles of Stream 1,987
Vg P What is the risk? Miles of Canal 177
A i There are 0 high or significant hazard dams in the Pah i d. There are 0
75 participating in the NFIP with 0 policies contributing to $0 of premiums paid in exchange for $0 of MizElevation(it 4,636
- coverage. Max, Elevation (ft) 12,585
4 J— *0 out of the 2 in the Pahsi i hed identified flood as their number one hazard. Dams of Concern 0
\'Q — " *1 out of the 2 counties in the Pahsimerol watershed identified flood as their number two hazard. Pop. 3t Flood REK 16
o~ S 3L *0 out of the 2 in the Pah d identified flood as their number three hazard. p:
5 L) - LIDAR data availability Subbasin Ovmeuh!g
— LiDAR availability within the Pahsimeroi hed is as foll 3 - 3
o Sokehavrol Nies 2000 [Owner Type |% Subbasin Area
dh J =~ Private 9%
g Conclusion Federal 88%)
# ﬂ \ of the low 1} and low flood h ds, the Pah is dered a low risk hed Resarvation/BIA 0%
)2
Counties and Tribes State 4%
Custer, Lemhi Out of Idaho 0%
Citles
s & NFIP Policies 0
, \ . R Total Coverage So
Custer \ ~ ! N Total Premiums 50
' & v ) # Claims 0
93 Paid Claims S0
. Total flood mitigation actions: 23
A A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
- not location specific and can be found in the the
county AHMPs.
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Custer

Risk Rank: L

Introduction

The Pahsimeroi watershed is home to 255 people, a handfull of which live in or near the Wildland
Urban Interface. There are no areas of ¢ d lation within the hed

What Is the risk?

There are 61 structures located within the WUI of the Pahsimeroi watershed. Since 2000, 5,800
acres have burned in 16 wildfire events. Based on data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010),
the Pahsimeroi watershed has 48.4% low risk, 25.6% low-moderate risk, 22.8% moderate risk,
3.2% moderate-high risk and 0% high risk of wildfire to the within the d
*2 out of the 2 counties in the Pahsimeroi watershed identified wildfire as their number one
hazard.

Wildfire

Counties and Tribes
Custer, Lemhi
Citles

few historic fires, IDL data and small population within the WUL.

12
1Miles

Pahsimeroi Watershed

Communities at Risk of Wildiwe A Cities

M Low

B Low-Moderate

3 Moderate

3 Moderate-High

B High

3 Wildland-Urban Interface
3 Watershed

£ Counties

£ Reservations
= Interstate

~ State Highway
== S, Highway
== Rivers

0 Lakes

*0outofthe2 in the Pahsimeroi d identified wildfire as their number two
hazard.

*0out of the ies in the Pahsii hed identified wildfire as their number three
hazard.

Conclusion

In the Pah o hed, the ities are at a overall low risk to wildfire, based on the

Historic Fire Perimeter:
Fe8 el Penmees)  gota) wildfire Greoere
O ¢ mitigation Paes
e
) : actions: e
\ 25
=
= Amojority of the
=3 2011 proposed mitigation
2012 actions are not
32013 location specific and
2zl can be found in the
7 the county AHMPs.
\\\ 3 Aate
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Pahsimeroi Watershed
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to

There is 1 essential facility within 25 miles of a quaternary fault.

*0 out of the 2 counties within the Pak i hed identified seismic as their
number one hazard.

*0 out of the 2 counties within the Pahsimeroi watershed identified seismic as their
number two hazard.

*0 out of the 2 counties within the Pahsii i hed identified seismic as their
number three hazard.

Counties and Tribes
Custer, Lemhi

Cities

Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Seismic
/ - 4 - -
. ? | Pahsimeroi
£ Subbasin Metrics

Risk Rank: L Area (sq. miles) 836

Introduction Population (2010) 255

There are no areas of d population within the Pahsi i watershed Miles of Stream 1,987

boundaries. Miles of Canal 177

What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 4,636

An earthquake within the watershed has a low potential to cause damage to the life Max. Elevation (ft) 12,585

and property of those within these areas. There are also 177 miles of canals that are Est. Facilities Near Fault l 1

% Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault I 100%|

Subbasin Ownership
Owner Type |% Subbasin Area
Private 9%
Federal 88%
Reservation/ BIA 0%
State 4%
Out of Idaho 0%

Ground Acceleration
Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
Low 0%
Low-Moderate 0%
Moderate 0%
Moderate-High 100%
High 0%

"[USGS Ground Acceleration May Total seismic

— —
1 Plan M Actions

5

mitigation
actions:
29

A majority of the proposed |
mitigation actions are not
location specific and con
be found in the the county
AHMPs.
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4.25

8.5
Mil

Palisades Watershed

Current LIDAR  CIWatershed ® Dams
Proposed LIDAR == Levees = Interstate
A Ciues — Canals — State Highway
EIReservations & Lakes == US. Highway
ElCounties — Rivers ® Bridges

Risk Rank: M

Introduction
The majority of the population within the Palisades watershed lives in, or near the floodplain of the Snake
River. Areas of concentrated population within the watershed boundaries are Irwin and Swan Valley.
There are 761 total people who live within the watershed, of which 73 are at risk of flooding. The

d is largely federally d

What is the risk?
The stream flow of the Snake River near the town of Irwin is fairly variable and can pose a threat to the
people and property along the river. According to county AHMPs, this has resulted in one significant flood
event in the watershed in recent history. There are 2 high or significant hazard dams in the Palisades

hed, ding the Palisades dam which has a storage volume of 1768 KAF. There are 5

Area (sq. miles) 929
Population (2010) 761
Miles of Stream 1,769
Miles of Canal 6
Min. Elevation (ft} 5,020
Max. Elevation (ft) 9,984
Dams of Concern 2
Pop. at Flood Risk 73

participating in the NFIP with 7 policies contributing to $4,487 of premiums paid in exchange for

$1,620,000 of coverage.
*2outofthe 3 in the Palisad: d identified flood as their number one hazard.
*1outofthe3 in the Palisads hed identified flood as their number two hazard.

*0 out of the 3 counties in the Palisades watershed identified flood as their number three hazard.

LIDAR data availability

LiDAR availability within the Palisad
-Swan Valley (2002)

«ITD, District 4 - US 26 (2013)

hed is as foll

Conclusion
The relatively small population has a number of flood risks that could damage life and property in the
Palisades watershed. Because of this, it is considered to be a moderate risk watershed.

Counties and Tribes
Bonneville, Madison, Teton
Cities

Irwin, Swan Valley

Private 15%
Federal 75%)
Resarvation/BIA 0%|
IState 1%)
|out of Idaho 9%

INFIP Policies

Total Coverage $1,620,000
Total Premiums 54,487
# Claims 0
Paid Claims S0

Total flood mitigation actions: 33

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the
county AHMPs.
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Wildfire
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Palisades Watershed

. Low

B Low-Moderate

3 Moderate

3 Moderate -High

B High

23 Wildland-Urban Interface

O3 Watershed

Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities

3 Counties

EJ Reservations

= Intorstate

— State Highway
~ LS. Highway

== Rivers

3 Lakes

Risk Rank: L

Introduction

The Palisades watershed is home to 761 people, the majority of which live in the Wildland Urban
rface. Areas of d lation within the Palisades watershed bound are Irwin

and Swan Valley.

What is the risk?

Fires within the Palisad: hed have the to ly disrupt life, property and
economic activity. There are 503 structures located within the WUI of the Palisades watershed.
Since 2000, 7,882 acres have burned during 49 individual wildfire events. Based on data from the
Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Palisades watershed has 14.7% low risk, 27.4% low-moderate
risk, 56.3% mod: risk, 1.7% mod high risk and 0% high risk of wildfire to the communities
within the watershed.

*0out of the ties in the Palisad d identified wildfire as their number one hazard.
*Ooutof the3 inthe P d d identified wildfire as their number two
hazard.

*loutofhe3 ties in the Palisads hed identified wildfire as their number three
hazard.

Conclusion

In the Palisad: d, the are at a low risk to wildfire based on the low

population and large portion of the the watershed under federal management.
Counties and Tribes

Bonneville, Madison, Teton

Cities

Irwin, Swan Valley

Historic Fire Perimeters

Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:

27

A majority of the
proposed mitigation
actions are not
location specific and
can be found in the
the county AHMPs.

—
ation Plan Wildfire Mitigation Actions

Action Status
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Palisades
Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: M Area (sq. miles) 929
Introduction Population (2010) 761
Areas of concentrated population within the Palisad hed boundaries are Miles of Stream 1,769
Irwin and Swan Valley. |™iles of Canal 6
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 5,020
An earthquake within the hed has a mod P ial to cause damage to Max. Elevation (ft) 9,984
the life and property of those within these areas. There are also 6 miles of canals that Est. Facilities Near Fault I 3
are receptive to seismic disturk % Watershed w/in 25 Mikes of Faut | 100%|
There are 3 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault, Subbasin OWﬂefShlE
[ T
*0 out of the 3 counties within the Palisad hed identified as their owner Type 1% Subbasin Area
number one hazard. l?nvalc 15%)
0 out of the 3 counties within the Palisades hed identified seismic as their Federal 75%
number two hazard. Reservation/ BIA 0%
1 out of the 3 counties within the Palisad hed identified seismic as their State 1%
number three hazard. Outof 1daho 9%
Counties and Tribes
Bonneville, Madison, Teton _Gmu”d lece_leratlon
it Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
es LOW O‘X,
Irwin, Swan Valley evENIGaEat 0%
Moderate 3%
Moderate-High 75%
High 23%
{USGS Ground A Map) Total seismic it Pl Mitig ation Actions
"‘;{g . ’ mitigation = P
\ actions:
31
A majority of the proposed
mitigation actions are not
location specific and con
. be found in the the county
Palisades Watershed Algny
QuaternaryFaults ¥ £oc 0 Watershed Historical Epicenters
:'GE (yrs) A FicsStations : Inll:'v:!d‘.- i Moment Magnitude
Q - J:OOOO & Hospitals - zs nt‘,::.,y .60‘ 40
130,000 @ PoliceStations & Lakes @ss1.600
[ dan & siocis  mcommes O 50162
0 4 8 j—Lavees ® Bridges B Reservations o ,0y.45
e Miles | Dars A cues ® 180,400
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Risk Rank: M

Introduction

Areas of concentrated population within the Palouse watershed boundaries are G
Onaway and Potlatch. There are 31,487 total people who live within the watershed, of which 1,447 are at
risk of flooding. The watershed is largely privately owned.

What is the risk?

The Palouse River flows from the eastern edge of the watershed into Washington state. According to
county AHMPs, there have been 2 reports of significant flash floods in recent history in the watershed.
There is 1 high or significant hazard dam in the Pal hed. Thereare 5 par

in the NFIP with 186 policies contributing to $141,945 of premiums paid in exchange for $32,617,400 of
coverage.

*0 out of the 3 counties in the Palouse watershed identified flood as their number one hazard.

*3 out of the 3 counties in the Palouse watershed identified flood as their number two hazard.

*0 out of the 3 counties in the Palouse watershed identified flood as their number three hazard.

LIDAR data availability

LiDAR availability within the Palouse watershed is as follows:
-Moscow Mtn, Bennet Lumber, & U of | Exp Forest (2003)
-Small portion of Emerald Creek coverage (2004)

-Coeur d'Alene Reservation (2005)

Conclusion
The high population in the urban areas of the Palouse watershed and the presence of one hazardous dam
classify the hed as a mod flood risk hed

Counties and Tribes
Benewah, Latah, Nez Perce, Nez Perce Tribe

Area (sq. miles) 2,322
Population (2010) 31,487
Miles of Stream 1,419
Miles of Canal 2
Min. Elevation (ft} 542
Max. Elevation (ft) 5,325
Dams of Concern 1
Pop. at Flood Risk 1,447

Private

Federal 16%|
Resarvation/BIA 0%|
lState 3%
|out of Idaho 0%
| NFIP. |
INFIP Policies 186
Total Coverage $32,617,400
Total Premiums $141,945

# Claims 21
Paid Claims $198,414

Total flood mitigation actions: 153
A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are

not location specific and can be found in the the
county AHMPs.

Actions|

Cities
G Onaway, Potlatch
x=US
Clea ter USGS 13345000 PALOUSE RIVER NR POTLATCH ID
O °
n Reservationgj 14000
‘ &
K] 12000
E 10000 o
.3:3 8000 o
Palouse Watershed }3 o ?
£ eomo $:0-1 -5 Lo G0
3 °© o o0 9. °
Current LIDAR  CWatershed ® Dams 3 4000 % o - ol 33 °
Proposed LIDAR ==Levees == Interstate g sk R °°° °° 000 o ‘?o
A Cities — Canals — State Highway ° " % o C%od
EJReservations £ Lakes ==US. Highway 0 o
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) Miles

Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities
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B Low-Moderate

3 Moderate

3 Moderate -High

B High

Wildland-Urban Interface
O3 Watershed
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B3 Reservations
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Risk Rank: H
Introduction

The Palouse watershed is home to 31,487 people, a small portion of which live in the Wildland
Urban Interface. Areas of concentrated population within the Palouse watershed boundaries are

Genesee, Moscow, Onaway and Potlatch.
What is the risk?

Fires within the Palouse watershed have the potential to severely disrupt life, property and
economic activity. There are 3,185 structures located within the WUI of the Palouse watershed.
Since 2000, 2933 acres have burned in 17 wildfire events. Based on data from the Idaho Forest
Action Plan (2010), the Palouse watershed has 25.1% low risk, 3.6% low-moderate risk, 29%
moderate risk, 42.3% moderate-high risk and 0% high risk of wildfire to the communities within

the watershed.

*3outofthe3 in the f se d identified wildfire as their number one hazard.
*0 out of the 3 counties in the Palouse watershed identified wildfire as their number two hazard.
+0 out of the 3 counties in the Palouse watershed identified wildfire as their number three hazard.

Conclusion
The Palouse watershed is at a high wildfire risk b of the high and
property within the watershed's Wildland Urban Interface.
Counties and Tribes
Benewah, Latah, Nez Perce, Nez Perce Tribe
Citles
Genesee, Moscow, Onaway, Potlatch
Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:
82
A majority of the
proposed mitigation
actions are not
location specific and
can be found in the
the county AHMPs.
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newah IPe= 7 il Palouse
N ‘s st I /
CoetllD'alene Thdiah, Resen/atity by Subbasin Metrics
e AP Risk Rank: M Area (sq. miles) 2,322
7 , < Introdictian Population (2010) 31,487
- ‘ Areas of concentrated population within the Palouse watershed boundaries are Miles of Stream 1,419
\ , O y and Potlatch. |miles of Canal 2
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 542
An earthquake within the hed has a mod P ial to cause damage to Max. Elevation (ft) 5,325
the life and property of those within these areas. There are also 2 miles of canals and Est. Facilities Near Fault I 0
1 levee that are receptive to seismic disturt % Watershed w/in 25 Miesof Faut | OB
Onarwa
6 ch o
: . There are 0 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault, Subbasin Ownership
o,
; A £ *0 out of the 3 counties within the Palouse watershed identified seismic as their ;)\_Mner Type Mﬁ
| o 7 /7 J'_ Zrvia number one hazard. EIVATES 80%
@ 7 f 0 out of the 3 counties within the Palouse watershed identified seismic as their Federal 16%
9 ‘ 8 4 number two hazard. Reservation/ BIA 0%
: o *0 out of the 3 counties within the Palouse hed identified seismic as their State 3%
=5 . > ) number three hazard. Out of 1daho 0%
N Counties and Tribes
Benewah, Latah, Nez Perce, Nez Perce Tribe ﬂ.wmm
i Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
B Fres - = Low 100%
| +»v
gL 2 v, Potlatch Low-Moderate 0%
VI e 77 Moderate 0%
p oW { Moderate-High 0%
2 { [ {, High 0%
y ;) P ‘,/‘,ﬂi .j
95 =3 B
!J rd Total seismic EomlyAll Hazard M Actions
iy o & mitigation
AR nZ
ey ez Fi actions:
t' 4 -] 11
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& Payette
Cascade 'Re'senrvoi
S
Adams . A Risk Rank: H “Subbasin Metrics.
| \ Introduction Area (sq. miles) 1,232
/ A TR D Areas of concentrated population within the Payette hed boundaries are E Fruitland, Population (2010) 30,522
/ ! L ] Horseshoe Bend, New Plymouth and Payette. There are 30,522 total people who live within the
1 Z Valle watershed, of which 4,357 are at risk of flooding. The watershed Is largely privately owned. M':“ °; stean 2:989
X | Miles of Canal 508
Mas ingtonf g/ y What is the risk? T e
i 'I 21/ Flood hazards can include high stream flows that exceed bankfull discharge. At the USGS gauge near the IniElevationi{ .
{ < ; - city of Horseshoe Bend the discharge is 12,700 cfs. From the graph below one can see annual peak flow Max, Elevation (ft) 8,327
\ % N 2 7 —— events that regularly exceed bankfull ding to county AHMPs, this has resulted in 11 significant flood Dams of Concern 14
) ) 2 it A events reported in the watershed in recent history. There are 14 high or significant hazard dams in the Pop. at Flood Risk 2357
o ( % ,'/ X4 A - Payette watershed. There are 9 communities participating in the NFIP with 69 policies contributing to D L2
3 \ J \#
1 g ] /) - - $41,370 of premiums pald in exchange for $12,878,800 of coverage. = = % > =
3 ) 7““ 2 | Z . #0 out of the 6 counties in the Payette watershed identified flood as their number one hazard. M
Do AR £ *1 out of the 6 counties in the Payette watershed identified flood as their number two hazard. (Owner Type |% Subbasin Area
\,, x ‘ - ; *3 out of the 6 counties in the Payette watershed identified flood as their number three hazard. Private 5G9
9 2\ i > ; ‘ a7, LIDAR data availability Federal 34%|
4 A 4 v 9 % LIDAR availability within the Payette watershed is as follows: Resarvation/BIA 0%l
] ; - o O 3 -Dry Creek, Boise Front (2007, 2009)
7 i G o i ; -Payette River and Gem Valley (2011) otEte 7%
r Y iy A g Out of Idaho 0%
ol 1 g ¥ A X Conclusion
L A e { { oz The large population and p of many hazardous dams, coupled with the f ly high stream NFIP Statistics ]
% i) £ Y. s b flows of the Payette River place the Payette watershed in the high risk category. NFIP Policies 69
I { £ ». ~ (2 : Counties and Tribes Total Coverage $12,878,800
o " 2 A - P Adams, Boise, Gem, Payette, Valley, Washington Total Premiums $41,370
/ > 3 p Cities # Claims 21
4 /8¢ Wi o]l Emmett, Fruitland, Horseshoe Bend, New Plymouth, Payette " N
X otcIkg C Al A RIEYTe AN s — R0
P1ia o > 7. R, hoi
)7 A ' St Bond Total flood mitigation actions: 86
20 é \ 44 { & A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
" 2 2 ; not location specific and can be found in the the
/ ey % i county AHMPs.
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Payette Watershed
Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities
W Low £ Counties
B Low-Moderate 3 Reservations
3 Moderate = Interstate
3 Moderate-High — State Highway
B High == L1.S. Highway
0 7 " 3 Wildland-Urban Interface ™ Rivers
—————Miles [ Watershed e

Risk Rank: H

Introduction

The Payette watershed is home to 30,522 people, a good portion of which live in the Wildland
Urban Interface. Areas of concentrated population within the Payette watershed boundaries are

Emmett, Fruitland, Horseshoe Bend, New Plymouth and Payette.
What is the risk?

Fires within the Payette watershed have the potential to severely disrupt life, property and
economic activity. There are 4,575 structures located within the WUI of the Payette watershed.
Since 2000, 114,139 acres have burned during 145 individual wildfire events. Based on data from
the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Payette watershed has 2.2% low risk, 0% low-moderate
risk, 27% moderate risk, 30.4% moderate-high risk and 40.4% high risk of wildfire to the

ities within the hed.
*Soutofthe 6 in the Pay d identified wildfire as their number one hazard.
*loutof the6 in the Payette d identified wildfire as their number two hazard.
*0 out of the 6 counties in the Payette watershed identified wildfire as their number three hazard
Conclusion
In the Pay the are at a high risk to wildfire. The population that

resides within the WUl is large and all of the counties within the Payette watershed have
identified wildfire to be a significant hazard. Additionally, there is a recent record of frequent

wildfires.

Counties and Tribes

Adams, Boise, Gem, Payette, Valley, Washington

Cities

Emmett, Fruitland, Horseshoe Bend, New Plymouth, Payette

Historic Fire Perimeters

Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:

12

A majority of the
proposed mitigation
actions are not
location specific and
can be found in the
the county AHMPs.
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| Payette
Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: H Area (sq. miles) 1,232
Introduction Population (2010) 30,522
Areas of concentrated population within the Payette watershed boundaries are Miles of Stream 2,989
Ei t, Fruitland, hoe Bend, New Ply h and Pay 3 |M™iles of Canal 508
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 2,123
An earthquake within the watershed has a high potential to cause damage to the life Max. Elevation (ft) 8,327
and property of those within these areas. There are also 508 miles of canals and 18 Est. Facilities Near Fault l 40
levees that are receptive to seismic disturk % Watershed w/in 25 Mies of Faut_| 1009
There are 40 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault. Subbasin Ownershlg
[ T
*0 out of the 6 counties within the Payette watershed identified seismic as their Owner Type {% Subbasin Area
Private 59%)
number one hazard. -
0 out of the 6 counties within the Payette hed identified seismic as their Federal 34%
number two hazard. Reservation/ BIA 0%
*0 out of the 6 counties within the Payette watershed identified seismic as their State 7%
number three hazard. Outof 1daho 0%
Counties and Tribes
Adams, Boise, Gem, Payette, Valley, Washington Gmm&:elentlon
it Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
E '95_“ a4 b n = i Low 15%
t, Fr Bend, New Ply Payette ToveNIGaeTaTe 5%
Moderate 30%
Moderate-High 0%
High 0%
—
USGS Ground Acceleration Ma Total seismic Eom!yl\" Hazard Miugation Plan S itig: Actions
mitigation Rty O <ton Swws
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Risk Rank: M

Introduction

Arcas of concentrated population within the Pend Oreille Lake watershed boundaries are Athol, Dover,
East Hope, Hope, Kootenai, Oldtown, Ponderay, Priest River, Sandpoint and Spirit Lake. There are 37,818
total people who live within the watershed, of which 1,662 are at risk of flooding. Over half of the
watershed is privately owned.

What is the risk?
Since the of the hed is privately owned, the risk to people and property is significant. The
Pack River, Sand Creek and the Pend Oreille River are contributing systems to flood risk. According to

county AHMPs, there have been 19 reports of significant flooding within the watershed in recent history.
There are 2 high or significant hazard dams in the Pend Oreille Lake watershed. There are 12

Area (sq. miles)

|Population (2010) 37,818
Miles of Stream 1,414
Miles of Canal 4
Min. Elevation (ft} 2,044
Max, Elevation (ft) 7,539
Dams of Concern 2
Pop. at Flood Risk 1,662

participating in the NFIP with 225 policies contributing to $187,616 of premiums paid in exchange for
$78,905,700 of coverage.

*0 out of the 4 counties in the Pend Oreille Lake watershed identified flood as their number one hazard.
*0 out of the 4 counties in the Pend Oreille Lake watershed identified flood as their number two hazard.
*2 out of the 4 counties in the Pend Oreille Lake watershed identified flood as their number three hazard.

LIDAR data availability

LiDAR availability within the Pend Oreille Lake watershed is as follows:
~Columbia River Treaty 2014/2024 Project (2010)

-Priest Area (2012)

Conclusion
The Pend Oreille Lake hed is idered to be at a mod risk of d. ing flood events because
of its slation and small of hazardous dams.

Counties and Tribe:

Bonner, Y,

Cities
Athol, Dover, East Hope, Hope, K i, Oldt Ponderay, Priest River, Sandpoint, Spirit Lake

Federal 27%)|
|Reservation/BIA 0%|
[state 18%|
|out of Idaho a%|
INFIP Policies 225
Total Coverage $78,905,700
Total Premiums $187,616
|# Claims 21
|Paid Claims $224,632

Total flood mitigation actions: 173

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the
county AHMPs.

[County All Hazard Mitigati

Plan Flood Mitigation Actions
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B High == US.Highway

22 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers

3 Watershed 3 Lakes

Risk Rank: H

Introduction

The Pend Oreille Lake watershed is home to 37,818 people, nearly all of which live in the Wildland
Urban rface. Areas of d lation within the Pend Oreille Lake watershed
boundaries are Athol, Dover, East Hope, Hope, Ki i, € d Priest River,
Sandpoint and Spirit Lake.

What Is the risk?

Fires within the Pend Oreille Lake d have the to y disrupt life, property

and economic activity. There are 17,322 structures located within the WUI of the Pend Oreille Lake
watershed. Since 2000, 713 acres have burned in 26 wildfire events. Based on data from the Idaho
Forest Action Plan (2010), the Pend Oreille Lake watershed has 0% low risk, 22% low-moderate
risk, 30.9% mod risk, 46.6% mod high risk and 0.4% high risk of wildfire to the
communities within the watershed.

*2 out of the 4 counties in the Pend Oreille Lake watershed identified wildfire as their number
one hazard.

*1 out of the 4 counties in the Pend Oreille Lake watershed identified wildfire as their number
two hazard.

*0 out of the 4 counties in the Pend Oreille Lake watershed identified wildfire as their number
three hazard.

Conclusion

Though there have not been significant fires in recent history, the majority of the population of the
Pend Oreille Lake watershed resides within the WUI and is therefore at risk to wildfire. The overall

risk is high.

Counties and Tribes
Bonner, dary,
Citles

Athol, Dover, East Hope, Hope, Ki i, Old! Ponderay, Priest River, Sandpoint, Spirit Lake

—
THistoric Fire Permeters
S m::“ Total wildfire

—— N 2 23 2000 mitigation
¥ ~ 1 2001
02 actions:

2003 13

A mojority of the
proposed mitigation
actions are not
location specific and
con be found in the
the county AHMPs.
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| Pend Oreille
Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: M Area (sq. miles) 1,222
Intraduction Population (2010) 37,818
Areas of concentrated population within the Pend Oreille Lake watershed boundaries Miles of Stream 1,414
are Athol, Dover, East Hope, Hope, Ki i, Old! , Ponderay, Priest River, Miles of Canal 4
Sandpoint and Spirit Lake. Min. Elevation (ft) 2,044
What is the risk? Max. Elevation (ft) 7,539
An earthquake within the hed has a mod p ial to cause damage to Est. Facilities Near Faul(l 0
the life and property of those within these areas. There are also 4 miles of canals that [FWatersheawinas Miesof raur | 0%g
D ptive to selsmic disturk
— . o " | Subbasin Ownership |
There are 0 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault. Owner Type |% Subbasin Area
*0 out of the 4 counties within the Pend Oreille Lake watershed identified seismic as Envale 51%
their number one hazard. Federal 27%)
*0 out of the 4 counties within the Pend Oreille Lake hed identified seismic as Reservation/ BIA 0%
their number two hazard. State 18%)
0 out of the 4 counties within the Pend Oreille Lake watershed identified seismic as Out of 1daho 2%
their number three hazard
Counties and Tribes MM
B : dary, K i, Shosh Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
- Low 75%
Cities TP %
Athol, Dover, East Hope, Hope, i, Old , Ponderay, Priest River, “wJ sk 25
Sandpoint, Spirit Lake 0%
Mod High 0%
High 0%
ﬁ.I-SGS Ground Acceleration Map) Total seismic 'Eoul\y All Hazard Mitigation Plan Si Mitgation Actions!
mitigation -
actions:
31
743 3 ¢ A majority of the proposed
W=gald ‘mitigation actions are not
- — L location specific and can
) be found in the the county
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Risk Rank: L

Introduction

Though 99% of the Pend Oreille watershed lies in Washington, the entirety of the land in Idaho is privately
owned. There are 1,321 total people who live within the watershed, largely within the community of
Oldtown, of which 19 are at risk of flooding.

What Is the risk?

The Pend Oreille River has an annual peak flow of 100,000 cfs, making it one of the largest rivers by
volume in the state. There is 1 high or significant hazard dam in the Pend Oreille watershed, the Albani
Falls dam. There are 3 communities participating in the NFIP with 4 policies contributing to $3,870 of
premiums paid in exchange for $736,000 of coverage.

*0 out of the 2 counties in the Pend Oreille watershed identified flood as their number one hazard.

*0 out of the 2 counties in the Pend Oreille watershed identified flood as their number two hazard.

*0 out of the 2 counties in the Pend Oreille watershed identified flood as their number three hazard.

LIDAR data avallability
LIDAR availability within the Pend Oreille watershed is as follows:
-Columbia River Treaty 2014/2024 Project {2010)

Conclusion

Despite an overall moderate population and the presence of a moderate hazard dam, the Pend Oreille
watershed has a small amount of inhabitants with a direct flood risk. For this reason, the watershed is
considered to be a low risk watershed.

Counties and Tribes
Bonner, Boundary
Cities

Oldtown

I e
Area (sq. miles)

1,096
Population (2010) 1,321
Miles of Stream 21
Miles of Canal 0
Min. Elevation (ft} 1,334
Max. Elevation (ft) 7,546
Dams of Concern 1
Pop. at Flood Risk 19

Private

Federal 0%
|Reservation/BIA 0%|
[State 0%
|out of Idaho 99%
__ NFIP Statistics ]
NFIP Policies 4
Total Coverage $736,000
Total Premiums $3,870

# Claims 1
|Paid Ciaims $2,825

Total flood mitigation actions: 24
A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are

not location specific and can be found in the the

county AHMPs.

IEounlyAll Hazard Mi
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Risk Rank: M

Introduction

The Pend Oreille watershed is home to 1,321 people, nearly half of which live in the wildland
Urban Interface. The only area of concentrated population within the Pend Oreille watershed
boundaries is Oldtown.

What is the risk?

Fires within the Pend Oreille d have the ial to y disrupt life, property and
‘economic activity. There are 531 structures located within the W1 of the Pend Oreille watershed.
Since 2000, 315 acres have burned in one wildfire event. Based on data from the Idaho Forest
Action Plan (2010, the Pend Oreille watershed has 0% low risk, 0% low-moderate risk, 20.8%
moderate risk, 79.2% moderate-high risk and 0% high risk of wildfire to the communities within
the watershed.
+1 out of the 2 counties in the Pend Oreille watershed identified wildfire as their number one
hazard.
#0 gut of the 2 counties in the Pend Oreille watershed identified wildfire as their number two
hazard.
+0 out of the 2 counties in the Pend Oreille watershed identified wildfire as their number three
hazard.

Kootenai Indian Reservationgf,

Bountrary

Conclusion
In the Pend Oreille d, the « ities are at a mod risk to wildfire, Based on the
lack of historic fires, relatively high population within the WUl and overall identified risk of wildfire

‘to communities it is likely that there may be hazardous fires affecting life and property in the
future.

Counties and Tribes
Bonner, Boundary
Cities

Oldtown

G
f//. LS H'srlr: Flree-l-imel.efs Total wildfi
E L otal wildfire
W = mitigation
7 Shoshene actions:
Kootenal 39
DS |
A majority of the
Pend Oreille Lake Watershed pr——
location specific and
c-umLT:‘mias at Risk of Wildfire égr::t“ ﬁ:;:“!“;'“'”*
9 B Love-Moderate B Reservainns
] Moderate rterstats
[ Modorae High == State Higheay
B High == W&, Highway
) 7 i [ Wildland-Urtan kerface = Rivers
Miles | Watershed o Lakes
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~~ Pend Oreille Lake
Bai Indian-Rese ation Subbasin Metrics
% | Risk Rank: L Area (sq. miles) 1,096
Introduction Population (2010) 1321
The area of concentrated population within the Pend Oreille watershed boundaries is Miles of Stream 21
Oldtown. Miles of Canal 0
. i What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 1,334
2 ' / A \énd ] 7 1] An earthquake within the watershed has a low potential to cause damage to the life Max. Elevation (ft) 7,546
ey Lo : Z 7’ £ and property of those within these areas. Est. Facilities Near Fault | 0
b 2e: 5, N ; . " () £ S feons % Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault I 0%)
>~ 7, / V4 4 } & 3 2 There are 0 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault.
/(‘ % i *0 out of the 2 counties within the Pend Oreille watershed identified seismic as their Lo
s i Owner Type (% Subbasin Area
+0 out of the 2 counties within the Pend Oreille watershed identified seismic as their Eats 1%
number two hazard. Federal 0%
*0 out of the 2 counties within the Pend Oreille watershed identified seismic as their Reservation/ BIA 0%
number three hazard. State 0%|
Counties and Tribes Out of idaho 99%
B,ofmr' Ty Ground Acceleration
e Accel. Amoun [%Watershed Are
Oldtown Low 100%
Low-Moderate 0%|
Moderate 0%
Moderate-High 0%
High 0%

Total seismic
mitigation -
actions: . c4| #® vomives
12 / @ conpies
A A)E) A majority of the proposed
@ 4 ¥ - imitigation actions are not
£ Bone. JuttP S Lo S ZRP P location specific and can
be found in the the county
Pend Oreille Lake Watershed A
QuaternaryFaults # Foc © Watershed Historical Epicentars
AGE (yre) ™ Inferstate Momert Mygnitude
o <150 A Firesiations | Gl ohway @ic 100
= <15,000 * Hospitals = LS. Highway
[=<130,000 # FoliceSiaions = Lokes @sct 5o
<250,000 - Fvors ,
- as00co0 & Schodls B3 Countien ? j:: ,:‘:
0 5 10 - Livaus ® Eridges B Reswvations o 4040
M | L A cies o 180.4m
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Portneuf
Risk Rank: H Subbasin Metrics
Introduction Area (sq. miles) 1,328
Arcas of ated lation within the hed boundaries are Arbon Valley, Arimo, Bancroft, Population (2010) 86,445
Chubbuck, Downey, Fort Hall, Inkom, Lava Hot Springs, McCammon and Pocatello. There are 86,445 total Miles of Stream 3.261
people who live within the watershed, of which 2,242 are at risk of flooding. Nearly half of the hed -
Is privately owned. Miles of Canal 390
What is the risk? MizElevation(it 341
Flood hazards include high stream flows that exceed bankfull disch kfull discharge at the gauge Max, Elevation (ft) 9,252
4 shown below is 1,130 cfs. Additionally, flash flood events of Rapid and Jackson Creeks have caused Dams of Concern 4
4 significant d: in Inkom. A ding to the B, k County AHMP, this has resulted in 64 reports of Pop. at Flood Risk 2282
4\) . ) 5 \ significant flooding along the main stem and flash floods along tributaries in recent history. There are 4 D x
7 S _ N ? high or significant hazard dams in the Portneuf watershed, as well as a number of levees. There are 13 > % =
7 _ s bec T s . 2 communities participating in the NFIP with 146 policies contributing to $135,486 of premiums paid in 45"”»""“ m
€ e\ N : ST 7 a exchange for $28,917,600 of coverage. Owner Type |% Subbasin Area
,I' { > R T2 2 ~ — g < *1 out of the 6 counties in the Portneuf watershed identified flood as their number one hazard. Private A6%)
y e N | *0 out of the 6 counties in the Portneuf watershed identified flood as their number two hazard. Federal
*0 out of the 6 counties in the Portneuf watershed identified flood as their number three hazard Tes 25%)
Resarvation/BIA 26%|
LIDAR data avallability
LIDAR availability within the Portneuf watershed Is as follows: State 3%
-Pocatello (2005) Out of Idaho 0%
Conclusion NFIP Statistics |
The high population, large portion of private ownership, presence of hazardous dams and number of NFIP Policies 146|
levees all contribute to the high flood risk of the Portneuf watershed.
Total Coverage $28,917,600
Counties and Tribes Total Premiums $135,486
Bannock, Bingham, Caribou, Franklin, Oneida, Power, Shoshone-Bannock Tribes H Claims 19
Cities T r
Arbon Valley, Arimo, Bancroft, Chubbuck, Downey, Fort Hall, Inkom, Lava Hot Springs, McCammon, Ealdeiyims $129,647
Pocatello Total flood mitigation actions: 78

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the
county AHMPs.

TCounlyAll Hazard Mitigation PIaF?Iood Mitig: Acuons
Action Status
USGS 13075500 PORTNEUF RIVER AT POCATELLO ID B ¢ o
3800 3 4 % ducomnues
o © Compiene
%
S 250 ° o Whore i ceanond
% - \ ——Compine
5 2000 ° °
é 3 ® %o
Portneuf Watershed §i 1o & o
] o °c° o° ® °
7 1000 % o 0.0 .. 0ol 6 | 2%
3 ° %50 g .9 ° o °
Current LIDAR [ Watershed ® Dams & 00 % 90 00 O, ° a9 o
o0 foo%ooo % 0.4 99
Proposed LIDAR ==Levees == Interstate E 500 0% o 9% o 00 o2 o °&a 04
A Cities — Canals — State Highway e ° °
EIReservations & Lakes =U3-. Highway 0
0 5 10 E3Counties — Riveis ® Bridges 1964 1916 1928 1940 1952 1964 1976 1988 2000 2012
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Risk Rank: H

Introduction

The Portneuf watershed is home to 86,445 people, a small portion of which live in or near the
Wildland Urban Interface. Areas of concentrated population within the Portneuf watershed
.\ boundaries are Arbon Valley, Arimo, Bancroft, Chubbuck, Downey, Fort Hall, Inkom, Lava Hot

Bingham

Springs, McCammon and Pocatello.

What is the risk?

Fires within the Portneuf watershed have the potential to severely disrupt life, property and
economic activity. There are 148 structures homes located within the WUI of the Portneuf
watershed. Since 2000, 73,054 acres have burned during 217 individual wildfire events. Based on
data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Idaho Falls watershed has 21.7% low risk, 17.9%
i 7 e I d risk, 24.5% mod risk, 26.9% moderate-high risk and 9.1% high risk of wildfire
Rese . to the communities within the watershed.
*1out of the 6 counties in the Portneuf watershed identified wildfire as their number one hazard.
*5 out of the 6 counties in the Portneuf watershed identified wildfire as their number two hazard.
7 Inkom +out of the 6 counties in the Portneuf watershed identified wildfire as their number three hazard.

39 . - Conclusion
Based on the high population of the watershed and the identified wildfire hazard from IDL, the
Portneuf watershed is at a high risk of wildfire damage to people and property.
Counties and Tribes
Bannock, Bingham, Caribou, Franklin, Oneida, Power, Shoshone-Bannock Tribes
30 HotSpmg A R ivey Citie:
s

WBower. [ Arbon Valley, Arimo, Bancroft, Chubbuck, Downey, Fort Hall, Inkom, Lava Hot Springs,
McCammon, Pocatello

P,

<

op

Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:
100

Lep ¢,

Onkgida rlurr ws/REbser
neida

P

A majority of the
proposed mitigation
actions are not
location specific and
can be found in the
the county AHMPs.

Portneuf Watershed

Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities

W Low 3 Counties

6 B Low-Moderate 3 Reservations
3 Moderate = Intorstate
Moderate -High — State Highway

B High == LS. Highway

0 8 16 23 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers

—— Miles O3 Watershed o Lakas
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Seismic
e | Portneuf
@ V% Subbasin Metrics

Risk Rank: H Area (sq. miles) 1,328

Bingham Introduetion Population (2010) 86,445
3 Areas of concentrated population within the Portneuf watershed boundaries are Miles of Stream 3,261

Arbon Valley, Arimo, Bancroft, Chubbuck, Downey, Fort Hall, Inkom, Lava Hot Springs, Miles of Canal 390

39 1) McCammon and Pocatello. [Viin. Elevation (ft) 2,341
What is the risk? Max. Elevation (ft) 9,252

FGeskal N nd ity

S Chubbuc 4
o
30 wio
g o
g :
7 Inkom:
39 - 5100
Y - Bancrot
g
o .
f M C 34 *
Lava B s o ho
2 30 - River
OMET fimo
s S b o
a1 !‘
%
o ’h’
40) » . .
2 .4
o]
7 34, - .
7 & Ongida Warrgws/REsear i1
Onefda P g J Ge
36) s {f g
&5 i L AN
5 % =% Franklin
L s 2
QuaternaryFaults ¥ £oc O Watershed Historical Epicenters
AGE (yrs) = Interstat, Moment Magrituce
b= <150 A Firestations Sl way [ :m
pe= 15,000 & Hosoitals - U.S Mighway
- <130.000 @ PoliceStations = Lakes @ss1.60
750,000 - Rivers A
[ <1.600000 & Schools B Counties ? :Z: :z
0 6 12 o Lovees ® Bridges B8 Reservations o ,01.45
l— Canals Darrs A o 1
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An earthquake within the watershed has a high potential to cause damage to the life
and property of those within these areas. There are also 390 miles of canals and 7
levees that are receptive to seismic disturbances.

Est. Facilities Near Fault l 13

% Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault | 69%

Th 13 ial facilities within 25 miles of fault S—Ulﬂ orsh)
ere are 13 essential facilities within 25 mi aquaternary fault, Dwner Type % Subbasin Area
»1 out of the 6 counties within the Portneuf hed identified seismic as their Ifrrva(c 46%
number one hazard. Federal 25%
*0 out of the 6 counties within the Portneuf hed identified ic as their Reservation/ BIA 26%
number two hazard. State 2%
1 out of the 6 counties within the Portneuf hed identified as their Outofidaho %)
number three hazard.
Counties and Tribes Ground Ajgeleratlon
B k, Bingham, Caribou, Franklin, Oneida, Power, Shoshone-Bannock Tribes Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
-~ Low 0%
Cities d
Arbon Valley, Arimo, Bancroft, Chubbuck, Downey, Fort Hall, Inkom, Lava Hot ORNVacs TS 3%
Springs, McCammon, Pocatello Moderate 58%
Moderate-High 39%
High 0%
_ USGS Ground Acceleration Map Total seismic .EOW“Y’\“ Hazard M " Plan M Actions
mitigation A
actions: § .
59
A majority of the proposed
mitigation actions are not
location specific and con
be found in the the county
AHMPs.
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Risk Rank: L

Introduction

Arecas of d lation within the hed boundaries include the City of Priest River. There
are 3,623 total people who live within the watershed, of which 129 are at risk of flooding. Only 9% of the
watershed is privately owned.

What is the risk?

Flood hazards within the Priest watershed include high stream and variably stream flows from the Priest
River as can be seen on the graph below. Based on county AHMPs, this has resulted in one signficant flood
event in the watershed in recent history. There are 0 high or significant hazard dams in the Priest. There
are 3 communities participating in the NFIP with 39 policies 10 $25,422 of p paid in
exchange for $8,972,800 of coverage.

*0out of the 2 in the Priest d identified flood as their number one hazard.
*0 out of the 2 in the Priest hed identified flood as their number two hazard.
*0out ofthe 2 in the Priest hed identified flood as their number three hazard.

LIDAR data availability

LiDAR availability within the Priest watershed is as follows:
-Priest River Experimental Forest (2002)

-Columbia River Treaty 2014/2024 Project (2010)

-Priest Area (2012)

Conclusion
Though the hed has a mod ly sized lation, the small portion of privately owned land and
low population at risk of flooding makes the Priest a low flood risk watershed.

Counties and Tribes
Bonner, Boundary
Cities

Priest River

Area (sq. miles)

Population (2010) 3,623
Miles of Stream 1,068
Miles of Canal 0
Min. Elevation (ft) 2,060
Max. Elevation (ft) 7,546
Dams of Concern 0
Pop. at Flood Risk 129

Federal 32%|
|Reservation/BIA 0%|
[state 37%)
|out of Idaho 22%)
NFIP Policies 39
Total Coverage $8,972,800
[Total Premiums $25,422
# Claims 1]
|Paid Claims $8,601

Total flood mitigation actions: 36

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the

county AHMPs.
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Bonner

Priest Watershed
Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities
W Low £ Counties
I Low-Moderate 3 Reservations
3 Moderate = Interstate
3 Moderate -High — State Highway
B High - U:S.Hmmy
0 7 14 3 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers
——— Miles O Watershed 3 Lakes

Risk Rank: H

Introduction

The Priest watershed is home to 3,623 people, most of which live in the Wildland Urban Interface.
The only area of concentrated population within the Priest watershed boundaries is Priest River.

What Is the risk?

Fires within the Priest watershed have the potential to severely disrupt life, property and
economic activity. There are 3,424 structures within the WUI of the Priest watershed. Since 2000,
2,233 acres have burned during 55 individual wildfire event. Based on data from the Idaho Forest
Action Plan (2010), the Priest watershed has 0% low risk, 0% | d risk, 73.7% mod

risk, 24.8% moderate-high risk and 1.5% high risk of wildfire to the communities within the
watershed.

*loutofthe2 in the Priest d identified wildfire as their number one hazard.
*0 out of the 2 counties in the Priest watershed identified wildfire as their number two hazard.
*0 out of the 2 counties in the Priest watershed identified wildfire as their number three hazard.

Conclusion
The majority of the population within the Priest watershed lives within the WUl and are ata

d high risk to from wildfire events. One of the counties within the Priest
watershed has identified wildfire as a primary hazard of and has d
mitigation actions in efforts to reduce their risk. The overall identified wildfire risk in the Priest
watershed is high.
Counties and Tribes
Bonner, Boundary
Cities
Priest River

[Hstoric Fire Perimeters.

IEomly All Hazard Miugation Plan Wildfire M

Actions,

Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:
54

A majority of the
proposed mitigation
actions are not
location specific and
can be found in the
the county AHMPs.

Action Status
Poirns
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Priest Watershed

QuaternaryFaults ¥ £oc O Watershed Historical Epicentars
AGE (yrs) - Interstate Moment Magnitude
= <150 A Firostations _ sigyg Highway @10

e 15,000 " Hospitals - S Highway
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[~ Camels Dams A e . 190.200

| Priest
Subbasin Metrics

Risk Rank: L Area (sq. miles) 979
Introduction Population (2010) 3,623
The area of concentrated population within the Priest watershed boundaries is Priest |Miles of Stream 1,068
River, [miles of Canal 0
What is the risk? |win. Elevation (ft) 2,060
An earthquake within the watershed has a low potential to cause damage to the life |Max. Elevation (ft) 7,546
and property of those within these areas. Est. Facilities Near Fault I 0

% Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault I 0%
There are 0 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault.

0 out of the 2 ties within the Prie: hed identified seismi hei e
o n
nu:.::m:.:ha::: es n the Priest watershed ide seismic as their Dunetiioe llesabhatinAtes
0 out of the 2 counties within the Priest watershed identified seismic as their VIS 9%)
number two hazard. Federal 32%
*0 out of the 2 counties within the Priest watershed identified seismic as their Reservation/ BIA 0%
number three hazard State 37%)
Counties and Tribes Out of Idaho 22%)
Bonner, Bounda

- & Ground Acceleration
chies Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
Priest River Low 100%

Low-Moderate 0%
Moderate 0%
Mod High 0%
High 0%
g —
USGS Ground A Total seismic Eoumy All Hazard Mitg; Plan S Mitg: Actions
mitigation
actions:
12

A majority of the proposed

mitigation actions are not

location specific and con

be found in the the county

AHMPs.
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Minidoka

i

Blaine

Risk Rank: M

Introduction
1,877 total people who live within the watershed, of which 162 are at risk of flooding. Roughly one third
of the watershed is privately owned.

What is the risk?

The Raft watershed is susceptible to flash flooding due to the large alluvial fans that have developed along
the surrounding mountains and extend to the Raft River Valley floor. The majority of the development in
the Raft watershed is agricultural within two miles of the Raft River. There is 1 high or significant hazard
dam in the Raft watershed. There are 4 communities participating in the NFIP with 3 policies contributing
to $1,950 of premiums paid in exchange for $666,000 of coverage.

*0 out of the 3 counties in the Raft watershed identified flood as their number one hazard.

*1 out of the 3 counties in the Raft watershed identified flood as their number two hazard.

*0 out of the 3 counties in the Raft watershed identified flood as their number three hazard.

LIDAR data avallability
LIDAR availability within the Raft watershed is as follows:
-City of Rocks National Monument (2011)

c luch

The relatively low population and moderate private ownership, as well as the presence of a hazardous dam
place the Raft watershed into the moderate flood risk category.

Counties and Tribes
Cassia, Oneida, Power

Cities
Malta

Area (sq. miles)

Population (2010) 1,877
Miles of Stream 3,294
Miles of Canal 74
Min. Elevation (ft} 4,196
Max. Elevation (ft) 10,325
Dams of Concern 1
Pop. at Flood Risk 162

Private

Federal

|Reservation/BIA

|state

|out of Idahe

| NFII
NFIP Policies

Total Coverage

[Total Premiums

# Claims

|Paid Claims

Total flood mitigation actions: 44

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the

county AHMPs.

County All Hazard Mitigation Plan Eood Mitigation Actions.
[ T i
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Amerfcan Falls Rese

Risk Rank: M

Introduction

The Raft watershed is home to 1,877 people and there is no identified WU The only area of
concentrated population within the Raft watershed boundaries is Malta.

What Is the risk?

Fires within the Raft hed have the I to ly disrupt life, property and economic
activity. Since 2000, 155,755 acres have burned during 154 individual wildfire events. Based on
data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Raft watershed has 4.4% low risk, 26.8% low-
moderate risk, 38.7% mod risk, 27.2% mod high risk and 3% high risk of wildfire to the

communities within the watershed.

*2outof the3 ties in the Raft hed identified wildfire as their number one hazard.
*1out of the 3 counties in the Raft watershed identified wildfire as their number two hazard.
*0out of the ties in the Raft d identified wildfire as their number three hazard.
Conclusion

The three counties in the Raft watershed have identified wildfire to be a significant hazard and
have proposed actions to mitigate the risk. Though the small population and lack of WUI
contribute to the overall moderate wildfire risk.

Counties and Tribes
Cassia, Oneida, Power

Citles
Malta
Oneida
~_|Hsstoric Fire P 1t
R' S ] Total wildfire
e - Blwr 4 2000 mitigation
O 0 Y 2 2001
"3 0 - P A 2002 actions:
Y RO AT 2003
= e h: ’ 1= 2004 34
; A e 2006
2007
v 32008
o Cides A majority of the
~ 201 proposed mitigation
Raft Watershed - octions are not
s location specific ond
= R " can be found in the
Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities
W Low £ Counties _'m the county AHMPs.
B Low-Moderate 3 Reservations ;E -
3 Moderate = Intorstate
3 Moderate-High — State Highway .
B High - U:S.leimy )
23 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers 5 J
£ Watershed 1 Lakes Ql
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Aincoln Amerycan Falls Reseéyvo D | Raft
Blaine ’ Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: M Area (sq. miles) 1,490
¥ T e Introdiictian Population (2010) 1,877
> The area of concentrated population within the Raft watershed boundaries is Malta. Miles of Stream 3,294
What is the risk? |Miles of Canal 74
An earthquake within the watershed has a moderate potential to cause damage to Viin. Elevation (ft) 4,196
the life and property of those within these areas. There are also 74 miles of canals Max. Elevation (ft) 10,325
that are receptive to seismic disturb Est. Facilities Near Fault | 0
% Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault | 6%
There are 0 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault.
0 of the 3 ties within the Raft hed identified seismic as thei b —"'_IL
o
i i el ARSI Dwner Type % Subbasin Area
*0 out of the 3 counties within the Raft hed identified seismic as their b EVATE 35%
two hazard. Federal 44%
*0 out of the 3 counties within the Raft hed identified seismic as their b Reservation/ BIA 0%
three hazard. State 3%)
Counties and Tribes Out of Idaho 19%|
Cassia, Oneida, Power
N 3 Ground Acceleration
chies Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
Malta Low 0%
Low-Moderate 48%
Moderate 52%
Moderate-High 0%
High 0%
Total seismic
mitigation
actions:
27
A majority of the proposed
mitigation actions are not
location specific and con
be found in the the county
Raft Watershed By
QuaternaryFaults ¥ £oc O Watershed Historical Epicentars
AGE (yrs) reStations ™ Interstate Moment Magnitiude
Q S g L {2
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Risk Rank: L
Introduction

LiDAR data avallability
There is no LIDAR yet available for this watershed.

Conclusion
The small population and rural character of this watershed contribute to its low flood risk ranking.

Counties and Tribes
Coeur d'Alene Tribe, Benewah, Latah

Cities

There are 36 total people who live within the Rock watershed, of which 0 are atrisk of flooding. The Population (2010)

majority of the watershed lies outside of Idaho. Miles of Stream 29
What Is the risk? Miles of Canal 0
The flood risk is negligible as the majority of the resides on farmlands away from any bl

bodies of water. There are 0 high or significant hazard dams in the Rock watershed. There are no ks am“?n (ft 1,285
communities participating in the NFIP with 0 policies it to $0 of p paid in exc for Max. Elevation (ft) 4,334
ok “:.:“. in the Rock identified flood as theil ber one hazard PSR CEEDO g
*0out e2 n the d as their number one hazard.

+2 out of the 2 counties in the Rock d identified flood as their number two hazard. ESReRERODTHER 0
*0out of the 2 in the Rock d identified flood as their number three hazard.

Private 2%
Federal 0%
Reservation/BIA 0%
|state 0%)
|out of Idaho 98%)
NFIP Policies 0
Total Coverage S0

[Total Premiums S0

# Claims 0
|Paid Claims 50

Total flood mitigation actions: 110

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the

county AHMPs.

[Eoumy All Hazard M

—
1 Plan Flood Mi

Not Available
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Wildfire

Coeur D'alene Indian Reservation

Rock Watershed

Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities

W Low £ Counties

B Low-Moderate 3 Reservations

3 Moderate = Intorstate

3 Moderate-High — State Highway

B High == LS. Highway
0 1 2 3 Wildlond Urban Interface = Rivers
— Milos O3 Watershed o Lakas
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Risk Rank: L

Introduction

The Rock watershed is home to 36 people, most of which live in the Wildland Urban Interface.
There are no areas of concentrated population within the Rock watershed boundaries.

What Is the risk?

Fires within the Rock hed have the | to ly disrupt life, property and economic
activity. There are 43 structures located within the WUI of the Rock watershed. Since 2000, there
have been no significant wildfire events. Based on data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010),
the Rock watershed has 22.6% low risk, 76.5% | d risk, 0.9% modk risk, 0%
moderate-high risk and 0% high risk of wildfire to the communities within the watershed.

*2outof the 2 in the Rock hed identified wildfire as their number one hazard.
*0outofthe2 in the Rock d identified wildfire as their number two hazard.
*0outof the 2 in the Rock d identified wildfire as their number three hazard.
Conclusion

The low population within the Rock watershed is at a low risk of wildfire, though both counties
have identified wildfire to be the primary hazard of concern.

Countles and Tribes

Coeur d'Alene Tribe, Benewah, Latah

Cities

—
|Historic Fire Perimeters ation Plan Wildfire Mitigation Actions
—— Total wildfire =4 o G
=200 mitigation
0 2001
2002 actions:
0 2003
e 2004 59
IS 2005
12 2006
A majority of the
proposed mitigation
actions are not
location specific and
can be found in the
the county AHMPs.
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Rock

Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: L Area (sq. miles) 954
Introduction Population (2010) 36
There are no areas of concentrated population within the Rock watershed boundaries. |Miles of Stream 49
What is the risk? |miles of Canal 0
An earthquake within the watershed has a low potential to cause damage to the life |in. Elevation (ft) 1,285
and property of those within these areas. [Max. Elevation (ft) 4,334
[Est. Facilities Near Fault | 0
There are 0 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault. I,6 Watershed wjin 25 Mies of Fault I 0%
*0 out of the 2 counties within the Rock watershed identified seismic as their number Subbasin Ownershi
one hazard. PR [
*0 out of the 2 counties within the Rock watershed identified seismic as their number M M
two hazard. private 2%
0 out of the 2 counties within the Rock watershed identified seismic as their number Federal 0%)
three hazard. |Reservation/ BIA 0%
Counties and Tribes State 0%
Coeur d'Alene Tribe, Benewah, Latah Out of idaho 98%|
o Ground Acceleration
Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
Low 100%
Low-Moderate 0%
[Moderate 0%
d figh 0%
High 0%

e —
Emt All Hazard Mitgation Plan S Mitigation Actions,
Total seismic ey [anen —
mitigation =t &
actions: *
10 >

A majority of the proposed

mitigation actions are not

location specific and con

be found in the the county

Rock Watershed ey
QuaternaryFaults ¥ goc O Watershed Historical Epicentars
AGE ) - Interstat. Moment Ma.
IO A s Bl Sl
b <15,000 * Hospitels  w LS Highway )
130,000 @ PoliceStations = Lokes @ssi.6m
| «750,000 - .
T G000 £ Schools i Commes D508
0 08 16 —Lavess ® Bridges B Reservations o ,0y. 1%
—Mies | it A cuies o 199-4%
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Towerxsalmon Falks Reservolin

er Salmon Falls Reservoir

SGS
USGS 13108150 SALMON FALLS CREEK NR HAGERMAN ID \
8000 RS
o RN
.'!' 76000
o
i 6008
5_ 56000
i3
Salmon Falls Watershed 23 oo -
..! 3600
Current LIDAR  CIWatershed ® Dams 3 2000
Proposed LIDAR == Levees == Interstate g )
A Ciues — Canals — State Highway e ° o %0, |9
EIReservations £ Lakes ==US. Highway oo Sim PO “oibie 009 08 gucsordioian Ag
0 5 u:hle EICounties - * Bridges 1976 1982 1988 1994 2000 2006 2012
L Se—) S

| Salmon Falls
Risk Rank: M ’ s5in Metrics |
Introduction Area (sq. miles) 2,085
The main area of concentrated population within the Salmon Falls hed boundaries is Castleford. Population (2010) 882
There are 882 total people who live within the watershed, of which 43 are at risk of flooding. The majority Miles of Stream 1647
of the watershed lies outside of Idaho, leaving only 12% privately owned. =
Miles of Canal 144
What is the risk?
There are 2 high or significant hazard dams in the Salmon Falls hed that could ially end. Min: Elevation(ft) 2,900
life and property downstream. According to county AHMPs, there have been 2 reports of significant floods May. Elevation (ft) 10,167
within the watershed in recent history. There is 1 community participating in the NFIP with 2 policies Dams of Concern B
contributing to $4,855 of premiums paid in exchange for $703,800 of coverage. B T Flood RiSK 23
*0 out of the 2 counties in the Salmon Falls watershed identified flood as their number one hazard. of. £

*0 out of the 2 counties in the Salmon Falls watershed identified flood as their number two hazard.
*0 out of the 2 counties in the Salmon Falls watershed identified flood as their number three hazard.

LIDAR data avallability
LIDAR availability within the Salmon Falls watershed is as follows:
Salmon Falls (2002, 2005, 2010)

-Box canyon (2006)
-Hollister (2010, 2011)

Conclusion
Though the population and portion of the watershed under private hip is low, the p of
hazardous of dams increases the overall flood risk of the watershed to moderate dassification.

Countles and Tribes
Owyhee, Twin Falls
Cities

Castleford

Private

Federal 31%|
|Reservation/BIA 0%|
[State 2%)
|out of Idaho 56%)
NFIP Policies 2
Total Coverage $703,800
Total Premiums 54,855

# Claims 0
|Paid Ciaims S0

Total flood mitigation actions: 17
A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are

not location specific and can be found in
county AHMPs.

the the

—
Plan Flood Mitigation Actions!

Pants
S|
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Action Status.
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Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities
W Low 3 Counties
6 B Low-Moderate 3 Reservations
3 Moderate = Intorstate
Moderate-High — State Highway
B High == LS. Highway
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Risk Rank: L
Introduction
The Salmon Falls watershed is home to 882 people, roughly half of which live in the Wildland
Urban Interface. The only area of concentrated population within the Salmon Falls watershed
boundaries is Castleford.

What is the risk?

Fires within the Salmon Falls d have the ial to

ly disrupt life, property and

economic activity. There are 303 structures located within the WUI of the Salmon Falls watershed.

Since 2000, 236,432 acres have burned during 127 individual wildfire events. Based on data from

the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Salmon Falls watershed has 48.3% low risk, 16.3% low-

moderate risk, 27.5% mod risk, 7.8% mod: high risk and 0% high risk of wildfire to the
ities within the hed.

*2 out of the 2 counties in the Salmon Falls watershed identified wildfire as their number one

hazard.

+0 out of the 2 counties in the Salmon Falls watershed identified wildfire as their number two

hazard.

*0 out of the 2 counties in the Salmon Falls watershed identified wildfire as their number three

hazard

Conclusion

Fire events within the Salmon Falls watershed tend to be large and occur regularly. Though the
population is relatively low, it can still be affected by wildfire. As such, both counties within the
watershed have identified wildfire events to be the primary hazard of concern. The overall risk of
the Salmon Falls watershed is low.

Counties and Tribes

Owyhee, Twin Falls

Citles

Castleford

Acti |
Total wildfire 2 =
Action Status
mitigation e
@ onguing
actions: X -
© conpwe
15
A majority of the
proposed mitigation
actions are not
location specific and
can be found in the
the county AHMPs.
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Seismic
Elmo ‘qlow r Sa:.l- oFaIIs Agsojrvorr &L\“’// | Salmon Falls
Gooding [ Subbasin Metris |
pper Salmon Risk Rank: L Area (sq. miles) 2,085
Introduction Population (2010) 882
The area of concentrated lation within the Salmon Falls hed boundaries is Miles of Stream 1,647
Castleford. [Viles of Canal 144
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 2,900
An earthquake within the watershed has a low potential to cause damage to the life Max. Elevation (ft) 10,167
and property of those within these areas. There are also 144 miles of canals that are Est. Facilities Near Fault I 0

0 45 9
— Miles

Salmon Falls Watershed

QuaternaryFaults ¥ £oc O Watershed Historical Epicenters

AGE (yrs) = Interstate Moment Magrituge

= <150 A Firostations _ sigyg Highway @0

b= 15,000 & Hosoitels = LS. Highway

= <130.000 @ PoliceStations & Lokes @ss1.60
150,000 - Rivers © s01-5%

|~ t.e0000 & Senoots &3 Counties 0 451.500

j—Lavees ® Bridges B Reservations o ,0y.45

[— Canals B oers A cues o 190,400

to

P

There are 0 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault,

*0 out of the 2 counties within the Sal Falls
number one hazard.

0 out of the 2 counties within the Sal| Falls
number two hazard.

*0 out of the 2 counties within the Sal Falls
number three hazard.

hed identified as their

hed identified seismic as their

hed identified seismic as their

Counties and Tribes
Owyhee, Twin Falls
Cities

Castleford

%Waltrshmw/mZSMil:soiFau?ll 0%

[ Subbasin Ownership |
Owner Type |% Subbasin Area
Private 12%)
Federal 31%|
Reservation/ BIA 0%
State 2%)
Out of Idaho 56%|

Ground Acceleration
Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are

Low 94%
Low-Moderate 6%
Moderate 0%
Moderate-High 0%
High 0%

mitigation
actions:
9

A majority of the proposed
mitigation actions are not
location specific and con
be found in the the county
AHMPs.

Total seismic  [couny All Hozord Miuga
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Risk Rank: L

Introduction
There are 242 total people who live within the Salt watershed, of which none are at risk of flooding. The
hed is largely federally d and over half of the Salt watershed lies in Wyoming

What is the risk?

Flood hazards indude 2 high or significant hazard dams in the Salt watershed. According to county
AHMPs, there has been a single report of significant flooding within the hed. There are 0
communities partidpating in the NFIP with 0 policies buting to $0 of premi pald in exch for
$0 of coverage.

*1 out of the 3 counties in the Salt watershed identified flood as their number one hazard.

*0 out of the 3 counties in the Salt watershed identified flood as their number two hazard.

*0 out of the 3 counties in the Salt watershed identified flood as their number three hazard.

LIDAR data availability
No LIDAR data is available.

Conclusion
The Salt watershed's low population and lack of incorporated communities within the Idaho portion of the
watershed, as well as a small amount of flood hazards deem the Salt a low risk watershed.

Counties and Tribes
Bear Lake, Bonneville, Caribou

Citles

I

Area (sq mlles

Population (2010) 242
Miles of Stream 9208
Miles of Canal 9
Min. Elevation (ft} 5,614
Mayx. Elevation (ft) 10,699
Dams of Concern 2
Pop. at Flood Risk 0

[Owner 1

Private 8%
Federal 38%|
|Reservation/BIA 0%|
|state 0%)
|out of Idahe 54%

INFIP Policies 0
Total Coverage S0
[Total Premiums S0
|# Claims 0|
|Paid Claims S0

Total flood mitigation actions: 23

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the

county AHMPs.

tion Actions
Action Status
Pams
® cgong
® Discominued
o © Corpine
g 9 onges
= ° e Discontinues
% @ —Cempite
& 4000 °° a? ° oo o
N °
"i‘; 3000 o 2
Salt Watershed z 3 ° " Wyoming
o
a £ P ® o ®°0 09 °
3 2000 e o
O Current LIDAR  DWatershed ® Dams 3 o °° %
Proposed LIDAR ==Levees = Interstate g i L. % P o
A Cities — Canals — State Highway 1000 o o e Q.0
EJReservations £ Lakes == US. Highway B o
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Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities
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Risk Rank: L
Introduction

The Salt watershed is home to 242 people, roughly half of which live in or near the Wildland Urban
Interface. There are no areas of concentrated population within the Salt watershed boundaries.

What Is the risk?

Fires within the Salt hed have the | to ly disrupt life, property and economic
activity. There are 61 structures located within the WUI of the Salt watershed. Since 2000, 3,730
acres have burned in 10 wildfire events. Based on data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010),
the Salt watershed has 22.5% low risk, 24.3% low-moderate risk, 50.2% moderate risk, 0.1%
moderate-high risk and 2.9% high risk of wildfire to the communities within the watershed.
*loutofthe3 ties in the Salt hed identified wildfire as their number one hazard.
*loutofthe3 in the Salt d identified wildfire as their number two hazard.
*1out of the 3 counties in the Salt watershed identified wildfire as their number three hazard.

Conclusion
Based on the few historic fires, low population within the WUI and overall identified risk of
wildfire to communities within the Salt watershed there is a low risk for future wildfire events to
threaten life and property.
Counties and Tribes

Bear Lake, Bonneville, Caribou
Citles

Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:

29

A majority of the
proposed mitigation
actions are not
location specific and
can be found in the
the county AHMPs.

Wildfire
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Risk Rank: M

Introduction

There are no areas of concentrated population within the Salt watershed boundaries.

What is the risk?

An earthquake within the watershed has a moderate potential to cause damage to
the life and property of those within these areas.

Subbasin Metrics |
Area (sq. miles) 876
Population (2010) 242
|Viles of Stream 908
|miles of Canal 9
Min. Elevation (ft) 5,614
Max. Elevation (ft) 10,699
Est. Facilities Near Fault I 0

There are 0 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault. i Watersned w/in 25 Miesof Faut_| 100%
*0 o:t of r:’he 3 counties within the Salt watershed identified seismic as their number Subbasin Ownership
one hazard. el
*0 out of the 3 counties within the Salt hed identified seismic as their by o‘,‘vner Type Mﬂ
two hazard. Private 8%|
1 out of the 3 counties within the Salt watershed identified seismic as their number Federal 38%
three hazard. Reservation/ BIA 0%
Counties and Tribes State 0%)
Bear Lake, Bonneville, Caribou Out of Idaho 54%)
Cities Ground Acceleration
Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
Low 0%
Low-Moderate 0%
Moderate 0%
Moderate-High 40%
High 60%
Total seismic Eomlyn Il Hazard N 1g: I?Ian Seismic M Actions
mitigation ; vt
actions: ko 2
° .
25 b
Ongang
e Depcontinued
A majority of the proposed
mitigation actions ore not
location specific and con
be found in the the county et
AHMP. Wyoming
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Flood
South Fork Boise

Risk Rank: L Subbasin Metrics
Introduction Area (sq. miles) 1,304
There are 261 total people who live within the South Fork Boise watershed, of which 19 are at risk of Population (2010) 261
flooding. The majority of the hed is federall d Miles of Stream 3,339
What is the risk? Miles of Canal 43
There are 2 high or significant hazard dams in the South Fork Boise hed, including Andi Ranch
Dam. According to county AHMPs, there have been two reports of significant flooding in the hed in Min: Elevation/(ft} 3,205
recent history. There are 2 communities participating in the NFIP with 7 policies contributing to $6,465 of Max, Elevation (ft) 10,315
premiums paid in exchange for $1,466,700 of coverage. Dams of Concern 2
*0 out of the 3 counties in the South Fork Boise watershed identified flood as their number one hazard. .

Pop. at Flood Risk 19

USGS 13191000 SF BOISE RIVER NR LENOX ID
7 Gooding. 10000 S
f - o
R | $ 9000 o
150 ') | B 5 ° o'
s ol o |1 ™ :
Mk\e R-g:s5-e:/~V-0 i I’ _‘ . / 5 e o
i o ’ p
South Fork Boise Watershed 35 o0 o " °
5 § oees =
o -3
Current LIDAR  CIWatershed ® Dams g - o % 3 v °
Proposed LIDAR == Levees == Interstate g 3800 ° <. o
A Ciues — Canals —Sln‘\e Highway 008 ° o o o
EJReservations £ Lakes UsS. Higiway
0 15 1?an E3Counties — Riveis * Bridges 1916 1922 1928 1934 1940 1946
1 Miles

*0 out of the 3 counties in the South Fork Boise watershed identified flood as their number two hazard.
*2 out of the 3 counties in the South Fork Boise watershed identified flood as their number three hazard

LIDAR data availability
No LIDAR data is available.

Conclusion
The flood risk to life and property within the South Fork Boise watershed is low, though the two hazardous
dams could cause significant damage to communities outside of the South Fork Bolse watershed.

Counties and Tribes
Blaine, Camas, Elmore

Citles

Subbasin Ownership
(Owner Type |% Subbasin Area

Private 13%
Federal 83%
Resarvation/BIA 0%
State 4%
Out of Idaho 0%
NFIP Statistics (2014]
NFIP Policies 7
Total Coverage $1,466,700
Total Premiums $6,465
# Claims 0
Paid Claims o)

Total flood mitigation actions: 74

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the
county AHMPs.

HCounty All Hazard M
7

Actions

1 Plan Flood Mitig:

Action Status
Pans
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® discoatinued




Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio

Wildfire

213 |Page

oot Fory pay 4205

02 Bore River

Risk Rank: L
Introduction

The South Fork Boise watershed is home to 261 people, most of which live within the Wildland
Urban Interface. There are no areas of concentrated population within the South Fork Boise
watershed boundaries.

What is the risk?

Fires within the South Fork Boise hed have the Ito ly disrupt life, property
and economic activity. There are 516 structures located within the WUI of the South Fork Boise
watershed. Since 2000, 308,723 acres have burned during 136 individual wildfire events. Based on
data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the South Fork Boise watershed has 31.1% low risk,
9.3%]I d risk, 35% d risk, 14.8% moderate-high risk and 9.8% high risk of
wildfire to the communities within the watershed.

*3 out of the 3 counties in the South Fork Boise watershed identified wildfire as their number one
hazard.

*0 out of the 3 counties in the South Fork Boise watershed identified wildfire as their number

two hazard.

*0 out of the 3 counties in the South Fork Boise watershed identified wildfire as their number
three hazard.

Conclusion
Though the population within the South Fork Boise hed is small, itis thr d by large,
freq and ial g wildfire. All three counties have identified fire to be the

primary hazard of concern, as it can damage life and property as well as disrupt recreation in the
area. The overall risk of the South Fork Boise watershed is low.

Counties and Tribes
Blaine, Camas, Elmore

Cities

South Fork Boise Watershed

0 9.5 19

) Miles

Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities

. Low

B Low-Moderate

3 Moderate

3 Moderate-High

B High

3 Wildland-Urban Interface
3 Watershed

£ Counties

£ Reservations
== Interstate

— State Highway
== LS. Highway
= Rivers

0 Lakes

Historic Fire Perimete [County ANl Hazaram Plan Wildfire M Act
1S I Fire Ferimeters oun! AZar 1 Plan Wildiwre \cuons
Total wildfire L 3 &
e 5 Action Status
mitigation ey
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actions: . AlLpgr eT—
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A majority of the
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actions are not
location specific and ==,
can be found in the
the county AHMPs.
s l;\lﬁl’
g v
———af@ Arm La




Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Seismic
I South Fork Boise
Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: L Area (sq. miles) 1,304
Introduction Population (2010) 261
There are no areas of concentrated population within the South Fork Boise watershed Miles of Stream 3,339
boundaries., Miles of Canal 43
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 3,205
An earthquake within the watershed has a low potential to cause damage to the life Max. Elevation (ft) 10,315
and property of those within these areas. There are also 43 miles of canals that are Est. Facilities Near Fault I 0
ptive to seismic disturb
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Owyhee

South Fork Boise Watershed

QuaternaryFaults 4§ £oc O Watershed Historien Epieantors
AGE (yrs) < - ntersiate Momern Magnitude
e 150 A FireSistions _ o\ iy Highway .5‘,,4“7
e <15.000 o Mospitals = US. Highway
e <130,000 ® PoliceSiations = Lakes 551 600
150,000 - Rivers @s01.5%
- <1.600000 & Sehools BB Counties © 451.500
[ Lovess ® Bridges B Reservations g 401,45
7 4 — Canals B oars A ° 1 0
IMIIFS ilies 904

There are 0 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault.

*0 out of the 3 counties within the South Fork Boise

% Watershed w/in 25 Mlles of Fault I 35%

their number one hazard.
0 out of the 3 counties within the South Fork Boise

hed identified

their number two hazard.

0 out of the 3 counties within the South Fork Boise watershed identified seismic as

their number three hazard.
Counties and Tribes
Blaine, Camas, Elmore

Cities

USGS Ground Acceleration Map)
et [oon Aecomiouon)
M Y

hed identified

Total seismic
mitigation
actions:
27

A mojority of the proposed

mitigation actions are not
location specific and can
be found In the the county
AHMPs,

Subbasin Ownership
Owner Type |% Subbasin Area
Private 13%
Federal 83%
Reservation/ BIA 0%
State 4%
Out of Idaho 0%
Ground Acceleration
Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
Low 0%
Low-Moderate 20%
Moderate 75%
Moderate-High 5%|
High 0%|

ation Plan Seismic Mitigation Actions

Action Status
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Flood
0N X\ South Fork Clearwater
Nez Perce \ Clearwater -
A Risk Rank: H Subbasin Metrics
Introduction Area (sq. miles) 1,174
peta] & Arcas of concentrated population within the watershed boundaries are C d, Grangeville, Kooski Population (2010) 9,131
i & and Stites. There are 9,131 total people who live within the watershed, of which 470 are at risk of
l:?‘wls ; flooding. The majority of the hed is federall d Miles of Stream 2,622
L NezRerce Indian Reservatigh ik Miles of Canal 5
- . at Is the risk?
i Flood hazards indude seasonal high stream flows that exceed bankfull disch USGS flow data Min: Elevation/(ft} 1,224
| near Stites indicate a varied flow. Historically, this has resulted in 7 reports of significant floods in recent Max, Elevation (ft) 8,858
3 history, according to county AHMPs. There is 1 high or significant hazard dam in the South Fork Dams of Concern 1
Clearwater. There are 5 communities participating in the NFIP with 18 policies contributing to $20,814 of Pop. 3t Flood REK 270
premiums paid in exchange for $2,505,800 of coverage. p-
*0 out of the 1 county in the South Fork Clearwater watershed identified flood as their number one
hazard. Subbasin Ownersh!
»1 out of the 1 county in the South Fork Clearwater watershed identified flood as their number two Owner Type |% Subbasin Area
hazard. Private 28%)
=0 out of the 1 county in the South Fork Clearwater watershed identified flood as their number three
hazard. Federal 70%
Resarvation/BIA 2%
LIDAR data avallability -
LIDAR availability within the South Fork Clearwater watershed Is as follows: State 0%
-South Fork Clearwater River (2008) Out of Idaho 0%
Conclusion NFIP Statistics (2014
Due to the moderate population and pr of levees and h dous dams, the South Fork Clearwater NFIP Policies 18|
watershed s considered a high flood risk watershed.
Total Coverage $2,505,800
Counties and Tribes Total Premiums $20,814
Idaho, Nez Perce Tribe H Claims 2
Cities - ~
Cottonwood, Grangeville, Kooskia, Stites ERIClaln $9,891

Xt

South Fork Clearwater Watershed

Current LIDAR  CIWatershed ® Dams
Proposed LIDAR == Levees == Interstate
A Cities — Canals — State Highway
EIReservations & Lakes UsS. Higiway
0 15 15 S - * Bridges
e Miles ElCounties Rivers

Total flood mitigation actions: 12

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the
county AHMPs.
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0 9 18

) Miles

Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities

W Low 3 Counties

B Low-Moderate 3 Reservations
3 Moderate = Intorstate

3 Moderate -High — State Highway
B High == LS. Highway
3 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers

3 Watershed 3 Lakes

Risk Rank: H
Introduction

The South Fork Clearwater watershed is home to 9,131 people, most of which live in the Wildland
Urban Interface. Areas of concentrated population within the South Fork Clearwater watershed
boundaries are C: d ille, and Stites.

What is the risk?

Fires within the South Fork Clearwater watershed have the potential to severely disrupt life,
property and economic activity. There are 4,135 structures located within the WUI of the South
Fork Clearwater watershed. Since 2000, 35,965 acres have burned during 213 individual wildfire
events. Based on data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the South Fork Clearwater
watershed has 14.4% low risk, 3.2% | derate risk, 76% risk, 6.4% high
risk and 0% high risk of wildfire to the communities within the watershed.

*1out of the 1 county in the South Fork Clearwater watershed identified wildfire as their number
one hazard.

«0 out of the 1 county in the South Fork Clearwater watershed identified wildfire as their number
two hazard.

*0 out of the 1 county in the South Fork Clearwater watershed identified wildfire as their number
three hazard.

Conclusion

In the South Fork Clearwater watershed, the communities are at a high risk to wildfire, based on
the few significant fires on record, high portion of the watershed residing within the WUl and
overall identified risk of wildfire to communities.

Counties and Tribes

Idaho, Nez Perce Tribe

Citles

[« d geville, kia, Stites

—
1 Plan Wildfire Mitig: Actions
Action Status

Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:

9

lEomly All Hazard Mitg
Cloar

A majority of the
proposed mitigation
actions are not
location specific and
can be found in the
the county AHMPs.

Wildfire
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Seismic
AR BRIV Ol South Fork Clearwater
» n -
Nez Perce 3 Subbasin Metrics
arwater Risk Rank: M Area (sq. miles) 1,174
Introduction Population (2010) 9,131
Areas of concentrated population within the South Fork Clearwater watershed Miles of Stream 2,622
boundaries are C d, Grangeville, Kooskia and Stites, Miles of Canal 5
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 1,224
An earthquake within the watershed has a moderate potential to cause damage to Max. Elevation (ft) 8,858
the life and property of those within these areas. There are also 5 miles of canals and Est. Facilities Near Fault l 0

ic disturk

45 levees that are ptive to
There are 0 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault,

*0 out of the 1 county within the South Fork Clearwater watershed identified

% Watershed w/in 25 Milesof Fault I 0%

Subbasin Ownership
Owner Type |% Subbasin Area

®

o U 14

) Miles

QuaternaryFaults 8 £oc O Waterahed

AGE (yrs) A FiroStations ™ Interstate Moment Magnitude

pe <150 = State Highway .50‘ 7.0

poe 15,000 o+ Hospitale - LS. Mighway

= <130.000 @ PoliceStations & Lakes @ss1.60
150,000 8 - Rivers @ s01-5%0

[~ 600000 & Schools B Counties 0 451.500

o Lovees ® Bridges B Reservations o ,0y.45

[— Canals B owrs A cies ® 190.200

Historical Epicenters

seismic as their number one hazard. Ifriva(c 28%
0 out of the 1 county within the South Fork Clearwater watershed identified Federal 70%
seismic as their number two hazard. Reservation/ BIA 2%
*0 out of the 1 county within the South Fork Clearwater watershed identified State 0%
seismic as their number three hazard. Outofidaho o
Counties and Tribes
Idaho, Nez Perce Tribe Gm‘ﬂ.wleﬁﬂm
i Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
s od, ille, ki i A 20
Cottonwood, Grangeville, Kooskia, Stites BENGdETTE 0%
Moderate 0%
Moderate-High 0%
High 0%
Total seismic Actiors!
S Action Status
mitigation i
actions: § .
4 © Complae
Lines
Ongaing
o Depcontinued
~ Compiste
A majority of the proposed
mitigation actions are not
location specific and con
be found in the the county
AHMPs.
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J
South Fork Coeur d'Alene
Risk Rank: H Subbasin Metrics
Introduction Area (sq. miles) 297
Arcas of concentrated population within the South Fork Coeur d’Alene watershed boundaries are Kellogg, Population (2010) 11,035
Mullan, Osburmn, Pineh Smelterville, Wallace and Wardner. There are 11,035 total people who live Miles of Stream 520
within the watershed, of which 3,711 are at risk of flooding. Nearly half of the watershed is privately
owned. Miles of Canal 0
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 2,156
The South Fork Coeur d’Alene watershed has considerable risk to life and property. According to the Max. Elevation (ft) 6,765
county AHMPs, there have been 12 reports of fi flooding within the hed in recent history. Dams of Concern 8
The seven main communities lie along the South Fork Coeur d’Alene River. There are 8 high or B T Flood Risk 3711
hazard dams in the South Fork Coeur d'Alene d . There are 10 par in the Op SEHO & _

South Fork Coeur d'Alene Watershed

®

0 4

8
e Miles

Current LIDAR

Proposed LIDAR
A Ciues
EIReservations
ElCounties

ClWatershed B Dams

= Levees == Interstate

— Canals — State Highway
=1 Lakes U.S. Highway
— Rivers ® Bridges

NFIP with 287 policies contributing to $343,258 of premiums paid in exchange for $81,020,700 of
::v:ur:i?thc 3 counties in the South Fork Coeur d'Alene watershed identified flood as their number one
'-‘:z:: ;ﬂ the 3 counties in the South Fork Coeur d'Alene watershed identified flood as their number two
':;I:: .ol the 3 counties in the South Fork Cocur d'Alene watershed identified flood as their number
three hazard.

LIDAR data avalilability
LIDAR availability within the South Fork Coeur d'Alene watershed is as follows:
-Coeur d'Alene River (2002)

Conclusion
Because of the large amount of people and property at risk, relatively large number of hazardous dams and
proximity to the South Fork Coeur d’Alene River, the watershed is considered to be a high risk watershed.

Counties and Tribes

Citles
Kellogg, Mullan, Osburn, Pinch

Ward

Smelterville, Wall;

Subbasin Ownership
Owner Type |% Subbasin Area

Private 44%
Federal 53%
Reservation/BIA 0%
State 3%
Out of Idaho 0%

NFIP Statistics (2014)

NFIP Policies 287
Total Coverage $81,020,700
Total Premiums $343,258
# Claims 20|
Paid Claims $171,414

Total flood mitigation actions: 175

A majority of the proposed

mitigation actions are

not location specific and can be found in the the

county AHMPs.

Acuons

Plan Flood Mitig

Annual Peak Streanflow, in cubic feet

1881 1994 1897 2000 2003 2006 2009 202

%nunly All Hazard Mitig
J 5 | L

e

& Action Status
4 Y | panms
= ® Ongoing
' 2
¥ i
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Risk Rank: H

Introduction
The South Fork Coeur d’Alene watershed is home to 11,035 people, most of which live in the
Wildland Urban rface. Areas of d lation within the South Fork Coeur d'Alene

watershed boundaries are Kellogg, Mullan, Osbur;\, Pinehurst, Smelterville, Wallace and Wardner.

What is the risk?

Fires within the South Fork Coeur d’Alene hed have the p I to ly disrupt life,
property and economic activity. There are 5,626 structures located within the WUI of the South
Fork Coeur d'Alene watershed. Since 2000, 579 acres have burned in 20 wildfire events. Based on
data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the South Fork Coeur d'Alene watershed has 0%
low risk, 0% I d risk, 23.4% mod risk, 76.6% moderate-high risk and 0% high risk of
wildfire to the communities within the watershed.

*2out of the 3 counties in the South Fork Coeur d'Alene watershed identified wildfire as their
number one hazard.

*1out of the counties in the South Fork Coeur d'Alene watershed identified wildfire as their
number two hazard.

*0 out of the 3 counties in the South Fork Coeur d'Alene watershed identified wildfire as their
number three hazard.

otenal

Conclusion
The South Fork Coeur d'Alene watershed is at a high risk of wildfire to life and property because of
it's relatively high I being lized in the identified WUI.

Counties and Tribes

" Chadk

Citles
Kellogg, Mullan, Osburn, Pinehurst, Smelterville, Wallace, Wardner

Benewah
Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:
65
\ A majority of the
proposed mitigation
South Fork Coeur d'Alene Watershed octions are not
location specific and
can be found in the
C-u:r:;nans at Risk of Wildfire 6 g::::hs the couty AHMPS.
I Low-Moderate 3 Reservations
3 Moderate = Interstate
3 Moderate -High — State Highway
B High == L1.S. Highway
0 5 10 Z3 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers
) Miles O Watershed 3 Lakes
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Seismic
South Fork Coeur d'Alene
Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: M Area (sq. miles) 297
Introduction Population (2010) 11,035
Areas of concentrated population within the South Fork Coeur d’Alene watershed Miles of Stream 620
boundaries are Kellogg, Mullan, Osburn, Pinehurst, Smelterville, Wallace and |™iles of Canal 0
Wardner. Min. Elevation (ft) 2,156
What is the risk? Max. Elevation (ft) 6,765

Ry (A&7
4 Ly
X ; glg""f P

South Fork Coeur d'Alene Watershed

QuaternaryFaults ¥ £oc 0 Watershed Historical Epicenters
AGE (yrs) 5 - Interstate Moment Magrituce
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An earthquake within the watershed has a moderate potential to cause damage to
the life and property of those within these areas. There are also 19 levees that are

receptive to seismic disturbances.

There are 0 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault.

*0 out of the 3 counties within the South Fork Coeur d'Alene watershed identified

seismic as their number one hazard.

*0 out of the 3 counties within the South Fork Coeur d'Alene watershed identified

as their two hazard.

0 out of the 3 counties within the South Fork Coeur d'Alene watershed identified

seismic as their number three hazard.

Counties and Tribes

- h, Kootenai, Shosh
Cities
Kellogg, Mullan, Osburn, Pinehurst, I

ville, Wallace, Wardner

~ |USGS Ground A
L A

-

Total seismic
mitigation
actions:
26

A majority of the proposed
mitigation actions are not
location specific and con
be found in the the county
AHMPs.

Est. Facilities Near Fault | 0
% Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault | 0%

[ Subbasin Ownership |
Owner Type |% Subbasin Area
Private 44%)
Federal 53%
Reservation/ BIA 0%)|
State 3%)
Out of Idaho 0%)|

Ground Acceleration
Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are

Low 2%
Low-Moderate 98%
Moderate 0%
Moderate-High 0%
High 0%

Actions

Eom(y All Hazard N
7

Action Status.
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O ngang
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© Complete
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Flood
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0
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4.25

South Fork Owyhee Watershed

" Current LIDAR  CWatershed ® Dams
‘Proposed LIDAR == Levees == Interstate
A Cities — Canals — State Highway
EIReservations £ Lakes == US. Highway
8.5 — R * Bridges
Miles BICounties Rivers

Risk Rank: L

Introduction
There are D total people who live within the watershed. The majority of the watershed lies outside of
Idaho.

What is the risk?

There are 0 high or significant hazard dams in the South Fork Owyhee watershed. There are 0
communities participating in the NFIP with 0 policies ibuting to $0 of premi paid in exch for
$0 of coverage.

*0 out of the 1 county in the South Fork Owyhee watershed identified flood as their number one hazard.
*0 out of the 1 county in the South Fork Owyhee watershed identified flood as their number two hazard.
»0 out of the 1 county in the South Fork Owyhee watershed identified flood as their number three
hazard.

LIDAR data availability
No LIDAR data is available.

Conclusion
There are no people or property at risk of flooding events in the South Fork Owyhee watershed, giving ita
low flood risk classification.

Counties and Tribes
Owyhee, Shoshone-Paiute Tribes

Citles

Area (sq. miles)

Population (2010) 0
Miles of Stream 517
Miles of Canal 1
Min. Elevation (ft} 4,236
Max. Elevation (ft) 10,400
Dams of Concern 0
Pop. at Flood Risk 0

Federal 13%)
|Reservation/BIA 0%|
[state 0%)
|out of Idaho 87%]

NFIP Policies 0
Total Coverage S0
[Total Premiums S0
# Claims 0
|Paid Claims S0

Total flood mitigation actions: 26

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the
county AHMPs.
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Risk Rank: L

Introduction

The South Fork Owyhee watershed is home to 0 people. Within Idaho, the South Fork Owyhee
hed is entirely federally d land.

What Is the risk?

Since 2000, 932 acres have burned during 4 individual wildfire events. Based on data from the

Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the South Fork Owyhee watershed has 100% low risk, 0% low-
d risk, 0% mod risk, 0% mod: high risk and 0% high risk of wildfire to the

communities within the watershed.

*1out of the 1 county in the South Fork Owyhee watershed identified wildfire as their number

one hazard.

«0ut of the 1 county in the South Fork Owyhee watershed identified wildfire as their number two

hazard.

*0ut of the 1 county in the South Fork Owyhee watershed identified wildfire as their number

three hazard.

Conclusion

The South Fork Owyhee d is fed d land devoid of permanent human
inhabitants, therefore the wildfire threat to life and property is low.

Counties and Tribes
Owyhee, Shoshone-Paiute Tribes
Citles

Historic Fire Perimeters 0 3 ation Actions
: Total wildfire o et uon fverf
YEAR Action Status
2500 mitigation Poics
I 2001
2002 actions:
~ I3 2003
le=2 2004 10
2005
e 2006

A majority of the
proposed mitigation
South Fork Owyhee Watershed octions e not
location specific and
Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities can be found in the
W Low £ Counties the county AHMPs.
6 B Low-Moderate 3 Reservations
3 Moderate = Intorstate
3 Moderate -High — State Highway : :
B High == US. Highway Nevada :
0 5 10 Wildlond-Urban Interface = Rivers =
— Miles O3 Watershed ) sk QI
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South Fork Owyhee
Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: L Area (sq. miles) 1,876
Introduction Population (2010) 0
There are no areas of concentrated population within the South Fork Owyhee |Miles of Stream 517
watershed boundaries. [miles of Canal 1
What is the risk? |win. Elevation (ft) 4,236
An earthquake within the watershed has a low potential to cause damage to the life IMax- Elevation (ft) 10,400
and property of those within these areas. There is also 1 mile of canal that is |Est. Facilities Near Fault I 0
receptive to seismic disturbances. [FWaterheawrinzs miesot aun | omy
There are 0 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault, Subbasin Ownershi
&
*0 out of the 1 county within the South Fork Owyhee hed identified _POLEI‘T& M
as their number one hazard. ENVATE 0%)
0 out of the 1 county within the South Fork Owyhee watershed identified seismic Federal 13%
as their number two hazard. Reservation/ BIA 0%
*0 out of the 1 county within the South Fork Owyk hed identified seismi State 0%|
as their number three hazard. Outofidaho 27%)
Counties and Tribes - -
Owyhee, Shoshone-Paiute Tribes ﬂmmm ]
e Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
1ties Low 100%
Low-Moderate 0%
Moderate 0%
Mod High 0%
High 0%
m— m—
Total seismic ~ounty All Hazard Mitig: Plan S M Actions
mitigation
actions:
3
A majority of the proposed
mitigation actions are not
location specific and con
be found in the the county
South Fork Owyhee Watershed Moy
QuaternaryFaults ¥ £oc O Watershed Historical Epicentars
AGE (yrs) reStations ™ Interstate Mement Magnituae
Q B S 5 Qirin
j—<130,000 @ PoliceStations = Lokes @ssi.6m
T G000 £ Schools i Commes D508 |
L ® Brid. B Reservas, 3 N |
(;—BMﬂes = comis B A c:':- il 1% 0w e ’ 9'
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Flood
] Y| | South Fork Payette
\ Risk Rank: L Subbasin Metrics

7 \ Introduction Area (sq. miles) 820
% | There are 557 total people who live within the South Fork Pavme watershed, of which 52 are at risk of Population (2010) 557
Cla'siciade Reservoir flooding. The hed is almost entirely federally Miles of Stream 1696
! What is the risk? Miles of Canal 1
According to county AHMPs, there have been 2 reports of significant flooding within the watershed in Min. Elevation (ft] 2979

recent history. The South Fork Payette contains two significant waterways: the Deadwood River and the - -
South Fork of the Payette River. There is 1 high or significant hazard dam in the South Fork Payette. There Mayx. Elevation (ft) 10,561
are 4 communities participating in the NFIP with 18 policies kb g to $10,746 of p paid in Dams of Concern 1

exchange for $4,414,500 of coverage. -

»0 out of the 4 counties in the South Fork Payette watershed identified flood as their number one hazard. Pop. at Flood Risk 52

[County All Hazard Mitig Plan F‘Iood Mitig: Actions
| e
USGS 13236500 DEADWOOD RIVER BL DEADWOOD RES NR LOWMAN ID 5 -
Elmore, o 3000 5 # oo
= : 'd““d‘w‘ 3 3 - g '::,;,w :
\ y & [ '“t‘;-za:lw‘n'u.
- 4 . § o & oy " % S
o = LR s 200 I s 6 °
ig o° @ o o o (1
o o o f /l 2
South Fork Payette Watershed i I T i 3 00 0° &, / y
g g8 ode © % @ e & ° &7 %% / / ) /
% 1|0  °9% s ) e 200 9 ,’(,’;'5((“ ", y
Current LIDAR  CIWatershed ® Dams 3 o 7 ° g ° > .
Proposed LIDAR == Levees == Interstate § 500 o 2
A Ciues — Canals — State Highway
EIReservations = Lakes UsS. Highway °
0 5 1(:& - E3Counties — RiVers * Bridges 1928 1940 1952 1964 1976 1988 2000 2012
—

*1 out of the 4 counties in the South Fork Payette watershed identified flood as their number two hazard.
*2 out of the 4 counties in the South Fork Payette watershed identified flood as their number three
hazard

LIDAR data availability

LiDAR availability within the South Fork Payette watershed is as follows:
-Bull Trout Lake, Stanley (2009)

-Boise National Forest (2011)

Conclusion

of the low at risk of damag 1l from a flood event, the South Fork Payette is
considered to be a low risk watershed.

Counties and Tribes
Boise, Custer, Eimore, Valley

Cities

Subbasin Ownersh|
Owner Type |% Subbasin Area

Private 2%
Federal 98%|
Resarvation/BIA 0%
State 0%
Out of Idaho 0%
NFIP Statistics (2014
NFIP Policies 18|
Total Coverage $4,414,500
Total Premiums 510,746
# Claims 0
Paid Claims S0

Total flood mitigation actions: 54

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the

county AHMPs.
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Wildfire
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Risk Rank: L

Introduction

The South Fork Payette watershed is home to 557 people, most of which live in or near the
Wildland Urban Interface. There are no areas of concentrated population within the watershed.

What s the risk?

Fires within the South Fork Payette d have the ial to ly disrupt life, property
and economic activity. There are 844 identified parcels located within the WUI of the South Fork
Payette watershed. Since 2000, 90,753 acres have burned during 206 individual wildfire events.
Based on data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the South Fork Payette watershed has
26.4% low risk, 3.8% low-moderate risk, 61.5% moderate risk, 5.8% moderate-high risk and 2.6%
high risk of wildfire to the communities within the watershed.

*4 out of the 4 counties in the South Fork Payette watershed identified wildfire as their number

one hazard.

+0 out of the 4 counties in the South Fork Payette watershed identified wildfire as their number

two hazard.

+0 out of the 4 counties in the South Fork Payette watershed identified wildfire as their number

three hazard.

Conclusion

The South Fork Payette watershed is at an overall low risk of wildfire because of the relatively low
and low lation within the d's WUL.

Counties and Tribes
Boise, Custer, Elmore, Valley
Cities

Blaine

FComly All Hazard M

Actions

®

0 1.5 15
| ————————— Miles
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Total wildfire
Elmore  wsuuy,., mitigation &
w actions: \
39 :
//\\ |
A majority of the
proposed mitigation
South Fork Payette Watershed actions e not
location specific and
Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities can be found in the
W Low 3 Counties the county AHMPs. ¢
I Low-Moderate 3 Reservations
3 Moderate = Intorstate
3 Moderate -High ~— State Highway
B High == LS. Highway
Z2 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers
3 Watershed 3 Lakes o

Action Status




Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Seismic
b G South Fork Payette
.
7 Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: M Area (sq. miles) 820
Introduction Population (2010) 557
o There are no areas of concentrated population within the South Fork Payette Miles of Stream 1,696
sca Rasarvoin ¥ watershed boundaries. Miles of Canal 1
le ¥ \ What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 2,979
< siste An earthquake within the watershed has a moderate potential to cause damage to Max. Elevation (ft) 10,561
» . 5 the life and property of those within these areas. There is also less than 1 mile of Est. Facilities Near Fault I 4
o Jees § canalthatis'receptive tolssismicidistan A Watersneo w/in2s MiesotFaut | 76%
%
y y There are 4 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault, Subbasin Ownershlg
P ¥ 0, .
) 7 7 *0 out of the 4 counties within the South Fork Payette hed identified seismi ?‘_Nner Type 1% Subbasin Area
3 as their number one hazard. Vr!vatc 2%
0 out of the 4 counties within the South Fork Payette hed identified Federal 98%
.. = as their number two hazard. Reservation/ BIA 0%
£ *0 out of the 4 counties within the South Fork Payette hed identified State 0%
as their number three hazard. Outof 1daho 0%
f 3 Counties and Tribes
5’ _,Jitf!‘ L Boise, Custer, Elmore, Valley Gm‘ﬂ&n'em‘m
& = Z' Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
& - 2 Cities
‘ ) . 2 Low 0%
%) “a 2 = % Low-Moderate 0%
; - = L
i 59 y > Moderate 29%
) =7 of 4 g N Moderate-High 71%
% ) RS : 1 &
’ ) / F High 0%
Boise i : 571 ol V7 : AN £
/ g y '
- —
Total seismic iCounty All Hazard Mitig; 1 Plan S A “v g Actions
mitigation =z - e e
#c,.ﬁ actions: j 7 E Stk
Completa
& { 44 Mllesy 3 4 g Linex
o § N e
W\ — Compiste
A majority of the proposed |d ; 2
\ mitigation actions are not > /
- - a “ location specific and can 2 >
be found in the the county el g4
South Fork Payette Watershed amoy . A
QuatarnaryFauits 88 £oc O Waterahed Historical Epicenters o p /i
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Counties and Tribes
Idaho, Valley

Citles

Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Flood
g —= -
[ il & : South Fork Salmon
s '\ b "\ A - ~ - g
b 12 Risk Rank: L Subbasin Metrics
- Introduction Area (sq. miles) 1,317
ldaho There are 64 total people who live within the South Fork Salmon watershed, of which none are at risk of Population (2010) 64
i flooding. The hed is 99% federall d Miles of Stream 2,325
What is the risk? Miles of Canal 0
Though there are no major towns, there are a number of private lodges and retreats within the Min. Elevation (ft] 3110
watershed, some of which are inhabited year round. There are 0 high or significant hazard dams in the - z
- South Fork Salmon watershed. There are 0 communities participating in the NFIP with 0 policies Max. Elevation (ft) 9,288
- to$0of p paid in exchange for $0 of age. Dams of Concern 0
5 *0 out of the 2 counties in the South Fork Salmon watershed identified flood as their number one hazard. Pop. at Flood REK 0
& % »1 out of the 2 counties in the South Fork Salmon watershed identified flood as their number two hazard. p:
E3 : / S *1 out of the 2 counties in the South Fork Salmon watershed identified flood as their number three :
g . & : o 2 hazard. Suhl)uln Mlemh
& Tl LIDAR data availability grmerT e |% Subbasin Area |
& LIDAR availability within the South Fork Salmon watershed s as follows: fvate 1%
§ ) J -South Fork Salmon and Secesh Rivers (2008) Federal 99%
Adams \ s h R
) (5= esarvation/BIA 0%
ISP ajyleitite Lake | A ) Conclusion = e
roTis; V4 g .4 ; Due to the lack of population, the South Fork Salmon is considered a low flood risk watershed. L L
& udh VJ ~ Out of Idaho 0%

NFIP Policies 0|
Total Coverage S0
Total Premiums $0
# Claims 0|
Paid Claims SO

Total flood mitigation actions: 20

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the
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ila Lake

Risk Rank: L
Introduction

The South Fork Salmon watershed is home to 64 people and there is no Wildland Urban Interface.
There are no areas of concentrated population within the South Fork Salmon watershed
boundaries.

What is the risk?

Since 2000, 563,150 acres have burmed during 281 individual wildfire events. Based on data from
the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the South Fork Salmon watershed has 20.9% low risk, 2.4%
low-moderate risk, 76.7% moderate risk, 0% moderate-high risk and 0% high risk of wildfire to the

N

Custer

6
) Miles

South Fork Salmon Watershed

Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities

W Low 3 Counties

I Low-Moderate 3 Reservations
3 Moderate = Intorstate

3 Moderate -High — State Highway
B High == LS. Highway
23 Wildland-Urban Interface == Rivers

O3 Watershed I Lakes

within the watershed.

*2 out of the 2 counties in the South Fork Salmon watershed identified wildfire as their number
one hazard.

*0 out of the 2 counties in the South Fork Salmon watershed identified wildfire as their number
two hazard.

+0 out of the 2 counties in the South Fork Salmon watershed identified wildfire as their number
three hazard.

Conclusion

Though there is a history of large and freq fires, the population of the hed is very low.
Given this, the overall risk of wildfire within the South Fork Salmon watershed is low.

Counties and Tribes

Idaho, Valley

Cities

Actions|

Historic Fire Perimeters.

Total wildfire

—
1 Plan Wildfire Mi

mitigation
actions:
6

A majority of the
proposed mitigation
actions are not
location specific and
can be found in the
the county AHMPs.

Action Status.
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South Fork Salmon Watershed

0 6 12

) Miles

Quaternary Faults " EOC 0 Watershed Historical Eplcenters

AGE (yrs) = Interstate Moment Magrituas

b= <150 A ricostations _ G0 Highway .50‘ 7.00
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Seismic
South Fork Salmon
Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: L Area (sq. miles) 1,317
Introduction Population (2010) 64
There are no areas of concentrated population within the South Fork Salmon Miles of Stream 2,325
watershed boundaries. Miles of Canal 0
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 2,110
An earthquake within the watershed has a low potential to cause damage to the life Max. Elevation (ft) 9,288
and property of those within these areas. Est. Facilities Near Fault l 0
. . y . % Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault I 47%
There are 0 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault.
o e ) —— Subbasin Ownership
*0 out of the 2 counties within the South Fork S identified Dwner Type |% Subbasin Area
as their number one hazard. -
*0 out of the 2 counties within the South Fork Sal hed identified seismi BLivALS 1%
as their number two hazard. Federal 99%
*0 out of the 2 counties within the South Fork Sal; hed identified Reservation/ BIA 0%
as their number three hazard. State 0%
Counties and Tribes Out of Idaho 0%
Itfaho, Valley Grommzelemlon
chies Accel. Amoun [%Watershed Are
Low 0%
Low-Moderate 13%
Moderate 75%
Moderate-High 12%
High 0%

mitigation
actions:
16

A majority of the proposed
mitigation actions are not
location specific and con
be found in the the county
AHMPs.

‘r‘USGS Ground Acceleration Map) Total seismic Eoml All Hameru ,ﬂan stlsmu: Mitigation Actions

Action Status
Pants
© cngang
R Discontinued
© Compiets
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Ongang
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. m R -
| St. Joe |
Risk Rank: H Subbasin Metrics |
Introduction Area (sq. miles) 1,845
The St. Joe and St. Maries are the main river system within the St. Joe hed. Areas of d Population (2010) 8,738
population within the hed b daries are Parkline, Pl and St. Maries. There are 8,738 total
people who live within the watershed, of which 802 are at risk of flooding. Around 40% of the watershed Milesafstream 4,674
Is privately owned. Miles of Canal 18
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 2,116
According to county AHMPs, the watershed has reported 9 floods in recent history, including ice jam May Elavation (ft) 7,687

flooding. There are 0 high or significant hazard dams in the St. Joe. There are 7

coverage.

LIDAR data availability

LiDAR availability within the St. Joe watershed is as follows:
-St. Joc Woodland, Potlach and St. Joe National Forest (2003)
-Emerald Creek (2004)

-Coeur d'Alene Reservation (2005)

Conclusion
Because of these factors the watershed is considered high risk.

Counties and Tribes
Benewah, Clearwater, Coeur d'Alene Tribe, Kootenai, Latah, Shoshone

2 learwater

volrsha Kk Reservoir, '

ez Perce Indian Re NN

\Y e)—Perce&

Jlewis a7
’ i

F4

\

Cities
Parkline, Plummer, St. Maries

®

0 1.5 15
— ) Miles

St. Joe Watershed

Current LIDAR  CIWatershed ® Dams
Proposed LIDAR == Levees = Interstate
A Ciues — Canals — State Highway
EIReservations & Lakes == US. Highway
ElCounties — Rivers ® Bridges

USGS 12414500 ST JOE RIVER AT CALDER ID
©
< seees
g 0
E 000 o
i% °
'E'g 30000 e
n!' @ °°° b1 © og
3 26060 oA %°°° ° °° ° 5 °
o, o o
g 2 o, 9% o & a0 3% © ? 8o
10000 o ®
W o°° ° o0 °° %% o
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par Dams of Concern 0
in the NFIP with 106 policies contributing to $84,227 of premiums paid in exchange for $21,963,400 of

*0 out of the 5 counties in the St. Joe watershed identified flood as their number one hazard.

*2 out of the 5 counties in the St. Joe watershed identified flood as their number two hazard.
*2 out of the 5 counties in the St. Joe watershed identified flood as their number three hazard.

The population within the St. Joes is moderate, though many of the communities are protected by levee.

Pop. at Flood Risk 802

Private 40%|

Federal 52%)
Resarvation/BIA 1%|
IState 7%)|
|out of Idaho 0%

INFIP Policies 106

Total Coverage $21,963,400
Total Premiums $84,227
# Claims 36
Paid Claims $682,440

Total flood mitigation actions: 283

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the
county AHMPs.

“EounlyAl! Hazard Mitig: Plan Flood Mitig:

Acuons
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Risk Rank: H

Introduction

The St. Joe watershed is home to 8,738 people, most of which live in the Wildland Urban Interface.
Areas of concentrated population within the St. Joe hed b daries are Parkline, Pl

and St. Maries.

What is the risk?

Fires within the St. Joe hed have the to ly disrupt life, property and
economic activity. There are 4,108 structures located within the WUI of the St. Joe watershed.
Since 2000, 2,510 acres have burned in 176 wildfire events. Based on data from the Idaho Forest
Action Plan (2010), the St. Joe watershed has 0% low risk, 0.1% low-moderate risk, 74.1%
moderate risk, 25.8% moderate-high risk and 0% high risk of wildfire to the communities within

the watershed.

*4outof the5 in the St. Joe d identified wildfire as their number one hazard.
*loutofthe5S in the St. Joe d identified wildfire as their number two hazard.
*0outofthe5 iesin the St. Joe hed identified wildfire as their number three hazard.
Conclusion

Communities within the St. Joes watershed are at a high risk of damage to life and property from
wildfire events. All five counties have identified wildfire to be a significant hazard and have
enacted mitigation actions around the areas of concentrated population in efforts to lessen the
risk of damage resulting from future wildfires.

Counties and Tribes

Benewah, Clearwater, Coeur d'Alene Tribe, Kootenai, Latah, Shoshone
Cities

Parkline, Plummer, St. Maries

.7
(6¢)
O' (8)
g
)
ry e Total wildfire
e w mitigation
; B2 f actions:
‘ 162
' ‘ Amjority of the
proposed mitigation
St. Joe Watershed octions are not
location specific and
C t Risk of Wildfire A Ci can be found in the
-low " B3 Cournies the county AHMPs.
I Low-Moderate 3 Reservations
3 Moderate = Interstate
3 Moderate -High — State Highway
B High - U:S.mey
0 10 20 Wildland-Urban Interface ™ Rivers
— Miles 0 Watershed £ Lakes
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South Fork Salmon Watershed
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Seismic
South Fork Salmon
Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: L Area (sq. miles) 1,317
Introduction Population (2010) 64
There are no areas of concentrated population within the South Fork Salmon Miles of Stream 2,325
watershed boundaries. Miles of Canal 0
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 2,110
An earthquake within the watershed has a low potential to cause damage to the life Max. Elevation (ft) 9,288
and property of those within these areas. Est. Facilities Near Fault l 0
. . y . % Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault I 47%
There are 0 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault.
o e ) —— Subbasin Ownership
*0 out of the 2 counties within the South Fork S identified Dwner Type |% Subbasin Area
as their number one hazard. -
*0 out of the 2 counties within the South Fork Sal hed identified seismi BLivALS 1%
as their number two hazard. Federal 99%
*0 out of the 2 counties within the South Fork Sal; hed identified Reservation/ BIA 0%
as their number three hazard. State 0%
Counties and Tribes Out of Idaho 0%
Itfaho, Valley Grommzelemlon
chies Accel. Amoun [%Watershed Are
Low 0%
Low-Moderate 13%
Moderate 75%
Moderate-High 12%
High 0%

mitigation
actions:
16

A majority of the proposed
mitigation actions are not
location specific and con
be found in the the county
AHMPs.

‘r‘USGS Ground Acceleration Map) Total seismic Eoml All Hameru ,ﬂan stlsmu: Mitigation Actions

Action Status
Pants
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Flood
| Teton

Risk Rank: M Subbasin Metrics
Introduction Area (sq. miles) 1,096
Arcas of concentrated population within the Teton watershed boundaries are Driggs, Newdale, Rexb Population (2010) 27,668
St. Anthony, Sugar City, Teton, Tetonia and Victor. There are 27,668 total people who live within the Miles of Stream 1625
watershed, of which 3,774 are at risk of flooding. Over half of the watershed is privately owned, with 26% X
lying outside of Idaho. Miles of Canal 277
What is the risk? paiiElevationit) 4,813
Flood events could be due to several causes induding rain or snow events. In 1976, the Teton Dam broke, Mayx. Elevation (ft) 11,217
resulting in a peak flow of 1.7 million cfs (USGS) shown by the logarithmic scale of the graph below. The Dams of Concern 0
breach caused significant damage to life and property downstream. Additionally, there have been 16 =
reports from the d of fi flooding in recent history according to the county AHMPs not Pop. at Flood Risk 3,774

!
Madison /

s/

I 7

=5

T A
Ririe Reservoir

including annual repetitive losses.There are 0 levees and 0 high or significant hazard dams in the Teton

d.Thereare 8 par in the NFIP with 118 policies contributing to $92,639 of Subbasin Ownersh!

premiums paid in exchange for $35,697,100 of coverage. Owner Type |% Subbasin Area

*2 outofthed in the Teton hed identified flood as their number one hazard. Private 55%)|

*1outofthed in the Teton hed identified flood as their number two hazard. = ;

s1outofthed in the Teton hed identified flood as their number three hazard. Ecer 17%
Resarvation/BIA 0%|

LIDAR data avallability

LIDAR avallability within the Teton watershed is as follows: State 3%|

-Madison County (2009) Out of Idaho 26%)

-Henry's Fork and Teton (2011)

_ NFIP Statistics (2014
Conclusion NFIP Policies 118
There Is a moderate amount of people and private property within the Teton, though the water
within the watershed do not pose a significant threat. Due to these factors the Teton watershed is Total Coverage $35,697,100

idered tobea d risk d Total Premiums $92,639
Counties and Tribes #Clsims 7
B ville, F , Madison, Teton Paid Claims $23,150
Cities Total flood mitigation actions: 62
Driggs, dal. b St. Anth Sugar City, Teton, Tetonia, Victor

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the

county AHMPs.
A USGS County All Hazard Mitig: Plan Floo::! "\ _, Am:‘\:::s
Bonneville USGS 13055000 TETON RIVER NR ST ANTHONY ID
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. 1000060
&
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3 16600 °°
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o O oo
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Risk Rank: M

Introduction

The Teton watershed is home to 27,668 people, a small portion of which live in the Wildland
Urban Interface. Areas of concentrated population within the Teton watershed boundaries are
Driggs, b St. Anthony, Sugar City, Teton, Tetonia and Victor.

What is the risk?

Fires within the Teton hed have the | to ly disrupt life, property and
economic activity. There 83 structures located within the WUI of the Teton watershed. Since 2000,
2,087 acres have burned during 25 individual wildfire events. Based on data from the Idaho Forest
Action Plan (2010), the Teton watershed has 39.7% low risk, 36.3% low-moderate risk, 21.3%

d risk, 2.6% mod high risk and 0.1% high risk of wildfire to the communities within
the watershed.

*Ooutofthed in the Teton d identified wildfire as their number one hazard.
*Ooutof thed in the Teton d identified wildfire as their number two hazard.
*loutofthed iesin the Teton hed identified wildfire as their number three hazard.
Conclusion

Recent wildfire events within the Teton watershed have been small and few. The population
within the WUI is very small and overall the communities within the watershed are at a moderate
risk to damage from wildfire.
Counties and Tribes

lle, F d Teton
Cities
Driggs, Rexb St. Anth Sugar City, Teton, Tetonia, Victor

Historic Fire Perimeters

Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:

46

A majority of the
proposed mitigation
actions are not
location specific and
can be found in the
the county AHMPs.
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Seismic
v
Teton
Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: H Area (sq. miles) 1,096
Introduction Population (2010) 27,668
Fremont Areas of concentrated population within the Teton watershed boundaries are Driggs, Miles of Stream 1,625
Newdale, Rexburg, St. Anthony, Sugar City, Teton, Tetonia and Victor. [Miles of Canal 277
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 4,813
An earthquake within the watershed has a high potential to cause damage to the life Max. Elevation (ft) 11,217
and property of those within these areas. There are also 277 miles of canals that are Est. Facilities Near Fault I 32

'6:{"‘“" L N
w7

Rirfe Réservoir

Bonneville

V) A
Teton Watershed

Bingharfi

QuaternacyFaults 48 goc Historical Epicenters
Moment Magnituge

AGE (yrs
e A Firostations _ sigyg Highway @0
p= 15,000 i
= <130.000

<150,000

* Hospitals - U.S. Highway
9 PoliceStations & Lakes @ss1.600

- Rivers 801+
|= <1.600,000 & Schools B Counties ? 121 ::
o 45 9 - Lsvees ® Bridges B Reseevations o 401.45
5 Mies |~ Canals B oers A ciies o 1980200

to

P

There are 32 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault or historic quake
area.

*0 out of the 4 counties within the Teton watershed identified seismic as their
number one hazard.

*0 out of the 4 counties within the Teton watershed identified seismic as their
number two hazard.

1 out of the 4 counties within the Teton watershed identified seismic as their
number three hazard.

Counties and Tribes

Bonneville, Fremont, Madison, Teton

Cities

Driggs, dale, Rexburg, St. Anthony, Sugar City, Teton, Tetonia, Victor

% Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault I 100%|

[ Subbasin Ownership |
Owner Type |% Subbasin Area

Private 55%)
Federal 17%

Reservation/ BIA 0%
State 3%)|
Out of Idaho 26%)|

Ground Acceleration

Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are

Low 0%
Low-Moderate 0%
Moderate 48%
Moderate-High 52%
High 0%

fomly All Hazard M

Total seismic
mitigation
actions:
42

A majority of the proposed
mitigation actions are not
location specific and con
be found in the the county
AHMPs.
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Flood

Risk Rank: L
Introduction

hed is federalh n

What is the risk?

hazard.
hazard.

hazard.
LIDAR data availability

-Coeur d'Alene River (2002)
-Jack Waite Mine (2007)

Conclusion
By of the low I and small

The Upper Cocur d'Alene watershed is the headwater of the Cocur d’Alene River. There are 481 total
people who live within the watershed, of which 128 are at risk of flooding. The vast majority of the

There is great variability of stream flow from the Coeur d’Alene River. Historically, this has resulted in 17
significant flood events according to county AHMPs. There are 0 high or significant hazard dams in the
Upper Coeur d'Alene watershed. There are 3 communities participating in the NFIP with 40 policies
contributing to $28,956 of premiums paid in exchange for $6,045,400 of coverage.

*0 out of the 3 counties in the Upper Coeur d'Alene watershed identified flood as their number one

*0 out of the 3 counties in the Upper Coeur d'Alene watershed identified flood as their number two

*2 out of the 3 counties in the Upper Coeur d'Alene watershed identified flood as their number three

LiDAR availability within the Upper Coeur d'Alene watershed is as follows:

considered to be a low flood risk watershed.

Counties and Tribes
Bonner, Kootenai, Shoshone

Cities

of private

the Upper Coeur d’Alene is

Area (sq. miles) i 895

Population (2010) 481
Miles of Stream 2,048
Miles of Canal 1
Min. Elevation (ft) 2,162
Max. Elevation (ft) 6,795
Dams of Concern 0
Pop. at Flood Risk 128

Private : 4%

Federal 95%)|
Reservation/BIA 0%)
State 1%|
Out of Idaho 0%)
| NFIP Statistics

NFIP Policies 40|
Total Coverage $6,045,400
Total Premiums 528,956

|# Claims 41
|Paid Ciaims $644,940

Total flood mitigation actions: 156

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the

USGS 12413500 COEUR D ALENE RIVER NR CATALDO ID
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ey o 2 Risk Rank: L

Lafke Pend Ore; 3 Introduction
Bonner 3 . = The Upper Coeur d'Alene watershed is home to 481 people, none of which live in the Wildland
Gorg Urban Interface. There are no areas of concentrated population within the Upper Coeur d’Alene
% d boundaries. The dis almost ly federally d
What is the risk?
\ Fires within the Upper Coeur d'Alene hed have the jal to y disrupt life,
property and economic activity. Since 2000, 4,419 acres have burned in 201 wildfire events. Based
[r—) on data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Upper Coeur d'Alene watershed has 0% low
N risk, 0% | d risk, 88.7% mod risk, 11.3% mod high risk and 0% high risk of
24 wildfire to the communities within the watershed.
*1 out of the 3 counties in the Upper Coeur d'Alene watershed identified wildfire as their number
one hazard.
*1out of the 3 counties in the Upper Coeur d'Alene watershed identified wildfire as their number
two hazard.
*0 out of the 3 counties in the Upper Coeur d'Alene watershed identified wildfire as their number
three hazard.
) Conclusion
0 The low population of the Upper Coeur d’Alene watershed is at an overall low risk to damaging
wildfire events.
Counties and Tribes
Bonner, Kootenai, Shoshone
: Cities
Kootenai 3 ho: )
D)
A o0l
L
o j i
Total wildfire
2ith Fork Cor oA s 7y 0 mitigation
actions:
- 66
Dtene*indian Reservation
d Lakf Benewh
A majority of the
1 proposed mitigation
Upper Coeur d'Alene Watershed actions are not
location specific and
be found in the
Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities oo
W Low £ Counties the county AHMPs.
B Low-Moderate 3 Reservations
3 Moderate = Interstate
3 Moderate-High — State Highway
B High - U:S. Highway
0 6 12 23 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers
————Miles | Watershed = Lakes
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Upper Coeur d'Alene
Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: L Area (sq. miles) 895
Introdiction Population (2010) 481
There are no areas of concentrated population within the Upper Coeur d’Alene Miles of Stream 2,048
watershed boundaries. I©iles of Canal 1
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 2,162
An earthquake within the watershed has a low potential to cause damage to the life Max. Elevation (ft) 6,795
and property of those within these areas. There is also less than 1 mile of canal that is Est. Facilities Near Fault I 0
ptive to seismic disturlk 6 Watershed w/in 25 Mies of Faun | 0BG
There are 0 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault, Subbasin Ownershi
[ T
*0 out of the 3 counties within the Upper Coeur d’Alene hed identified i POYVﬂEI‘ Type 1% Subbasin Area
as their number one hazard. EVATE 4%
0 out of the 3 counties within the Upper Coeur d’Alene watershed identified seismic Federal 95%
as their number two hazard. Reservation/ BIA 0%
*0 out of the 3 counties within the Upper Coeur d’Alene hed identified seismi State 19%)
as their number three hazard. Outof 1daho o
Counties and Tribes
; i. Shosh Ground Acceleration
e Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
ities o 0%
Low-Moderate 100%
Moderate 0%
Moderate-High 0%
High 0%
Total seismic - % ation Attions
mitigation {7 vt
“p, 5 ’ actions:
e (A5l ) *
W : ’ f s
ah P A 05 s yiay S LA, A majority of the proposed
BBV s - vl e B TA7 mitigation actions ore not
3 ‘g % 1Y ' g LA BB oo esempetodn
; be found in the the county
Upper Coeur d'Alene Watershed Algny
QuaternaryFaults ¥ £oc O Watershed Historical Epicentars
AGE (yrs) reStations ™ Interstate Mement Magnituae
Q Eofe S =ity @in.r
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Flood

Risk Rank: M

Introduction Area (sq. miles)

Arecas of d 1} within the hed boundaries are Ashton, Island Park and Warm |Population (2010) 2,845

River. There are 2,845 total people who live within the watershed, of which 94 are at risk of flooding. The

majority of the Upper Henrys hed is federally d Miles of Stream 1,769
it Miles of Canal 84

What is the ris n

Majer flood hazards come from the 7 high or significant hazard dams in the Upper Henrys watershed, Min: Elevation(ft) 5,148

including the Henrys Lake Dam and the Island Park Reservoir. According to the county AHMPs, there have Mayx, Elevation (ft) 10,407

been 2 reports of significant flooding within the watershed in recent history. There are 2 communities |pams of Concern 7

participating in the NFIP with 9 policies contributing to $13,122 of premiums paid in exchange for lp 3t Flood Risk 91

$2,136,200 of coverage. o

*0 out of the 2 counties in the Upper Henrys watershed identified flood as their number one hazard.
*0 out of the 2 counties in the Upper Henrys watershed identified flood as their number two hazard.
*2 out of the 2 counties in the Upper Henrys watershed identified flood as their number three hazard.

Private

LIDAR data availability 12%
LiDAR availability within the Upper Henrys watershed is as follows: Federal 78%)|
-Henry's Fork and Teton (2011) [Reservatlonlsl A 0%]
Conclusion [state 7%|
Though the is y low and the d is largely federally managed, the hazardous [Out of Idaho 2%'

dams within the watershed place the Upper Henrys watershed in the moderate flood risk category.

Counties and Tribes

ok, Framicnt NFIP Policies 9

Citles Total Coverage $2,136,200

Ashton, Island Park, Warm River Total Premiums $13,122
|# Claims 0|
|Paid Claims )
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Total flood mitigation actions: 20

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
location specific, depicted in the map below.

IT(.:oumy All Hazard Mitigati

—
Plan Flood Mitigati
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Risk Rank: M
Introduction

rface. Areas of d

What is the risk?

11.1% d risk, 67%

Ashton, Island Park and Warm River.

d

hazard.
hazard.

hazard.

Conclusion

Counties and Tribes

Clark, Fremont

Citles

Ashton, Island Park, Warm River

————— Miles

Upper Henrys Watershed

Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities

W Low £ Counties

B Low-Moderate 3 Reservations

3 Moderate = Intorstate

3 Moderate-High — State Highway
B High == L1.S. Highway

23 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers

3 Watershed 3 Lakes

Historic Fire Perimeters

The Upper Henrys watershed is home to 2,845 people, most of which live in the Wildland Urban
within the Upper Henrys watershed boundaries are

Fires within the Upper Henrys watershed have the potential to severely disrupt life, property and
economic activity. There are 4,111 structures located within the WUI of the Upper Henry's
watershed. Since 2000, 1,450 acres have burned during 52 individual wildfire events. Based on
data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Upper Henrys watershed has 17.6% low risk,
risk, 4.4% mod: high risk and 0% high risk of wildfire
to the communities within the watershed.
*1out of the 2 counties in the Upper Henrys watershed identified wildfire as their number one

+0 out of the 2 counties in the Upper Henrys watershed identified wildfire as their number two

*0 out of the 2 counties in the Upper Henrys watershed identified wildfire as their number three

In the Upper Henrys watershed, the communities are at an overall moderate risk to wildfire. Based
on the small historic fires, high population within the WUI and overall identified risk of wildfire to
communities there may be potentially hazardous fires in the future.

Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:

25

A majority of the
proposed mitigation
actions are not
location specific and
can be found in the
the county AHMPs.
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| Upper Henry's

Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: H Area (sq. miles) 1,111
Introduction Population (2010) 2,845
Areas of concentrated population within the Upper Henrys watershed boundaries are |Miles of Stream 1,769
Ashton, Island Park and Warm River. [miles of Canal 84
What is the risk? |win. Elevation (ft) 5,148
An earthquake within the watershed has a high potential to cause damage to the life |Max. Elevation (ft) 10,407
and property of those within these areas. There are also 84 miles of canals that are Est. Facilities Near Fault I 6
receptive to seismic disturbances. % Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault I 91%
There are 6 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault, Subbasin mm
7
*0 out of the 2 counties within the Upper Henrys watershed identified seismic as -gLerT!& M
their number one hazard. EVATE 12%)
*0 out of the 2 counties within the Upper Henrys watershed identified seismic as Federal 78%)
their number two hazard. Reservation/ BIA 0%
*0 out of the 2 counties within the Upper Henrys watershed identified seismic as State 79|
their number three hazard. Outof ldaho 2%
Counties and Tribes
Clark, Fremont | Ground Acceleration
it Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
les LOW m‘
Ashton, Island Park, Warm River TowNoderate 0%
Moderate 2%
Mod High 57%
High 41%
T m—
Total seismic %omly All Hazard Mitig; Plan S Mi Actions
mitigation ‘ ] hon Siaus
actions: Montana ¢ % o
12 ibas
Ongaing.
22 : e Depcontinued
o

Anaforlty of the propesed’ |98

mitigation actions ore not DR
location specific and con a
be found in the the county | < i
AHMPs. 3
&
0 45 '
—
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Upper Middle Fork Salmon

Risk Rank: L Subbasin Metrics
Introduction Area (sq. miles) 1,494
There are 5 total people who live within the watershed, of which none are at risk of flooding. The Population (2010) S
is 99% y Miles of Stream 3,183

What is the risk? Miles of Canal 1
There are 0 high or significant hazard dams in the Upper Middle Fork Salmon watershed. There are 0
communities participating in the NFIP with 0 policies ributing to $0 of p paid in exch for Min:Elevationi(ft) 4,012
$0 of coverage. Max, Elevation (ft) 10,305
*0 out of the 4 counties in the Upper Middle Fork Salmon watershed identified flood as their number Dams of Concern 0
one hatird. Pop. at Flood Risk 0
»1 out of the 4 counties in the Upper Middle Fork Salmon watershed identified flood as their number P
two hazard. - =
*1 out of the 4 counties in the Upper Middle Fork Salmon watershed identified flood as their number Subbasin o““'} sh
three hazard. [Owner Type |% Subbasin Area
LIDAR data availability nvate 0%
LiDAR availability within the Upper Middle Fork Salmon: Federal 99%)|
-Bull Trout Lake, Stanley (2009) Reservation/BIA 0%|
-Stanley (2011)

State 0%
Conclusion Out of Idaho 0%

Because of the lack of population and flood hazards, the Upper Middle Fork Salmon is considered a low

flood risk watershed. NFIP Statistics (2014) J

NFIP Polici
Counties and Tribes iCes 0
Boise, Custer, Lemhi, Valley Total Coverage S0
Cities Total Premiums S0
# Claims 0
Paid Claims S0

Total flood mitigation actions: 47

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the
county AHMPs.

- County All Hazard Mitigation Plan Flood Mitig Actions
USGS 13309220 MF SALMON RIVER AT MF LODGE NR YELLOW PINE ID 3 1 7 ’;"‘('WW
3000 : ® Oicoatinued
© Compere
i : :C"é"‘v
y = e
L °
°
;.g 15000 = 2
2 2 o
Upper Middle Fork Salmon Watershed zi . & F
10606 °
@ o © o -}
°
Current LIDAR  CIWatershed ® Dams 3 b o ° e °
Proposed LIDAR == Levees = Interstate PP AN é oeed o ¥ k
A Cities — Canals — State Highway é‘&‘wze °
EJReservations £ Lakes US. Highway b"“%’*{’\‘ 0
0 5 1% - E3Counties — RiVers * Bridges A“‘ A ““1 1976 1962 1988 1994 2000 2006 2012 6
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Risk Rank: L

Introduction

The Upper Middle Fork Salmon watershed is home to 5 people and ther is no Wildland Urban
Interface. There are no d areas of population within the watershed.

What s the risk?

Since 2000, 486,351 acres have burned during 179 individual wildfire events. Based on data from
the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Upper Middle Fork Salmon watershed has 38.7% low risk,
0.1% low-moderate risk, 61.3% moderate risk, 0% moderate-high risk and 0% high risk of wildfire
to the communities within the watershed.

*4 out of the 4 counties in the Upper Middle Fork Salmon watershed identified wildfire as their
number one hazard.

«0 out of the 4 counties in the Upper Middle Fork Salmon watershed identified wildfire as their
number two hazard.

+0 out of the 4 counties in the Upper Middle Fork Salmon watershed identified wildfire as their
number three hazard.

Conclusion

The Upper Middle Fork Salmon watershed is prone to large and regular fire events, though the
population at risk of these events is very small. Overall, the risk faced by the population within the
watershed is low.

Counties and Tribes
Boise, Custer, Lemhi, Valley
Cities

—_—
Historic Fire Perimeters Total wildfire '[Eumly Al Hm’ar‘d ‘ 0 v P!leldllm Mllnga:::::::\:
mitigation
actions:
41
A majority of the
. proposed mitigation oF) $/%
Upper Middle Fork Salmon Watershed actions are not LX) 2
location specific and «‘.’rl)',',’ﬁ',‘z, Y//
Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities can be found in the ‘/ S ‘7-'.’ E’/
. Low £ Counties the county AHMPs. 2 f,’ ‘;;7
B Low-Moderate ) Reservations ?
3 Moderate = Interstate AN Y 851
3 Moderate-High — State Highway 4{:‘\\,!»«
= High = U2 Higuiay s{g,"(@‘
3 Wildland-Urban Interf = Rivers
0—7.55;“'“ = WL‘"T’M OO Lakes &s‘&‘&’”
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Seismic
Upper Middle Fork Salmon
Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: L Area (sq. miles) 1,494
Introduction Population (2010) 5
There are no areas of concentrated population within the Upper Middle Fork Salmon Miles of Stream 3,183
watershed boundaries. Miles of Canal 1
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 4,012
An earthquake within the watershed has a low potential to cause damage to the life Max. Elevation (ft) 10,305
and property of those within these areas. There is also 1 mile of canal that is Est. Facilities Near Fault l 0
ptive to ic disturk

There are 0 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault,

*0 out of the 4 counties within the Upper le Fork Sal hed identified
seismic as their number one hazard.
*0 out of the 4 counties within the Upper Middle Fork Sal hed identified

seismic as their number two hazard.

*0 out of the 4 counties within the Upper Middle Fork Salmon watershed identified
seismic as their number three hazard.

Counties and Tribes

Boise, Custer, Lemhi, Valley

% Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault | 50%|

Subbasin Ownership
Owner Type |% Subbasin Area

Private 0%,
Federal 99%
Reservation/ BIA 0%
State 0%
Out of Idaho 0%
Ground Acceleration

Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are

Cities — -
Low-Moderate 0%
Moderate 0%
Moderate-High 100%
High 0%
Total seismic %om(yl\ll Hazard Mitig -JF-I;n Mitg Actions!
el . 7 A o g Acti St
mitigation 7 %M‘.’" Rl
SeoRs: e 2 [ o
’ A% | © compine
56 ’ 71 tines
) Ongang
L > | e Duscominuet
AUy /2 ~ —— Compiste
A majority of the proposed .
mitigation actions are not |y o 4
location specific and con I
be found in the the county ;
AHMPs.

'/’“\‘.? Eiais ,'}'} (2]




Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Flood

m = B SE— E—— 1
| ‘Upper Nort “learwater |
Risk Rank: L | %
Introduction Area (sq. miles)
There are 0 total people who live within the Upper North Fork Clearwater watershed. The watershed is Population (2010) 0
95% federally managed. Miles of Stream 3,080
What is the risk? Miles of Canal 0
Development in the area is primarily used for pasture or hayland. kful disch of the Cl
River is 16,300 cfs. According to county AHMPs, there have been 8 reports of significant flooding within MiniElavstionlite 1,673
the watershed in recent history. There are 0 high or significant hazard dams in the Upper North Fork May. Elevation (ft) 7,851
Clearwater hed. There are no par in the NFIP with 0 polidies contributing to Dams of Concern 0
$0ofp paid in exchange for $0 of ag -
»0 out of the 3 counties in the Upper North Fork Clearwater watershed identified flood as their b Pop. at Flood Risk 0
one hazard.
*1 out of the 3 counties in the Upper North Fork Clearwater watershed identified flood as their number
two hazard. 7 O Area
*1 out of the 3 counties in the Upper North Fork Clearwater watershed identified flood as their number Private 49,
three hazard.
Federal 95%)
LIDAR data availability Resarvation/BIA 0%l
LiDAR availability within the Upper North Fork Clearwater hed is as foll
-Shotgun Creek (2009) [state 1%
|out of Idaho 0%
Conclusion =
The lack of residents and private property of the Upper North Fork Clearwater makes it a low flood risk ____ NFIP Statistics {201 |
watershed. NFIP Policies 0|
Counties and Tribes Total Coverage S0
Clearwater, Idaho, Shoshone Total Premiums S0
Cities # Claims 0|
Paid Claims S0
Total flood mitigation actions: 124
A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the
county AHMPs.
—
|_ (e
= Yo
27 - SR
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Upper North Fork Clearwater Watershed

Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities

W Low £ Counties

B Low-Moderate 3 Reservations
3 Moderate = Interstate

3 Moderate-High — State Highway
B High == LS. Highway
23 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers

O3 Watershed I Lakes

Risk Rank: L

Introduction
The Upper North Fork Clearwater watershed is home to 0 people.

What s the risk?

Since 2000, 26,379 acres have burned during 339 individual wildfire events. Based on data from
the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Upper North Fork Clearwater watershed has 32% low risk,
0% d risk, 68% mod risk, 0% mod high risk and 0% high risk of wildfire to
the communities within the watershed.

*2 out of the 3 counties in the Upper North Fork Clearwater watershed identified wildfire as their
number one hazard.

*1 out of the 3 counties in the Upper North Fork Oearwater watershed identified wildfire as their
number two hazard.

+0 out of the 3 counties in the Upper North Fork Clearwater watershed identified wildfire as their
number three hazard.

Conclusion

There are no iding within the Upper North Fork Clearwater watershed
at risk of wildfire. Therefore, the overall risk of wildfire is low.

Counties and Tribes
Clearwater, ldaho, Shoshone
Citles

Historic Fire Perimeters

Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:
64

A majority of the
proposed mitigation
actions are not
location specific and
can be found in the
the county AHMPs.
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Upper North Fork Clearwater
Subbasin Metrics

Risk Rank: L Area (sq. miles) 1,300
Introduction Population (2010) 0
There are no areas of concentrated population within the Upper North Fork Miles of Stream 3,080
Clearwater watershed boundaries. I©iles of Canal 0
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 1,673
An earthquake within the hed has a low p! ial to cause damage to the life Max. Elevation (ft) 7,851
and property of those within these areas. Est. Facilities Near Fault | 0

% Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault | 0%
There are 0 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault.

0 out of the 3 ties within the U North Fork Clearwater watershed e
0 ol e 3 counties within the Upper Nol orl arwi r waters| o, .
identified seismic as their number one hazard. O\yner Type 1% Subbasin Area
*0 out of the 3 counties within the Upper North Fork Clearwater watershed l?nvatc 4%
identified seismic as their number two hazard. Federal 95%)
*0 out of the 3 counties within the Upper North Fork Clearwater watershed Reservation/ BIA 0%
identified seismic as their number three hazard. State 1%,
Counties and Tribes Out of Idaho 0%

0 5 10
— Miles

QuaternacyFaults 48 goc

AGE (yrs)

= <150

b 15,000

jue <130.000
«750,000

= <1.600,000

= Lavess

|— Canals
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A FireStations '™ INterstate e iimde
= stats Highway @gor.7.00
& Hosoitels = 1S Highway
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- Rivers 501-550
& sencois B3 Counties O 451.50
® Bridges B Resevations o 401.45
Darrs. A ciies o 190400

Historical Epicenters

Clearwater, Idaho, Shoshone

Cities

Ground Acceleration
Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are

Low 89%
Low-Moderate 11%
Moderate 0%
Moderate-High 0%
High 0%
74 USGS Ground A Total seismic Eounly All Hazard N Flan S Actions
i '§ A
LN mitigation ;
actions:
27

A majority of the proposed

mitigation actions are not

location specific and con

be found in the the county
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Risk Rank: M

Introduction
There are 381 total people who live within the Upper Owyhee watershed, of which 20 are at risk of
flooding. Over half of the hed is federally d

What is the risk?

The Owyhee River is the main water system in the watershed, though it poses little threat to life and
property. There are 4 high or significant hazard dams in the Upper Owyhee watershed. There are 0
communities partidpating in the NFIP with 0 policies ibuting to $0 of premil paid in exch

$0 of coverage.

*0 out of the 1 county in the Upper Owyhee watershed identified flood as their number one hazard.
»0 out of the 1 county in the Upper Owyhee watershed identified flood as their number two hazard.
*0 out of the 1 county in the Upper Owyhee watershed identified flood as their number three hazard

LIDAR data availability

LIDAR availability within the Upper Owyhee watershed is as follows:
-Smith Creek (2007)

-Juniper Mtn. Transect (2008)

Conclusion
The low population in the Upper Owyhee dis at amod risk of flooding b of the
hazardous dams upstream.

Counties and Tribes
Owyhee; Duck Valley
Cities

=24

Area (sq. miles)

2,167
Population (2010) 381
Miles of Stream 3,352
Miles of Canal 53
Min. Elevation (ft) 4,236
Max. Elevation (ft) 9,098
Dams of Concern 4
Pop. at Flood Risk 20

Private 5%
Federal 55%)|
|Reservation/BIA 9%
[state 5%
|out of Idaho 26%)

NFIP Policies 0
Total Coverage S0
Total Premiums S0
# Claims 0
|Paid Claims S0

Total flood mitigation actions: 28

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the

county AHMPs.

“EounlyAll Hazard Mitig:

—
Plan Flood Mitig:

A

USGS 13176400 EF OWYHEE RIVER AT CRUTCHER CROSSING, ID
2508
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Upper Owyhee Watershed

Risk Rank: L

Introduction

The Upper Owyhee watershed is home to 381 people and there is no Wildland Urban Interface.
There are no areas of concentrated population within the Upper Owyhee watershed boundaries.

What Is the risk?

Since 2000, 81,231 acres have burned during 68 individual wildfire events. Based on data from the
Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Upper Owyhee watershed has 85.3% low risk, 7.9% low-

d risk, 6.7% mod risk, 0% mod. high risk and 0% high risk of wildfire to the

within the d

«1out of the 1 county in the Upper Owyhee watershed identified wildfire as their number one
hazard.
«0 out of the 1 county in the Upper Owyhee watershed identified wildfire as their number two
hazard.
*0 out of the 1 county in the Upper Owyhee watershed identified wildfire as their number three
hazard.

Conclusion

The risk to communities within the Middle Owyhee watershed is low. The recent wildfires within
the watershed have been large, though the population at risk is low.

Counties and Tribes

Owyhee; Duck Valley

. Low

B Low-Moderate

3 Moderate
Moderate-High

B High

23 Wildland-Urban Interface
O3 Watershed

Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities

£ Counties

EJ Reservations
= Intorstate

~— State Highway
~ S, Highway
= Rivers

3 Lakes

Cities
—
7 y Historic Fire Perwlers Total wildfire unty All Hazard Mitig: Plan Wildfire Mitig Actions,
= YEAR Action Status
Zaio mitigation LS Pl
2 Onge
e 2002 actions: % conrimat
2003 © conpwn
4 2004 10 [
= 2006 e Orgeing
h f 2006 e Cacomncet
2 2007 —— Gy
P =3 2000
=3 2000
Amajority of the
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Upper Owyhee

Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: L Area (sq. miles) 2,167
Introduction Population (2010) 381
There are no areas of concentrated population within the Upper Owyhee watershed |Miles of Stream 3,352
boundaries. |miles of Canal 53
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 4,236
An earthquake within the watershed has a low potential to cause damage to the life Max. Elevation (ft) 9,098
and property of those within these areas. There are also 53 miles of canals that are Est. Facilities Near Fault I 0
P to sei d t % Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault I 0%
There are 0 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault, Subbasin mm
o,
*0 out of the 1 county within the Upper Owyhee hed identified as g\yﬂ(&f Type M
their number one hazard. rvate 5%
0 out of the 1 county within the Upper Owyhee watershed identified seismic as Federal 55%
their number two hazard. Reservation/ BIA 9%
*0 out of the 1 county within the Upper Owyh hed identified seismic as State 5%)
their number three hazard. Outofidaho 26%
Counties and Tribes
Owyhee; Duck Valley ﬂ.mmm
e Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
ies an 1[ [
Low-Moderate 0%
Moderate 0%
Moderate-High 0%
High 0%
£ USGS Ground Acceleration Map Total seismic ~ounty All Hazard Mitig FIan S E Actions
& - b " I K 2 F Action Status
mitigation ae
actions: e
3 © Complets
b Ongang
o Depcontinued
~—— Camplete
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g v Upper Salmon
/ /s Risk Rank: M Subbasin Metrics
R : Introduction Area (sq. miles) 2,427
~ 9‘0 L - . Arecas of d lation within the hed boundaries are Challis, Clayton and Stanley. There Population (2010) 2,856
£ emhi are 2,856 total people who live within the watershed, of which 302 are at risk of flooding. The hed
# < o) s 90% federally managed. Miles of Stream 5,654
g - ¢ 4 Miles of Canal 58
Y - ¥ What is the risk?
i i Flood hazards can include seasonal high stream flows. At the USGS gauge near the City of Challis, this Min: Elevation/(ft} 4,636
¥ y discharge is 7,660 cfs. According to county AHMPs, there have been reports of 12 significant riverine and Max, Elevation (ft) 11,739
o flash flood events within the watershed in recent history. There are 5 high or significant hazard dams in Dams of Concern 5
( A the Upper Salmon watershed. With 36 policies contributing to $19,150 of premiums paid in exchange for -
' > ‘%% 691300 otectarigs. Pop. at Flood Risk 302
: . ) 3 ) \ *0 out of the 6 counties in the Upper Salmon watershed identified flood as their number one hazard. = = =
’ 4 Py (Chall, #0 out of the 6 counties in the Upper Salmon watershed identified flood as their number two hazard. ____L subb'ﬂn 0"!19!!‘!
. s *2 out of the 6 counties in the Upper Salmon watershed identified flood as their number three hazard. OWHEYT!E % Subbasin Area
. LIDAR data availability Private 5%
3 LiDAR availability within the Upper Salmon watershed is as follows: Federal 94%)
-Sawtooth North -Red Fish Lake (2005) Resarvation/BIA 0%
-Sawtooth South -Pettit Lake (2005)
L@ E 7 -Small portion of Pahsimeroi River (2009) State 2%
«Challis Valley (2011) Out of Idaho 0%
’ - -East Fork Salmon River (2011)
R e Stanley (2011) NEIP Statht 7
i £ g 3= y:
) . > NFIP Policies 36
7 i ~ Conclusion
| BfSun ; Though the y of the d is not privately owned, the five hazardous dams increase the flood Total Coverage $6,471,200
<4 P i 4 = risk to the people and property within the watershed to moderate. Total Premiums $19,150
s 7 < W
'BOl € | Counties and Tribes #C}am% 0
G \ Blaine, Boise, Camas, Custer, Elmore, Lemhi Paid Claims S0
o Q) Citles Total flood mitigation actions: 111
P \_0‘5 Challis, Clayton, Stanley - 5
= A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
» not location specific and can be found in the the
@ county AHMPs.
F2e ren
1 County All Hazard Mitigation Plan Flood Mitig: Acuons
/ [ e e o
’ P ~ USGS 13298500 SALMON RIVER NR CHALLIS ID
A g - “% 20000
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Risk Rank: M

Introduction

The Upper Salmon watershed is home to 2,856 people and there is no Wildland Urban Interface.
Areas of concentrated population within the Upper Salmon watershed boundaries are Challis,
Clayton and Stanley.

What is the risk?

Fires within the Upper Salmon d have the ial to ly disrupt life, property and
economic activity. Since 2000, 179,015 acres have burned during 176 individual wildfire events.
Based on data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Upper Salmon watershed has 13.7%
low risk, 15.9% low-moderate risk, 66.8% risk, 3.7% high risk and 0% high risk
of wildfire to the ities within the hed.

*6 out of the 6 counties in the Upper Salmon watershed identified wildfire as their number one
hazard.

*0 out of the 6 counties in the Upper Salmon watershed identified wildfire as their number two
hazard.

+0 out of the 6 counties in the Upper Salmon watershed identified wildfire as their number three
hazard.

Conclusion

The Upper Salmon d is prone to hat freq: wildfire events, though the
population at risk is fairly low and the d is over 90% federally d. The overall risk is
low.

Counties and Tribes

Blaine, Boise, Camas, Custer, Elmore, Lemhi
Citles

Challis, Clayton, Stanley

2 Historic Fire Perimeters

Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:
134

A majority of the
proposed mitigation
actions are not
location specific and
can be found in the
the county AHMPs.

—
ation Plan Wildfire Mitigation Actions
V7 ok -

Action Status
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Upper Salmon
Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: H Area (sq. miles) 2,427
Introduction Population (2010) 2,856
Areas of concentrated population within the Upper Salmon watershed boundaries are Miles of Stream 5,654
Challis, Clayton and Stanley. Miles of Canal 58
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 4,636
An earthquake within the watershed has a high potential to cause damage to the life Max. Elevation (ft) 11,739
and property of those within these areas. There are also 58 miles of canals that are Est. Facilities Near Fault l 10
ptive to seismic disturt 5% Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault I 979
There are 10 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault. Subbasin Ownership
PN [ T
*0 out of the 6 counties within the Upper Salmon watershed identified seismic as Oyvner Type 1% Subbasin Area
Private 5%
their number one hazard. -
*0 out of the 6 counties within the Upper Salmon watershed identified seismic as Federal 94%
their number two hazard. Reservation/ BIA 0%
*0 out of the 6 counties within the Upper Salmon watershed identified seismic as State 204
their number three hazard. Outof 1daho 0%l
Counties and Tribes
Blaine, Boise, Camas, Custer, Elmore, Lemhi Gm‘ﬂ.wleﬁﬂm
: Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
Cities
Low 0%
Challis, Clayton, Stanley ToveNIGaeTaTe 0%
Moderate 0%
Moderate-High 100%
) High 0%

\

M"cKa'y Reservol

vl ) Total seismic gation Actions
. el . Action Status
mitigation A
i o
) A actions: =iF - - # Dacarinins
4 i > z 2, > A\ O ¢ »
- ’ f - 7 ” A omplet.
v | f ’ 70 AV 7 7 A Lines
4 P, > é / Ongaing
Y, : P . o Disccminued
“Blaine” U 4 /4
il - . y A majority of the proposed
S, 8179 4 |\ (A " mitigation actions are not
- - - - —_— — location specific and con
be found in the the county
Upper Salmon Watershed Algny
QuaternaryFaults 8 £oc 0 Watershed Historical Epicenters
AGE (yrs) - Interstat Moment Magnitude
b= <150 A Firestations 7 S0 an‘h-:y .50‘ % ,.m
poe 15,000 + Hospitale - US. Mighway
= <130,000 @ PoliceStations & Lokes @ss1.60
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*0 out of the 2 counties in the Upper Selway watershed identified flood as their number three hazard.

LIDAR data availability
No LIDAR data is available.

Conclusion
Because of the lack of permanent residents, the Upper Selway is considered to be a low flood risk
watershed.

Counties and Tribes
Idaho, Lemhi

Citles

Risk Rank: L [ Subbasin Metrics.
Introduction Area (sq. miles)

There are 0 total people who live within the Upper Selway watershed. The hed is ly federally Population (2010) 0
managed. Miles of Stream 2,131
What is the risk? Miles of Canal 0
There are no people in danger of flood events in the Upper Selway watershed. According to county Min: Elevation (11 2188
AHMPs, there have been 2 reports of significant flooding within the watershed in recent history. There are - z

0 high or significant hazard dams in the Upper Selway. There are no communities participating in the NFIP May. Elevation (ft) 9,301
with 0 polici g to $0 of pi paid in exchange for $0 of ge Dams of Concern 0
*0 out of the 2 counties in the Upper Selway watershed identified flood as their number one hazard. Pop. at Flood RiSK 0
»1 out of the 2 counties in the Upper Selway watershed identified flood as their number two hazard. 2

Private 0%

Federal 100%|
|Reservation/BIA 0%|
lsmte 0%
|out of Idahe 0%

[ NFIP Statist

INFIP Policies 0
Total Coverage S0
[Total Premiums S0
# Claims 0|
|Paid Claims S0

Total flood mitigation actions: 18

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the
county AHMPs.

Te—
< County All Hazard Mitigation Plan Flood Mitigation Actions
X USGS i, AR e X # Al " Action Status
USGS 13335690 SELWAY RIVER ABV MOOSE CREEK NR MOOSE CREEKR. S. \ ! ) - ':”‘;‘m
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20080 f © Compins
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§ 16000
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i% 14060 e
2
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Risk Rank: L

Introduction
The Upper Selway watershed is home to 0 people and is entirely federally managed.

What s the risk?

Since 2000, 354,312 acres have burned during 250 individual wildfire events. Based on data from
the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Upper Selway watershed has 51.7% low risk, 0% low-
moderate risk, 48.3% moderate risk, 0% moderate-high risk and 0% high risk of wildfire to the
communities within the watershed.

*2 out of the 2 counties in the Upper Selway watershed identified wildfire as their number one
hazard.

*0 out of the 2 counties in the Upper Selway watershed identified wildfire as their number two
hazard.

*0 out of the 2 counties in the Upper Selway watershed identified wildfire as their number three
hazard.

Conclusion

The Upper Selway watershed experiences regular fire activity, though with no permanent
inhabitants the risk to life and property is low.

Counties and Tribes

Idaho, Lemhi

Citles

Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:

17

A majority of the
proposed mitigation
actions are not
location specific and
can be found in the
the county AHMPs.
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Upper Selway

Subbasin Metrics
Risk Rank: L Area (sq. miles) 1,030
Introdiction Population (2010) 0
There are no areas of concentrated population within the Upper Selway watershed Miles of Stream 2,131
boundaries. I©iles of Canal 0
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 2,188
An earthquake within the watershed has a low potential to cause damage to the life Max. Elevation (ft) 9,301
and property of those within these areas. Est. Facilities Near Fault | 0
) . . % Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault | 0%
There are 0 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault.
. ) Subbasin Ownership
*0 out of the 2 counties within the Upper Selway watershed identified seismic as —Owner Type [|%Subbasin Area
their number one hazard. =
*0 out of the 2 counties within the Upper Selway watershed identified seismic as BLVATE 0%
their number two hazard. Federal 100%
*0 out of the 2 counties within the Upper Selway watershed identified seismic as Reservation/ BIA 0%
their number three hazard State 0%|
Counties and Tribes Out of Idaho 0%
o Ground Acceleration
chies Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
Low 73%
Low-Moderate 27%
Moderate 0%
Moderate-High 0%
High 0%

Total seismic
mitigation
actions:
17
-~ r.//' r/ a4 05 , 7 ‘A majority of the proposed
o /, 5 LS j" L5019 ? ‘-3"?- i mitigation actions are not
23 7 N oy e Y e location specific and can
be found in the the county
Upper Selway Watershed Moy
N e
e A FireStations Menne PRIV
= <150 -5 High:
— :15.000 '.' Hospitals - u';l.mg:w:;y .60‘ -
= ‘;;g-:’;: @ PoliceStations = ;"‘" g“‘ 400
- <750, - Bivers X
F 0,600,000 & Sehools BB Counties ° iz: ::
0 5 10 p— Levees ® Bridges B Reservations o oy.450
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Risk Rank: H

Introduction
Areas of concentrated population within the Upper Snake-Rock watershed boundaries are Bliss, Buhl,

Eden, Filer, Hagerman, Hansen, Hazelton, Hollister, Jerome, Kimberly, Murtaugh, Twin Falls and Wendell.
There are 107,887 total people who live within the watershed, of which 2,217 are at risk of flooding.
half of the disp y owned.

What is the risk?

There are 14 high or significant hazard dams in the Upper Snake-Rock watershed. Flash flooding is a major

concern, according to county AHMPs, with 57 significant flood events reported in recent history within the
d.Thercare 11 ities par in the NFIP with 77 policies contributing to $66,109 of

premiums paid in exchange for $15,217,600 of coverage.

*0 out of the 9 counties in the Upper Snake-Rock watershed identified flood as their number one hazard.

*2 out of the 9 counties in the Upper Snake-Rock watershed identified flood as their number two hazard.

*3 out of the 9 counties in the Upper Snake-Rock watershed identified flood as their number three

hazard.

LIDAR data avallability

LIDAR availability within the Upper Snake Rock watershed is as follows:
-Salmon Falls (2005, 2010)

-Box Canyon (2006)

-Hollister (2010, 2011)

-ITD, District 4 - US 93 (2013)

Conclusion

Despite the relatively few residents or properties that exist within the incised Snake River Canyon, the
large portion of private hipand p of 14 h dous dams place the Upper Snake-Rock
watershed into the high flood risk category.

Counties and Tribes

Camas, Cassla, Elmore, Gooding, Jerome, Lincoln, Minidoka, Owyhee, Twin Falls

Citles

Bliss, Buhl, Eden, Filer, Hagerman, Hansen, Hazelton, Hollister, Jerome, Kimberly, Murtaugh, Twin Falls,
Wendell

Subbasin Metrics
Area (sq. miles) 2,488
Population (2010) 107,887
Miles of Stream 2,700
Miles of Canal 1,217
Min. Elevation (ft) 2,500
Max. Elevation (ft) 8,002
Dams of Concern 14
Pop. at Flood Risk 2,217

Subbasin Ownership
(Owner Type |% Subbasin Area

Private 52%|
Federal 45%
Resarvation/BIA 0%
State 3%
Out of Idaho 0%
NFIP Statistics (2014]

NFIP Policies 77|
Total Coverage $15,217,600

Total Premiums 566,109

# Claims 2
Paid Claims 514,425 |

Total flood mitigation actions: 124

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the

county AHMPs.

1 Plan Flood Mitig:

Actons

County All Hazard Mitig:
L
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Warson R Reservoir g
: Blame
2

Cama Cropy s Risk Rank: H

Introduction

The Upper Snake-Rock watershed is home to 107,887 people, the majority of which live in the
Wildland Urban rface. Areas of p within the Upper Snake-Rock
watershed boundaries are Bliss, Buhl, Eden, Filer, Hagerman, Hansen, Hazelton, Hollister, Jerome,
Kimberly, Murtaugh, Twin Falls and Wendell.

Camas

46 . What is the risk?

Elmore G

Fires within the Upper Snake-Rock d have the p ial to ly disrupt life, property
BLOBHOO Ry L and economic activity. There are 27,069 structures located within the WUI of the Upper Snake-
i & Rock watershed. Since 2000, 565,939 acres have burned during 552 individual wildfire events.
oodi ng 14 w Based on data from the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Upper Snake-Rock watershed has
26 9.2% low risk, 45.2% low-moderate risk, 20.5% moderate risk, 13.4% moderate-high risk and 1.6%
high risk of wildfire to the communities within the watershed.
> *9 out of the 9 counties in the Upper Snake-Rock watershed identified wildfire as their number
Hagerman one hazard.
*0 out of the 9 counties in the Upper Snake-Rock watershed identified wildfire as their number
two hazard.
#0out of the 9 counties in the Upper Snake-Rock watershed identified wildfire as their number
three hazard.

0y

“‘V

D e Conclusion

a3 1 L The Upper Snake-Rock watershed is one of the most populated watersheds in the state. The
by 1 majority of the population resides within the WUl and the watershed is prone to very frequent
v fires. The overall risk of wildfire in the Upper Snake-Rock watershed is high.

Counties and Tribes
Camas, Cassia, Elmore, Gooding, Jerome, Lincoln, Minidoka, Owyhee, Twin Falls
, Cities

Bliss, Buhl, Eden, Filer, Hagerman, Hansen, Hazelton, Hollister, Jerome, Kimberly, Murtaugh, Twin
3] Falls, Wendell

win Falls

Goose
)
=

S : , : ——

Historic Fire Pei 1
e el Total wildfire :
1“»1 S Action Status

20 mitigation Poiets
s CGreek Reservolir M 32001 actlonss © owgury
e a o A s : 2002 H : % tocermnat

) " ) : S =t 112

2010 Amojority of the
JE=220m proposed mitigation
ey emnori 2012 actions are not
g location specific and
22 e can be found in the
the county AHMPs.

Upper Snake-Rock Watershed

Communities at Risk of Wildfwe A Cities
W Low £ Counties
B Low-Moderate £ Reservations
3 Moderate = Interstate
Moderate-High -~ State Highway
| High == US, Highway
0 10 20 Z2 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers
—————— Miles O Watershed B3 Lakes

258 |Page



Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Seismic

Upper Snake-Rock

Subbasin Metrics

LU UL R
Risk Rank: M Area (sq. miles) 2,488
Introduction Population (2010) 107,887
Areas of concentrated population within the Upper Snake-Rock watershed Miles of Stream 2,700
boundaries are Bliss, Buhl, Eden, Filer, Hagt , Hansen, Hazelton, Hollister, Miles of Canal 1,217
Jerome, Kimberly, Murtaugh, Twin Falls and Wendell. Min. Elevation (ft) 2,500
What is the risk? Max. Elevation (ft) 8,002
An earthquake within the watershed has a moderate potential to cause damage to Est. Facilities Near Fault I 0
the life and property of those within these areas. There are also 1,217 miles of canals 5% Watershed wjin 25 Mes of Fault I 0%
that are ptive to seismic disturt
Thi 0 ial facilities within 25 miles of fault S Ip
ere are 0 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault. Owner Type % Subbasin Area
«0 out of the 9 counties within the Upper Snake-Rock hed identified seismi Prvate 52%
as their number one hazard. Federal 45%)
0 out of the 9 counties within the Upper Snake-Rock watershed identified seismic Reservation/ BIA 0%
as their number two hazard. State 3%
0 out of the 9 counties within the Upper Snake-Rock identified Out of Idaho 0%
as their number three hazard.
Counties and Tribes Ground Acceleration
Camas, Cassia, Elmore, Gooding, J , Lincoln, Minidoka, Owyhee, Twin Falls Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
e Low 92%
Cities TR
Bliss, Buhl, Eden, Filer, Hag Hazel Hollister, Jerome, Kimberly, A viederawe 8%
Murtaugh, Twin Falls, Wendell Moderate 0%
Moderate-High 0%
- High 0%|
win Falls
Cawres |USGS Ground Acceleration Ma Total seismic "- PISsm Actions
mitigation ‘ MME
actions:
Salmon s Creek Res; 42
) A mojority of the proposed
e - —— mitigation actions are not
— T location specific ond con
be found In the the county
Upper Snake-Rock Watershed -y
QuaternaryFaults 4§ £oc O Watershed Histerien Epicanters
:GE (yrs) A Frastsions : Interstote Moment Magnitude
9 B B g W i
e <130,000 ® PoliceStations B2 Lakes @ssrem
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Miles |~ Canals B oars A cues ® 190400

259 |Page



260 |Page

$49,083,500 of coverage.

*0 out of the 1 county in the Upper Spokane watershed identified flood as their number one hazard.
*0 out of the 1 county in the Upper Spokane watershed identified flood as their number two hazard,
*1 out of the 1 county in the Upper Spokane watershed identified flood as their number three hazard.

LIDAR data avallability

LIDAR availability within the Upper d is as

-Coeur d'Alene Reservation (2005)

Conclusion

Due to the high I ble flows of the Spok River, large of private property and
presence of moderate hazard dams, the Upper Spok is idered a high risk hed.

Counties and Tribes

Kootenal

Cities

Athol, Coeur d'Alene, Dalton Gardens, Hauser, Hayden Lake, Hayden, Huetter, Post Falls, Rathdrum,
State Line

Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Flood
o \\ / N | Upper Spokane
Risk Rank: H Subbasin Metrics
Introduction Area (sq. miles) 562
The Upper Spokane watershed is heavily populated and largely privately owned. Areas of concentrated Population (2010) 99,092
population within the watershed boundaries are Athol, Coeur d'Alene, Dalton Gardens, Hauser, Hayden Miles of Stream 394
Lake, Hayden, Huetter, Post Falls, Rathdrum and State Line. There are 99,092 total people who live within
the watershed, of which 1,608 are at risk of flooding. Miles of Canal 21
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft] 1,716
The Spokane River is highly variable as can be seen on gauge near Post Falls. According to the Kootenal Max. Elevation (ft) 5,643
County AHMP, there is a single report of significant flooding since major settlement of the valley. There Dams of Concern 7
are 7 high or significant hazard dams in the Upper Spokane watershed. There are 5 communities Pop. 3t Flood REK 1608
participating in the NFIP with 193 policies contributing to $152,278 of premiums paid in exchange for p. ‘

Subbasin Ownersh
Owner Type |% Subbasin Area

Private 50%)|
Federal 9%
Resarvation/BIA 0%
State 5%|
Out of Idaho 37%)|

NFIP Statistics (2014)

NFIP Policies 193
Total Coverage $49,083,500
Total Premiums $152,278
# Claims 2
Paid Claims $80,744 I

Total flood mitigation actions: 22

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the

USGS 12419000 SPOKANE RIVER NR POST FALLS ID
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Bonner Risk Rank: H

Introduction

The Upper Spokane watershed is home to 99,092 people, the vast majority of which live in or near

7 4 the Wildland Urban Interface. Areas of concentrated population within the Upper Spokane

- — ] watershed boundaries are Athol, Coeur d'Alene, Dalton Gardens, Hauser, Hayden Lake, Hayden,
Huetter, Post Falls, Rathdrum and State Line.

What is the risk?

Fires within the Upper Spok hed have the p ial to ly disrupt life, property and
economic activity. There are 14,123 structures located within the WUI of the Upper Spokane

hed. Since 2000, 50 acres have burned in 20 individual wildfire events. Based on data from
the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Upper Spokane watershed has 0% low risk, 0% low-
moderate risk, 71.4% mod risk, 28.6% mod high risk and 0% high risk of wildfire to the

within the d

*1out of the 1 county in the Upper Spokane watershed identified wildfire as their number one
hazard.
+0 out of the 1 county in the Upper Spokane watershed identified wildfire as their number two
hazard.
*0out of the 1 county in the Upper Spokane watershed identified wildfire as their number three
hazard.

7

Conclusion

The Upper Spokane watershed is one of the most populated watersheds in the state. Additionally,
the majority of it is privately owned. The overall risk of wildfire to people and property in the

L 4 Upper Spokane watershed is high.
. o crco, / Countles and Tribes
o oL ats 208 'Zfl[/ S P Kootenai
0 ? % Cities
B Athol, Coeur d'Alene, Dalton Gardens, Hauser, Hayden Lake, Hayden, Huetter, Post Falls,
/ ¢ Rathdrum, State Line

Historic Fire Perimeters Total wildfire ounty All Hazard Mitigation Plan WAldjlmAM;ugfuim Muonsll
YEAR e 1| Action Status

2000 mitigation
2001

~ £ 2002 actions:
0 2003
2004 29
XY 2005
R 2006
. (ol 2001

O3 (BTe | Mt f-Reservationf  oF

- A majority of the
Y proposed mitigation
Upper Spokane Watershed octions are not
location specific and
Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities can be found in the
W Low £ Counties i the county AHMPs.
B Low-Moderate 3 Reservations Is #3
3 Moderate = Intorstato r
3 Moderate-High — State Highway el
B High - U:S.mey ,I: oy 57
0 35 ; Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers reg <
—— Miles O Watershed I Lokes e 1
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| Upper Spokane

Risk Rank: M

Introduction

1 POl TR H dari

Areas of concentrated population within the Upper Sp
are Athol, Coeur d'Alene, Dalton Gardens, Hauser, Hayden Lake, Hayden, Huetter,
Post Falls, Rathdrum and State Line,

What is the risk?

An earthquake within the watershed has a moderate potential to cause damage to
the life and property of those within these areas. There are also 21 miles of canals
and 3 levees that are receptive to seismic disturbances.

There are 0 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault.

*0 out of the 1 counties within the Upper Spokane watershed identified seismic as
their number one hazard.

0 out of the 1 counties within the Upper Spokane watershed identified seismic as
their number two hazard.

«0 out of the 1 counties within the Upper Spokane watershed identified seismic as
their number three hazard.

Counties and Tribes

Kootenai

Cities

Athol, Coeur d'Alene, Dalton dens, Hauser, Hayden Lake, Hayden, , Post
Falls, Rathdrum, State Line

Subbasin Metrics
Area (sq. miles) 562
Population (2010) 99,092
Miles of Stream 394
[©iles of Canal 21
Min. Elevation (ft) 1,716
Max. Elevation (ft) 5,643
Est. Facilities Near Fault | 0
% Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault I 0%
Subbasin Ownershi|
Owner Type |% Subbasin Area
Private 50%)
Federal 9%
Reservation/ BIA 0%,
State 5%|
Out of Idaho 37%|

Ground Acceleration
Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are

Low 69%
Low-Moderate 31%
Moderate 0%
Moderate-High O%‘
High 0%

Total seismic
mitigation
actions:

3

A majority of the proposed
mitigation actions are not
location specific and con
be found in the the county
AHMPs.
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LN A TR A ] Weiser |
Hellll'st \Claniyid!n Reservoir, = EJC}’?hO oy J —
C aUpper Payeotte llake )
W et ) f PP - 7 7 Risk Rank: H 4
; A < . (B Introduction Area (sq. miles) 1,683
K 2 Arecas of d lation within the hed boundaries are Council, C: dy dvale and Population (2010) 6,771
o 3 Weiser. There are 6,771 total people who live within the watershed, of which 1,055 are at risk of floodi
Xt 4 o i A 3 Half of the watershed is privately owned. ml:es o: ZKrealm 3,932
. - y . iles of Canal 243
L v/ i A e Payehtenl ake What Is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 2,093
v 2 4 F The Weiser River is an unregulated stream that floods larl Iting in flood d: to inf - .
i’ A\ 2 il and agricultural properties near the City of Weiser. According to county AHMP, there have been 3 reports May. Elevation (ft) 8,114
"l y 3 ',vL f'\ of significant flooding events within the watershed in recent history. Flood hazards include seasonal high Dams of Concern 18
AP o ¥ . ) stream flows that exceed bankfull discharge. There are 18 high or significant hazard dams in the Weiser
) Pop. at Flood Risk 1,055
- € S & / hed. There are 8 par in the NFIP with 64 policies contributing to $62,482 of s 2
L 4an 7 &\ premiums paid in exchange for $9,096,200 of coverage.
3 ! % Z 2 ) »0 out of the 4 counties in the Weiser watershed identified flood as their number one hazard.
2 (g ” o '3 *0 out of the 4 counties in the Weiser watershed identified flood as their number two hazard. Area
&) e = i 4 *3 out of the 4 counties in the Weiser watershed identified flood as their number three hazard. Private 51%|
/:-,' 7 — = Frit) : -\ LIDAR data availability Federal 43%)
) ¢ o LIDAR availability within the Weiser watershed is as follows: [Reservation/BIA 0%
4 / % T i -Payette River and Gem Valley (2011)
e 4 Al -Weiser River Basin (2011) [state 6%
- g = o W) IIRF ==t &3 ) |out of Idaho 0%|
» i =P Conclusion -
,/ B The Weiser watershed is considered to be of high risk b of the pr of hazardous dams, levees ~ NFIP St
3 A and a moderately sized populati d to flood hazard NEIP Policies 64
+ A S an Counties and Tribes Total Coverage $9,096,200
> < & N \ Adams, Gem, Valley, Washington Total Premiums 565,482
Sl R S Cities # Claims 12
et s Cambridge, Coundl, Midvale, Welser -
Washington st } . [Paid Giaims $355,039
2 ! % 4 Total flood mitigation actions: 58
: g A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
-~ not location specific and can be found in the the
county AHMPs.
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feentwn

R )
\ g~ )
‘/ " Payette
S O

Risk Rank: H
Introduction

rface. Areas of

Cambridge, Midvale and Weiser.
What is the risk?

Fires within the Weiser hed have the | to

within the hed.
*3outofthed in the Weiser
*loutofthed in the Weiser
*Ooutofthed ies in the Weiser

Conclusion

Counties and Tribes

Adams, Gem, Valley, Washington
Citles

Cambridge, Council, Midvale, Weiser

Weiser Watershed
Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities
W Low £ Counties
B Low-Moderate 3 Reservations
3 Moderate = Intorstate
3 Moderate -High — State Highway
B High - U:S.mey
0 85 17 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers
——— Miles O3 Watershed 3 Lakes

Hrstoric Fire Perimeters
e R

The Weiser watershed is home to 6,771 people, roughly half of which live in the Wildland Urban
d I} within the Weiser watershed boundaries are Council,

y disrupt life, property and
economic activity. There are 1,757 structures located within the WUI of the Weiser watershed.
Since 2000, 64,104 acres have burned during 156 individual wildfire events. Based on data from
the Idaho Forest Action Plan (2010), the Weiser watershed has 2% low risk, 0.7% low-moderate
risk, 21% moderate risk, 33.9% moderate-high risk and 41.4% high risk of wildfire to the

d identified wildfire as their number one hazard.
d identified wildfire as their number two hazard.
hed identified wildfire as their number three hazard.

In the Weiser watershed, the communities are at a high risk to wildfire. The historic fires have
been moderately sized and could continue to threaten life and property in the future.

Total wildfire
mitigation
actions:

11

A majority of the
proposed mitigation
actions are not
location specific and
can be found in the
the county AHMPs.




Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio

265 |Page

‘ 'Payette r—J :

Weiser

Risk Rank: H

Introduction

What is the risk?

levees that are ptive to

number one hazard.
number two hazard.

number three hazard.

Counties and Tribes

Adams, Gem, Valley, Washington
Cities

Cambridge, Council, Midvale, Weiser

*0 out of the 4 counties within the Weiser

hed identified sei:

Areas of concentrated population within the Weiser watershed boundaries are
Council, Cambridge, Midvale and Weiser.

An earthquake within the watershed has a high potential to cause damage to the life
and property of those within these areas. There are also 243 miles of canals and 12

There are 16 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault.

as their

JUSGS Ground
=3

0 6.5 13
— Miles

Weiser Watershed

QuaternacyFaults 48 goc

0 Watershed

Historical Epicenters

AGE (yrs) = Interstate Moment Magnituas
= %0 A FireStaions g S ohway @: .,:
f 15,000 o+ Hosptals - us Highway !

= <130.000 @ PoliceStations & Lokes @ss1.60

- «750,000 - Rvers .

F a.800000 & Sehoois &3 Counties ? iz: 2:
j—Lavees ® Bridges B Reservations o ,0y. 5%

[— Canals Darrs. A cies ® 180400

Acceleration Map

[Groma Accelermen
Low

0 out of the 4 counties within the Weiser watershed identified seismic as their

*0 out of the 4 counties within the Weiser watershed identified seismic as their

Total seismic
mitigation
actions:
22

A majority of the proposed
mitigation actions are not
location specific and con
be found in the the county
AHMPs.

Subbasin Metrics
Area (sq. miles) 1,683
Population (2010) 6,771
Miles of Stream 3,932
I©iles of Canal 243
Min. Elevation (ft) 2,093
Max. Elevation (ft) 8,114
Est. Facilities Near Fault | 16

% Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault | 100%

Subbasin Ownership
Owner Type |% Subbasin Area

Private 51%)
Federal 43%
Reservation/ BIA 0%
State 6%
Out of Idaho 0%
Ground Acceleration
Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
Low 0%
Low-Moderate 46%
Moderate 54%
Moderate-High 0%
High 0%

[County All Hazard M
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Willow Watershed

Current LIDAR  CIWatershed ® Dams
Proposed LIDAR == Levees == Interstate
A Ciues — Canals — State Highway
EIReservations £ Lakes == US. Highway
ElCounties — Rivers ® Bridges

LIDAR data availability

LiDAR availability within the Weiser watershed is as follows:
-Payette River and Gem Valley (2011)
-Weiser River Basin (2011) Rivate 62%
Federal 15%)|
Conclusion Reservation/BIA 1%|
The Willow d's rel ly low | large of private hip and the
presence of @ hazard dam place the watershed into the moderate flood risk category. State 23%
Out of Idaho 0%
Counties and Tribes
Bingham, Bonneville, Caribou, Jefferson NFIP Statistics (2014) |
Citles NFIP Policies 3
Idaho Falls, Ririe Total Coverage $700,000
Total Premiums $1,150
# Claims 1
Paid Claims $35,049

Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Flood
: Ex -
/ \\J?e‘tgng ;5 | Willow
, Risk Rank: M _Subbasin Metrics

Introduction Area (sq. miles) 647
There are 6,290 total people who live within the watershed, of which 128 are at risk of flooding, though Population (2010) 6,290
there are no major areas of concentrated population. The watershed is largely privately owned. Miles of Stream 1437
What is the risk? Miles of Canal 69
There s 1 high or significant hazard dam in the Willow watershed. There are 5 ities partici Min, Elevation (11 2,692
in the NFIP with 3 policies contributing to $1,150 of premiums paid in exchange for $700,000 of g - 3
According to the county AHMPs, the watershed has reported one significant flood event in recent history. Mayx. Elevation (ft) 9,777
*2 out of the 4 counties in the Willow watershed identified flood as their number one hazard. Dams of Concern 1
*0 out of the 4 counties in the Willow watershed identified flood as their number two hazard. Pop. at Flood Risk 128
*1 out of the 4 counties in the Willow watershed identified flood as their number three hazard. p:

____ Subbasin Ownersh| i
[Owner Type |% Subbasin Area

Total flood mitigation actions: 35

A majority of the proposed mitigation actions are
not location specific and can be found in the the
county AHMPs.
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- ounty All Hazard Mitig Plan Flood Mitig: Actions
G e
USGS 13058000 WILLOW CREEK NR RIRIE ID P
A ® discootinued
“| © compiene
P o e
g —cngang
e e Discontinues
% o ——Cempine
4000 T
7. 8
5 NZeE
}:g 3000 o
< o
o o
H 2 °
" 2008 o ©° 3
© ©
3 LS f o O
1000 o ©6,08
g % & 9 om)
® ° ° q
1964 1916 1928 1948 1952 1964 1976 1988 2000




Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio

Wildfire

267 |Page

Yeff
igiienson

e

Palisades Reseryo

1
—————— Miles

Willow Watershed

Communities at Risk of Wildfire A Cities

W Low 3 Counties

B Low-Moderate 3 Reservations
3 Moderate = Intorstate

3 Moderate -High — State Highway
B High == LS. Highway
3 Wildland-Urban Interface = Rivers

3 Watershed 3 Lakes

Risk Rank: M

Introduction

The Willow watershed is home to 6,290 people, a very small amount of which live in or near the
Wildland Urban Interface. Areas of concentrated population within the Willow watershed
boundaries are portions of Idaho Falls and Ririe.

What is the risk?

Fires within the Willow watershed have the potential to severely disrupt life, property and
economic activity. There are 27 structures located within the WUI of the Willow watershed. Since
2000,10,407 acres have burned during 42 individual wildfire events. Based on data from the Idaho
Forest Action Plan (2010), the Willow watershed has 47.5% low risk, 3% low-moderate risk, 14.5%

d risk, 4% mod high risk and 0% high risk of wildfire to the communities within the
watershed.

*loutofthed iesin the Willow hed identified wildfire as their number one hazard.
*2outof thed in the Willow d identified wildfire as their number two hazard.
*loutofthed ies in the Willow d identified wildfire as their number three hazard
Conclusion

Duetoa y small of and property in the WU! and low population

throughout the subbasin, the Willow watershed is at a low risk to wildfire.

Counties and Tribes

Bingham, Bonneville, Caribou, Jefferson
Citles

Idaho Falls, Ririe

Historic Fire Perimeters

NN Total wildfire
o KT 2 mitigation

actions:
36

A majority of the
proposed mitigation
actions are not
location specific and
can be found in the
the county AHMPs.
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Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio Seismic
R | Willow
_Teton - §( . —
Vefferson P sin Metrics
S £ - Risk Rank: H Area (sq. miles) 647
Introduction Population (2010) 6,290
Areas of concentrated population within the Willow Watershed boundaries are Idaho Miles of Stream 1,437
Falls and Ririe. |M™iles of Canal 69
What is the risk? Min. Elevation (ft) 4,692
An earthquake within the watershed has a high potential to cause damage to the life Max. Elevation (ft) 9,777
and property of those within these areas. There are also 69 miles of canals that are Est. Facilities Near Fault l 5
ptive to seismic disturt % Watershed w/in 25 Miesof Faut | 739
There are 5 essential facilities within 25 miles of a quaternary fault, Subbasin Ownershlg
[ T
*0 out of the 4 counties within the Willow watershed identified seismic as their Owner Type 1% Subbasin Area
Private 62%)
number one hazard. -
0 out of the 4 counties within the Willow watershed identified seismic as their Federal 15%
number two hazard. Reservation/ BIA 1%
1 out of the 4 counties within the Willow watershed identified seismic as their State 23%
number three hazard. Outof 1daho 0%
Counties and Tribes
Bingham, Bonneville, Caribou, Jefferson Gmmki“"m'm
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Darrs A ciies e 150.400

Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are

Cities Low 0%
Idaho Falls, Ririe Low-Moderate 0%
Moderate 20%
Moderate-High 80%
High 0%
USGS Ground Acceleration Map||  Total seismic [County All Hazard it Actions|
o T [oromd Acceiermon = O Action Status
Sl o mitigation Pants
o 7 Low-Moderme " © ongang
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- x A mafority of the proposed
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FLOOD REFERENCES

Reference ID

Reference Description

A Watershed Name associated with 8™ field hydrologic units (HUC-8) ranked for flood risk.
B Risk category determined by equation table with inputs and weights developed by IBHS and participating
technical advisory groups (2014).
C Idaho Bureau of Homeland Security (2014). Communication and personal knowledge from staff and technical
advisory groups.

D National Flood Insurance Program statistics retrieved from FEMA (2014).

E Derived from Land Management dataset. IDWR.

F Idaho Administrative Shapefiles retrieved internally at IBHS (2014).

G GIS Area of HUC-8 watersheds rank in the report.

H Derived from High Resolution NHD clipped by HUC 8 boundaries.

I Summed 2010 block population value by watershed. Where blocks were not completely contained by the

watershed, population based on the percent area of the block within the watershed.
] Idaho Bureau of Homeland Security (2014). Developed using existing Q3 and DFIRM data (FEMA 2014),
State Floodplain data from State Hazard Mitigation Plan (IBHS), and Census Block Groups (2010).

K Derived from USGS National Elevation Dataset 10 m tiles (1/3 arc-second).

L Dam Hazard Map package retrieved from IDWR.

M U.S. Geological Survey (2014). Annual peak streamflow. Retrieved from

http://nwis.waterdata.usgs.gov/nwis/peak/

N Flood Hazard Mitigation Projects retrieved internally at IBHS (2014).

(0] Current Idaho LiDAR Boundaries dataset retrieved from Idaho LiDAR Consortium (2014).
Mitigation Completed, discontinued, and ongoing county mitigation actions related to flood. Dataset obtained from most

Actions recently updated County All-Hazard Mitigation Plans (2008-2015). GIS spatial join run between point and line

specific actions and county-wide actions.
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Risk B
Introduction

c

What Is the risk?
c

Conclusion

c

Counties and Tribes
F

Citles
F

Mitigation
Actions

Area (sq. miles)

Population (2010)

Miles of Stream

[Miles of Canal

Min. Elevation (ft)

Max, Elevation (ft)

[Structures in WUI

Historic Fire Events

[Acres Burned (2000-)|
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FIRE REFERENCES

Reference ID

Reference Description

A Watershed Name associated with 8™ field hydrologic units (HUC-8) ranked for wildfire risk.
B Risk category determined by equation table with inputs and weights developed by IBHS and participating
technical advisory groups (2014).
C Idaho Bureau of Homeland Security (2014). Communication and personal knowledge from staff and technical
advisory groups.
D Relative Risk to Communities and Ecosystems from Uncharacteristic Wildfires dataset (2010). Clipped by
HUC-8 watershed boundaries.
E Derived from Land Management dataset. IDWR.
F Idaho Administrative Shapefiles retrieved internally at IBHS (2014).
G GIS Area of HUC-8 watersheds rank in the report.
H Derived from High Resolution NHD clipped by HUC 8 boundaries.
1 Summed 2010 block population value by watershed. Where blocks were not completely contained by the
watershed, population based on the percent area of the block within the watershed.
J Historic Fire Perimeters obtained from fire perimeter data derived from National Fire Interagency Center
(NIFC) databases, USGS GeoMAC, and USGS MTSB datasets. WUI data retrieved from IBHS State Hazard
Mitigation Plan geodatabase (2013).
K Derived from USGS National Elevation Dataset 10 m tiles (1/3 arc-second).
L Fire Hazard Mitigation Projects retrieved internally at IBHS (2014).
Mitigation Completed, discontinued, and ongoing county mitigation actions related to wildfire. Dataset obtained from most
Actions recently updated County All-Hazard Mitigation Plans (2008-2015). GIS spatial join run between point and line

specific actions and county-wide actions.
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MAP

Rank

Introduc
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What

C
Counties
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Cities

F
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and Tribes

Actions

Subbasin Metrics
Area (sq. miles) | G
Population (2010) I
Miles of Stream H
Miles of Canal H
Min. Elevation (ft) K
Max. Elevation (ft) K
Est. Facilities Near Fault I ]
% Watershed w/in 25 Miles of Fault I ]
Subbasin Ownership
Owner Type |% Subbasin Area
Private E
Federal E
Reservation/ BIA E
State El
Out of Idaho E|
Ground Acceleration
Accel. Amoun |%Watershed Are
Low D
Low-Moderate D
Moderate D
Moderate-High D
High D
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SEISMIC REFERENCES

Reference ID

Reference Description

A

Watershed Name associated with 8™ field hydrologic units (HUC-8) ranked for seismic risk.

B

Risk category determined by equation table with inputs and weights developed by IBHS and participating technical
advisory groups (2014).

Idaho Bureau of Homeland Security (2014). Communication and personal knowledge from staff and technical
advisory groups.

United States Geological Survey Peak Ground Acceleration (2014). Clipped by HUC-8 watershed boundaries.

Derived from Land Management dataset. IDWR.

Idaho Administrative Shapefiles retrieved internally at IBHS (2014).

GIS Area of HUC-8 watersheds rank in the report.

Derived from High Resolution NHD clipped by HUC 8 boundaries.

Summed 2010 block population value by watershed. Where blocks were not completely contained by the
watershed, population based on the percent area of the block within the watershed.

Essential Facilities obtained from IBHS State Hazard Mitigation Plan geodatabase (2013). Fault data obtained from
USGS Quaternary Fault (2014), database queried to include only faults 130,000 years and younger. Faults were
buffered by 25 miles.

Derived from USGS National Elevation Dataset 10 m tiles (1/3 arc-second).

United States Geological Survey Peak Ground Acceleration Maps (2014). Clipped by HUC-8 watershed
boundaries.

M

Seismic Hazard Mitigation Projects retrieved internally at IBHS (2014).

Mitigation
Actions

Completed, discontinued, and ongoing county mitigation actions related to seismicity. Dataset obtained from most
recently updated County All-Hazard Mitigation Plans (2008-2015). GIS spatial join run between point and line
specific actions and county-wide actions.
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Glossary of Select Terms:

Boise State University (BSU)

Bureau Land Management (BLM)

Bureau of Indian Affiars (BIA)

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
Idaho Bureau of Homeland Security (IBHS)

Idaho Department of Agriculture (DOA)

Idaho Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ)
Idaho Department of Insurance (DOI)

Idaho Department of Lands (IDL)

Idaho Department of Parks and Recreation (IDPR)
Idaho Department of Water Resources (IDWR)
Idaho Division of Building Safety (DBS)

Idaho Geological Survey (IGS)

Idaho National Laboratory (INL)

Idaho Transportation Department (ITD)

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)
SuperValu, Inc.

United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
United States Bureau of Reclamation (USBR)
United States Department of Agriculture (USDA)
United States Forest Service (USFS)

United States Geological Survey (USGS)
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c.f.s. -Cubic Feet per Second

Canal — A long narrow place that is filled with water and was created by people
so that boats could pass through it or to supply fields, crops, etc., with water.

Claim — A person or entity who believes that he or she has a right to something
such as an amount of money (Regarding a claim related to Flood Insurance).

Coverage — A financial protection provided by a (flood) insurance policy.

Development — The act or process of growing or causing something to grow or
become larger or more advanced (i.e. a developed tract of land; especially one
with improved structures built on it).

Earthquake — A shaking or trembling of the earth that is volcanic or tectonic in
origin.

Epicenter — The part of the earth’s surface that is directly above the place where
an earthquake starts.

Equation — The act or process of being equated; specifically a usually formal
statement of the equality or equivalence of mathematical or logical expressions.

Essential Facility — Within this analysis: School, Hospital, Fire Station or
Emergency Operation Center (EOC).

Fault — A rift, or fracture in the crust of the earth accompanied by a
displacement of one side of the fracture with respect to the other usually in a
direction parallel to the fracture.

Floodplain — Any land area susceptible to being inundated by floodwaters from
any source (FEMA NFIP definition).

Ground Acceleration — A ground motion measurement of ground shaking,
specifically maximum peak ground acceleration; as per a modified Mercalli
intensity scale (USGS criteria).

HUC —Hydrologic Unit Code is the term used by the USGS, and others, to define
the area drained by a river and all its tributaries. HUC's levels generally refer to
the size of basins. HUC's are a nationally consistent watershed dataset
subdivided into 6 levels (12-digit HUC's) and is maintained by the USGS.

Jurisdiction — The authority of a sovereign power to govern, legislate, interpret
and apply law.

LiDAR — Light Detection and Ranging technology that is used to make maps; a
device similar to radar but emits pulsed laser light instead of microwaves to
accurately measure distance.

Methodology — the set of methods, rules, concepts, principals and ideas that are
important for creating the Idaho Multi-Hazard Risk Portfolio.

Mitigation — to make less severe.

NFIP — National Flood Insurance Program.

Ownership — the state or fact of owning real property.

Portfolio — a set of risk maps, assessments and plans presented together.
Premium — the consideration paid for a contract of insurance.

Reservation —an area of land in the U.S. that is kept separate as a place for
Native Americans to live.

Sg Mi. — Square Miles
Subbasin — The area drained by a river and all its tributaries.

Tribe — A group of Native American people that includes many families and
relatives who have the same language, customs and beliefs.

Watershed - The area drained by a river and all its tributaries.

WUI — Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) is an area where structures and
undeveloped lands coincide and are subject to wildfire.

Definitions courtesy of Merriam-Webster http://www.merriam-webster.com
and context. For more information, FEMA publishes a complete registry of Facts,

Acronyms and Terms (FAAT) at
http://www.fema.gov/pdf/plan/prepare/faatlist07 09.pdf




