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Section 1 ï Int roduction, Assurances, Incorporation, and Adoption 

 

1.1 Introduction  

Hazard mitigation is commonly defined as sustained action taken to reduce or eliminate long-term risk to people and 

their property from hazards and their effects. Hazard mitigation planning provides communities with a roadmap to aid 

in the creation and revision of policies and procedures, and the use of available resources, to provide long-term, tangible 

benefits to the community. A well-designed hazard mitigation plan provides communities with realistic actions that can 

be taken to reduce potential vulnerability and exposure to identified hazards.  

 

This Local Hazard Mitigation Plan (LHMP) was prepared to provide sustained actions to eliminate or reduce risk to 

people and property from the effects of natural and man-made hazards. This plan documents Kansas Region I and its 

participating jurisdictions planning process and identifies applicable hazards, vulnerabilities, and hazard mitigation 

strategies. This plan will serve to direct available community and regional resources towards creating policies and 

actions that provide long-term benefits to the community. Local and regional officials can refer to the plan when making 

decisions regarding regulations and ordinances, granting permits, and in funding capital improvements and other 

community initiatives.  

 

Specifically, this hazard mitigation plan was developed to:  

 

¶ Update the 2021 LHMP 

¶ Build for a safer future for all citizens  

¶ Foster cooperation for planning and resiliency 

¶ Identify, prioritize, and mitigate hazards 

¶ Assist with sensible and effective planning and budgeting 

¶ Educate citizens about hazards, mitigation, and preparedness  

¶ Comply with relevant federal requirements  

 

This plan has been designed to be a living document, a document that will evolve to reflect changes, correct any 

omissions, and constantly strive to ensure the safety of all citizens.  

 

1.2 Assurances 

In an effort to reduce natural disaster losses, the United States Congress passed the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 

(DMA 2000) in order to amend the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (Stafford Act).  

DMA 2000 amended the Stafford Act by repealing the previous Mitigation Planning section (409) and replacing it with 

a new Mitigation Planning section (322). Section 322 of the DMA makes the development of a hazard mitigation plan 

a specific eligibility requirement for any local government applying for Federal mitigation grant funds. This LHMP was 

prepared to meet the requirements of the DMA 2000, as defined in regulations set forth by the Interim Final Rule (44 

Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 201.6).   

 

All adopting jurisdictions certify that they will comply with all applicable Federal statutes and regulations during the 

periods for which they receive grant funding, in compliance with 44 CFR 13.11(c), and will amend this plan whenever 

necessary to reflect changes in State or Federal laws and statutes as required in 44 CFR 13.11(d). 

 

This hazard mitigation plan was prepared to comply with all relevant requirements of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster 

Relief and Emergency Assistance Act of 1988, as amended by the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000. This plan complies 

with all the relevant requirements of: 

 

¶ Code of Federal Regulations (44 CFR) pertaining to hazard mitigation planning 

¶ Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) planning directives and guidelines 

¶ Interim final, and final rules pertaining to hazard mitigation planning and grant funding  

¶ Relevant presidential directives  

¶ Office of Management and Budget circulars 
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¶ Any additional and relevant federal government documents, guidelines, and rules.  

 

Additionally, this LHMP has been completed to address all State of Kansas recommendations and requirements 

concerning hazard mitigation planning and the requirements of FEMAôs Local Mitigation Planning Policy Guide, 

including all revisions that went into effect April 11, 2025. 

 

1.3 Authorities 

The LHMP relies on the authorities given to participating jurisdictions by its citizens and encoded in local and state 

law. This plan is intended to be consistent with all policies and procedures that govern activities related to the mitigation 

programing and planning. In all cases of primacy, State of Kansas and local laws, statutes, and policies will supersede 

the provisions of the plan.  

 

1.4 Participating Jurisdictions 

In order to have an approved hazard mitigation plan, DMA 2000 requires that each jurisdiction participate in the 

planning process. Each jurisdiction choosing to participate in the development of the plan was required to meet detailed 

participation requirements, which included the following: 

 

¶ Participation in planning meetings  

¶ Provision of information to support the plan development  

¶ Identification of relevant mitigation actions  

¶ Review and comment on plan drafts 

¶ Fostering the public input process 

¶ Formal adoption of the plan 

 

Based on the above criteria, the following jurisdictions participated in the planning process, and will adopt the approved 

hazard mitigation plan: 

 

Table 1: Kansas Region I Adopting Jurisdictions 

Jurisdiction 
Planning 

Engagement 
Name Title 

Chase County x Scott Wiltse Emergency Manager 

Cedar Point x Dow Wilson City 

Cottonwood Falls x Scott Gumpforty City Manager 

Elmdale x Theresa Simmons Mayor 

Matfield Green x Teresa Talkington City Council Member 

Strong City x Yvonne Kirk Office Manager 

USD #284 ï Chase County x Aaron Doty Superintendent 

Public Wholesale Water Supply District #26 x Matt Markley Operator 

Rural Water District (RWD) x Matt Markley Operator 

Flint Hills Rural Electric Cooperative x Travis Griffin Service Manager 

4 Rivers Electric x Curtis Peterson Manager of Operations 

Geary County x Garry Berges 
Emergency Management 

Director  

Grandview Plaza x Janet Young City Clerk 

Junction City x Kim Zimmerman City Manager 

Milford x Tim Himelick City Clerk 

Cloud County Community College x Jennifer Zabokrtsky Director- Geary Co Campus 

USD #475 ï Geary County x Karl DeArmond Chief Operating Officer 

RWD #1 x Cliff White Operator 

RWD #4 x Jeremie Myers P.W. Director 

RWD #4 ï Dwight x John Niehues Superintendent 

Bluestem Electrical Cooperative x Trice Watts CEO 
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Table 1: Kansas Region I Adopting Jurisdictions 

Jurisdiction 
Planning 

Engagement 
Name Title 

DS&O Electric Cooperative x Craig Augustine Ops Project Manager 

Flint Hills Rural Electric Cooperative x Travis Griffin Service Manager 

4 Rivers Electric Cooperative x Curtis Peterson Manager of Operations 

Lyon County x Jarrod Fell Emergency Manager 

Admire x Wendy Linsey City Clerk 

Allen x Tammy Hopper City Clerk 

Americus x Janis Smart City Clerk 

Bushong x Renee Penn City Clerk 

Emporia x Trey Cocking City Manager 

Hartford x Chris Botterill City Clerk 

Neosho Rapids x Haley Rhoads City Clerk 

Olpe x Joyce Wilson City Clerk 

Reading x Carol Ann Higgins City Clerk 

Emporia State University x Jennifer Millburn Emergency Manager 

Flint Hills Technical College x Caron Daugherty President 

USD #251 ï North Lyon County x Robert Blair Superintendent 

USD #252 ï Southern Lyon County x Ryan Muhlig Superintendent 

USD #253 - Emporia x Dr. Allison Harder Superintendent 

Coffey County RWD 2 x Mike Riley Operations Manager 

RWD 1 x Jonathan Seimears Operations Manager 

RWD 2 x Jonathan Seimears Operations Manager 

RWD 3 x Matt Brinkman Operations Manager 

RWD 4 x Jaime Seimears Operations Manager 

RWD 5 x Jonathan Seimears Operations Manager 

Flint Hills Rural Electric Cooperative x Amanda Gutierrez Staff 

4 Rivers Electric Cooperative x Zach Peak Supervisor 

Morris County  x Brett Samuels Emergency Manager 

Council Grove x Nick Jones City Administrator 

Dwight x Pam Goss Mayor 

White City x Ryan Young Mayor 

Wilsey x Jeff Falter Mayor 

USD #417 ï Morris County x Tyson Eslinger Superintendent 

USD #481 ï Rural Vista x Darlene Griffiths Superintendent 

Diamond Creek Watershed Joint District #61 x Ben Barr Director 

Lyon Creek Watershed x George Poland Director 

Rock Creek Watershed Joint District #84 x George Shellenberger Director 

RWD x Steve Euler Director 

DS&O Electric Cooperative x Craig Augustine Ops Project Manager 

Flint Hills Rural Electric Cooperative x Travis Griffin Service Manager 

4 Rivers Electric x Curtis Peterson Manager of Operations 

Pottawatomie County x Jennifer Merrow  Emergency Manager 

Belvue x James Horack Mayor 

Emmett x Michelle Newman City Clerk 

Havensville x Stacy Rempe City Clerk 

Louisville x Bobby Benton Mayor 

Olsburg x Jeannie Johnson City Clerk 

Onaga x Sarah McKinsey City Clerk 

St. George x Elizabeth Wagoner City Clerk 

St Maryôs x Maurice Cordell City Manager 

Wamego x Stacey Eichem City Manager 

Westmoreland x Waide Purvis Mayor 

Wheaton x Terry Force Mayor 
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Table 1: Kansas Region I Adopting Jurisdictions 

Jurisdiction 
Planning 

Engagement 
Name Title 

USD #320 ï Wamego x Scott Meitler Asst Superintendent 

USD #321 ï Kaw Valley x Kerry Lacock Superintendent 

USD #322 ï Onaga / Havensville / Wheaton x Cathi Wilson Superintendent 

USD #323 ï Rock Creek x Joan Simoneau Superintendent 

USD #384 ï Blue Valley x Caitlin Combest Principal 

RWD  #2 x Marcelino Albuerne Manager 

RWD #3 x Stacy Rempe Manager 

RWD #4 x Keith Murphy Manager 

Bluestem Electric COOP x Trice Watts CEO 

Nemaha-Marshall Electric Cooperative x Kathleen OôBrien General Manager 

Riley County x Laurie Harrison  Emergency Manager 

Leonardville x Deandra Anderson City Clerk 

Manhattan x Scott French Fire Chief 

Ogden x Angela Schnee City Clerk 

Randolph x Patricia Booth City Clerk 

Riley x Josie Bulk City Clerk 

Kansas State University x Rickie Blume Emergency Manager 

USD #378 ï Riley County x Erin Flair Superintendent 

USD #383 ï Manhattan / Ogden x Michele Jones Director of Health and Safety 

USD #384 ï Blue Valley x Rex Boley Superintendent 

Bluestem Electric COOP x Mike Morton Operations Manager 

Flint Hills Rural Electric Cooperative x Travis Griffin Service Manager 

Sunflower Electric x Tyler Norris Operations Manager 

Wabaunsee County x Amy Terrapin  Emergency Manager 

Alma x Ken Smith Mayor 

Alta Vista x Ryan Armbrust Mayor 

Eskridge x Terry Cook Mayor 

Harveyville x Dustin Kuntz Mayor 

Maple Hill x Casey Cain Mayor 

McFarland x Ron Nehring Mayor 

Paxico x Lisa McCue Mayor 

USD #329 ï Wabaunsee Schools x Dr. Troy Pitsch Superintendent 

USD #330 ï Mission Valley x Bill Clark Superintendent 

RWD #1 x Philip Todd Manager 

RWD #2 x Greg Dekat Assistant Manager 

Tri-County Drainage District x Doyle Pearl Board Member 

Bluestem Electric COOP x Jerod Chaffee Manager of Line Ops 

Flint Hills Rural Electric Cooperative x Travis Griffin Service Manager 

4 Rivers Electric Cooperative x Curtis Peterson Manager of Operations 

 

1.5 Hazard Mitigation Plan Incorporation  and Integration 

This hazard mitigation plan is an overarching document that is both comprised of, and contributes to, various county 

and local codes, plans, reports, and studies. The integration of these can provide the following community benefits: 

 

¶ Align community goals, objectives, and prime concerns 

¶ Avoid lost opportunities  

¶ Eliminate duplication of effort 

 

Kansas Region I and participating jurisdictions will continue to actively work on incorporating elements of this hazard 

mitigation plan into any relevant plan, code or ordinance revision or creation. Whenever possible, participating 
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jurisdiction will use existing plans, policies, procedures, and programs to aid in the implementation of identified hazard 

mitigation actions.  

 

On a local level, hazard mitigation plans can be integrated into various planning documents and initiatives to ensure a 

comprehensive and coordinated approach to reducing the impact of hazards. Local level plans where hazard mitigation 

strategies will be integrated, as and when appropriate, include: 

 

¶ General Plans: Helps guide long term community development to ensure future resilience against identified 

hazards. 

¶ Threat and Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment: Utilizes information from the LHMP to understand 

the specific threats and hazards that may impact the community. This informs the development of strategies 

and resource allocation for emergency management capabilities, ensuring that the community is well-prepared 

to respond effectively. 

¶ Comprehensive Land-Use Plans: Helps guide the development and zoning decisions in a way that minimizes 

vulnerability to hazards. This includes avoiding construction in high-risk areas and encouraging resilient 

building practices. 

¶ Emergency Operations Plans: Contributes to detailing specific actions to be taken before, during, and after 

disasters to reduce vulnerability and enhance community resilience. 

¶ Transportation Plans: Helps ensure the resilience of transportation infrastructure to hazards such as floods, 

and earthquakes. This may involve designing infrastructure to withstand extreme weather events. 

¶ Infrastructure Master Plans:  Contributes to the design, construction, and maintenance of critical 

infrastructure, such as water supply systems, roads, bridges, and utility networks. 

¶ Community Development Plans: Helps ensure that new development projects align with hazard resilience 

goals. This may involve establishing building codes that prioritize hazard-resistant construction. 

¶ Open Space and Recreation Plans: Provides for the consideration of green infrastructure and open spaces for 

flood control, wildfire buffers, and other hazard mitigation purposes. 

¶ School Emergency Plans: Enhances the safety and resilience of educational facilities. This may involve 

retrofitting buildings, establishing evacuation routes, and conducting regular drills. 

¶ Public Health Preparedness Plans: Addresses potential health risks associated with hazards. This includes 

planning for medical surge capacity, disease prevention, and healthcare facility resilience. 

 

Specifically, the following detail where previous Kansas Region I LHMPs were utilized for the following jurisdictional 

plans: 

 

¶ Chase County: County Emergency Operations Plan 

¶ Geary County: County Emergency Operations Plan 

¶ Lyon County: County Emergency Operations Plan 

¶ Morris County: County Emergency Operations Plan 

¶ Pottawatomie County: County Emergency Operations Plan 

¶ Riley County: County Emergency Operations Plan 

¶ Wabaunsee County: County Emergency Operations Plan 

 

Integrating hazard mitigation with FEMA programs and initiatives provides many benefits to Kansas Region I 

participating jurisdictions. These benefits include a streamlined planning and funding process for hazard mitigation 

projects, enhanced community resilience from the leveraging of federal programs to create a holistic approach to 

resilience, broad based data sharing allowing for an improved understating of community risk, and enhanced funding 

opportunities where jurisdictions can leverage multiple sources of federal funding to implement hazard mitigation 

actions. Programs currently being integrated into the LHMP include: 
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National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP): 

¶ NFIP: The NFIP is a federal program, managed by FEMA, which exists to provide flood insurance for property 

owners in participating communities, to improve floodplain management practices, and to develop maps of 

flood hazard areas. 

¶ Community Rating System (CRS): NFIPôs CRS incentivizes communities to go beyond minimum floodplain 

management standards to reduce flood risk. Communities earn CRS points for implementing flood hazard 

mitigation activities, which can result in lower flood insurance premiums for residents. Hazard mitigation 

planning can guide communities in adopting flood-specific measures that qualify for CRS points. 

¶ Building Standards: NFIP policies encourage communities to adopt and enforce building standards to minimize 

flood damage. By integrating hazard mitigation planning, communities can identify and prioritize infrastructure 

improvements that meet or exceed NFIP standards, especially in areas vulnerable to flooding. 

¶ Floodplain Management Plans: Developing comprehensive floodplain management plans as part of hazard 

mitigation planning can support NFIP compliance while addressing risks specific to community needs. 

 

Hazard Mitigation Assistance (HMA) Grants 

¶ Planning Support: FEMAôs HMA grant programs provide funding for hazard mitigation plans. These plans can 

help identify, prioritize, and implement mitigation projects that reduce risk and align with FEMAôs overall 

resilience goals. 

¶ Eligible Project Types: HMA grants fund a variety of projects (e.g., retrofitting infrastructure, elevating 

buildings, property acquisitions) that can align with community-specific hazard mitigation goals. By aligning 

local hazard mitigation strategies with HMA-eligible project types, communities can maximize available 

funding to address critical risks. 

¶ Funding Integration with Local Mitigation Projects: Communities can leverage HMA grants to implement local 

mitigation projects that align with broader hazard mitigation goals. For example, using FMA funds to reduce 

flood risk in NFIP-insured properties or leveraging funds for innovative infrastructure resilience projects. 

Threat and Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment (THIRA) 

¶ Comprehensive Risk Identification: THIRA provides a structured approach for communities to identify and 

prioritize their risks based on a full spectrum of hazards, including natural and human-caused events. Integrating 

hazard mitigation planning with THIRA enables communities to address multi-hazard risks with targeted 

mitigation strategies. 

¶ Capability Targets Alignment: THIRA also helps communities identify capability gaps and set targets for 

resilience. Hazard mitigation plans can use these targets to outline mitigation actions that align with capability-

building priorities, such as improving emergency response infrastructure or fortifying lifeline systems. 

¶ Unified Risk and Capability Assessments: By integrating hazard mitigation planning with the THIRA process, 

communities can develop a more cohesive picture of their risk and capability needs, allowing for more focused 

and impactful use of FEMA resources across initiatives. 

 

Integration of hazard mitigation into these various plans ensures that resilience efforts are embedded in the broader 

fabric of community development. Coordination and collaboration among different sectors and stakeholders are 

essential for the successful implementation of hazard mitigation strategies on the local level. Plan incorporation and 

integration is crucial for creating a cohesive and coordinated approach to address various aspects of hazard mitigation. 

All participating jurisdictions utilize similar internal procedures for plan incorporation and integration. The following 

represent commonly utilized methods: 

 

¶ Cross-Referencing: Identify and cross-reference relevant sections of different plans and policies. This involves 

explicitly noting connections between the goals, strategies, and actions outlined in one plan with those in others.  

¶ Consistency Checks: Conduct consistency checks to ensure that the language, objectives, and strategies in 

different plans and policies align with each other.  
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¶ Joint Planning Committees: Establish joint planning committees or task forces that involve representatives 

from different departments or agencies responsible for various plans (for example, the MPC). These committees 

facilitate communication, collaboration, and the coordination of planning efforts across sectors. 

¶ Collaborative Workshops and Meetings: Organize collaborative workshops and meetings to bring together 

stakeholders involved in different planning processes (as seen in the planning meetings for the LHMP). These 

forums provide an opportunity for stakeholders to share information and discuss common goals. 

¶ Alignment with State and Regional Plans: Ensure that local plans align with broader regional and state plans. 

This involves considering regional and state priorities and incorporating them into local planning efforts to 

create a harmonized approach to development. 

¶ Data Sharing and Analysis: Share relevant data among planning efforts and conduct joint data analysis. This 

helps in creating a common understanding of the challenges and opportunities, facilitating evidence-based 

decision-making across different plans. 

¶ Unified Implementation Strategies: This involves identifying common actions and initiatives that contribute 

to the achievement of multiple goals outlined in various plans.  

 

1.6 Plan Adoption  

This plan was submitted to the Kansas Division of Emergency Management (KDEM) and FEMA Region VI I prior to 

adoption (approval pending adoption protocol). This methodology allows for a single plan adoption by participating 

jurisdictions in the event of plan revisions during the review and approval process. Upon review and approved pending 

adoption status by FEMA Region VI I, adoption resolutions will be signed by the participating jurisdictions. FEMA 

approval documentation and jurisdictional adoption resolutions may be found in Appendix A.  

 

Administration and oversight of the hazard mitigation program is the responsibility of KDEM and Kansas Region I 

Emergency Managers. The plan will be reviewed annually and will be updated every five years, or as required by 

changing hazard mitigation regulations or guidelines.   
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Section 2 ï Documentation of the Planning Process 
 

2.1 Guiding Principle 

The guiding principle for the creation and utilization of this LHMP is as follows: 

 

¶ Through partnerships among all local jurisdictions, identify and reduce the vulnerability to natural hazards to 

protect the health, safety, quality of life, environment, and economy of the diverse communities within Kansas 

Region I. 

 

2.2 Planning Process 

The process established for this planning effort is based on the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 planning and update 

requirements and the FEMA associated guidance for local hazard mitigation plans (Local Mitigation Planning Policy 

Guide (FP 206-21-0002), effective April 11, 2025). To accomplish this, the following planning process methodology 

was followed: 

 

¶ Inform, invite, and involve other mitigation plan stakeholders throughout the state, including federal agencies, 

state agencies, regional groups, businesses, non-profits, underserved communities, and local emergency 

management organizations. 

¶ Creation of a Mitigation Planning Committee (MPC) to codify and guide the planning process. 

¶ Develop the planning and project management process, including methodology, review procedures, details 

about plan development changes, interagency coordination, planning integration, and the organization and 

contribution of stakeholders. 

¶ Creation of a multi-pronged outreach strategy to engage stakeholders. 

¶ Conduct a thorough review of all relevant current and historic planning efforts. 

¶ Conduct a review of all related and relevant state and local plans for integration and incorporation. 

¶ Collect data on all related state plans and initiatives, local plansô hazard risk, local plansô mitigation strategies 

and actions, critical facilities and community lifelines, flood plains, Repetitive Loss/Severe Repetitive Loss 

properties, hazard events, on-going and completed mitigation actions, and mitigation program changes since 

the development of the previous plan.  

¶ Complete a risk and vulnerability assessment using data from the FEMA and other federal and state agency 

resources. Analyses were conducted at the state level, county by county, of state-owned facilities, and county 

by county drawing on local assessments. 

¶ Develop and update the capability assessment of Kansas Region I and all participating jurisdictions. 

¶ Develop a comprehensive mitigation strategy effectively addressing Kansas Region Iôs hazards and mitigation 

program objectives. This included reviewing pre and post disaster policies and programs, identifying 

objectives and goals, identifying mitigation actions and projects, and assessing mitigation actions and 

projects.  

¶ Determination and implementation of a plan maintenance cycle, including a timeline for plan upgrades and 

improvements.  

 

The following figure summarizes these steps: 
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Figure 1: Planning Process 

 
                 Source: FEMA 

 

2.3 Project Timeline 

The Kansas Region I LHMP review and revision process began in December 2024, with the first public meeting held 

in January 2025. The following figure indicates the planning stages completed as part of this process:  

 

Figure 2: Project Planning Stages 

 
 

2.4 Plan Organization 

This LHMP is both a reference document and an action plan. It has information and resources to educate readers and 

decision-makers about hazard events and related issues and a comprehensive strategy that participating jurisdictions, 

stakeholders, and community members can follow to improve resilience. This LHMP is composed of the following 

sections: 

 

¶ Section 1 - Introduction, Assurances, Incorporation, and Adoption: Details the regulatory framework for 

plan development, participating jurisdictions, how the plan will be incorporated into other planning 

mechanisms, and adoption requirements. 

¶ Section 2 ï Planning Process: Outlines the steps taken to complete this LHMP, the people involved in its 

creation, strategies to invite public participation, and technical and planning resources utilized in completing 

this plan. 
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¶ Section 3 - Regional Profile and Development Trends: Details demographic information, vulnerable 

populations, critical facility and community lifeline information, and agricultural data.  

¶ Section 4 ï Capability Assessment: Provides a comprehensive evaluation of existing abilities to effectively 

mitigate hazards and manage disaster risks. This assessment involves analyzing the community's current 

resources, policies, programs, and systems to determine how well it can implement mitigation strategies. 

¶ Section 5 - Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment: Describes the hazards that can impact the planning 

area, including extent, previous occurrences, changing conditions, and vulnerabilities.   

¶ Section 6 - Mitigation Strategy:  Outlines the specific actions, policies, and projects designed to reduce or 

eliminate the risks and impacts of hazards on a community. These strategies are developed based on the findings 

from the hazard identification and risk assessment phases and are tailored to address the unique vulnerabilities 

and capabilities of the community. 

¶ Section 7 - Plan Maintenance: Summarizes plan maintenance responsibilities, monitoring and update 

requirements, and opportunities for continued public involvement. 

¶ Appendices: Provides supplementary detailed information and supporting documents. The appendices serve to 

enhance the main content by offering further clarification, data, and documentation that support the planning 

process and implementation. 

 

2.5 2025 Plan Update 

In undertaking this planning effort, Kansas Region I determined that wide variances in planning format and data do not 

allow for effective continuous planning. To provide planning continuity every effort was made during this plan update 

to adhere as closely as possible to elements of the previous LHMP. As such, the level of analysis and detail included in 

this risk assessment is cumulative, allowing participating jurisdictions to have a robust base to further mold and improve 

their mitigation strategies over the next five years.  

 

As part of this planning effort, each section of the previous mitigation plan was reviewed based on current and available 

data. The plan was reviewed against the following elements: 

 

¶ Compliance with the current regulatory environment 

¶ Completeness of data 

¶ Correctness of data 

¶ Capability differentials 

¶ Current regional environment 

 

Based on the above criteria, each section of the previous LHMP was revised as required. In addition to data revisions, 

the format and sequencing of the previous plan was updated for ease of use and plan clarity. Key updated elements from 

the previous LHMP include:   

 

¶ Expanded definition and discussion of underserved communities and vulnerable populations. 

¶ Updated goals and objectives, including a new goal and objectives. 

¶ Updated critical facilities and community lifelines list. 

¶ Expanded detailing of historic hazard occurrences. 

¶ Updated mapping using newly available data. 

¶ Updated county and jurisdictional capabilities assessment. 

¶ Integration of relevant revised plans. 

¶ Updated mitigation actions, including progress on previous actions. 

 

2.6 Mitigation Planning Committee 

Project initiation began with the selection of a Mitigation Planning Committee (MPC), consisting of the Kansas Region 

I emergency manager and representative staff from each participating jurisdiction. From project inception to completion, 
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the MPC was notified at each major plan development milestone through a combination of meetings and electronic 

communication. In general, all MPC members were asked to participate in the following ways:  

 

¶ Attend and participate in meetings 

¶ Assist with the collection of data 

¶ Assure the accuracy and completeness of data 

¶ Assist with the revision and development of mitigation actions 

¶ Review planning elements and drafts 

¶ Integrate hazard mitigation planning elements with other planning mechanisms 

 

As an additional responsibility, MPC members helped establish project operating procedures and timelines, and assisted 

with the establishment of project milestones. 

 

The following table represents members of the MPC: 

 

Table 2: MPC Members 

Jurisdiction Name Title  

Chase County Scott Wiltse Emergency Manager 

Geary County Gary Berges  Emergency Manager 

Lyon County Jarrod Fell  Emergency Manager 

Morris County Brett Samuels Emergency Manager 

Pottawatomie County Jennifer Merrow Emergency Manager 

Riley County Russel Stukey  Emergency Manager 

Wabaunsee County  Amy Terrapin Emergency Manager 

KDEM Stephanie Goodman State Hazard Mitigation Officer  

KDEM Mike Ahlf Mitigation Planner 

KDEM Dirk Christian Planning and Mitigation Bureau Director 

KDEM JD Mersman Regional Coordinator 

 

2.7 Participating Stakeholders 

Kansas Region I acknowledges that effective hazard mitigation planning should involve a diverse group of stakeholders, 

including government agencies, private sector entities, private non-profit organizations, quasi-governmental authorities, 

and special districts. The coordination and cooperation of these stakeholders assists with all aspects of plan 

development, including: 

 

¶ Data collection 

¶ Hazard and risk analysis 

¶ Capability assessment 

¶ Mitigation action review, revision, and development 

¶ Plan implementation 

 

These participating stakeholders were contacted directly by MPC members via phone and email during the entirety of 

the planning process concerning plan progress and meeting information (including remote meeting login information 

and in person meeting address and time when applicable), and included: 

 

¶ Local and regional agencies involved in hazard mitigation activities. 

¶ Agencies that have the authority to regulate development. 

¶ National Flood Insurance Program coordinators. 

¶ Neighboring communities. 

¶ Representatives of business, academia, and other private organizations. 
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¶ Non-profit and community-based organizations who work to provide support to socially vulnerable and 

underserved communities.  

 

Emphasis was placed on inviting local building departments, who played a critical role in creating and reviewing this 

LHMP. Their expertise was used to help identify local vulnerabilities and develop building-related mitigation measures. 

Additionally, jurisdictional NFIP coordinators played a key role in mitigation planning at the community level. These 

coordinators were actively engaged and for their expertise on flood risk, mitigation strategies, and NFIP compliance. 

Information concerning building codes, NFIP participation, and building and NFIP representatives may be found in 

Section 4. While not all of these organizations attended meetings, each was actively courted to provide information, 

data, and feedback as necessary and as related to their areas of expertise. 

 

The following provides a list of all coordinating stakeholders involved in the development of this LHMP: 

 

¶ Participating jurisdiction building department (as applicable) 

¶ Participating jurisdiction NFIP Coordinators 

¶ County school districts 

¶ County higher education providers 

¶ Regional utility providers 

¶ Neighboring regional county emergency managers (note, all surrounding regions have recently completed the 

LHMP planning process) 

¶ County chambers of commerce 

¶ Regional non-profit response coordinators 

¶ Regional and county hospitals 

¶ Kansas Department of Agriculture 

¶ Kansas Department of Aging and Disability Services 

¶ Kansas Department of Health and Environment 

¶ Kansas Department of Transportation 

¶ Kansas Department of Wildlife and Parks 

¶ Kansas Division of  Emergency Management 

¶ Kansas Fire Marshal 

¶ Kansas Historical Society 

¶ National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

¶ National Weather Service (NWS) 

¶ United States Army Corps of Engineers  

¶ United States Census Bureau 

¶ United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) 

¶ United States Geological Survey (USGS) 

¶ University of Wisconsin SILVIS Labs 

¶ FEMA 

¶ KDEM 

 

Please note that not all of these entities were able to attend planning meetings, and were either directly contacted or 

informally utilized  to provide LHMP information. Please see Table 1 for a list of representatives and stakeholders. 

 

2.8 Community Outreach 

As part of the overall planning process, members of the community (the public) were provided with numerous 

opportunities to contribute and comment on the creation and adoption of the plan. For participating jurisdictions, the 
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public was defined as any person with an interest in the resilience and welfare of Kansas Region I. These opportunities 

included:  

 

¶ Kansas Region I Emergency Management  Facebook and webpage updates concerning all hazard mitigation 

activities, survey links, and meeting information. 

¶ Flyers to post to advertised meeting locations and details. 

¶ Online and paper surveys. 

¶ Comment period, along with an online survey,  upon completion of draft plan. 

 

All open public meetings were held at easily accessible community locations. As many participating jurisdictions and 

citizens have limited communications capabilities, meeting notices were placed in high visibility locations, and our 

MPC was asked to conduct a word-of-mouth campaign concerning the planning process to include as many participants 

as possible. The following shows the flyer for the kickoff meeting: 

 

Figure 3: Kansas Region I Hazard Mitigation Plan Kickoff Flyer 

 
 

Along with public meetings, and to help generate community interest and participation, a parallel online outreach 

strategy was undertaken. Because Kansas Region I encompasses many rural communities, an online strategy was 

enacted. This allowed remote and underserved communities to participate fully in the process without having to travel 

long distances. Information concerning the hazard mitigation planning process, along with links to public surveys were 

provided through county emergency management websites and Facebook pages: 
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Figure 4: Example (Wabaunsee County) Emergency Management Website LHMP Information  

 
 

Additionally, throughout the planning process numerous public surveys were released to allow community members to 

provide feedback and input on the LHMP update using a series of guided questions and open comment fields. The 

surveys used Googleôs auto translate feature to provide a host of languages to complete the forms. 
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Figure 5: Kansas Region I Hazard Mitigation Plan Kickoff Survey  

 
 

Input from the general public provided the MPC with a clearer understanding of local concerns, helped confirm 

identified hazards, helped shape proposed mitigation actions, and provided elected 

officials with a guide and tool to set local, regional, and ordinances and regulations. This 

public outreach effort was also an opportunity for adjacent jurisdictions and entities to be 

involved in the planning process. Additionally, as citizens were made more aware of 

potential hazards and the local process to mitigate against their impacts, it was believed 

that they would take a stronger role in making their homes, neighborhoods, schools, and businesses safer from the 

potential effects of natural hazards. Comments and feedback from the surveys are both incorporated in this LHMP and 

are included in Appendix B. 

 

2.9 Planning Meetings 

Numerous in-person meetings were conducted for the 2025 LHMP update, all  held in a publicly accessible locations 

and advertised as open to the public. These meeting were conducted to discuss the mitigation planning process as well 

as gain public support and input for the plan update. The following is a brief synopsis of those meetings.  

 

¶ LHMP  Update Kick-Off and Public Information Meeting ï April 2, 2025: Kansas Region I hosted two in 

person (with a virtual option) kick-off meetings for the MPC, stakeholders, and the public. These meetings 

presented the general structure and timeline for the LHMP process, discussed jurisdictional participation 

requirements, presented data concerning changing demographics, reviewed and discussed identified hazards, 

and presented next steps. Attendees were invited to voice any concerns, ask questions, and provide input on the 

Public Comment: We 

appreciated being 

included in the process. 

. 
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planning process. Additionally, MPC members were tasked with collecting champion contact information from 

participating jurisdictions, informed of their planning roles and responsibilities,  and advised of future data 

collection requirements and participation requirements.  

¶ LHMP Capability Review, and Mitigation Strategy Review Meeting ï June 18, 2025: Kansas Region I 

held two in person (with a virtual option) meetings for the MPC. Attendees reviewed and revised the hazards 

list and vulnerability assessment. MPC members also reviewed the mitigation strategy and previously identified 

and current mitigation actions to ensure they were in-line with the current planning environment.  

¶ LHMP  Update Final Review Meeting ï TBD: Kansas Region I hosted a public final plan review meeting 

(with a virtual option) for the MPC, stakeholders, and the public. At the meeting attendees were invited to voice 

any final concerns, ask questions, and provide input on the mitigation plan update. Additionally, members of 

the public were invited to review a draft copy of the LHMP update posted to jurisdictional and county websites 

for two weeks prior to the final meeting, and prior to its submission to FEMA Region VII. 

 

Formal meetings were supplemented with planning calls and frequent email communications 

 

2.10 Planning Document Resources 

The hazard mitigation plan is an overarching document that is both comprised of, and contributes to, various other 

jurisdictional plans. In creating this plan, all the planning documents identified below were consulted and reviewed, 

often extensively. In turn, when each of these other plans is updated, they will be measured against the contents of the 

hazard mitigation plan.  

 

Below is a list of the various planning efforts, sole or jointly administered programs, and documents reviewed and 

included in this hazard mitigation plan. While each plan can stand alone, their review and functional understanding was 

pivotal in the development of this plan and further strengthens and improves a jurisdictionôs resilience to disasters.  

 

¶ 2020 Kansas Region I Hazard Mitigation Plan: The previous LHMP has been reviewed and is incorporated 

throughout this plan per FEMA requirements. 

¶ 2023 Kansas State Hazard Mitigation Plan: Completed by the KDEM, this plan was utilized to provide the 

framework for hazard mitigation. This plan set a baseline for standards and practices for hazard mitigation 

planning and was used as a resource for information and data. 

¶ Jurisdictional  Comprehensive Plans: These plans, as available, set policies that help the jurisdiction address 

critical issues facing the community, achieve goals based on priority, and coordinate public and private efforts 

for mutual success. They also provide the historical context, background, and current data necessary to 

understand issues and choose solutions as well as seek various forms of funding. 

¶ Jurisdictional Emergency Operations Plans: These plans are used by jurisdictions to develop procedures for 

the protection of personnel, equipment, and critical records to help determine existing established policies that 

ensure the continuity of government and essential services during and after disasters.  

¶ Community Wildfire Protection Plans: Created in collaboration with local governments, fire departments, 

and stakeholders to address the risk of wildfire. The primary goals are to enhance wildfire preparedness, reduce 

the risk of wildfire to life, property, and critical infrastructure, and improve community resilience.  

¶ Participating Jurisdiction Planning and Zoning Documents and Ordinances: These documents were 

reviewed, assessed, and cataloged to compile each participating jurisdictionôs capabilities.   

 

2.11 Technical Resources 

The MPC employed a variety of technical resources during plan development. These technical resources were 

instrumental in completing an accurate vulnerability and risk assessment, and include: 

 

¶ FEMA Digital Flood Insurance Rate Maps: FEMAôs National Flood Hazard Layer data was instrumental in 

mapping floodplain locations and estimating potential flood impacts and loss estimates. 
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¶ FEMA National Risk Index (NRI) : An online mapping application that identifies communities most at risk 

to natural hazards. The mapping service visualizes natural hazard risk metrics and includes data about expected 

annual losses from natural hazards, social vulnerability, and community resilience. The NRI's interactive web 

maps are at the county and Census tract level and made available via GIS services for custom analyses. 

¶ FEMA Resilience Analysis and Planning Tool (RAPT): FEMA and Argonne National Laboratory created 

RAPT to support state, local, tribal, territorial analysis in identifying focus areas for building resilience, 

response, and recovery capabilities. RAPT is a geographic information system web map tool with clickable 

layers of community resilience indicators, infrastructure locations, and hazard data. 

¶ Homeland Infrastructure Foundation-Level Data (HIFLD): A program managed by the U.S. Department 

of Homeland Security that provides authoritative geospatial data for use by government agencies, emergency 

responders, and other authorized users involved in homeland security, emergency management, and critical 

infrastructure protection. The primary goal of HIFLD is to support homeland defense, security, and emergency 

preparedness missions by offering high-quality, reliable geospatial information. 

¶ National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)/National Centers for Environmental 

Information (NCEI):  Provided weather data and historical events occurrence data.  

¶ U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE): Provided dam and flood control data. 

¶ U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA): Provided drought and agricultural data. 

¶ U.S. Geological Survey: Provided geologic hazard occurrence and probability data. 

¶ National Weather Service (NWS): Provided meteorological and storm event occurrence and probability data. 

¶ U.S. Drought Monitor:  Provided drought occurrence and intensity data. 

¶ Kansas Office of State Geologist: Provided data about Kansas Region Iôs geology and seismology. 

¶ FEMA Map Service Center: The official public source for flood hazard information produced in support of 

the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). 

¶ United States Census Bureau: Data concerning populations, socially vulnerable populations, and housing. 

¶ KDEM: LHMP planning guidance and technical support.  
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Section 3 ï Regional Profile and Development Trends 
 

3.1 Introduction  

Data concerning development trends and conditions is of great importance in determining regional and local risk and 

vulnerability to identified hazards, especially in locations which are susceptible to identified hazards. In general, any 

increase in population or development in hazard susceptible areas tends to increase both the risk and the vulnerability 

to that hazard. As such, the information presented in this chapter details relevant population and building statistics for 

each participating jurisdiction in Kansas Region I. This data will then be used to determine and refine potential hazard 

vulnerability in succeeding sections. 

 

3.2 Jurisdictional Maps 

The following map details the location of Kansas Region I and participating counties: 

 

Map 1: Kansas Region I Region 

 
                       Source: State of Kansas 

 

The following maps from the Kansas Department of Transportation detail each participating Kansas Region I County 

along with participating jurisdictions:  
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Map 2: Chase County 

 
      Source: Kansas Department of Transportation 
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Map 3: Geary County 

 
     Source: Kansas Department of Transportation 
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Map 4: Lyon County 

 
                                        Source: Kansas Department of Transportation 
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Map 5: Morris County  

 
      Source: Kansas Department of Transportation 
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Map 6: Pottawatomie County 

 
     Source: Kansas Department of Transportation 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
2025 Kansas Region I Local Hazard Mitigation Plan Update                                                                            24 

 

Map 7: Riley County 

 
 Source: Kansas Department of Transportation 
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Map 8: Wabaunsee County 

 
    Source: Kansas Department of Transportation 

 

3.3 Population Data 

Kansas Region I has seen population growth within the over the 20-year period from 2000 to 2020, as indicated by data 

collected from the United State Census Bureau. The following table, and associated graph, presents population data for 

Kansas Region I:  

 



 
2025 Kansas Region I Local Hazard Mitigation Plan Update                                                                            26 

 

Table 3: Kansas Region I Population Data 

Jurisdiction 

Population Percentage 

Population Change 

2000-2020 

Total Land 

Area  

(Sq. Mi.) 

Population 

Density 2000 2010 2020 

Chase County 3,030 2,783 2,572 -15.1% 778.0 3 

Cedar Point 53 28 22 -58.5% 0.1 275 

Cottonwood Falls 966 903 851 -11.9% 0.6 1,418 

Elmdale 50 55 40 -20.0% 0.2 235 

Matfield Green 60 47 49 -18.3% 0.1 350 

Strong City 584 485 386 -33.9% 0.6 702 

Geary County 27,947 35,240 36,739 31.5% 404.0 91 

Grandview Plaza 1,184 1,560 1,697 43.3% 0.8 2,020 

Junction City 18,886 23,353 22,932 21.4% 11.1 2,059 

Milford 502 530 408 -18.7% 25.1 16 

Lyon County 35,935 33,649 32,179 -10.5% 855.0 38 

Admire 177 156 130 -26.6% 0.3 394 

Allen 211 177 160 -24.2% 26.5 6 

Americus 938 894 776 -17.3% 11.5 67 

Bushong 55 34 27 -50.9% 0.2 180 

Emporia 26,760 24,916 24,139 -9.8% 7.0 3,468 

Hartford 500 371 355 -29.0% 17.3 21 

Neosho Rapids 274 265 229 -16.4% 0.5 449 

Olpe 504 546 519 3.0% 0.7 775 

Reading 247 231 181 -26.7% 10.1 18 

Morris County  6,104 5,918 5,386 -11.8% 703.0 8 

Council Grove 2,321 2,182 2,140 -7.8% 2.0 1,065 

Dunlap 81 30 27 -66.7% 10.8 3 

Dwight 330 272 217 -34.2% 0.2 1,085 

Latimer 21 20 31 47.6% 2.4 13 

Parkerville 73 59 46 -37.0% 0.1 383 

White City 518 618 447 -13.7% 1.9 239 

Wilsey 191 153 139 -27.2% 0.3 496 

Pottawatomie County 18,209 21,728 25,348 39.2% 862.0 29 

Belvue 228 205 177 -22.4% 33.7 5 

Emmett 277 191 170 -38.6% 2.8 60 

Havensville 146 133 119 -18.5% 0.2 793 

Louisville 209 188 131 -37.3% 0.2 873 

Olsburg 192 219 218 13.5% 0.2 1,147 

Onaga 704 702 679 -3.6% 0.6 1,061 

St. George 461 639 1,054 128.6% 0.7 1,528 

St Maryôs 2,198 2,627 2,759 25.5% 1.2 2,338 

Wamego 4,246 4,372 4,841 14.0% 2.3 2,152 

Westmoreland 631 778 740 17.3% 0.5 1,423 

Wheaton 92 95 98 6.5% 0.2 653 

Riley County 62,843 71,553 71,959 14.5% 622.0 116 

Leonardville 398 449 432 8.5% 0.3 1,543 

Manhattan 44,831 52,281 54,100 20.7% 18.8 2,879 

Ogden 1,762 2,087 1,661 -5.7% 1.7 1,001 

Randolph 175 163 159 -9.1% 0.3 636 

Riley 886 939 938 5.9% 0.5 1,954 



 
2025 Kansas Region I Local Hazard Mitigation Plan Update                                                                            27 

 

Table 3: Kansas Region I Population Data 

Jurisdiction 

Population Percentage 

Population Change 

2000-2020 

Total Land 

Area  

(Sq. Mi.) 

Population 

Density 2000 2010 2020 

Wabaunsee County 6,885 7,049 6,877 -0.1% 800.0 9 

Alma 805 832 802 -0.4% 0.6 1,407 

Alta Vista 442 444 409 -7.5% 0.4 1,136 

Eskridge 589 534 439 -25.5% 0.5 844 

Harveyville 267 236 178 -33.3% 0.1 1,369 

Maple Hill 469 620 631 34.5% 0.3 2,524 

McFarland 271 256 272 0.4% 0.2 1,511 

Paxico 211 221 210 -0.5% 0.1 1,500 
Source: US Census Bureau 

 

Graph 1: Kansas Region I County Population Data 

 
Source: US Census Bureau 

 

3.4 Socially Vulnerable and At-Risk Populations 

As a subset of the population data, Kansas Region I has socially vulnerable and at-risk populations, populations that 

may have difficulty with medical issues, poverty, extremes in age, and communications due to language barriers. Several 

principles may be considered when discussing potentially at-risk populations, including:  

 

¶ Not all people who are considered at risk are at risk 

¶ Outward appearance does not necessarily mark a person as at risk 

¶ The hazard event will, in many cases, affect at risk population in differing ways 

The National Response Framework defines at risk populations as "populations whose members may have additional 

needs before, during, and after an incident in functional areas, including but not limited to: maintaining independence, 

communication, transportation, supervision, and medical care."  

 

Identifying socially vulnerable populations is a cornerstone of effective hazard 

mitigation planning because it helps ensure that all community members are protected. 

Socially vulnerable groups often face heightened challenges in preparing for, 

responding to, and recovering from disasters. By recognizing these populations, future 

mitigation efforts can design targeted interventions, such as accessible evacuation routes, culturally appropriate 

communication strategies, and prioritized resource distribution, to reduce risks and improve outcomes.  
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The following tables presents information on potential at risk populations within Kansas Region I and participating 

jurisdictions using 2020 census data: 

 

Table 4: Kansas Region I Vulnerable Population Data 

Jurisdiction 
Population 

Under 5  

Population 

65+ 

Language Other 

Than English  

Living Below 

Poverty Level  

Disability, Under 

the Age of 65  

Chase County 132 632 109 174 303 

Cedar Point 0 2 0 0 0 

Cottonwood Falls 51 221 20 47 91 

Elmdale 12 2 7 13 16 

Matfield Green 0 12 1 27 3 

Strong City 32 91 30 45 50 

Geary County 3,982 2,817 4,575 4,935 5,217 

Grandview Plaza 118 100 328 252 209 

Junction City 2,358 2,128 3,241 3,258 3,761 

Milford 34 115 13 31 99 

Lyon County 1,978 5,043 5,158 5,122 4,312 

Admire 0 20 0 18 15 

Allen 6 31 2 33 19 

Americus 65 124 12 91 79 

Bushong 0 6 0 2 3 

Emporia 1,499 3,475 4,881 4,572 3,404 

Hartford 22 45 1 66 40 

Neosho Rapids 40 45 3 28 18 

Olpe 14 88 0 21 58 

Reading 1 39 6 33 31 

Morris County  284 1,362 190 487 867 

Council Grove 93 475 102 227 289 

Dunlap 0 11 0 0 0 

Dwight 0 46 14 24 49 

Latimer 0 2 0 1 6 

Parkerville 0 11 0 36 7 

White City 50 103 29 106 133 

Wilsey 11 57 8 11 20 

Pottawatomie County 1,860 3,449 804 1,908 2,991 

Belvue 13 11 24 14 21 

Emmett 23 6 0 27 33 

Havensville 11 21 0 19 37 

Louisville 1 49 4 90 41 

Olsburg 5 36 0 14 18 

Onaga 25 312 13 73 70 

St. George 127 43 47 132 84 

St Maryôs 268 427 125 94 323 

Wamego 196 548 218 755 353 

Westmoreland 34 157 3 41 132 

Wheaton 9 5 2 0 8 

Riley County 4,249 6,846 6,841 14,616 8,995 

Leonardville 57 179 10 50 53 

Manhattan 2,762 4,870 5,490 13,164 6,870 

Ogden 103 187 73 214 317 

Randolph 7 32 4 4 319 
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Table 4: Kansas Region I Vulnerable Population Data 

Jurisdiction 
Population 

Under 5  

Population 

65+ 

Language Other 

Than English  

Living Below 

Poverty Level  

Disability, Under 

the Age of 65  

Riley 122 153 26 43 127 

Wabaunsee County 386 1,377 104 386 1,162 

Alma 38 145 6 47 126 

Alta Vista 10 94 39 110 119 

Eskridge 13 98 30 71 153 

Harveyville 1 37 0 19 27 

Maple Hill 16 81 3 24 61 

McFarland 10 60 6 12 34 

Paxico 14 57 2 17 35 
Source: US Census Bureau 

 

Graph 2: Kansas Region I Total Vulnerable Population as Compared to Total Population 

 
Source: US Census Bureau 

 

The Centers for Disease Control's Social Vulnerability Index Map shows the relative social vulnerability of communities 

based on factors such as socioeconomic status, household composition, disability, minority status, language, housing 

type, and transportation access. This map highlights areas where populations may have increased difficulty preparing 

for, responding to, and recovering from the impacts of hazard events. The following map helps identify vulnerable 

populations that may require additional resources and targeted support during mitigation planning and response efforts. 

By integrating this data, participating jurisdictions can prioritize investments, tailor outreach strategies, and ensure 

equitable distribution of resources to reduce disaster impacts on those most at risk. Social Vulnerability Index values 

range from 0 (least vulnerable) to 1 (most vulnerable). The Social Vulnerability Index can also be categorized as follows: 

Very Low (0.0-0.19), Low (0.20-0.39); Moderate (0.40-0.59); High (0.60-0.79); Very High (0.80-1.0): 
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Map 9: FEMA CDC Kansas Region I Social Vulnerability Index Map 

 
                              Source: CDC 

 

A Community Disaster Resilience Zone is a designated area that has been identified as particularly vulnerable to natural 

disasters and other hazards. The goal of establishing such zones is to focus resources, planning efforts, and mitigation 

strategies on areas that need the most support to improve their resilience to disasters. These zones are typically selected 

based on factors such as the frequency and severity of past disasters, the level of community vulnerability, and the 

potential impact of future events. Communities designated as Community Disaster Resilience Zone can receive 

increased financial and technical assistance to plan and implement resilience projects. For example, they are eligible for 

Building Resilient Infrastructure and Communities grant funds at an increased federal cost share of up to 90%, relative 

to the baseline of up to 75%. As of this plan, no communities within Kansas Region I have received this designation. 
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3.5 Regional Population Migration  

Kansas Region I is experiencing consistent population decline as people increasingly migrate from rural areas to urban 

centers. This transformation reflects broader demographic trends witnessed across the United States. Demographic 

research indicates that this migration is occurring due to the following factors:  

 

¶ Economic Opportunity:  A primary driver of the population movement from rural to urban areas is the quest 

for better economic prospects. Large, regional urban centers offer a diverse range of employment opportunities 

in sectors like manufacturing, healthcare, finance, and technology. These opportunities often come with higher 

wages and better access to educational and healthcare facilities compared to rural areas. 

¶ Access to Education and Training: Urban centers are often home to educational institutions, including 

colleges, universities, and vocational schools. Young people from rural areas often migrate to these urban 

settings to pursue higher education and vocational training. This educational mobility is a key factor in the 

rural-to-urban population shift. 

 

The following graph, using data from the Wichita State University Center for Economic Development and Business 

Research Kansas Population Forecast, indicates population projections (potentially due to rural-to-urban migration) for 

Kansas Region I.: 

 

Graph 3: Kansas Region I Population Projection, 2022-2072  

 
Source: Wichita State University Center for Economic Development and Business Research Kansas Population Forecast 

 

3.6 Housing Data 

Closely tracking population data, but tending to lag population changes, housing data is a good indicator of changing 

demographics and growth. The following table and associated graphs, using data from the U.S. Census, present total 

and occupied housing unit information for Kansas Region I and all participating jurisdictions:  
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Table 5: Kansas Region I Housing Data 

Jurisdiction  

2000 2010 2020 2000 - 2020 

Total Occupied Total  Occupied Total Occupied 

Numeric 

Change 

(Total 

Units) 

Percent 

Change 

(Total 

Units)  

Chase County 1,529 1,246 1,175 1,175 1,397 1,056 -132 -8.6% 

Cedar Point 33 24 25 13 20 6 -13 -39.4% 

Cottonwood Falls 426 374 463 463 395 318 -31 -7.3% 

Elmdale 32 25 27 23 18 11 -14 -43.8% 

Matfield Green 29 29 36 24 37 28 8 27.6% 

Strong City 283 250 256 217 233 193 -50 -17.7% 

Geary County 11,959 10,458 14,517 11,379 15,928 13,488 3,969 33.2% 

Grandview Plaza 531 464 788 651 987 789 456 85.9% 

Junction City 8,740 7,482 10,480 9,134 10,920 9,104 2,180 24.9% 

Milford 235 182 254 254 261 168 26 11.1% 

Lyon County 14,757 13,691 15,237 13,303 14,957 13,183 200 1.4% 

Admire 77 71 70 60 59 48 -18 -23.4% 

Allen 94 81 91 77 90 77 -4 -4.3% 

Americus 385 354 386 354 357 324 -28 -7.3% 

Bushong 17 15 16 12 18 16 1 5.9% 

Emporia 11,002 10,247 11,352 9,812 11,232 9,876 230 2.1% 

Hartford 219 202 193 160 185 155 -34 -15.5% 

Neosho Rapids 126 107 119 105 115 91 -11 -8.7% 

Olpe 214 200 239 220 230 205 16 7.5% 

Reading 110 94 105 105 80 80 -30 -27.3% 

Morris County 3,160 2,539 3,206 2,554 2,996 2,294 -164 -5.2% 

Council Grove 1,094 1,003 1,107 991 1,050 912 -44 -4.0% 

Dunlap 29 26 17 17 21 15 -8 -27.6% 

Dwight 154 136 136 117 113 90 -41 -26.6% 

Latimer 11 6 11 9 9 9 -2 -18.2% 

Parkerville 29 19 32 25 21 11 -8 -27.6% 

White City 255 220 279 238 250 199 -5 -2.0% 

Wilsey 93 83 88 66 73 61 -20 -21.5% 

Pottawatomie County 7,311 6,771 8,626 7,878 9,866 9,050 2,555 34.9% 

Belvue 91 79 80 68 69 61 -22 -24.2% 

Emmett 114 97 87 71 72 65 -42 -36.8% 

Havensville 78 60 73 39 59 51 -19 -24.4% 

Louisville 76 76 96 78 78 57 2 2.6% 

Olsburg 84 84 98 85 98 85 14 16.7% 

Onaga 342 289 359 289 324 267 -18 -5.3% 

St. George 194 173 194 194 436 368 242 124.7% 

St Maryôs 811 766 900 836 928 839 117 14.4% 

Wamego 1,708 1,614 1,882 1,758 2,051 1,932 343 20.1% 

Westmoreland 295 270 337 280 313 278 18 6.1% 

Wheaton 39 36 51 34 46 34 7 17.9% 

Riley County 23,397 22,137 28,212 25,522 30,477 26,711 7,080 30.3% 

Leonardville 190 162 195 169 188 161 -2 -1.1% 

Manhattan 17,707 16,981 21,619 20,008 24,342 21,414 6,635 37.5% 

Ogden 855 696 992 823 923 699 68 8.0% 

Randolph 87 81 82 73 78 64 -9 -10.3% 

Riley 364 332 487 487 434 389 70 19.2% 

Wabaunsee County 3,033 2,633 3,227 2,737 3,110 2,659 77 2.5% 
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Table 5: Kansas Region I Housing Data 

Jurisdiction  

2000 2010 2020 2000 - 2020 

Total Occupied Total  Occupied Total Occupied 

Numeric 

Change 

(Total 

Units) 

Percent 

Change 

(Total 

Units)  

Alma 355 320 381 342 357 324 2 0.6% 

Alta Vista 214 187 211 189 202 182 -12 -5.6% 

Eskridge 233 214 233 187 214 179 -19 -8.2% 

Harveyville 110 102 106 93 94 82 -16 -14.5% 

Maple Hill 185 179 217 210 219 207 34 18.4% 

McFarland 115 106 123 93 121 100 6 5.2% 

Paxico 84 78 93 85 89 81 5 6.0% 
Source: US Census Bureau 

 

Graph 4: Kansas Region I Total Housing Units, County Level 

 
Source: US Census Bureau 

 

Graph 5: Kansas Region I Occupied Housing Units, County Level 

 
Source: US Census Bureau 
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Of particular concern when considering housing data is mobile home residences. Data from the NOAA National Severe 

Storms Laboratory reports that people living in mobile homes are especially at risk for injury and death as even anchored 

mobile homes can be seriously damaged when winds gust over 80 miles per hour. Additionally, study data from 

Michigan State University reported that the two biggest factors related to wind event fatalities were housing quality 

(measured by mobile homes as a proportion of housing units) and income level. When a tornadic wind strikes, a county 

with double the number of mobile homes as a proportion of all homes will experience 62% more fatalities than a county 

with fewer mobile homes, according to the study data. The following indicates the percentage of mobile homes for each 

Kansas Region I: 

 

Table 6: Kansas Region I Mobile Home Data 

Jurisdiction  

2000 2010 2020 2000 - 2020 

Total 

Percentage 

of Total 

Housing 

Units 

Total 

Percentage of 

Total 

Housing 

Units 

Total 

Percentage 

of Total 

Housing 

Units 

Numeric Change 

(Total Units) 

Chase County 140 9.2% 137 11.7% 85 6.1% -55 

Cedar Point 5 15.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% -5 

Cottonwood Falls 45 10.6% 30 6.5% 34 8.6% -11 

Elmdale 0 0.0% 1 3.7% 9 50.0% 9 

Matfield Green 4 13.8% 4 11.1% 5 13.5% 1 

Strong City 40 14.1% 51 19.9% 25 10.7% -15 

Geary County 1,503 12.6% 1,481 10.2% 765 4.8% -738 

Grandview Plaza 344 64.8% 429 54.4% 249 25.2% -95 

Junction City 943 10.8% 985 9.4% 349 3.2% -594 

Milford 55 23.4% 81 31.9% 12 4.6% -43 

Lyon County 1,175 8.0% 1,402 9.2% 568 3.8% -607 

Admire 12 15.6% 8 11.4% 27 45.8% 15 

Allen 4 4.3% 20 22.0% 11 12.2% 7 

Americus 93 24.2% 43 11.1% 40 11.2% -53 

Bushong 6 35.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% -6 

Emporia 664 6.0% 783 6.9% 258 2.3% -406 

Hartford 45 20.5% 48 24.9% 42 22.7% -3 

Neosho Rapids 29 23.0% 38 31.9% 33 28.7% 4 

Olpe 27 12.6% 29 12.1% 19 8.3% -8 

Reading 16 14.5% 24 22.9% 5 6.3% -11 

Morris County  281 8.9% 298 9.3% 306 10.2% 25 

Council Grove 120 11.0% 131 11.8% 145 13.8% 25 

Dunlap 7 24.1% 9 52.9% 0 0.0% -7 

Dwight 34 22.1% 11 8.1% 3 2.7% -31 

Latimer 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 

Parkerville 5 17.2% 6 18.8% 1 4.8% -4 

White City 19 7.5% 12 4.3% 31 12.4% 12 

Wilsey 11 11.8% 9 10.2% 5 6.8% -6 

Pottawatomie 

County 
914 12.5% 1,035 12.0% 898 9.1% -16 

Belvue 14 15.4% 16 20.0% 3 4.3% -11 

Emmett 51 44.7% 14 16.1% 40 55.6% -11 

Havensville 8 10.3% 11 15.1% 0 0.0% -8 

Louisville 16 21.1% 34 35.4% 23 29.5% 7 

Olsburg 4 4.8% 9 9.2% 11 11.2% 7 

Onaga 16 4.7% 9 2.5% 6 1.9% -10 



 
2025 Kansas Region I Local Hazard Mitigation Plan Update                                                                            35 

 

Table 6: Kansas Region I Mobile Home Data 

Jurisdiction  

2000 2010 2020 2000 - 2020 

Total 

Percentage 

of Total 

Housing 

Units 

Total 

Percentage of 

Total 

Housing 

Units 

Total 

Percentage 

of Total 

Housing 

Units 

Numeric Change 

(Total Units) 

St. George 66 34.0% 43 22.2% 41 9.4% -25 

St Maryôs 44 5.4% 23 2.6% 16 1.7% -28 

Wamego 109 6.4% 179 9.5% 158 7.7% 49 

Westmoreland 26 8.8% 28 8.3% 17 5.4% -9 

Wheaton 6 15.4% 2 3.9% 9 19.6% 3 

Riley County 1,466 6.3% 1,552 5.5% 1,463 4.8% -3 

Leonardville 5 2.6% 9 4.6% 3 1.6% -2 

Manhattan 683 3.9% 1,751 8.1% 1,193 4.9% 510 

Ogden 180 21.1% 200 20.2% 110 11.9% -70 

Randolph 21 24.1% 19 23.2% 7 9.0% -14 

Riley 6 1.6% 12 2.5% 8 1.8% 2 

Wabaunsee County 202 6.7% 216 6.7% 112 3.6% -90 

Alma 10 2.8% 21 5.5% 6 1.7% -4 

Alta Vista 17 7.9% 2 0.9% 15 7.4% -2 

Eskridge 11 3.0% 23 9.9% 8 3.7% -3 

Harveyville 7 10.0% 9 8.5% 4 4.3% -3 

Maple Hill 4 2.2% 6 2.8% 0 0.0% -4 

McFarland 17 14.8% 19 15.4% 13 10.7% -4 

Paxico 15 17.9% 10 10.8% 2 2.2% -13 
Source: US Census Bureau 

 

The following graph provides trend data for mobile home stock for each participating county: 

 

Graph 6: Kansas Region I  Mobile Homes Trends, County Level 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau 

 

The following graph provides a comparison of mobile home stock to the total housing stock for each participating 

county: 
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Graph 7: Kansas Region I Mobile Homes Compared to Total Housing Stock, County Level 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau 

 

3.7 Valuation Data 

Participating county Assessor Offices were contacted to determine if a valuation of properties was available for 

participating jurisdictions. It was determined that, due to the reporting format of available data, determining valuations 

for each jurisdiction was not feasible. As such, data on building valuation for participating jurisdictions was sourced 

from the FEMA NRI by Census tract, presented in the following table: 
 

Table 7: FEMA Hazus Kansas Region I Building Valuation  

Jurisdiction Census Tract Building Valuation  

Chase County All  $899,059,401 

Cedar Point, Cottonwood Falls, Elmdale, Matfield Green, Strong City 20017960600 $899,059,401 

Geary County All  $7,138,939,698 

Junction City 20061000100 $823,425,029 

Junction City 20061000200 $348,156,357 

Junction City 20061000300 $635,758,570 

Junction City 20061000401 $666,013,325 

Junction City 20061000402 $199,481,652 

Junction City 20061000500 $669,065,623 

Junction City 20061000601 $291,651,202 

Grandview Plaza 20061000700 $618,529,913 

Junction City 20061000801 $564,595,431 

Milford 20061000802 $1,164,595,726 

Lyon County All  $7,342,340,855 

Emporia 20111000101 $369,010,908 

Emporia 20111000102 $549,274,218 

Emporia 20111000103 $167,002,826 

Emporia 20111000201 $566,822,387 

Emporia 20111000202 $763,467,620 

Emporia 20111000203 $200,867,288 

Emporia 20111000300 $1,136,532,914 

Emporia 20111000400 $418,099,809 

Emporia 20111000500 $882,716,450 
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Table 7: FEMA Hazus Kansas Region I Building Valuation  

Jurisdiction Census Tract Building Valuation  

Allen, Admire, Bushong, Reading 20111000600 $601,667,677 

Americus 20111000700 $563,685,876 

Hartford, Olpe, Neosho Rapids 20111000800 $1,123,192,882 

Morris County  All  $1,391,355,959 

Dunlap, Dwight, Latimer, Parkerville, White City, Wilsey 20127963600 $809,263,155 

Council Grove 20127963700 $582,092,804 

Pottawatomie County All  $6,517,168,322 

Louisville 20149000101 $565,593,000 

St. George 20149000102 $1,938,447,168 

Wamego 20149000200 $1,228,985,624 

Belvue, Emmett, St. Marys 20149000300 $1,091,112,184 

Havensville, Olsburg, Onaga, Westmoreland, Wheaton 20149000400 $1,693,030,346 

Riley County All  $14,342,059,926 

Manhattan 20161000201 $354,380,297 

Manhattan 20161000202 $857,925,878 

Manhattan 20161000303 $122,837,074 

Manhattan 20161000304 $840,670,880 

Manhattan 20161000500 $532,749,458 

Manhattan 20161000601 $654,218,798 

Manhattan 20161000602 $932,642,744 

Manhattan 20161000700 $1,021,614,235 

Manhattan 20161000801 $674,989,943 

Manhattan 20161000802 $696,463,410 

Ogden 20161000900 $1,310,684,560 

Manhattan 20161001101 $2,052,129,353 

Manhattan 20161001102 $407,982,323 

Manhattan 20161001301 $727,159,160 

Leonardville, Randloph, Riley 20161001302 $1,521,173,744 

Wabaunsee County All  $1,955,675,969 

Alma, Alta Vista, Maple Hill, McFarland, Paxico 20197483100 $1,127,897,651 

Eskridge, Harveyville, 20197483200 $827,778,318 

 

3.8 School District Data 

Children are among the most vulnerable populations during disasters, requiring special consideration in preparedness 

and response efforts. A community with high school enrollment typically has a significant portion of its population 

dependent on schools for safety, education, and emergency support during crises. Additionally, disruptions to education 

during disasters can have long-term impacts on childrenôs well-being and development. Communities with higher 

school enrollment may face increased challenges in ensuring the safety and continuity of education during hazard 

events, making it essential to prioritize schools in mitigation planning and resource allocation. 

 

The following table presents school enrollment information from the Kansas Department of Education for school years 

2014, 2019, and 2024: 

 

Table 8: Kansas Region I School Enrollment Information  

District  
2014 

Enrollment 

2019 

Enrollment  

2024 

Enrollment 

Enrollment Change 

(2014-2024) 

USD #284 ï Chase County 356 350 390 34 

USD #475 ï Geary County 8,332 7,279 7,723 -609 

USD #251 ï North Lyon County 422 347 343 -79 
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Table 8: Kansas Region I School Enrollment Information  

District  
2014 

Enrollment 

2019 

Enrollment  

2024 

Enrollment 

Enrollment Change 

(2014-2024) 

USD #252 ï Southern Lyon County 521 485 572 51 

USD #253 - Emporia 4,535 4,658 4,399 -136 

USD #417 ï Morris County 745 812 772 27 

USD #481 ï Rural Vista 303 271 285 -18 

USD #320 ï Wamego 1,561 1,551 1,655 94 

USD #321 ï Kaw Valley 1,181 1,117 1,119 -62 

USD #322 ï Onaga/ Havensville/ Wheaton 316 317 330 14 

USD #323 ï Rock Creek 948 1,087 1,358 410 

USD #384 ï Blue Valley 194 215 255 61 

USD #378 ï Riley County 681 669 633 -48 

USD #383 ï Manhattan / Ogden 6,371 6,723 6,567 196 

USD #329 ï Mill Creek Valley 475 453 451 -24 

USD #330 ï Mission Valley 474 439 447 -27 
 Source: Kansas Public Education Department 

 

Graph 8: Kansas Region I School Enrollment Trends 

 
Source: Kansas Department Education 
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economy function. Additionally, components are integral to disaster response and recovery operations. The following 

is a list of considered critical infrastructure: 

 

¶ Communications 

¶ Response and health care 

¶ Transportation  

¶ Education  

¶ Electrical  

The following maps break down critical infrastructure locations: 

 

Communications infrastructure is essential in hazard mitigation planning because it enables the timely sharing of 

warnings, emergency instructions, and coordination among response agencies. Reliable systemsðsuch as radio 

networks, cell towers, internet services, and public alert systemsðensure that critical information reaches residents, 

first responders, and government officials during emergencies. When communications fail, confusion, delayed 

responses, and increased risk to life and property can result. 
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Map 10: Kansas Region I Communications Infrastructure 

 
                           Source: Kansas EOPmapper 
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Fire infrastructure is a key component of hazard mitigation planning because fire stations, personnel, and equipment 

provide critical first response to a wide range of emergencies, including wildfires, hazardous material incidents, and 

structural fires. Well -placed and well-maintained fire facilities ensure rapid response times, which can prevent small 

incidents from escalating into major disasters. 

 

Map 11: Kansas Region I Fire Response Infrastructure 

 
                                            Source: Kansas EOPmapper 

 

Law enforcement infrastructure is essential in hazard mitigation because it plays a key role in maintaining public safety, 

coordinating emergency response, and supporting evacuation and sheltering operations. Police stations serve as 

command centers during disasters, and their continued operation depends on resilient facilities and secure 

communication systems. Damage to law enforcement infrastructure can delay response times, reduce coordination with 

other agencies, and leave communities more vulnerable to chaos or crime during emergencies. 

 

 

 

 



 
2025 Kansas Region I Local Hazard Mitigation Plan Update                                                                            42 

 

Map 12: Kansas Region I Law Enforcement Infrastructure 

 
                        Source: Kansas EOPmapper 

 

Health care infrastructure is vital in hazard mitigation planning because hospitals, clinics, and emergency care facilities 

must remain operational to treat injuries, manage chronic conditions, and support public health during disasters. Damage 

or disruption to these facilities can overwhelm emergency services and increase mortality, especially among vulnerable 

populations. 
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Map 13: Kansas Region I Health Care Infrastructure  

 
                                    Source: Kansas EOPmapper 

 

Transportation infrastructure is crucial in hazard mitigation planning because it enables evacuation, emergency 

response, and delivery of critical supplies during and after disasters. Road, bridges, and airports form the backbone of 

a communityôs ability to move people and resources efficiently. If transportation routes are damaged or blocked 

response efforts can be delayed and communities may become isolated. 

 

Table 9: Kansas Region I Road Mileage 

County Budget Asphalt Concrete Gravel Earth Total Miles 

Chase County $2,006,005 20 1 462 42 525 

Geary County $4,662,869 117 0 240 4 361 

Lyon County $8,166,000 127 5 1,158 138 1,428 

Morris County $3,891,000 99 0 820 201 1,120 

Pottawatomie County $11,129,393 192 24 813 167 1,196 

Riley County $7,806,393 130 8 111 0 249 

Wabaunsee County $2,880,000 67 0 162 0 229 
Source: KDOT, 2022 data 
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Map 14: Kansas Region I Highway Infrastructure  

 
                                 Source: Kansas EOPmapper 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
2025 Kansas Region I Local Hazard Mitigation Plan Update                                                                            45 

 

Map 15: Kansas Region I Airports 

 
                                                        Source: Kansas EOPmapper 

 

Bridges are critical considerations in hazard mitigation because they represent both vital infrastructure and potential 

points of failure during emergencies. Their structural integrity directly affects a communityôs resilience, emergency 

response capability, and long-term recovery prospects. Bridges often form key parts of evacuation corridors. If they fail 

or are impassable during a hazard event, evacuation efforts can be delayed or rerouted. Additionally, first responders, 

utility crews, and disaster relief teams depend on bridge access to reach affected areas. Poor bridge conditions can 

impede response time or prevent access entirely. 
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Map 16: Kansas Region I Bridge Infrastructure  

 
                        Source: Kansas EOPmapper 

 

Regional education facilities are central to community stability, and the rapid recovery of educational services after a 

disaster supports long-term resilience for families. 
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Map 17: Kansas Region I Education Infrastructure  

 
                        Source: Kansas EOPmapper 

 

Electrical infrastructure is vital in hazard mitigation because it supports nearly every critical function during and after 

a disaster. Reliable power ensures that emergency services, hospitals, water treatment facilities, and communication 

systems remain operational when they are needed most. Disruptions to the electrical grid can delay response efforts, 

hinder evacuations, and endanger vulnerable populations reliant on powered medical equipment. 
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Map 18: Kansas Region I Electrical Infrastructure 

 
                             Source: Kansas EOPmapper 

 

3.10 Historic Places  

Historic buildings are generally more vulnerable to natural hazards due to their age, materials, and construction methods. 

These structures were often built before modern building codes and may lack the structural reinforcements required to 

withstand hazards. Additionally, the materials used in historic buildings, like old brick, wood, or mortar, may have 

deteriorated over time, further reducing their resilience. 
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Preserving historic buildings poses unique challenges in hazard mitigation because retrofitting or upgrading them to 

meet modern safety standards must balance maintaining their historical integrity. This vulnerability underscores the 

importance of integrating historic preservation with hazard mitigation planning, ensuring that these culturally significant 

structures are protected while minimizing risks to public safety. For cultural and historic locations within Kansas Region 

I the following resources were consulted:  

 

¶ National Register of Historic Places: The official list of the United States' historic properties deemed worthy 

of preservation for their significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, or culture. 

Administered by the National Park Service under the Department of the Interior, it includes districts, sites, 

buildings, structures, and objects. Established by the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, the register 

seeks to recognize and protect cultural heritage. While listing does not impose restrictions on private property, 

it provides eligibility for preservation incentives.  

¶ Kansas Register of Historic Places: An official listing of properties, sites, structures, buildings, landscapes 

areas and objects significant in the history, architecture, and culture of the state of Kansas and its communities. 

Administered by the Kansas Historic Preservation Program, the register aims to recognize and protect the state's 

rich heritage. Properties listed in the register are evaluated based on their historical importance, architectural 

merit, and cultural contributions. Inclusion in the register not only acknowledges a propertyôs significance but 

also provides opportunities for preservation grants, technical assistance, and tax incentives. It also ensures that 

state-funded projects consider the impact on these cultural assets, promoting stewardship and sustainable 

preservation efforts. 

 

The following table details properties and locations in Kansas Region I and participating jurisdictions listed on these 

registers. 

 

Table 10: Kansas Region I Historic Places 

Location County Jurisdiction Historic  Register 

Cartter Building Chase Cottonwood Falls x 

Cedar Point Mill Chase Cedar Point x 

Chase County Courthouse Chase Cottonwood Falls x 

Chase County National Bank Chase Cottonwood Falls x 

Clements Stone Arch Bridge Chase Clements x 

Clover Cliff Ranch House Chase Elmdale x 

Cottonwood Falls Grade School Chase Cottonwood Falls x 

Cottonwood River Bridge Chase Cottonwood Falls x 

Cottonwood River Pratt Truss Bridge Chase Cedar Point x 

Crocker Ranch Chase Matfield Green x 

Fox Creek Stone Arch Bridge Chase Strong City x 

Lower Fox Creek School Chase Strong City x 

Matfield Green High School Gymnasium Chase Matfield Green x 

McNee Barns Chase Elmdale x 

Pioneer Bluffs Ranch Historic District Chase Matfield Green x 

Shaft, William C. & Jane, House Chase Cedar Point x 

Spring Hill Farm and Stock Ranch House Chase Strong City x 

Spring Hill Ranch Chase Strong City x 

Strong City Atchison, Topeka, & Santa Fe Depot Chase Strong City x 

Whitney Ranch Historic District Chase Hymer x 

Wood House Chase Cottonwood Falls x 

Bartell House Geary Junction City x 

Bogan Archeological Site Geary Junction City x 

Brown, George T, House Geary Junction City x 

Conroe Bridge Geary Junction City x 

Dixon, James, House Geary Milford x 
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Table 10: Kansas Region I Historic Places 

Location County Jurisdiction Historic  Register 

Elliott Village Site Geary Junction City x 

First Presbyterian Church of Junction City Geary Junction City x 

First Territorial Capitol Geary Junction City x 

Grand Army of the Republic (GAR) Memorial 

Arch 

Geary Junction City x 

Jackson-McConnell House Geary Junction City x 

Junction City Downtown Historic District Geary Junction City x 

Leithoff-Powers Ranch Historic District Geary Junction City x 

Lyon Creek Rainbow Arch Geary Wreford x 

Main Post Area, Fort Riley Geary Junction City x 

Old Junction City High School Geary Junction City x 

Old Katy Bridge Geary Wreford x 

Wetzel, Christian, Cabin Geary Junction City x 

Anderson Carnegie Memorial Library Lyon Emporia x 

Cross, Col. H.C. and Susan, House Lyon Emporia x 

Emporia Downtown Historic District Lyon Emporia x 

Finney, Warren Wesley, House Lyon Emporia x 

Granada Theater Lyon Emporia x 

Harris Bridge Lyon Americus x 

Harris-Borman House Lyon Emporia x 

Hartford Collegiate Institute Lyon Hartford x 

Howe, Richard, House Lyon Emporia x 

Keebler-Stone House Lyon Emporia x 

Kress Building Lyon Emporia x 

Mason, Walt, House Lyon Emporia x 

Mouse, Snowden S., Service Station and Home Lyon Emporia x 

Old Emporia Public Library Lyon Emporia x 

Plumb, Mrs. Preston B., House Lyon Emporia x 

Rocky Ford Bridge Lyon Emporia x 

Soden, Hallie B., House Lyon Emporia x 

Soden's Grove Bridge Lyon Emporia x 

White, William Allen, House Lyon Emporia x 

Big John Farm Limestone Bank Barn Morris Council Grove x 

Carlson, Oscar, House Morris Burdick x 

Cottage House Hotel Morris Council Grove x 

Council Grove Carnegie Library Morris Council Grove x 

Council Grove Downtown Historic District Morris Council Grove x 

Council Grove Historic District Morris Council Grove x 

Council Grove Missouri, Kansas and Texas Depot Morris Council Grove x 

Council Grove National Bank Morris Council Grove x 

Diamond Spring Morris Wilsey x 

Dunlap Colored Cemetery Morris Dunlap x 

Farmers and Drovers Bank Morris Council Grove x 

Farmers and Drovers Bank and Indicator Building  Morris Council Grove x 

First Baptist Church Morris Council Grove x 

Four Mile Creek Lattice Morris Wilsey x 

Furney Farm Morris Council Grove x 

Greenwood Cemetery Morris Council Grove x 

Hays, Seth, House Morris Council Grove x 

Herington Army Airfield Chapel Morris Latimer x 

Hermit's Cave on Belfry Hill Morris Council Grove x 
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Table 10: Kansas Region I Historic Places 

Location County Jurisdiction Historic  Register 

Jenkins Building Morris White City x 

Last Chance Store Morris Council Grove x 

Little John Creek Reserve Morris Council Grove x 

Madonna of the Trail Morris Council Grove x 

Old Kaw Mission Morris Council Grove x 

Simcock House Morris Council Grove x 

Six Mile Creek Stage Station Historic District Morris Burdick x 

US Post Office-Council Grove Morris Council Grove x 

Young, William, Archeological Site Morris Council Grove x 

Baker, Cassius and Adelia, House Pottawatomie Wamego x 

Coffey Site Pottawatomie Olsburg x 

Dennis Quarry Pottawatomie Onaga x 

German Evangelical Church Pottawatomie Westmoreland x 

Heptig, Joseph, Barn Pottawatomie Flush x 

McKimmons, John, Barn Pottawatomie Westmoreland x 

Old Dutch Mill Pottawatomie Wamego x 

Pottawatomie County Courthouse Pottawatomie Westmoreland x 

Pottawatomie County Fair Pavilion Pottawatomie Onaga x 

Pottawatomie Indian Pay Station Pottawatomie St. Mary's x 

Scott Spring Pottawatomie Westmoreland x 

Teske Farmstead Pottawatomie Onaga x 

Trout, George and Virginia, House Pottawatomie Wamego x 

Vermillion Creek Archeological District Pottawatomie Onaga x 

Vermillion Creek Crossing, Oregon Trail Pottawatomie Belvue x 

Vermillion Creek Tributary Stone Arch Bridge Pottawatomie Onaga x 

Anderson Hall Riley Manhattan x 

Avalon, The Riley Manhattan x 

Bethel A.M.E. Church Riley Manhattan x 

Bluemont Youth Cabin Riley Manhattan x 

Community House Riley Manhattan x 

Dawsonôs Conoco Service Station Riley Manhattan x 

Downtown Manhattan Historic District Riley Manhattan x 

Elliot, Mattie M., House Riley Manhattan x 

First Christian Church Riley Manhattan x 

First Congregational Church Riley Manhattan x 

Fitz, Leslie A., House Riley Manhattan x 

Forrester, F. B., House Riley Manhattan x 

Goodnow House Riley Manhattan x 

Grimes House Riley Manhattan x 

Hartford House Riley Manhattan x 

Houston and Pierre Streets Historic District Riley Manhattan x 

Houston, Samuel D., House Riley Manhattan x 

Hulse-Daughters House Riley Manhattan x 

Ingraham, Jesse, House Riley Manhattan x 

Kimble, Francis Byron (Barney), House Riley Manhattan x 

KSAC Radio Towers Riley Manhattan x 

Landmark Water Tower Riley Manhattan x 

Lyda-Jean Apartments Riley Manhattan x 

Manhattan Carnegie Library Building Riley Manhattan x 

McFarlane-Wareham House Riley Manhattan x 

Persons Barn and Granary Riley Manhattan x 



 
2025 Kansas Region I Local Hazard Mitigation Plan Update                                                                            52 

 

Table 10: Kansas Region I Historic Places 

Location County Jurisdiction Historic  Register 

Pioneer Log Cabin Riley Manhattan x 

Platt, Jeremiah, House Riley Manhattan x 

Riley County Courthouse Riley Manhattan x 

Rocky Ford School Riley Manhattan x 

Runyon, Damon House Riley Manhattan x 

Second Baptist Church Riley Manhattan x 

Seven Dolors Catholic Church Riley Manhattan x 

Strasser House Riley Manhattan x 

Ulrich, Robert, House Riley Manhattan x 

Viking Manufacturing Company Building Riley Manhattan x 

Walters, Daniel and Maude, House Riley Manhattan x 

Wharton, E. A. and Ura, House Riley Manhattan x 

Wolf House Historic District Riley Manhattan x 

Woman's Club House Riley Manhattan x 

Young Buck Site Riley Manhattan x 

Yuma Street Historic District Riley Manhattan x 

Alma Downtown Historic District Wabaunsee Alma x 

Beecher Bible and Rifle Church Wabaunsee Wabaunsee x 

Brandt Hotel Wabaunsee Alma x 

East Stone Arch Bridge - Lake Wabaunsee Wabaunsee Eskridge x 

Eskridge Bandstand Wabaunsee Eskridge x 

Fix Farmstead Wabaunsee Alma x 

Grimm-Schultz Farmstead Wabaunsee Alma x 

Mount Mitchell Heritage Prairie Historic District Wabaunsee Wamego x 

Paxico Historic District Wabaunsee Paxico x 

Paxico Rural High School Wabaunsee Paxico x 

Pratt-Mertz Barn Wabaunsee Manhattan x 

Security State Bank Wabaunsee Eskridge x 

Snokomo School Wabaunsee Paxico x 

Southeast Stone Arch Bridge - Lake Wabaunsee Wabaunsee Eskridge x 

Stuewe House Wabaunsee Alma x 

Sump Barn Wabaunsee Alma x 

Thoes, Peter, Barn Wabaunsee Alma x 

Wabaunsee County Courthouse Wabaunsee Alma x 

Wabaunsee District #1 Grammar School Wabaunsee Wabaunsee x 
Source: National Register of Historic Places, Kansas Register of Historical Places 

 

3.11 Economic Conditions 

U.S. Census data provides key insights into the working-age population actively participating in the economy. This data 

helps measure the labor force participation rate, a critical economic indicator reflecting the proportion of the eligible 

population contributing to the workforce. It excludes certain groups, such as retirees, students, or those not seeking 

employment, giving a clearer picture of economic engagement and workforce trends. 
 

Table 11: Population in Labor Force 

Jurisdiction Population over 16 In Labor Force Employed Unemployed 

Chase County 2,114 1,208 1,199 9 

Geary County 25,282 18,268 12,582 799 

Lyon County 25,780 17,618 17,081 437 

Morris County 4,396 2,835 2,760 56 

Pottawatomie County 19,167 12,826 12,456 242 

Riley County 60,967 43,571 34,410 1476 
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Table 11: Population in Labor Force 

Jurisdiction Population over 16 In Labor Force Employed Unemployed 

Wabaunsee County 5,538 3,446 3,299 137 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2018-2022 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 

 

3.12 Physical Setting and Land Cover 

Kansas Region I is characterized by vast open landscapes, a semi-arid climate, and a mix of agricultural and natural 

land cover. The area's physical geography is shaped by its location within the Great Plains, with gently rolling terrain, 

limited surface water, and reliance on underground aquifers for irrigation.  

 

Kansas Region I lies within the High Plains region of the Great Plains, featuring predominantly flat to gently rolling 

terrain with occasional sand dunes and river valleys. The elevation gradually increases from east to west, ranging from 

around 2,000 feet in the eastern part of the region to over 3,500 feet near the Colorado border. 

 

This region is part of the larger Ogallala Formation, a thick layer of sedimentary deposits that forms the foundation of 

the High Plains Aquifer system. Over time, wind and water erosion have shaped the land, contributing to its 

characteristic open and treeless landscape.  

 

The land cover of Kansas Region I is dominated by agricultural fields, grasslands, and limited forested areas. The vast 

majority of the land is used for commercial agriculture, with major crops including wheat, corn, sorghum, and alfalfa. 

Irrigated farmland is common due to the reliance on groundwater from the Ogallala Aquifer. In drier areas, dryland 

farming techniques are used for crops that can withstand low moisture conditions. Native shortgrass prairie dominates 

areas not converted to cropland, especially in the western and southern parts of the region. 

Although water is limited, river valleys and wetlands provide important habitat for wildlife. Small reservoirs lakes, 

which temporarily hold water after heavy rains, play a role in local ecosystems. 

 

Despite its semi-arid climate, Kansas Region I has several important rivers and water sources, though surface water is 

limited. The Arkansas River is the most significant river in Southwest Kansas, flowing eastward from Colorado through 

Syracuse, Garden City, and Dodge City before continuing into central Kansas. Due to extensive upstream water use for 

irrigation, the river often runs dry in parts of Southwest Kansas, especially during droughts. The river valley provides 

fertile soil for agriculture and serves as a key groundwater recharge area for the Ogallala Aquifer. 

 

The Cimarron River originates in New Mexico and flows northeastward through Oklahoma and into Southwest Kansas, 

primarily in Morton and Seward Counties. Unlike the Arkansas River, the Cimarron River is often ephemeral, meaning 

it flows only seasonally or after heavy rainfall. The riverbed consists of sandy channels, which can absorb much of the 

water before it reaches other parts of the region. 

 

Although not a surface water body, the Ogallala Aquifer is the most crucial water source in Kansas Region I. It is an 

underground reservoir supplying water for irrigation, municipal use, and livestock farming. Over-extraction has led to 

declining water levels, raising concerns about the long-term sustainability of agriculture in the region. 

 

Land use in a region has a profound and lasting impact on future development. The way land is allocated and utilized 

can shape the economic, social, and environmental aspects of a region for decades. Land use affects that can impact 

future development include: 

 

¶ Economic Development: Land use decisions influence the location and type of economic activities in a region. 

Zoning regulations that encourage the development of industrial zones can attract manufacturing businesses, 

while zoning for commercial and residential areas can promote retail and housing development. These decisions 

can have long-term implications for job creation, revenue generation, and overall economic health. 

¶ Transportation and Infrastructure:  Land use planning is closely tied to transportation infrastructure. The 

location of roads and other transportation facilities is determined in part by land use decisions. Well-planned 

land use can lead to efficient transportation networks, reducing congestion, and improving mobility. Poorly 

planned land use, on the other hand, can result in traffic congestion and increased infrastructure costs. 
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¶ Housing and Urbanization: Land use policies influence the availability and affordability of housing in a 

region. Zoning regulations, for example, can determine the density of residential areas and the types of housing 

permitted. Inadequate or restrictive land use policies can lead to housing shortages and higher costs, while well-

planned policies can support diverse housing options and affordability. 

¶ Long-Term Costs: Land use decisions can affect the long-term costs of development. Efficient land use 

planning can reduce the need for costly infrastructure extensions and maintenance, while inefficient or 

sprawling development can strain municipal budgets. 

 

As indicated by the following map from the USGS National Land Cover Database, land cover in Kansas Region I 

consists largely of agricultural land:   

 

Map 19: Kansas Region I Land Cover 

 
                                       Source: Kansas EOPmapper and USGS 
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Rural areas tend to retain their rural nature over time, but there are several factors that can influence the evolution of 

these areas, including: 

 

¶ Economic Conditions: The economic viability of agriculture can vary significantly over time due to factors 

like crop prices, weather patterns, and changes in agricultural technology. Economic challenges may lead some 

farmers to sell their land for non-agricultural uses or to consolidate their operations, potentially affecting the 

rural landscape. 

¶ Urbanization and Development: In some cases, rural areas may experience suburbanization or the expansion 

of nearby urban centers. This can result in residential and commercial development encroaching on agricultural 

land. However, the extent of this development depends on local zoning and land use regulations. 

¶ Infrastructure Development: The construction of new transportation infrastructure, such as highways or 

railroads, can influence land use patterns. Improved infrastructure may make it easier to transport agricultural 

products to markets or to access rural areas for development. 

¶ Government Policies: Government policies, including agricultural subsidies, land use regulations, and 

conservation programs, can impact the way rural and agricultural land is used. For example, conservation 

programs may encourage farmers to preserve land for wildlife habitat rather than development. 

¶ Local Planning and Zoning: Local governments play a key role in land use planning and zoning regulations. 

These policies can determine whether agricultural land can be converted to non-agricultural uses, such as 

residential or commercial development. Some areas may have strict zoning that preserves agricultural character, 

while others may allow more flexibility. 

¶ Population Trends: Demographic trends, including population growth or decline, can influence the demand 

for land in rural areas. If there is an influx of new residents seeking a rural lifestyle, it can drive demand for 

residential development in formerly agricultural areas. 

Based on the available data, it is likely that Kansas Region I will retain its mostly rural character during the life of this 

plan, with the exception of larger regional cities like Emporia, Manhattan, and Junction City, which will likely see 

continued growth and expansion.  

 

3.13 Infrastructure Development 

Infrastructure repair can have a significant impact on regional development, both positive and negative. The specific 

effects depend on the scale of the repair projects, the quality of the infrastructure, and the overall economic and social 

context of the region, and may include: 

 

¶ Improved Connectivity:  Repairing and upgrading infrastructure, such as roads, bridges, and ports, can enhance 

connectivity within and between regions. This improved connectivity can reduce transportation costs, facilitate 

the movement of goods and people, and attract businesses and investments to the region. 

¶ Economic Growth: Functional infrastructure supports economic activities. When infrastructure is repaired, it 

can create jobs directly in the construction and maintenance sectors. Additionally, it can indirectly stimulate 

economic growth by providing a reliable foundation for businesses to operate and expand, leading to increased 

production and trade. 

¶ Enhanced Productivity: Well-maintained infrastructure can increase productivity by reducing downtime and 

transportation delays. This, in turn, can make regional industries more competitive and efficient. 

¶ Attracting Investment:  Regions with modern and well-maintained infrastructure are often more attractive to 

investors. Businesses are more likely to invest in regions with reliable transportation, utilities, and 

communication networks, as it reduces operational risks and costs. 

¶ Quality of Life:  Infrastructure repair can enhance the quality of life for residents by providing access to 

essential services such as clean water, sanitation, healthcare, and education. This can contribute to improved 

human development indicators and overall well-being. 
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¶ Resilience and Disaster Mitigation: Infrastructure repair can include upgrades to make infrastructure more 

resilient to natural disasters. This can help protect communities and assets and reduce the long-term costs of 

recovery and reconstruction. 

 

However, it is important to note that there can be negative impacts as well, including: 

 

¶ Disruption During Construction:  Repair projects can disrupt communities and businesses during the 

construction phase, leading to short-term challenges. 

¶ Costs and Budget Constraints: Large-scale infrastructure repair projects can be costly, and they may strain 

regional budgets or lead to increased taxes or debt. 

¶ Environmental Concerns: If not done carefully, infrastructure repair projects can have adverse environmental 

impacts, such as habitat disruption or water pollution. 

 

The Eisenhower Legacy Transportation Program is a 10-year program that addresses highways, bridges, public transit, 

aviation, short-line rail and bike/pedestrian needs across Kansas. The program and associated projects are focused on 

making roads safer, supporting economic growth and creating more options and resources for Kansans and their 

communities.  

 

The following map represents Eisenhower Legacy Transportation Program project in Kansas Region I: 

 

Map 20: Kansas Region I Eisenhower Legacy Transportation Program Projects 

 
                             Source: Kansas Department of Transportation 
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MPC members have indicated that there are no large-scale development projects that would result in an influx of 

populations or an increase in residential or commercial building, with the exception of Emporia, Junction City, and 

Manhattan who are seeing moderate scale residential development to accommodate increasing populations. Any future 

development is potentially vulnerable to the hazards identified in this plan. However, many of the participating 

jurisdictions of Kansas Region I have taken steps to reduce the potential impacts through the utilization of building 

codes and comprehensive plans. A comprehensive plan outlines the long-term vision and goals for the development of 

a city or municipality. It serves as a strategic guide for future growth, land use, infrastructure, and community 

development. Comprehensive plans are typically created through a collaborative process involving local government 

officials, city planners, residents, and various stakeholders. A key component of a comprehensive plan is land use 

planning, which defines how land will be used, including residential, commercial/industrial, and green spaces.  

 

Over the life of the previous LHMP, and in the first year of this LHMP, the following jurisdictional facilities have been 

constructed/remodeled or are in the process of being remodeled. It is expected that these facilities will be hazard resilient 

due to the application of current building standards (and codes, where applicable): 

 

¶ Riley County EMS HQ, 1115 Charles Little Road , Manhattan, KS  

¶ Riley County EMS Station, 6275 Tuttle Creek Boulevard, Manhattan, KS  

¶ Riley County EMS Station,  503 E. Barton Street, Leonardville, KS   

¶ Riley County Emergency Management and Fire District #1 HQ, 1130 Charles Little Road, Manhattan, KS  

¶ Riley County FD Station 102, 4928 McDowell Creek Road, Manhattan, KS  

¶ Riley County FD Station 103, 500 E. Riley Avenue, Ogden, KS   

¶ Riley County FD Station 106, 108 W. Barton, Leonardville, KS  

¶ Riley County FD Station 110, 10987 Lakeview Drive, Manhattan, KS 

¶ Riley County FD Station 112, 4120 Hwy 13, Manhattan, KS 

¶ Riley County Fire Station 116, 1314 Collins Lane, Manhattan, KS 

¶ Manhattan Fire Department Station, 3900 Vanesta Drive, Manhattan, KS  

¶ Riley County Family & Child Resource Center (part of Health Department), 2102 Claflin Road, Manhattan, KS  

 

Additionally, a review of jurisdictional budgets, as possible, does not indicate any future projects related to increasing 

the resilience of any existing facilities or of construction facilities. As such, it is expected that the vulnerability of 

jurisdictional facilities is generally the same as during the life of the previous plan and will remain generally the same 

during the life of this plan. 

 

Based on available information, and on ground observations, the majority the region has remained undeveloped since 

the completion of the previous LHMP and will likely remain so over the life of life of this LHMP. 
 

3.14 Agricultural Data  

Agriculture forms a large part of both the economic and social fabric of Kansas Region I. USDA National Agricultural 

Statistics Service data from 2007, 2012, 2017, and 2022 (the latest available data) was used to develop an understanding 

of the agricultural footprint within the county, as detailed in the following table: 
 

Table 12: Kansas Region I Regional Agricultural Data  Summary 

Year 2007 2012 2017 2022 

Number of Farms 3,923 3,664 1,973 3,526 

Total Farm Acreage 2,486,658 2,486,244 2,446,534 2,575,508 

Market Value of Products Sold $476,446,000 $605,998,000 $790,729,859 $1,401,206,000 

Value of Lands and Buildings* $5,154,756 $6,959,550 $11,030,978 $15,895,619 

Value of Machinery and Equipment* $620,404 $773,004 $1,059,395 $1,229,380 
Source: USDA National Agricultural Statistics Service 

*: Average per farm 

 

The following tables and graphs detail county specific agricultural data: 
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Table 13: Kansas Region I Number of Farms, 2007-2022 

County 2007 2012 2017 2022 

Chase County 250 238 315 252 

Geary County 229 213 227 217 

Lyon County 930 867 353 826 

Morris County 479 430 299 369 

Pottawatomie County 843 774 323 820 

Riley County 532 504 236 424 

Wabaunsee County 660 638 220 618 
Source: USDA National Agricultural Statistics Service 

 

Graph 9: Kansas Region I Number of Farms, 2007-2022 

 
Source: USDA National Agricultural Statistics Service 

 

Table 14: Kansas Region I Farm Acreage, 2007-2022 

County 2007 2012 2017 2022 

Chase County 319,921 392,577 360,077 491,365 

Geary County 148,465 145,694 155,153 176,034 

Lyon County 473,679 534,673 522,934 469,248 

Morris County 413,558 389,152 409,269 441,414 

Pottawatomie County 428,601 409,659 406,031 404,286 

Riley County 231,960 218,180 214,311 209,517 

Wabaunsee County 470,474 396,309 378,759 383,644 
Source: USDA National Agricultural Statistics Service 

 

Graph 10: Kansas Region I Farm Acreage, 2007-2022 

 
 Source: USDA National Agricultural Statistics Service 
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Table 15: Kansas Region I Market Value of Products Sold, 2007-2022 

County 2007 2012 2017 2022 

Chase County $71,438,000  $85,430,000  $102,162,503  $135,076,000  

Geary County $25,594,000  $31,833,000  $39,592,869  $247,186,000  

Lyon County $102,707,000  $134,440,000  $175,977,427  $193,169,000  

Morris County $82,841,000  $138,615,000  $231,939,719  $343,834,000  

Pottawatomie County $85,028,000  $101,363,000  $120,836,169  $184,695,000  

Riley County $46,818,000  $51,171,000  $55,928,729  $158,063,000  

Wabaunsee County $62,020,000  $63,146,000  $64,292,443  $139,183,000  
Source: USDA National Agricultural Statistics Service 

 

Graph 11: Kansas Region I Market Value of Products Sold,  2007-2022 

 
Source: USDA National Agricultural Statistics Service 

 

Table 16: Kansas Region I Market Value of Land and Buildings (Average per Farm), 2007-2022 

County 2007 2012 2017 2022 

Chase County $1,240,483 $999,409 $2,891,131 $4,650,025 

Geary County $813,657 $1,187,119 $1,676,183 $2,321,782 

Lyon County $497,850 $881,912 $1,199,352 $1,428,744 

Morris County $758,291 $1,259,155 $1,543,925 $2,585,580 

Pottawatomie County $606,340 $878,335 $1,290,997 $1,571,752 

Riley County $542,879 $809,620 $1,285,194 $1,665,617 

Wabaunsee County $695,256 $944,000 $1,144,196 $1,672,119 
Source: USDA National Agricultural Statistics Service 

 

Graph 12: Kansas Region I Market Value of Land and Buildings (Average per Farm),  2007-2022 

 
Source: USDA National Agricultural Statistics Service 
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Table 17: Kansas Region I Market Value of Machinery and Equipment (Average per Farm), 2007-2022 

County 2007 2012 2017 2022 

Chase County $88,836 $108,387 $199,983 $238,887 

Geary County $100,460 $121,774 $148,272 $197,495 

Lyon County $78,578 $107,999 $150,828 $174,250 

Morris County $108,849 $134,231 $184,687 $195,563 

Pottawatomie County $80,528 $101,524 $124,388 $145,343 

Riley County $89,015 $107,046 $137,948 $165,016 

Wabaunsee County $74,138 $92,043 $113,289 $112,826 
Source: USDA National Agricultural Statistics Service 

 

Graph 13: Kansas Region I Market Value of Machinery and Equipment (Average per Farm),  2007-2022 

 
Source: USDA National Agricultural Statistics Service 

 

3.15 Regional Climate 

Kansas Region I experiences a continental climate, marked by distinct seasonal changes, moderate to low annual 

precipitation, and pronounced temperature variability. The region lies at the transition zone between humid and semi-

arid conditions, contributing to diverse weather patterns that can influence natural hazards like droughts, floods, severe 

storms, and winter events. 

 

Summers are typically hot and humid, with daytime highs in July and August often exceeding 90°F, and extreme heat 

episodes occasionally pushing temperatures above 100°F. Winters are cold and dry, with average lows in January 

dipping into the teens (°F), and subzero temperatures possible during Arctic cold snaps. The region experiences a large 

annual temperature range, exceeding 100°F between winter lows and summer highs. 

 

Annual precipitation averages 25 to 35 inches, with the majority falling from April to September, primarily as rainfall. 

Spring and early summer bring frequent thunderstorms, often accompanied by hail, high winds, and tornadoes. Late 

summer and fall may see reduced rainfall and elevated drought risk, especially during El Niño/La Niña-influenced 

years. 

 

Snowfall is moderate, with seasonal totals typically between 15 and 25 inches, though variability is high year to year. 

Ice storms and freezing rain events are occasional but can significantly impact utilities and transportation. Blizzards, 

while infrequent, do occur and can isolate rural communities. 
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Section 4 ïCapability Assessment 
 

4.1 Introduction  

This capability overview for Kansas Region I and participating jurisdictions documents programs, policies, and funding 

mechanisms for participating jurisdictions. All listed capabilities documented in the previous LHMP were reviewed for 

relevance and updated to reflect the current environment, as necessary. Additionally, any programs, policies, or funding 

mechanisms that are no longer applicable, are outdated, or are no longer in existence have been removed. As part of 

this process, updated jurisdictional capability profiles were sent for review and, if necessary, further revision.  

 

This section of the plan discusses the current capacity of regional communities to mitigate the effects of identified 

hazards. A capability assessment is conducted to determine the ability of a jurisdiction to execute a comprehensive 

mitigation strategy, and to identify potential opportunities for establishing or enhancing specific mitigation policies, 

programs or projects.   

 

A capability assessment helps to determine which mitigation actions are practical based on a jurisdictionôs fiscal, 

staffing and political resources, and consists of:  

 

¶ An inventory of relevant plans, ordinances, or programs already in place 

¶ An analysis capacity to carry them out.  

 

A thoughtful review of jurisdictional capabilities will assist in determining gaps that could limit current or proposed 

mitigation activities, or potentially aggravate a jurisdictionôs vulnerability to an identified hazard. Additionally, a 

capability assessment can detail current successful mitigation actions that should continue to receive support. 

 

4.2 Granted Authority  

In implementing a mitigation plan or specific action, a local jurisdiction may utilize any or all of the four broad types 

of government authority granted by the State of Kansas.  The four types of authority are defined as: 

 

¶ Regulation 

¶ Acquisition 

¶ Taxation 

¶ Spending 

 

The scope of regulation is subject to constraints, however, as all of Kansasô political subdivisions must not act without 

proper delegation from the State. Under a principle known as ñDillonôs Rule,ò all power is vested in the State and can 

only be exercised by local governments to the extent it is delegated. 

 

The power of acquisition can be a useful tool for pursuing local mitigation goals. Local governments may find the most 

effective method for completely ñhazard-proofingò a particular piece of property or area is to acquire the property, thus 

removing the property from the private market and eliminating or reducing the possibility of inappropriate development 

occurring. Kansas legislation empowers cities, towns, counties to acquire property for public purpose by gift, grant, 

devise, bequest, exchange, purchase, lease, or eminent domain (County Home Rule Powers, K.S.A. 19-101, 19-101a, 

19-212). 

 

The power to levy taxes and special assessments is an important tool delegated to local governments by Kansas law. 

The power of taxation extends beyond merely the collection of revenue and can have a profound impact on the pattern 

of development in the community. Communities have the power to set preferential tax rates for areas which are more 

suitable for development in order to discourage development in otherwise hazardous areas.  Local units of government 

also have the authority to levy special assessments on property owners for all or part of the costs of acquiring, 

constructing, reconstructing, extending or otherwise building or improving flood control within a designated area. This 

can serve to increase the cost of building in such areas, thereby discouraging development.  Because the usual methods 

of apportionment seem mechanical and arbitrary, and because the tax burden on a particular piece of property is often 
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quite large, the major constraint in using special assessments is political. Special assessments seem to offer little in 

terms of control over land use in developing areas. They can, however, be used to finance the provision of necessary 

services within municipal or county boundaries. In addition, they are useful in distributing to the new property owners 

the costs of the infrastructure required by new development. 

 

The Kansas General Assembly allocated the ability to local governments to make expenditures in the public interest. 

Hazard mitigation principles can be made a routine part of all spending decisions made by the local government, 

including the adoption of annual budgets and a Capital Improvement Plan.  A Capital Improvement Plan is a schedule 

for the provision of municipal or county services over a specified period of time. Capital programming, by itself, can 

be used as a growth management technique, with a view to hazard mitigation. By tentatively committing itself to a 

timetable for the provision of capital to extend services, a community can control growth to some extent.  In addition 

to formulating a timetable for the provision of services, a local community can regulate the extension of and access to 

services. A Capital Improvement Plan that is coordinated with extension and access policies can provide a significant 

degree of control over the location and timing of growth. These tools can also influence the cost of growth. If the Capital 

Improvement Plan is effective in directing growth away from environmentally sensitive or high hazard areas. 

 

4.3 Administrative and Technical Capabilities 

The administrative and technical functions of Kansas Region I are critical in the effective implementation of hazard 

mitigation strategies. These functions ensure that the county is prepared to reduce risks associated with natural and 

human-made hazards and can efficiently identify, integrate, and manage mitigation projects. 

 

Kansas Region I has a small, but dedicated staff across multiple departments for hazard mitigation roles including 

planning, engineering, and mapping. Additionally, the county has numerous communication channels available, 

including websites and social media platforms, and a variety of trained Public Information Officers and general staff to 

disseminate hazard mitigation information to all stakeholders and the public. 

 

The following table details Kansas Region I and participating jurisdiction departments and their roles in supporting 

hazard mitigation planning: 

 

Table 18: Kansas Region I and Participating Jurisdictions Departments Supporting Mitigation Planning 

Department or 

Position 
Hazard Mitigation Roles  

Governing Board or 

Chief Executive 

¶ Provides adoption resolution for LHMP. 

¶ Approves ordinances and bylaws and facilitates capital improvements budget. 

Building Department 
¶ Enforces building codes that enhance structural resilience to hazards. 

¶ Conducts inspections and issues permits ensuring compliance. 

Emergency 

Management 

Department 

¶ Develops, implements, and updates the LHMP. 

¶ Coordinates between various departments, agencies, and external stakeholders to 

ensure a cohesive approach to hazard mitigation. 

¶ Provides public education on matters concerning hazard mitigation. 

¶ Coordinates hazard grant application process. 

¶ Involving local businesses, non-profits, and residents in the planning process to 

foster a collaborative approach to mitigation. 

¶ Supports the planning and implementation of mitigation projects. 

Finance Department 
¶ Allocates funding for hazard mitigation projects. 

¶ Manages grants and other financial resources to support mitigation efforts. 

Fire Department 

¶ Wildfire mitigation through controlled burns and fuel management. 

¶ Outreach programs to educate the public on fire safety, such as how to prevent 

home fires, create defensible spaces around properties. 

¶ Community planning to create defensible spaces and ensure buildings are more 

fire-resistant 
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Table 18: Kansas Region I and Participating Jurisdictions Departments Supporting Mitigation Planning 

Department or 

Position 
Hazard Mitigation Roles  

Geographic 

Information System 

(GIS) 

¶ Provides critical data and mapping services for hazard identification and risk 

assessments. 

¶ Utilizes advanced modeling techniques to predict the impact of various hazards on 

the community. 

¶ Supports the planning and implementation of mitigation projects. 

Health Department 

¶ Addresses public health risks associated with identified hazards. 

¶ Plans for emergency medical response and disease control measures. 

¶ Monitors environmental hazards (e.g., water contamination, hazardous materials). 

Planning Department 
¶ Enforces zoning and land-use policies to minimize hazard risks. 

¶ Integrates hazard mitigation into comprehensive and capital improvement plans. 

Public Works 

Department 

¶ Manages infrastructure resilience projects (e.g., road improvements, drainage 

systems). 

 

The following table indicates, with an x, if the participating jurisdiction has the above noted departments: 

 

Table 19: Participating Jurisdiction Departments 

Jurisdiction  
Board 

/ Exec 
Building  

Emergency 

Management 
Financial Fire GIS Health Planning 

Public 

Works 

Chase County x  x x x x x x x 

Cedar Point x        x 

Cottonwood Falls x   x     x 

Elmdale x        x 

Matfield Green x        x 

Strong City x   x    x x 

Geary County x x x x x x x x x 

Grandview Plaza x x  x x   x x 

Junction City x x  x x   x x 

Milford  x x  x     x 

Lyon County x  x x  x x  x 

Admire x   x     x 

Allen x   x     x 

Americus x x  x     x 

Bushong x   x     x 

Emporia x x  x     x 

Hartford x   x     x 

Neosho Rapids x   x     x 

Olpe x   x     x 

Reading x   x     x 

Morris County  x  x x  x x x x 

Council Grove x x  x    x x 

Dwight x   x     x 

White City x   x     x 

Wilsey x   x     x 

Pottawatomie 

County 
x  x x  x x x x 

Belvue x   x     x 

Emmett x   x     x 

Havensville x   x     x 

Louisville x   x     x 

Olsburg x x  x     x 
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Table 19: Participating Jurisdiction Departments 

Jurisdiction  
Board 

/ Exec 
Building  

Emergency 

Management 
Financial Fire GIS Health Planning 

Public 

Works 

Onaga x   x     x 

St. George x   x     x 

St Maryôs x   x     x 

Wamego x x  x    x x 

Westmoreland x x  x     x 

Wheaton x   x     x 

Riley County x x x x x x x x x 

Leonardville x x  x     x 

Manhattan x x x x x x  x x 

Ogden x x  x    x x 

Randolph x   x     x 

Riley x x  x     x 

Wabaunsee 

County 
x x x x  x x  x 

Alma x   x     x 

Alta Vista x   x x    x 

Eskridge x   x     x 

Harveyville x x  x    x x 

Maple Hill x   x     x 

McFarland x   x     x 

Paxico x  x x     x 
Note: Blank indicates no department 

 

4.4 Regulation of Development 

The regulation of development plays a crucial role in helping a community become more resilient in the face of various 

hazards. Effective regulation of development contributes to community resilience through: 

 

¶ Risk Reduction: Regulations guide land use and construction practices, ensuring that they provide strong 

protection against hazards. 

¶ Public Safety: Building codes and land-use regulations establish minimum safety standards for construction, 

including structural integrity, fire resistance, and the use of resilient materials.  

¶ Infrastructure Resilience: Regulations may require infrastructure improvements, such as the construction of 

resilient roads, bridges, utility systems, and drainage systems. This strengthens a community's ability to 

withstand hazards, ensures the continued operation of critical services, and aids in recovery. 

¶ Floodplain Management: Regulations in flood-prone areas can mandate elevation requirements for new 

construction, ensuring that structures are built above the base flood elevation. This minimizes flood damage, 

reduces the need for costly post-disaster repairs, and protects property values. 

¶ Land Use Planning: Effective land-use planning helps communities avoid inappropriate development in areas 

at high risk of hazards.  

¶ Community Awareness: Public education and outreach can be incorporated into regulations, requiring 

communities to inform residents about local hazards, evacuation routes, and preparedness. Informed residents 

are more likely to take protective measures and respond effectively to disasters. 

The following sections provide further detail on building codes, zoning ordinances, and floodplain management. 

 

Building Codes 

In Kansas, the authority for enacting and enforcing building codes lies with local governments, such as cities and 

counties. Each jurisdiction can adopt its own building code, which can be based on national or international building 

codes like the International Building Code or the International Residential Code. However, Kansas mandates the 2006 

International Building Code as the minimum code for any jurisdiction that does not have a code adopted. All 
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participating jurisdictions in Kansas Region I utilize the 2006 International Building Code. In general, jurisdictions 

implementing building codes require building permits for the following activities:  

 

¶ Construction 

¶ Manufactured home placement 

¶ New Utility service/meter relocation/service upgrade 

¶ Grading-Solar panels 

¶ Accessory structures 

¶ Additions 

¶ Roofs 

¶ Wells 

¶ Demolition 

 

Building codes establish general minimum construction standards and are enforced through authorized local building 

inspection agencies and inspectors. Building codes provide for: 

 

¶ Life Safety: Building codes include provisions for fire safety, emergency egress, and the use of fire-resistant 

materials.  

¶ Accessibility and Life Support: Building codes incorporate accessibility standards, ensuring that buildings are 

designed to accommodate all individuals. This is crucial during and after disasters when people with mobility 

issues may require assistance. Accessible features also benefit emergency responders and support recovery 

efforts. 

¶ Retrofitting Existing Buildings:  Building codes may require the retrofitting of older structures to meet modern 

safety standards.  

¶ Public Awareness: Building codes promote public awareness of hazards and the importance of resilient 

construction. This can lead to informed decision-making by property owners, builders, and developers, resulting 

in safer structures. 

 

Key hazard resistant building code provisions found in current building codes include: 

 

¶ Structural Design Requirements: Provides requirements for the structural design of buildings to ensure their 

resistance to various hazards, including earthquakes, high winds, and snow loads. These requirements are aimed 

at enhancing the overall structural integrity and safety of buildings. 

¶ Wind Design Requirements: Provides specific provisions for wind design, considering the geographical 

location of the structure. Wind loads are calculated based on factors such as wind speed, exposure, and building 

height. 

¶ Seismic Design Requirements: Incorporates seismic design provisions to address earthquake hazards. The 

code includes seismic design categories and requirements for the design and construction of buildings in 

seismic-prone regions. 

¶ Flood-Resistant Design Requirements: Includes provisions related to flood-resistant design, particularly in 

areas prone to flooding. It may specify elevation requirements, construction materials, and other considerations 

to reduce the risk of flood damage. The vast majority of the regulations required by the NFIP are included 

within the International Building Code and the International Residential Code. 

¶ Fire-Resistant Construction Requirements: Requirements for fire-resistant construction are included to mitigate 

the risk of fire hazards. This includes specifications for fire-resistant materials, assemblies, and building 

features. 

¶ Material and Construction Standard Requirements: Establishes standards for building materials and 

construction methods to ensure the durability and safety of structures, considering various hazards. 
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The Building Code Effectiveness Grading Schedule assesses the building codes in effect in a particular community and 

how the community enforces its building codes, with special emphasis on mitigation of losses from natural hazards. 

The program assigns each participating municipality a Building Code Effectiveness Grading Schedule grade of 1 

(exemplary commitment to building code enforcement) to 10 (lowest possible score). The following graph illustrates 

the rating for each rated State of Kansas participating municipalities. 

 

Graph 14: Building Code Effectiveness Grading Schedule for Kansas 

 
                     Source: Building Code Effectiveness Grading Schedule 

 

The average score for the State of Kansas was 26 (Class 8) rating for commercial, and a 25 (Class 8) for residential.  

 

Building Department Representative 

As part of this planning effort, both county and participating jurisdiction personnel charged with regulating or 

overseeing development were given the opportunity to review and comment of the elements of this plan. Please note 

that not all counties or jurisdictions have building departments. The following personnel involved in regulating 

development were notified of the planning process and invited to provide input: 

 

Table 20: Participating Jurisdiction Building Department Representatives 

Jurisdiction  Name Title  

Chase County - - 

Cedar Point - - 

Cottonwood Falls - - 

Elmdale - - 

Matfield Green - - 

Strong City - - 

Geary County Troy Livingston Planning & Zoning Director 

Grandview Plaza Luke Erichsen City Superintendent 

Junction City Chris Srackangast Community Development Director 

Milford  Tim Himelick City Clerk 

Lyon County - - 

Admire - - 

Allen - - 

Americus Vacant Building Inspector 

Bushong - - 
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Table 20: Participating Jurisdiction Building Department Representatives 

Jurisdiction  Name Title  

Emporia Kory Krause Director of Building and Neighborhood Development 

Hartford - - 

Neosho Rapids - - 

Olpe - - 

Reading   

Morris County  - - 

Council Grove - - 

Dwight - - 

White City - - 

Wilsey - - 

Pottawatomie County - - 

Belvue Joe Peterson Planning Director 

Emmett - - 

Havensville - - 

Louisville - - 

Olsburg - - 

Onaga Alex Miller Planning Director 

St. George Kirby Hawkins Planning Director 

St Maryôs Maurice Cordell Planning Director 

Wamego Cameron Matthews Planning Director 

Westmoreland Robert Krohn Planning Director 

Wheaton - - 

Riley County Darrin Hobbs Planning Compliance Specialist 

Leonardville Darrin Hobbs Planning Compliance Specialist 

Manhattan Justin Holmes Building Inspector 

Ogden Angela Sheppard Building Inspector 

Randolph - - 

Riley Darrin Hobbs Planning Compliance Specialist 

Wabaunsee County - - 

Alma - - 

Alta Vista Ryan Armbrust Building Department Rep 

Eskridge - - 

Harveyville Dustin Kuntz Building Official 

Maple Hill - - 

McFarland - - 

-: No position 

 

Floodplain Management Ordinances 

Floodplain ordinances and management are one of the most effective hazard mitigation tools available against flooding.  

Local floodplain ordinances, required for NFIP participants, are often used to prevent inappropriate development in 

floodplains and to reduce flood hazards. In general, they allow the jurisdiction to: 

 

¶ Minimize the extent of floods by preventing obstructions that inhibit water flow and increase flood height and 

damage. 

¶ Prevent and minimize loss of life, injuries, and property damage in flood hazard areas. 

¶ Promote the public health, safety and welfare of citizens in flood hazard areas.  

¶ Manage planned growth. 

¶ Grant permits for use in development within special flood hazard areas that are consistent with the community 

ordinance and the NFIP under 44 CFR 60.3. 

 

The NFIP floodplain management regulations work alongside local building codes by providing specific flood-related 

requirements that must be met in addition to general building code standards. In NFIP communities, when constructing 
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or substantially improving a structure in a Special Flood Hazard Area, the structure must be elevated to or above the 

Base Flood Elevation, which is a requirement imposed by the NFIP's regulations. The following details the relevant 

municipal code sections for floodplain management for Kansas Region I and participating jurisdictions. Please note that 

not all participating jurisdictions have floodplain management codes or ordinances. 

 

Zoning Ordinances 

Zoning ordinances in Kansas Region I govern land use, development, and building requirements and are overseen by 

participating Kansas Region I jurisdictions, as applicable. Zoning ordinances work by dividing the land into different 

zoning districts and establishing rules and guidelines for land use, building placement, density, and setback within the 

zoning districts. In general, zoning ordinances establish: 

 

¶ Zoning districts:  Areas designated for specific types of land use, such as residential, commercial, industrial, 

agricultural, mixed-use, or special districts.  

¶ Land usage within a zoning district: Specifications as to which activities, buildings, and operations are 

permitted in each zoning district.  

¶ Enforcement: Zoning ordinances are enforced by the local building department or zoning enforcement officers.  

 

Zoning is the traditional, and most common, tool available to local jurisdictions to control the use of land. Zoning is 

used to promote health, safety, and the general welfare of the community. Zoning is used to dictate the type of land use 

and to set minimum specifications for use such as lot size, building height and setbacks, and density of population. 

 

Legal authority for Kansas Region I local governments to adopt and implement zoning regulations is found at K.S.A. 

12-741, which provides for the enactment of planning and zoning laws and regulations by cities and counties. The 

components of local zoning ordinances are detailed at K.S.A. 12-753(a). and include the provision for the adoption or 

amendment of zoning regulations and the provision for restricting and regulating the height, number of stories and size 

of buildings  

 

Zoning ordinances play a significant role in enhancing hazard resilience for communities and can help reduce 

vulnerability to various natural and man-made hazards by regulating land use and development practices. In Kansas 

Region I, locally instituted and enforced zoning ordinances provide for: 

 

¶ Land Use Planning: Zoning ordinances designate land use zones within a community, ensuring that certain 

areas are reserved for particular uses. This can prevent the construction of critical infrastructure, homes, or 

businesses in high-risk zones, such as floodplains or wildfire-prone areas. 

¶ Setback Requirements: Zoning ordinances often mandate specific setbacks, which are distances between 

structures and property lines or natural features. These setbacks can help prevent buildings from being too close 

to potential hazards, potentially reducing the risk of damage. 

¶ Building Height and Design Standards: Zoning codes can establish building height limits to reduce exposure 

to certain hazards. Design standards, including materials and construction methods, can be specified to make 

structures more resilient. 

¶ Floodplain Management: Many zoning ordinances incorporate floodplain regulations, which dictate where 

and how buildings can be constructed within flood-prone areas. These regulations may require buildings to be 

elevated, use flood-resistant materials, or include openings to allow floodwaters to pass through. 

¶ Wildfire Mitigation Zones:  In regions susceptible to wildfires, zoning ordinances can establish wildfire 

mitigation zones with specific requirements for defensible space, fire-resistant landscaping, and building 

materials to reduce the risk of wildfires spreading to structures. 

 

In addition to zoning ordinances, historic preservation is an important consideration for all jurisdictions within Kansas 

Region I. Historic preservation is enacted under K.S.A. 12-755(a)(3), and provides local governments the authority they 

need to adopt zoning regulations to preserve structures listed on local, state, or national historic registers.  
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Properly applied, zoning restriction and historic preservation are some of the most effective hazard mitigation tools 

available against a wide variety of hazards.  

 

Code and Ordinance Summary  

The following table indicates, with an x, if the participating jurisdiction has the above enumerated codes and ordinances. 

Please note that none of the participating special districts, universities, hospitals,  or electric cooperatives have codes or 

ordinances. 

 

Table 21: Jurisdictional Codes and Ordinances 

Jurisdiction  Building Code*  Floodplain Ordinance Zoning Ordinance 

Chase County  x  

Cedar Point    

Cottonwood Falls  x x 

Elmdale    

Matfield Green    

Strong City  x x 

Geary County x x x 

Grandview Plaza x x x 

Junction City x x x 

Milford x  x 

Lyon County  x x 

Admire  x x 

Allen  x  

Americus x x x 

Bushong   x 

Emporia x x x 

Hartford  x  

Neosho Rapids  x x 

Olpe x   

Reading    

Morris County     

Council Grove  x x 

Dwight  x x 

White City   x 

Wilsey  x  

Pottawatomie County  x  

Belvue x x x 

Emmett   x 

Havensville  x x 

Louisville   x 

Olsburg   x 

Onaga x  x 

St. George x x x 

St Maryôs x x x 

Wamego x x x 

Westmoreland x  x 

Wheaton    

Riley County x x x 

Leonardville x x x 

Manhattan x x x 

Ogden x x x 



 
2025 Kansas Region I Local Hazard Mitigation Plan Update                                                                            70 

 

Table 21: Jurisdictional Codes and Ordinances 

Jurisdiction  Building Code*  Floodplain Ordinance Zoning Ordinance 

Randolph x x x 

Riley x x x 

Wabaunsee County  x x 

Alma  x  

Alta Vista x  x 

Eskridge  x  

Harveyville x x x 

Maple Hill  x x 

McFarland  x x 

Paxico  x x 
Note: Blank indicates no code or ordinance 

*: All jurisdictions must adhere to State mandated 2006 IBC 

 

4.5 Jurisdictional Plans 

Planning plays a critical role in hazard mitigation by helping communities identify, assess, and reduce risks associated 

with natural and man-made hazards. Effective planning involves a proactive, strategic, and comprehensive approach to 

minimize the impact of disasters and enhance community resilience. Jurisdictions were asked if they had completed the 

following plans:  

 

¶ Capital Improvement Plan: Allocates funding for infrastructure projects, including those that enhance 

resilience, such as stormwater management systems and building retrofits. 

¶ Community Wildfire Protection Plan : Focused on reducing wildfire risks, this plan involves community input 

and includes strategies for fuel reduction, public education, and emergency response improvements. 

¶ Comprehensive Plan: A comprehensive plan establishes the overall vision for a jurisdiction and serves as a 

guide to decision making, and generally contains information on demographics, land use, transportation, and 

facilities. As a comprehensive plan is broad in scope the integration of hazard mitigation measures can enhance 

the likelihood of achieving risk reduction goals. 

¶ Emergency Operations Plan: An emergency operations plan outlines the responsibility and means and 

methods by which resources are deployed during and following an emergency or disaster. In Kansas Region I, 

the overarching county provides emergency operation planning for jurisdictions within its borders. 

¶ Floodplain Management Plan: This plan aims to manage flood risks through zoning, building codes, and 

public education, often in coordination with FEMAôs NFIP. 

¶ Land Use and Zoning Plan: These plans regulate development to minimize exposure to hazards, such as 

restricting construction in flood-prone or wildfire-prone areas. 

 

The following table indicates, with an x, if the applicable Kansas Region I County and/or participating municipalities 

have the above enumerated plans. Please note that some of these are umbrella plans from the county providing coverage 

to participating jurisdictions: 

 

Table 22: Participating Jurisdiction Plans 

Jurisdiction  
Capital 

Improve 

Community 

Wildfire 

Protection* 

Comprehensive 
Emergency 

Operations*  

Floodplain 

Management 

Land Use 

and Zoning 

Chase County x x x x x  

Cedar Point       

Cottonwood Falls x   x x x 

Elmdale       

Matfield Green       

Strong City x  x x x x 

Geary County x  x x x x 
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Table 22: Participating Jurisdiction Plans 

Jurisdiction  
Capital 

Improve 

Community 

Wildfire 

Protection* 

Comprehensive 
Emergency 

Operations*  

Floodplain 

Management 

Land Use 

and Zoning 

Grandview Plaza x  x x x x 

Junction City x  x x x x 

Milford   x x  x 

Lyon County   x x x x 

Admire    x x x 

Allen    x x x 

Americus    x x x 

Bushong    x  x 

Emporia   x x x x 

Hartford    x x  

Neosho Rapids    x x x 

Olpe    x  x 

Reading    x  x 

Morris County     x   

Council Grove    x x x 

Dwight    x x  

White City    x x  

Wilsey    x x  

Pottawatomie County x  x x x x 

Belvue    x x x 

Emmett    x x x 

Havensville    x x  

Louisville    x   

Olsburg    x x x 

Onaga    x x x 

St. George    x x x 

St Maryôs    x x x 

Wamego   x x x x 

Westmoreland   x x  x 

Wheaton    x   

Riley County x  x x x x 

Leonardville   x x  x 

Manhattan x  x x x x 

Ogden   x x x x 

Randolph   x x x  

Riley   x x x x 

Wabaunsee County   x x x x 

Alma    x x x 

Alta Vista x  x x  x 

Eskridge    x x x 

Harveyville    x x x 

Maple Hill    x x  

McFarland    x x  

Paxico    x x  
Note: Blank indicates no plan 

*: May be under county plan 
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4.6 Financial Capabilities 

Kansas Region I and all participating jurisdictions can raise revenue through the application of a tax, an assessment, or 

a fee, each approved by a distinct constitutional and statutory authority. The differences between a tax, assessment, and 

fee are primarily related to their purpose and how they are imposed: 

 

¶ Tax: A mandatory financial charge imposed by a government on individuals or entities to generate revenue for 

public services, such as schools, roads, and public safety. Taxes are broad and general in nature. 

¶ Assessment: A charge levied on property owners to fund specific local improvements that benefit their 

property, like road paving or sewer systems. It is usually proportional to the benefit received. 

¶ Fee: A charge for a specific service provided by the government, such as a building permit, park entry, or utility 

connection. Fees are usually voluntary and paid directly by the user of the service. 

 

Additionally, Kansas Region I and all participating jurisdictions can borrow money in a number of different ways, 

generally used as a means of financing large projects such as infrastructure and buildings. Major methods include: 

 

¶ General Obligation Bonds: General obligation bonds have been the traditional form of financing for capital 

projects such as land acquisition, park development, and transportation projects that are owned and operated by 

the county. In general, repayment is guaranteed by both tax revenue and operating revenue. 

¶ Revenue Bonds: Generally used to finance water and wastewater projects, airports, and stormwater systems. 

Payment for debt service on revenue bonds comes from user fees generated by the capital facility that is being 

built.  

¶ Local Improvement District Bonds: When a capital project is going to primarily benefit a subset of the 

population, a Local Improvement District can be formed. Local Improvement Districts are commonly used for 

projects such as street improvements, water and sewer systems, and the burying of power lines. Bond payment 

is through an assessment to property owners in the improvement district.  

 

Concerning hazard mitigation, Kansas Region I and all participating jurisdictions have numerous avenues to fund 

potential projects, including: 

 

¶ Grants: Kansas Region I can apply for state and federal grants for hazard mitigation projects through myriad 

programs. 

¶ Bond Issuance: Kansas Region I can issue bonds to finance large-scale mitigation projects, such as 

infrastructure upgrades. 

¶ Public-Private Partnerships: Kansas Region I can collaborate with private entities to fund and implement 

mitigation measures. 

¶ Reserves and General Funds: Kansas Region I may allocate funds from their general budget or reserves for 

mitigation activities. 

 

Participating Stakeholder Financial Capability Summary  

The following table indicates, with an x, if the applicable Kansas Region I County and/or participating municipalities 

has the above enumerated financial capabilities: 

Table 23: Participating Financial Capabilities 

Jurisdiction  Tax Assessment Fee 
Grant 

Application  

Public-Private 

Partnership 

Reserves and General 

Funds 

Chase County x x x x x x 

Cedar Point x x 
 

x x  

Cottonwood Falls x x x x x x 

Elmdale x x  x x  

Matfield Green x x  x x  

Strong City x x x x x x 

Geary County x x x x x x 
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Table 23: Participating Financial Capabilities 

Jurisdiction  Tax Assessment Fee 
Grant 

Application  

Public-Private 

Partnership 

Reserves and General 

Funds 

Grandview Plaza x x x x x x 

Junction City x x x x x x 

Milford  x x x x x x 

Lyon County x x x x x x 

Admire x x x x x x 

Allen x x x x x x 

Americus x x x x x x 

Bushong x x x x x x 

Emporia x x x x x x 

Hartford x x x x x x 

Neosho Rapids x x x x x x 

Olpe x x x x x x 

Reading x x x x x x 

Morris County  x x x x x x 

Council Grove x x x x x x 

Dwight x x x x x x 

White City x x x x x x 

Wilsey x x x x x x 

Pottawatomie County x x x x x x 

Belvue x x x x x x 

Emmett x x x x x x 

Havensville x x x x x x 

Louisville x x x x x x 

Olsburg x x x x x x 

Onaga x x x x x x 

St. George x x x x x x 

St Maryôs x x x x x x 

Wamego x x x x x x 

Westmoreland x x x x x x 

Wheaton x x x x x x 

Riley County x x x x x x 

Leonardville x x x x x x 

Manhattan x x x x x x 

Ogden x x x x x x 

Randolph x x x x x x 

Riley x x x x x x 

Wabaunsee County x x x x x x 

Alma x x x x x x 

Alta Vista x x x x x x 

Eskridge x x x x x x 

Harveyville x x x x x x 

Maple Hill x x x x x x 

McFarland x x x x x x 

Paxico x x x x x x 

 

4.7 Community-Based Classifications 

Kansas Region I currently participates in the following community-based classifications, which attest to the continued 

investment in community resilience. 

 

Public Protection Classification 

An Insurance Services Office (ISO) fire rating, officially known as the Public Protection Classification rating, is a score 

given to evaluate the fire protection capabilities of a community. This rating assesses how well-equipped a local fire 
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department is to respond to fires, which can impact insurance premiums for homeowners and businesses within that 

community. Key Components of the ISO Fire Rating include: 

 

¶ Emergency Communications: This evaluates the community's emergency call center and dispatch system. 

The speed and efficiency of handling emergency calls are critical factors. 

¶ Fire Department: The number, training, and equipment of the firefighters are assessed. This includes the 

department's ability to handle fires, the number of engines, and the availability of water supply. 

¶ Water Supply: The availability and reliability of water sources, such as hydrants and water mains, are 

evaluated. This also includes the volume of water available for firefighting. 

¶ Community Risk Reduction: This includes fire prevention efforts, public fire safety education, and building 

code enforcement. Effective risk reduction programs can positively impact the ISO rating. 

 

The ISO rating is given on a scale from 1 to 10, with a Class 1 rating representing the best public protection and superior 

fire protection services and a Class 10 rating indicating that the communityôs fire protection does not meet ISO's 

minimum standards. A better (lower) ISO rating can lead to lower insurance premiums for property owners because it 

indicates a lower risk of fire damage.  The following table details ISO ratings for program participants: 

 

Table 24: Participating ISO Ratings 

Jurisdiction  ISO Rating 

Chase County - 

Cedar Point - 

Cottonwood Falls 6 

Elmdale - 

Matfield Green - 

Strong City 6 

Geary County 3, 3Y 

Grandview Plaza 7 

Junction City 3 

Milford 5 

Lyon County x 

Admire x 

Allen x 

Americus 6 

Bushong x 

Emporia x 

Hartford x 

Neosho Rapids x 

Olpe x 

Reading x 

Morris County   

Council Grove 5 

Dwight  

White City 8 

Wilsey  

Pottawatomie County - 

Belvue 7 

Emmett - 

Havensville 7 

Louisville - 

Olsburg 7 
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Table 24: Participating ISO Ratings 

Jurisdiction  ISO Rating 

Onaga - 

St. George - 

St Maryôs - 

Wamego 4 

Westmoreland - 

Wheaton - 

Riley County 9 

Leonardville 7 

Manhattan 9 

Ogden 7 

Randolph 5 

Riley 6 

Wabaunsee County - 

Alma - 

Alta Vista 7 

Eskridge - 

Harveyville - 

Maple Hill 7 

McFarland - 

Paxico - 
Source: Insurance Services Office 

-: Not rated 

 

Firewise USA Program 

The Firewise USA program is a national initiative designed to help communities at risk from wildfires take proactive 

steps to reduce their vulnerability. Managed by the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA), the program 

encourages local solutions for wildfire safety by involving homeowners, community leaders, and other stakeholders in 

reducing fire risks. Key Elements of the program include: 

 

¶ Community Engagement: The program focuses on encouraging communities to work together to develop and 

implement plans that reduce the risk of wildfire damage. This includes organizing community events, 

educational workshops, and fire preparedness activities. 

¶ Risk Assessment: The program helps communities assess their wildfire risk by identifying vulnerable areas, 

such as overgrown vegetation or homes with flammable roofing materials. Communities then create a plan to 

address these risks. 

¶ Mitigation Actions:  The program encourages property owners to take specific actions to make their homes and 

surroundings more fire-resistant. These actions might include clearing brush and dead trees, using fire-resistant 

building materials, and creating defensible space around homes. 

¶ Education and Resources: The program provides educational materials and resources to help communities 

understand wildfire risks and the steps they can take to mitigate them. This includes guidelines for homeowners, 

tips for creating fire-resistant landscapes, and strategies for community preparedness. 

¶ Community Cohesion: The program fosters a sense of shared responsibility and cooperation among 

community members, which can enhance overall preparedness and resilience. 

¶ Potential Insurance Discounts: Some insurance companies offer discounts to homeowners in recognized 

Firewise communities, reflecting the reduced risk of wildfire damage. 

 

As of this plan, only University Park, located in Riley County participates  in the Firewise USA Program 
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StormReady Community  

The StormReady program is a community preparedness initiative developed by the NWS to enhance the ability to 

prepare for and respond to severe weather events. The goal of StormReady is to help communities develop 

comprehensive weather safety plans that save lives and protect property. Key Components of the program include: 

 

¶ Establishing Warning Systems: Communities must have multiple ways to receive severe weather warnings 

and alert the public. This can include NOAA Weather Radios, emergency alert systems, and local broadcast 

media. 

¶ Emergency Operations Center: A designated location where emergency managers and public officials can 

monitor weather conditions and coordinate responses. 

¶ Public Education Programs: Communities in this program must promote weather safety and preparedness 

through public outreach, including safety fairs, school programs, and distributing weather information 

materials. 

¶ Training:  Community leaders and emergency managers undergo training on how to prepare for, respond to, 

and recover from severe weather. 

¶ Advanced Monitoring Systems: Communities are required to monitor local weather conditions in real-time, 

often using local spotters, weather stations, and other technology to keep track of changing weather patterns. 

¶ Formal Emergency Plans: Communities must develop and maintain formal plans for responding to various 

types of severe weather, including hurricanes, tornadoes, floods, and winter storms. These plans should detail 

evacuation routes, shelter locations, and post-disaster recovery strategies. 

¶ Collaboration with the NWS: Communities work closely with their local NWS office to ensure they have the 

latest information and resources for weather preparedness and response. 

¶ Potential Insurance Benefits: Some insurance providers may offer benefits or discounts to communities that 

are StormReady certified, reflecting the reduced risk of weather-related damage. 

 

As of this plan, Geary County, Lyon County, Riley County, and the City of Wamego are in the StormReady program. 

 

4.8 Special Districts Mitigation Capabilities 

Special districts, which are independent government units created for specific purposes, have several mitigation 

capabilities: 

 

¶ Infrastructure Development and Maintenance: They can build and maintain infrastructure like levees, 

drainage systems, or firebreaks to reduce the impact of natural hazards. 

¶ Emergency Services: Some districts manage fire protection, flood control, or emergency medical services, 

which are critical in disaster response and mitigation. 

¶ Land Use and Zoning: They can enforce zoning regulations that limit development in high-risk areas. 

¶ Public Education and Outreach: Special districts often provide information and resources to help 

communities prepare for and respond to hazards. 

¶ Collaboration:  They often work with local, state, and federal agencies to coordinate mitigation efforts and 

share resources. 

 

Fire district mitigation capabilities include: 

 

¶ Fire Prevention Programs: They conduct inspections, enforce fire codes, and promote fire-safe practices 

within communities. 

¶ Hazardous Fuels Management: Fire districts manage vegetation to reduce fuel loads, including controlled 

burns and clearing brush, to prevent the spread of wildfires. 

¶ Emergency Response Planning: They develop and implement response plans for wildfires, floods, and other 

emergencies, ensuring quick and effective action. 
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¶ Public Education: Fire districts educate residents on fire safety, evacuation procedures, and emergency 

preparedness. 

¶ Infrastructure Protection:  They work to protect critical infrastructure and buildings by ensuring compliance 

with building codes and fire-resistant construction practices. 

 

School district mitigation capabilities include: 

 

¶ Building Safety: They enforce building codes and design schools to withstand hazards like earthquakes, floods, 

and tornadoes. 

¶ Emergency Preparedness Plans: School districts develop and regularly update emergency response plans, 

including evacuation routes, shelter-in-place procedures, and communication strategies. 

¶ Drills and Training: They conduct regular safety drills and provide training for students, teachers, and staff 

on how to respond during emergencies. 

¶ Community Coordination:  School districts collaborate with local emergency services, law enforcement, and 

public health agencies to ensure a coordinated response to hazards. 

¶ Resilience Education: They integrate disaster preparedness into the curriculum, teaching students about hazard 

awareness and safety practices. 

Water district mitigation capabilities include: 

 

¶ Flood Control:  They manage reservoirs, levees, and drainage systems to prevent or reduce flooding. 

¶ Water Supply Management: Water districts ensure the stability and reliability of water supplies during 

droughts or emergencies by implementing conservation measures and diversifying water sources. 

¶ Infrastructure Resilience: They maintain and upgrade water infrastructure to withstand hazards like 

earthquakes, storms, and wildfires. 

¶ Emergency Response: Water districts develop and implement emergency response plans to quickly address 

disruptions in water services due to natural hazards. 

¶ Public Education: They educate the community on water conservation, hazard preparedness, and response 

strategies. 

 

Watershed district mitigation capabilities include: 

 

¶ Flood Control:  They design and maintain infrastructure like dams, levees, and retention basins to control 

flooding and manage stormwater. 

¶ Water Quality Management: Watershed districts implement practices to reduce pollution, manage runoff, and 

protect drinking water sources. 

¶ Erosion Control:  They work to prevent soil erosion by implementing land management practices and restoring 

natural vegetation along waterways. 

¶ Public Education: Watershed districts educate the community on water conservation, pollution prevention, 

and the importance of maintaining healthy watersheds. 

¶ Habitat Restoration: They engage in efforts to restore wetlands, rivers, and other ecosystems to enhance 

biodiversity and natural resilience to hazards. 

 

The above enumerated capabilities allow special districts to play a crucial role in reducing risks and enhancing 

community resilience against natural hazards. 

 

The following table list relevant special districts within Kansas Region I: 
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Table 25: Kansas Region I Special Districts 

Special District Name District Type Representative Title 

USD #284 ï Chase County School Aaron Doty Superintendent 
USD #475 ï Geary County School Karl DeArmond Chief Operating Officer 

USD #251 ï North Lyon County School Robert Blair Superintendent 
USD #252 ï Southern Lyon County School Ryan Muhlig Superintendent 

USD #253 - Emporia School Dr. Allison Harder Superintendent 
USD #417 ï Morris County School Tyson Eslinger Superintendent 

USD #481 ï Rural Vista School Darlene Griffiths Superintendent 
USD #320 ï Wamego School Scott Meitler Asst Superintendent 

USD #321 ï Kaw Valley School Kerry Lacock Superintendent 
USD #322 ï Onaga / Havensville / Wheaton School Cathi Wilson Superintendent 

USD #323 ï Rock Creek School Joan Simoneau Superintendent 
USD #378 ï Riley County School Erin Flair Superintendent 

USD #383 ï Manhattan / Ogden School Michele Jones Director of Health and Safety 
USD #384 ï Blue Valley School Rex Boley Superintendent 

USD #329 ï Wabaunsee Schools School Dr. Troy Pitsch Superintendent 
USD #330 ï Mission Valley School Bill Clark Superintendent 

Public Wholesale Water Supply District #26 Water Matt Markley Operator 

Rural Water District Water Matt Markley Operator 

Rural Water District #1 Water Cliff White Operator 

Rural Water District #4 Water Jeremie Myers P.W. Director 

Rural Water District #4 ï Dwight Water John Niehues Superintendent 

Coffey County RWD 2 Water Mike Riley Operations Manager 

Lyon County RWD 1 Water Jonathan Seimears Operations Manager 

Lyon County RWD 2 Water Jonathan Seimears Operations Manager 

Lyon County RWD 3 Water Matt Brinkman Operations Manager 

Lyon County Water Jaime Seimears Operations Manager 

Lyon County RWD 5 Water Jonathan Seimears Operations Manager 

Hunterôs Island Water District Water John Ellerman Director 

Konza Water District Water John Ellerman Director 

Moehlman Bottom Water District Water John Ellerman Director 

Morris County Rural Water District Water Steve Euler Director 

Pottawatomie Rural Water District #2 Water Marcelino Albuerne Manager 

Pottawatomie Rural Water District #3 Water Stacy Rempe Manager 

Pottawatomie Rural Water District #4 Water Keith Murphy Manager 

Rilet County Rural Water District #1 Water Tom Orazem Manager 

University Park Water and Sewer District Water John Ellerman Director 

Wabaunsee Rural Water District #1 Water Jim Foresman Manager 

Wabaunsee Rural Water District #2 Water Greg Dekat Assistant Manager 

Diamond Creek Watershed Joint District #61 Watershed Ben Barr Director 

Lyon Creek Watershed Watershed George Poland Director 

Rock Creek Watershed Joint District #84 Watershed George Shellenberger Director 

Tri-County Drainage District Watershed Doyle Pearl Board Member 

 

4.9 Jurisdictional Compliance with NFIP 

Kansas Region I NFIP participating communities are committed to continued involvement and compliance. To help 

facilitate compliance, NFIP participating communities:  

 

¶ Meet the minimum standards set forth in the program. 

¶ Adopted floodplain regulations through local ordinance. 

¶ Enforce floodplain ordinances through building restrictions.  

¶ Regulate new construction in Special Flood Hazard Areas as outlined in their floodplain ordinance. 

¶ Utilize FEMA DFIRMs, where available. 
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¶ Monitor floodplain activities.  

 

A community's NFIP coordinator  plays a crucial role in managing and implementing floodplain management activities 

to reduce flood risk. Rules Governing the Kansas Natural Resource Commissionôs Floodplain Administrator 

Accreditation Program Title 18 (amended June 1, 2018) Subtitle I. General provisions Section 1801.1 Purpose. The 

purpose of this program is to provide a procedure for accrediting floodplain administrators. Each county, city, or town 

shall designate a person to serve as the floodplain administrator to administer and implement the community Flood 

Damage Prevention Ordinance or Code pursuant to Ark. Code Ann. §14-268-104 and any local codes and regulations 

relating to the management of flood-prone areas. This program will assure that persons responsible for important 

economic decisions affecting health, safety, and welfare of the State receive annual training to assist them in managing 

development in floodplains. 

 

Responsibilities of a floodplain administrator/NFIP coordinator typically include: 

 

¶ Administering Floodplain Regulations: Ensuring the community complies with NFIP standards by enforcing 

local ordinances and building codes in designated flood-prone areas. 

¶ Assisting Property Owners: Providing guidance on flood insurance requirements, helping residents 

understand their flood risk, and facilitating access to NFIP insurance. 

¶ Maintaining Flood Maps: Keeping and updating FIRMs to reflect current flood risks and communicating 

changes to stakeholders. 

¶ Coordinating Flood Risk Reduction Efforts: Collaborating with federal, state, and local agencies to 

implement flood mitigation strategies and projects. 

¶ Community Outreach: Educating the public about flood hazards, mitigation measures, and the importance of 

flood insurance coverage. 

 

By fulfilling these duties, NFIP coordinators help reduce flood damage and promote community resilience. The 

following represent NFIP coordinators for each participating community within Kansas Region I: 

 

Table 26: Kansas Region I Jurisdictional NFIP Coordinators 

Jurisdiction Name Title 

Chase County Scott Wiltse Floodplain Manager 

Cedar Point Dow Wilson City Clerk 

Cottonwood Falls Buddy Sisson Mayor 

Elmdale Theresa Simmons Mayor 

Matfield Green Brett Talkington City Clerk 

Strong City Yvonne Kirk Deputy Clerk 

Geary County Troy Livingston GIS Zoning 

Grandview Plaza Luke Erichsen City Superintendent 

Junction City Chris Srackangast Community Development Director 

Milford Does not participate - 

Lyon County Samuel Seeley Floodplain Manager 

Admire Ron Kuhn City Council 

Allen Charles Eastman Mayor 

Americus Jana Smart City Clerk 

Bushong Does not participate - 

Emporia Justin Givens Planning and Zoning Administrator 

Hartford Susan Hanners Floodplain Manager 

Neosho Rapids Alanna Martin City Clerk 

Olpe Does not participate - 

Reading Does not participate - 
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Table 26: Kansas Region I Jurisdictional NFIP Coordinators 

Jurisdiction Name Title 

Morris County  Chelsey Schmidt County Clerk 

Council Grove James Masters Floodplain Manager 

Dwight Lisa Lee Floodplain Administrator 

White City Susan McKenzie City Clerk 

Wilsey J.C. Sarratt Mayor 

Pottawatomie County Gregg Webster Floodplain Administrator 

Belvue James Horak Mayor 

Emmett Does not participate - 

Havensville Dan Kolterman City Clerk 

Louisville Does not participate - 

Olsburg Mike Mayer Commissioner 

Onaga Sarah McKinsey City Clerk 

St. George Ben Hawkins Planning and Zoning Chair 

St Maryôs Maurice Cordell City Administrator 

Wamego Vacant Vacant position 

Westmoreland Does not participate - 

Wheaton Does not participate - 

Riley County Darin Hobbs Floodplain Manager 

Leonardville Deandra Anderson City Clerk 

Manhattan Bill Heatherman Stormwater Compliance Engineer 

Ogden Angela Schnee Zoning Admin, FPA 

Randolph Bruce Zimmer Mayor 

Riley Josie Bulk City Clerk 

Wabaunsee County Noel Sylvester Zoning Administrator 

Alma Michael Slobodnik City Superintendent 

Alta Vista Does not participate - 

Eskridge Rex Kraus Mayor 

Harveyville Chris Tenbrink City Clerk 

Maple Hill Tom Mayer Public Works 

McFarland Dorine Schley City Clerk 

Paxico Ryan Theel Zoning Administrator 

 

Participation in the NFIP is based on an agreement between the participating community and the federal government. 

If a community agrees to adopt and enforce a floodplain ordinance designed to reduce future flood risks, all citizens in 

the participating community can purchase flood insurance. In Kansas Region I, as part of NFIP participation, NFIP 

communities must: 

 

¶ Use current NFIP flood maps in adopting floodplain management regulations.  

¶ Require permits and regulate development in SFHAs.  

¶ Ensure that development does not increase the flood hazard on other properties. 

¶ Meet current elevation standards. Ensuring the lowest occupied floor is elevated to or above the base flood 

elevation indicated on the NFIP flood map.  

 

Communities that do not have a FEMA FIRM can still participate in the NFIP. These communities can enter the NFIP 

through the Emergency Program, which provides limited flood insurance coverage while FEMA conducts flood risk 

assessments and develops a FIRM. Communities can voluntarily participate by adopting minimum floodplain 

management regulations even if no detailed flood hazard data exists. Even without a FIRM, communities must establish 

basic floodplain management practices to reduce flood risks. This includes restricting construction in known flood-

prone areas and requiring elevation standards for new buildings. 
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Once a community joins NFIP, FEMA may conduct flood studies to create an official FIRM. When the FIRM is 

completed, the community can transition from the Emergency Program to the Regular Program, allowing access to 

higher flood insurance coverage and disaster assistance. Property owners and renters in participating communities can 

purchase NFIP-backed flood insurance, even if there is no official FIRM. This provides financial protection against 

flood damage, which is not covered under standard homeowners' insurance policies. 

 

A jurisdiction might choose not to participate in the NFIP for several reasons, despite the program's benefits in managing 

flood risks and providing insurance options. This may be because it requires adopting and enforcing floodplain 

management regulations, maintaining records, and updating flood maps. As a smaller jurisdictions, with limited 

resources, the cities of Olpe, Reading, Dunlap, Parkerville, Westmoreland, and Alta Vista find this administrative effort 

overwhelming. Additionally, Morris County does not participate due to a political lack of will and lack of perceived 

need. 

 

While most floodplain requirements have been incorporated into the current Building Codes, some additional provisions 

and regulations may be required by a community. Communities participating in the NFIP are required to adopt, enforce 

and maintain a local floodplain ordinance as a stipulation of compliance with the program. The purpose of this ordinance 

is to ensure public safety, minimize impact to people and property from flooding, protect watercourses from 

encroachment, and maintain the capability of floodplains to retain and carry off floodwaters. The local floodplain 

coordinator is typically the municipal official responsible for overseeing the enforcement and update of the document. 

 

Kansas Region I jurisdictional floodplain ordinances are typically enforced by law enforcement departments and/or 

code enforcement offices. For all Kansas Region I NFIP participating communities the enforcement process works as 

follows: 

 

¶ Identification of Violations: Violations are often identified through various means, such as citizen complaints, 

routine inspections, or observations by enforcement officers. 

¶ Notification:  Once a violation is identified, the responsible party is typically notified of the violation. This 

notification may come in the form of a written citation, warning letter, or verbal communication depending on 

the severity of the violation and local procedures. 

¶ Correction Notice: In many cases, the responsible party is given a certain amount of time to correct the 

violation. They may be required to remedy the situation, obtain necessary permits, or comply with specific 

regulations. 

¶ Follow-up Inspections: After the designated correction period, enforcement officers may conduct follow-up 

inspections to ensure that the violation has been addressed satisfactorily.  

¶ Penalties and Fines: If the responsible party fails to comply with the ordinance or correct the violation within 

the specified timeframe, they may face penalties or fines. These penalties can vary depending on the nature and 

severity of the violation and may escalate for repeated offenses. 

¶ Legal Action: In cases of persistent non-compliance or serious violations, local authorities may initiate legal 

proceedings against the responsible party. This can involve court appearances, injunctions, or other legal 

measures to compel compliance. 

 

Additionally, FEMA has specific requirements NFIP communities must follow both before (pre-disaster) and after 

(post-disaster) a flood event. These requirements are designed to mitigate flood risks, promote sustainable development, 

and ensure eligibility for federal disaster assistance and flood insurance benefits. The following figure represents both 

pre- and post-disaster NFIP community requirements: 
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Figure 6: Pre- and Post-Disaster Community NFIP requirements 

 
 Source: FEMA 

 

When structures located in the SFHAs are substantially modified (more than 50% damaged or improved) they are 

required to be brought into compliance with current NFIP standards and local building codes. In cases of repairs being 

conducted as a result of damage, jurisdictional NFIP coordinators are responsible for substantial damage and 

improvement determinations. These determinations are required for compliance in the NFIP and must be completed 

before residents begin repairs or permits are issued. 
 

However, the May 2020 Report to Congressional Committees on the National Flood Insurance Program by the United 

States Government Accountability indicates ñFEMA generally does not collect or analyze the results of these 

assessments, limiting its ability to ensure the process operates as intended. Furthermore, FEMA has not clarified how 

communities can access NFIP claims data. Such data would help communities target substantial damage assessments 

after a flood.ò This has been found to be true in Kansas Region I, with submitted information and data underutilized 

and some FEMA available data unshared and/or unadvertised.  
 

Section 1206 of the Disaster Recovery Reform Act of 2018 authorizes the FEMA to provide communities with the 

resources to administer and enforce building code and floodplain management ordinances following a major disaster 

declaration through FEMAôs Public Assistance Program. To be eligible for reimbursement under the Public Assistance 

Program, including for the Disaster Recovery Reform Act of 2018 Section 1206, communities must be designated for 

Public Assistance permanent work under a major disaster declaration and be legally responsible to administer and 

enforce building codes or floodplain management regulations. Communities must also be in good standing with the 

NFIP. Available assistance includes: 
 

Figure 7: Disaster Recovery Reform Act of 2018 Available Assistance 

 
                                 Source: FEMA 

 

It is worth noting that this assistance is available for a variety of hazards occurrence types, not just flooding. 
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Key to achieving across the board reduction in flood damages is a robust community assistance, education, and 

awareness program. As such, Kansas Region I and all NFIP participating jurisdictions will continue to develop both 

electronic (including social media) and in person outreach activities.  

 

4.10 Challenges and Opportunities for Capability Improvement 

As always, challenges exist due to the day-to-day demands of the working environment, including staffing issues, 

budget restrictions, and staffing turnover. These issues can, and do, impact the utilization and incorporation of the 

LHMP and the completion of identified hazard mitigation projects.  

 

As part of this planning process, the MPC worked to identify gaps and deficiencies identified in the completion of this 

LHMP. Resulting from this assessment is a series of problem statements, concise descriptions of issues or challenges 

that need to be addressed. These problem statements were determined to be applicable to all participating jurisdictions: 

 

¶ Available funding for the completion of hazard mitigation projects is at a premium, with only occasional 

room in available budgets for required project match. On a yearly basis, many counties and jurisdictions 

throughout Kansas Region I fully allocate their tax revenue to basic services and programs. Because of this, 

funding for mitigation projects is often unavailable or severely limited. While the capability to assess special 

taxes or issue bonds does exist, historically it has been shown that passing these measures is extremely 

difficult. As a result, many needed mitigation projects throughout Kansas Region I are not completed due to 

lack of funding. All Kansas Region I jurisdictions should, as possible, prioritize budgeting for mitigation 

projects. 

¶ The difficulties in applying for and managing hazard mitigation grants can be a challenge. 

¶ Staffing at all levels is stretched thin, with many personnel wearing multiple hats, compromising mitigation 

capabilities. 

 

Improving capabilities can lead to enhanced performance, increased efficiency, and better outcomes in hazard mitigation 

planning and implementation. The following identify recommended improvements: 

 

¶ Continued instruction should be solicited from KDEM and FEMA Region VII on grant application and grant 

management strategies to reflect changing requirements. 

¶ All participating jurisdictions should conduct more extensive educational outreach to all communities, 

especially vulnerable and underserved communities, on mitigation actions and methodologies 

¶ Participating NFIP communities should apply for membership in the CRS to allow citizens to receive discounts 

off their federally backed flood insurance policies. 

¶ Participating jurisdictions who are not current participants should apply for membership in the Firewise USA 

program. 

¶ Participating jurisdictions without an ISO Fire Suppression Rating should apply for a rating. 

¶ All  participating jurisdictions should continue to explore and engage in public-private emergency planning 

partnerships to further increase hazard resiliency through the infusion of additional funding and expertise to 

help complete mitigation projects.  

¶ Participating jurisdictions do not participate in the StormReady program should join. 

¶ All participating jurisdictions should institute a more robust system to track the occurrence and impact of hazard 

occurrences. 

 

The following table summarizes these opportunities for improvement, marked with an x, for each participating 

jurisdiction:  
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 Table 27: Participating Opportunities for Capability Improvement  

Jurisdiction  
Community 

Outreach 

CRS 

App. 

Firewise 

App. 

Grant 

Education 

Impact 

Tracking 

ISO 

App. 

NFIP 

App. 

StormReady 

App. 

Chase County x x x x x x  x 

Cedar Point x x x x x x  x 

Cottonwood Falls x x x x x 
 

 x 

Elmdale x x x x x x  x 

Matfield Green x x x x x x  x 

Strong City x  x x x 
 

x x 

Geary County x  x x x    

Grandview Plaza x x x x x   x 

Junction City x x x x x   x 

Milford x x x x x   x 

Lyon County x  x x x x   

Admire x x x x x x  x 

Allen x x x x x x  x 

Americus x x x x x   x 

Bushong x x x x x x x x 

Emporia x x x x x x  x 

Hartford x x x x x x  x 

Neosho Rapids x x x x x x  x 

Olpe x x x x x x  x 

Reading x x x x x x  x 

Morris County  x x x x x x  x 

Council Grove x x x x x   x 

Dwight x x x x x x  x 

White City x x x x x   x 

Wilsey x x x x x x x x 

Pottawatomie County x x x x x x  x 

Belvue x x x x x   x 

Emmett x x x x x x  x 

Havensville x x x x x   x 

Louisville x x x x x x  x 

Olsburg x x x x x   x 

Onaga x x x x x x  x 

St. George x x x x x x  x 

St Maryôs x x x x x x  x 

Wamego x  x x x    

Westmoreland x x x x x x  x 

Wheaton x x x x x x  x 

Riley County x  x x x   x 

Leonardville x x x x x   x 

Manhattan x x x x x   x 

Ogden x x x x x   x 

Randolph x x x x x   x 

Riley x  x x x   x 

Wabaunsee County x x x x x x  x 

Alma x x x x x x  x 

Alta Vista x x x x x  x x 

Eskridge x x x x x x  x 

Harveyville x x x x x x  x 

Maple Hill x x x x x   x 

McFarland x x x x x x x x 

Paxico x x x x x x x x 
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To help overcome many of these identified challenges, participating jurisdictions will work collaboratively using the 

following strategies, as appropriate: 

 

¶ Innovation and Adaptation: Foster a culture of innovation and adaptability. Encourage employees to think 

creatively, embrace change, and explore new ways of doing things to overcome challenges. 

¶ Training and Development: Invest in training and development to enhance skills and knowledge.  

¶ Communication Improvement: Enhance communications and provide clear and transparent communication 

when sharing information, aligning teams, and addressing concerns.  

¶ Collaboration and Teamwork: Encourage collaboration and teamwork which allows for the pooling of 

diverse skills and perspectives, leading to more effective problem-solving (the MPC is a good example of 

effective use of this strategy). 

¶ Technology Adoption: Embrace technology to streamline operations and enhance productivity.  

¶ Agile Project Management: Implement agile project management methodologies to enhance flexibility and 

responsiveness to changing conditions. Agile approaches allow teams to adapt quickly to challenges.  

 

As appropriate, these strategies will be tailored for specific circumstances, with a combination of these strategies often 

being more effective than relying on a single approach.  
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Section 5 ï Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment 
 

5.1 Introduction  

The goal of this hazard mitigation is to reduce the future impacts of hazards, including deaths and injuries, property 

damage, and disruption to local and county economies, and to further reduce the amount of public and private funds 

spent to assist recovery. To complete this goal, hazard mitigation decision-making in this plan has been based on a 

robust risk assessment, completed to identify natural, human caused, and technological hazards that represent a risk to 

Kansas Region I. The following provide a definition of the risk assessment terms used during this assessment:  

 

¶ Hazard: An act or phenomenon that has the potential to produce harm or other undesirable consequences to a 

person or thing. 

¶ Exposure: The people, property, systems, or functions that could be lost to a hazard. Generally, exposure 

includes what lies in the area the hazard could affect. 

¶ Vulnerability : Vulnerability is susceptibility to physical injury, harm, damage, or economic loss. It depends 

on the assetôs construction, contents, and economic value of its functions. 

¶ Risk: A function of hazard, vulnerability, and exposure. It refers to the likelihood of an event resulting in an 

adverse condition that causes injury or damage. 

 

In order to accomplish this assessment, all relevant natural, human caused, and technological hazards, potential 

vulnerabilities, and exposures were identified. As potential hazards, vulnerabilities, and exposure are identified Kansas 

Region I can continue to develop a strategy to identify and prioritize mitigation action to defend against these potential 

risks. 

 

5.2 Declared Federal Disasters 

The Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. §§ 5121-5206) provides for the 

Federal support of State and local governments and their citizens when impacted by an overwhelming disaster. The 

Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act, as amended, establishes the process for requesting a 

Presidential disaster declaration and defines the type of assistance available.  

 

If it is apparent that a Presidential disaster declaration may be necessary to assist in the recovery of an impacted area, 

Kansas Region I and FEMA Region VII will conduct a Preliminary Damage Assessment (PDA). This assessment is 

used to determine: 

 

¶ The extent of the event. 

¶ The impact of the event on individuals and public facilities. 

¶ The types of federal assistance that may be needed. 

 

Once the PDA is complete, and if a determination is made that the damages exceed available State of Kansas resources, 

the Governor may submit through FEMA Region VII a declaration request to the President.   

 

A major disaster declaration provides a wide range of federal assistance programs for individuals and public 

infrastructure, including funds for both emergency and permanent work. Not all programs, however, are activated for 

every disaster. The determination of which programs are authorized is based on the types of assistance specified in the 

Governorôs request and the needs identified during the initial and subsequent PDAs. FEMA disaster assistance programs 

may include: 

 

¶ Individual Assistance   

¶ Public Assistance   

¶ Hazard Mitigation  

To recognize and encourage mitigation, FEMA considers the extent to which mitigation measures contributed to the 

reduction of disaster damages. This could be especially significant in those disasters where, because of mitigation, the 

estimated public assistance damages fell below the per capita indicator. 
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Historical events of significant magnitude or impact can result in a Presidential Disaster Declaration. The MPC reviewed 

the historical federal disaster declarations to assist in hazard identification. The following table details Disaster 

Declarations for Kansas Region I:  

 

Table 28: Kansas Region I Presidentially Declared Disasters 

Designation 
Declaration 

Date 
Incident Type Counties 

Individual 

and Public 

Assistance 

Mitigation Grants  

DR-4824-KS 9/24/2024 

Severe Storms, Straight-

Line Winds, Tornadoes, 

and Flooding 

Chase, Geary, 

Wabaunsee 
- - 

DR-4811-KS 8/20/2024 

Severe Storms, Straight-

Line Winds, Tornadoes, 

and Flooding 

Morris, Wabaunsee - - 

DR-4800-KS 7/15/2024 

Severe Storms, Straight-

Line Winds, Tornadoes, 

and Flooding 

Morris, Pottawatomie - - 

DR-4774-KS 4/28/2024 Winter Storm 
Chase, Geary, Morris, 

Wabaunsee 
- - 

DR-4640-KS 3/22/2022 
Severe Storms and 

Straight-Line Winds 

Geary, Morris, Riley, 

Wabaunsee 
$12,159,785 $79,818 

DR-4504-KS 3/29/2020 Covid-19 All Kansas Counties $447,055,679 $6,948,544 

DR-4449-KS 8/14/2019 

Severe Storms, Straight-

Line Winds, Flooding, 

Tornadoes, Landslides, and 

Mudslides 

Chase, Geary, Lyon, 

Morris, Pottawatomie, 

Wabaunsee 

$51,157,548 $3,331,442 

DR-4403-KS 10/19/2018 
Severe Storms, Straight-

Line Winds, and Flooding 
Riley $4,545,539 $614,317 

DR-4230-KS 7/20/2015 

Severe Storms, Tornadoes, 

Straight-Line Winds and 

Flooding 

Chase, Lyon, Morris, 

Pottawatomie, 

Wabaunsee 

$11,018,053 - 

DR-4150-KS 10/22/2013 
Severe Storms, Straight-

Line Winds, Tornadoes 

Chase, Geary, Lyon, 

Morris, Pottawatomie 
$10,135,201 - 

DR-4010-KS 7/29/2011 

Severe Storms, Straight-

Line Winds, Tornadoes and 

Flooding 

Lyon, Pottawatomie, 

Riley 
$7,283,729 - 

DR-1932-KS 8/10/2010 
Severe Storms, Flooding 

and Tornadoes 

Chase, Lyon, Morris, 

Pottawatomie, Riley, 

Wabaunsee 

$7,384,786 - 

DR-1885-KS 3/9/2010 
Severe Winter Storms and 

Snowstorm 

Geary, Lyon, Morris, 

Pottawatomie, Riley, 

Wabaunsee 

$15,069,228 - 

DR-1849-KS 6/25/2009 

Severe Storms, Flooding, 

Straight-Line Winds, and 

Tornadoes 

Chase, Lyon, Morris, 

Wabaunsee 
$11,534,818 - 

DR-1848-KS 6/24/2009 

Severe Winter Storm and 

Record and Near Record 

Snow 

Chase, Lyon, Morris $12,436,207 - 

DR-1808-KS 10/31/2008 
Severe Storms, Flooding, 

and Tornadoes 
Chase $3,364,325 - 

DR-1776-KS 7/9/2008 
Severe Storms, Flooding, 

and Tornadoes 
Riley $55,300,511 - 

DR-1741-KS 2/1/2008 Severe Winter Storms 

Chase, Geary, Lyon, 

Morris, Pottawatomie, 

Riley, Wabaunsee 

$227,086,533 - 
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Table 28: Kansas Region I Presidentially Declared Disasters 

Designation 
Declaration 

Date 
Incident Type Counties 

Individual 

and Public 

Assistance 

Mitigation Grants  

DR-1699-KS 5/6/2007 
Severe Storms, Tornadoes, 

and Flooding 

Chase, Lyon, Morris, 

Pottawatomie, Riley, 

Wabaunsee 

$98,286,095  

DR-1579-KS 2/8/2005 
Severe Winter Storm, 

Heavy Rains, and Flooding 

Chase, Lyon, Morris, 

Pottawatomie, 

Wabaunsee 

$82,381,461 - 

DR-1535-KS 8/3/2004 
Severe Storms, Flooding, 

and Tornadoes 

Geary, Lyon, Morris, 

Wabaunsee 
$10,223,840 - 

DR-1402-KS 2/6/2002 Ice Storm Lyon $45,020,240 - 

DR-1258-KS 11/5/1998 
Severe Storms and 

Flooding 
Chase, Lyon $9,574,047 - 

DR-1000-KS 7/22/1993 Flooding, Severe Storms 

Chase, Geary, Lyon, 

Morris, Pottawatomie, 

Riley, Wabaunsee 

- - 

DR-442-KS 6/10/1974 Severe Storms, Flooding Lyon - - 

DR-378-KS 5/2/1973 Severe Storms, Flooding 

Lyon, Morris, 

Pottawatomie, 

Wabaunsee 

- - 

DR-267-KS 7/15/1969 
Tornadoes, Severe Storms, 

Flooding 
Lyon, Morris - - 

DR-229-KS 7/18/1967 
Tornadoes, Severe Storms, 

Flooding 

Chase, Lyon, 

Pottawatomie, 

Wabaunsee 

- - 

DR-219-KS 6/10/1966 Tornadoes, Severe Storms Riley - - 

DR-201-KS 6/23/1965 Flooding Chase, Lyon - - 

Source: FEMA 

-: Not reported 

 

The following graph represents Presidentially Declared Disasters in the Kansas Region I by year, starting in 1955: 

 

Graph 15: Kansas Region I Presidentially Declared Disasters by Year, 1955 - 2025 

 
Source: FEMA 

 

The President can declare an emergency for any occasion or instance when the President determines federal assistance 

is needed. Emergency Declarations supplement State and local or Indian tribal government efforts in providing 

emergency services, such as the protection of lives, property, public health, and safety, or to lessen or avert the threat 

of a catastrophe.  The total amount of assistance provided for in a single emergency may not exceed $5,000,000. The 

following types of assistance are available under an Emergency Declaration: 
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¶ Public Assistance, Categories A (debris removal) and B (emergency protective measures)  

¶ Individual Assistance, the Individuals and Households Program  

 

The following table details Emergency Declarations for Kansas Region I.  

 

Table 29: Kansas Region I Emergency Declarations 

Designation Declaration Date Incident Type Public Assistance 

EM-3481-KS   3/13/2020 Kansas Covid-19 Not reported 

EM-3412-KS 5/28/2019 Flooding Not reported 

EM-3282-KS 12/12/2007 Kansas Severe Winter Storms Not reported 

EM-3236-KS 9/10/2005 Hurricane Katrina Evacuation Not reported 
Source: FEMA 

 

The Governor, or the Governor's Authorized Representative, may submit a request for a fire management assistance 

declaration as required. FEMA will approve declarations for fire management assistance when it is determined that a 

fire or fire complex on public or private forest land or grassland threatens such destruction as would constitute a major 

disaster. The MPC reviewed the historical fire management declarations to assist in hazard identification. Research 

indicates that there have been no fire management declarations for Kansas Region I since 1953:  

 

Table 30: Kansas Region I Fire Management Declarations 

Designation County Declaration Date Incident Name 
Public 

Assistance 

Emergency 

Work  

- - - - - - 
Source: FEMA 

-: None reported 

 

The Governor of the State of Kansas has declared two Kansas Disaster Declarations during the past five years for Region 

I.  

 

¶ April 20, 2020: A declaration was issued for the COVID-19 pandemic.  

¶ January 18, 2019: A declaration was issued for a major winter storm system. 

 

5.3 Identified Potential Hazards 

One of the first steps in developing a hazard assessment is to identify the hazards that have a reasonable risk of occurring. 

Proper identification allows for appropriate and well-planned action in order to mitigate the extent and cascading 

impacts of an incident. Furthermore, while not all disaster contingencies can be planned for, applying an all-hazards 

approach to the mitigation process does yield greater awareness and better preparedness for unforeseen hazard incidents 

overall.  

 

The MPC met to discuss previously identified hazards and deliberate on any changes or additions to the regional hazard 

profile. A thorough and comprehensive revision of data for each hazard was completed as part of this plan update. 

Additionally, this plan has worked, as per FEMA recommendations, to merge similar hazards together with the aim of 

both simplifying the usage of the plan and reducing duplication of effort.  

 

The MPC confirmed the following natural hazards that may impact the Kansas Region I:  

 

Table 31: Kansas Region I Identified Natural Hazards 

Hazard Notes 

Agricultural Infestation 
Hazard identified as a concern, but mitigation measures are largely implemented 

on the State and Federal level. 

Dam or Levee Failure Hazard not applicable to all jurisdictions. 
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Table 31: Kansas Region I Identified Natural Hazards 

Hazard Notes 

Drought Hazard applicable to all jurisdictions.  

Extreme Temperatures Hazard applicable to all jurisdictions. 

Flood Hazard applicable to all jurisdictions. 

Severe Weather 
Combined hail, lightning, and high and thunderstorm winds. Applicable to all 

jurisdictions. 

Severe Winter Weather Renamed from Winter Storm. Applicable to all jurisdictions. 

Tornado Applicable to all jurisdictions 

Wildfire Applicable to all jurisdictions 

 

The MPC confirmed the following human caused and technological hazards that may impact the Kansas Region I, as 

listed below: 
 

Table 32: Kansas Region I Identified Human Caused and Technological Hazards 

Hazard Included in 2025 HMP Notes 

Cybersecurity Incident Yes New 

Hazardous Materials Incident Yes - 

Infrastructure Failure Yes Renamed from Utility/Infrastructure Failure 

Terrorism Yes Now includes active shooter 

Transmissible Disease Yes Renamed from Major Disease Outbreak 

 

Based on discussion with the MPC, a lack of identified risk or history, and geographic improbability, numerous FEMA 

identified hazards such as coastal erosion and hurricane were not included in the scope of this plan. Additionally, the 

following natural hazards included in the State of Kansas HMP were not included for the enumerated reasons: 

 

¶ Earthquake: Information from the Kansas Geological Society indicates that Kansas Region I has had no 

recorded earthquake above Richter Scale Magnitude 3.0, with effects resembling vibrations caused by heavy 

traffic. Additionally, FEMA seismic risk maps indicate that the region is in the low-risk category. As such, the 

MPC opted to not allocate potential resources or funding to mitigate this hazard in favor of prioritizing other 

hazards. 

¶ Expansive Soils: While mapping from the USGS indicates that the majority of Kansas Region I has soils with 

part of the unit, generally less than 50%, having  high swelling potential, no major recorded instances of damage, 

death, or injury has been noted by the MPC. As such, the MPC opted to not allocate potential resources or 

funding to mitigate this hazard in favor of prioritizing other hazards. 

¶ Land Subsidence: There have been no recorded incidences of subsidence events in Kansas Region I. 

Additionally, geologic maps indicate that the region has minimal Karst topography, a known contributor to 

subsidence and minimal identified subsurface void space. Due to a lack of documented history and indicated 

risk, the MPC opted to not allocate potential resources or funding to mitigate this hazard in favor of prioritizing 

other hazards. 

¶ Landslide: Mapping from the Kansas Geological Survey indicates that Region I has no major areas of landslide 

risk. Additionally, due to the lack document occurrence and unfavorable topography, the MPC opted to not 

allocate potential resources or funding to mitigate this hazard in favor of prioritizing other hazards. 

¶ Soil Erosion and Dust: The larger concern of soil erosion, and the associated dust caused by this erosion, is an 

issue that is managed by the Kansas Department of Agriculture on a statewide basis. As such, the MPC elected 

to remove this hazard from the plan. 

 

The following table indicates the improvement of worsening of conditions related to the identified hazards in this LHMP 

since the completion of the 2020 LHMP: 
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Table 33: Kansas Region I Natural Hazards Change in Conditions 

Natural Hazard Change in Conditions Notes 

Agricultural 

Infestation 
Worsening 

Increased extreme heat and drought occurrences have exacerbated 

conditions related to infestation events. 

Dam and Levee 

Failure 
Unchanged 

The number of dams has not changed. However, drought 

conditions have tended to lower the storage in dammed reservoirs. 

Drought Worsening 
Available data indicates that the rate of drought occurrence is 

increasing. 

Extreme 

Temperatures 
Worsening 

Data indicates that the number of high temperature days has been 

increasing.  

Flood Worsening 
Data indicates that while rainfall occurrence has lessened, the 

number of heavy rainfall events have increased.  

Severe Weather Worsening Data indicates that incidences of severe weather are increasing. 

Severe Winter 

Weather 
Unchanged 

Changes in weather patterns indicate severe winter weather 

precipitation may change from snow to ice and freezing rain. 

Tornado Unchanged 
Data indicates the frequency and magnitude of tornadoes has 

remained consistent. 

Wildfire Worsening 
Increased extreme heat and drought occurrences have exacerbated 

conditions related to wildfire events. 

 

Table 34: Kansas Region I Human Caused or Technological Hazards Change in Conditions 

Natural Hazard Change in Conditions Notes 

Cybersecurity 

Incident 
Worsening 

The reliance on web-based systems and data will continue to make 

this a persistent threat. 

Hazardous 

Materials Incident 
Worsening 

Aging handling and transportation systems may increase the 

occurrence of release events. 

Infrastructure 

Failure 
Worsening Aging infrastructure may increase the occurrence of failure events. 

Terrorism Unknown 
The nature of terrorism makes quantifying the change in 

conditions challenging to quantify. 

Transmissible 

Disease 
Worsening 

Available data indicates that the rate of drought and extreme heat 

occurrence is increasing, which may increase vector borne disease 

occurrence. 
 

5.4 Hazard Planning Significance 

For the purposes of this plan, hazard planning significance refers to the relevance of the identified hazard to the 

jurisdictions of Kansas Region I when calculating risk and vulnerability. In order to help quantify the planning 

significance for a hazard, data was reviewed on two levels, federal (National Risk Index data) and local (researched 

plan data relevant to occurrence and vulnerability on a county and local level). This allowed for a comparison between 

data sets for each hazard type and allowed for a summation at the county level. It is recognized that inconsistencies in 

methodologies and data make it difficult to make a direct comparison across all data levels. However, as possible, 

collected data was translated into a unified model that accounted for any variability in data and methodologies. 

 

The result of this assessment provides a larger scale snapshot of how Kansas Region I jurisdictions view risk and allowed 

for integration of hazard data into the LHMP.  

 

For natural hazards, data from this plan was vetted by the Kansas Region I Emergency Manager and participating 

jurisdictions to ensure it matched local conditions. Additionally, Kansas Region I utilized FEMAôs National Risk Index 

(NRI) which provides a method of understating high and local level jurisdictional vulnerability. FEMAôs NRI dataset 

and online tool was used to help determine local community risk for identified natural hazards in this LHMP.  

 

The risk equation behind the Risk Index includes three components, Expected Annual Loss (EAL), social vulnerability 

(previously discussed), and community resilience (previously discussed). The dataset supporting EAL provides 
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estimates measured in 2022 U.S. dollars. The datasets supporting the social vulnerability and community resilience 

components have been standardized using a minimum-maximum normalization approach prior to being incorporated 

into the NRI risk calculation. 

 

As part of the NRI, EAL represents the average economic loss in dollars resulting from a hazard each year. It quantifies 

loss for relevant consequence types, buildings, people, and agriculture. An EAL score and rating represent a 

community's relative level of expected losses each year when compared to all other communities at the same level. EAL 

is calculated using an equation that includes exposure, annualized frequency, and historic loss ratio risk factors. 

Exposure is a factor that measures the building value, population, and agriculture value potentially exposed to a natural 

hazard occurrence. Annualized frequency is a factor that measures the expected frequency or probability of a hazard 

occurrence per year. Historic loss ratio is a factor that measures the percentage of the exposed consequence type value 

(building, population, or agriculture) expected to be lost due to an occurrence. EAL represents the average economic 

loss in dollars resulting from natural hazards each year and is proportional to a communityôs risk. 

 

To calculate Risk Index values, the NRI generates a Community Risk Adjustment to scale EAL values up or down, 

depending on their community risk factors, increasing with social vulnerability and decreases with community 

resilience.  For a jurisdiction, a higher social vulnerability results in a higher Risk Index value while higher community 

resilience results in a lower Risk Index value. 

 

Using these three components, Risk Index values are calculated for each jurisdiction (county and Census tract). The 

calculated Risk Index values form an absolute basis for measuring Risk within the NRI, and they are used to generate 

Risk Index percentiles and ratings across communities. The risk equation behind the NRI is as follows: 

 

Figure 8: FEMA NRI  

 
Source: FEMA 

 

For both the Risk Index and EAL there is a qualitative rating that describes the nature of a communityôs score in 

comparison to all other communities at the same level, ranging from ñVery Lowò to ñVery High.ò Because all ratings 

are relative, there are no specific numeric values that determine the rating. 

 

The National Risk Index provides relative Risk Index percentiles and ratings based on data for Expected Annual Loss 

due to natural hazards, Social Vulnerability, and Community Resilience. Separate percentiles and ratings are also 

provided for each component: Expected Annual Loss, Social Vulnerability, and Community Resilience. For the Risk 

Index and Expected Annual Loss, percentiles and ratings can be viewed as a composite score for all hazards or 

individually for each of the 18 hazard types.  

 

A community's score is represented by its percentile ranking among all other communities at the same level for Risk, 

Expected Annual Loss, Social Vulnerability and Community Resilience. For example, if a given Census tract's Risk 

Index percentile for a hazard type is 85.32 then its Risk Index value is greater than 85.32% of all US Census tracts. 
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These scores are then assigned a qualitative rating that describes the community in comparison to all other communities 

at the same level, ranging from ñVery Lowò to ñVery High.ò To determine Risk and Expected Annual Loss ratings, a 

methodology known as k-means clustering or natural breaks is applied to each value. This approach divides all 

communities into five groups such that the communities within each group are as similar as possible (minimized 

variance) while the groups are as different as possible (maximized variance). A cubed root transformation is applied to 

both Risk and Expected Annual Loss values before k-means clustering. Without the transformation, these values are 

heavily skewed by an extreme range of population and building value densities between urban and rural communities. 

By applying a cube root transformation, the National Risk Index controls for this characteristic and provides ratings 

with greater differentiation and usefulness. 

 

In order to gain an understanding of hazard risk, the following table details the estimated FEMA NRI data for Kansas 

Region I counties and participating jurisdictions (by census tract): 

 

Table 35: Kansas Region I Participating Jurisdiction All Natural Hazard Risk Index  

Jurisdiction  Census Tract  National Percentile  Risk Index 

Chase County All  25.1 Very Low 

Cedar Point, Cottonwood Falls, 

Elmdale, Matfield Green, Strong City 
20017960600 93.9 Relatively High 

Geary County All  65.4 Relatively Low 

Junction City 20061000100 80.2 Relatively Moderate 

Junction City 20061000200 66.2 Relatively Moderate 

Junction City 20061000300 78.7 Relatively Moderate 

Junction City 20061000401 73.2 Relatively Moderate 

Junction City 20061000402 27.5 Relatively Low 

Junction City 20061000500 60.4 Relatively Low 

Junction City 20061000601 74.7 Relatively Moderate 

Grandview Plaza 20061000700 74.8 Relatively Moderate 

Junction City 20061000801 42.4 Relatively Low 

Milford  20061000802 79.2 Relatively Moderate 

Lyon County All  50.0 Relatively Low 

Emporia 20111000101 55.7 Relatively Low 

Emporia 20111000102 18.3 Very Low 

Emporia 20111000103 16.2 Very Low 

Emporia 20111000201 47.8 Relatively Low 

Emporia 20111000202 31.1 Relatively Low 

Emporia 20111000203 8.5 Very Low 

Emporia 20111000300 64.8 Relatively Moderate 

Emporia 20111000400 38.9 Relatively Low 

Emporia 20111000500 71.3 Relatively Moderate 

Allen, Admire, Bushong, Reading 20111000600 51.9 Relatively Low 

Americus 20111000700 57.0 Relatively Low 

Hartford, Olpe, Neosho Rapids 20111000800 66.4 Relatively Moderate 

Morris County  All  18.8 Very Low 

Dunlap, Dwight, Latimer, Parkerville, 

White City, Wilsey 
20127963600 83.1 Relatively Moderate 

Council Grove 20127963700 67.9 Relatively Moderate 

Pottawatomie County All  38.1 Very Low 

Louisville 20149000101 50.3 Relatively Low 

St. George 20149000102 72.3 Relatively Moderate 

Wamego 20149000200 64.0 Relatively Moderate 

Belvue, Emmett, St. Marys 20149000300 58.9 Relatively Low 

Havensville, Olsburg, Onaga, 

Westmoreland, Wheaton 
20149000400 79.8 Relatively Moderate 

Riley County All  75.7 Relatively Low 

Manhattan 20161000201 63.3 Relatively Moderate 
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Table 35: Kansas Region I Participating Jurisdiction All Natural Hazard Risk Index  

Jurisdiction  Census Tract  National Percentile  Risk Index 

Manhattan 20161000202 81.4 Relatively Moderate 

Manhattan 20161000303 25.5 Very Low 

Manhattan 20161000304 59.5 Relatively Low 

Manhattan 20161000500 53.4 Relatively Low 

Manhattan 20161000601 50.6 Relatively Low 

Manhattan 20161000602 75.0 Relatively Moderate 

Manhattan 20161000700 71.0 Relatively Moderate 

Manhattan 20161000801 60.2 Relatively Low 

Manhattan 20161000802 55.2 Relatively Low 

Ogden 20161000900 89.9 Relatively High 

Manhattan 20161001101 80.5 Relatively Moderate 

Manhattan 20161001102 51.8 Relatively Low 

Manhattan 20161001301 55.1 Relatively Low 

Leonardville, Randloph, Riley 20161001302 83.2 Relatively Moderate 

Wabaunsee County All  17.6 Very Low 

Alma, Alta Vista, Maple Hill, 

McFarland, Paxico 
20197483100 80.4 Relatively Moderate 

Eskridge, Harveyville, 20197483200 69.8 Relatively Moderate 
Source: FEMA NRI 

 

In order to gain an understanding of vulnerability, the following table details the estimated FEMA EAL data for Kansas 

Region I counties and participating jurisdictions (by census tract): 

 

Table 36: Participating Jurisdiction All Natural Hazard EAL  

Jurisdiction  
Census 

Tract  
EAL  Rating 

National 

Percentile 
Building 

EAL  

Population 

Equivalence 

EAL (fatalities)  

Agricultura

l EAL  
Composite 

EAL  

Chase County All  Very Low 25.8 $1,235,611 0.08 $519,807 $2,711,791 

Cedar Point, 

Cottonwood 

Falls, Elmdale, 

Matfield 

Green, Strong 

City 

20017960600 
Relatively 

High 
93.9 $1,235,611 0.08 $519,807 $2,711,791 

Geary County All  
Relatively 

Low 
64.9 $1,778,773 0.60 $139,700 $8,935,222 

Junction City 20061000100 
Relatively 

Moderate 
72.0 $329,866 0.05 $4,147 $918,154 

Junction City 20061000200 
Relatively 

Low 
54.9 $62,545 0.04 $60 $557,663 

Junction City 20061000300 
Relatively 

Moderate 
76.1 $142,143 0.08 $1,265 $1,055,075 

Junction City 20061000401 
Relatively 

Moderate 
71.0 $117,596 0.07 $1 $889,122 

Junction City 20061000402 
Relatively 

Low 
35.3 $34,551 0.03 $0 $336,390 

Junction City 20061000500 
Relatively 

Low 
58.5 $125,484 0.04 $288 $614,061 

Junction City 20061000601 
Relatively 

Moderate 
77.6 $74,250 0.09 $231 $1,115,909 

Grandview 

Plaza 
20061000700 

Relatively 

Moderate 
72.1 $292,807 0.05 $89,609 $922,129 

Junction City 20061000801 
Relatively 

Low 
51.6 $63,842 0.04 $329 $509,268 
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Table 36: Participating Jurisdiction All Natural Hazard EAL  

Jurisdiction  
Census 

Tract  
EAL  Rating 

National 

Percentile 
Building 

EAL  

Population 

Equivalence 

EAL (fatalities)  

Agricultura

l EAL  
Composite 

EAL  

Milford  20061000802 
Relatively 

Moderate 
82.3 $404,195 0.08 $43,459 $1,355,485 

Lyon County All  Very Low 51.7 $2,532,255 0.25 $211,389 $5,671,626 

Emporia 20111000101 
Relatively 

Low 
45.0 $80,176 0.03 $0 $431,303 

Emporia 20111000102 Very Low 11.6 $119,342 0.00 $0 $144,224 

Emporia 20111000103 Very Low 17.3 $46,171 0.01 $510 $188,054 

Emporia 20111000201 
Relatively 

Low 
47.7 $171,226 0.02 $104 $460,825 

Emporia 20111000202 
Relatively 

Low 
38.2 $170,916 0.02 $139 $363,729 

Emporia 20111000203 Very Low 8.0 $42,602 0.01 $0 $115,514 

Emporia 20111000300 
Relatively 

Moderate 
63.3 $290,798 0.04 $1,969 $703,590 

Emporia 20111000400 
Relatively 

Low 
32.7 $86,907 0.02 $0 $311,914 

Emporia 20111000500 
Relatively 

Low 
60.6 $280,649 0.03 $1,197 $651,782 

Allen, Admire, 

Bushong, 

Reading 

20111000600 
Relatively 

Moderate 
63.6 $385,436 0.02 $66,660 $709,831 

Americus 20111000700 
Relatively 

Low 
59.7 $330,505 0.02 $49,928 $636,341 

Hartford, 

Olpe, Neosho 

Rapids 

20111000800 
Relatively 

Moderate 
73.1 $527,527 0.03 $90,879 $954,521 

Morris 

County 
All  Very Low 23.3 $663,760 0.09 $821,191 $2,537,576 

Dunlap, 

Dwight, 

Latimer, 

Parkerville, 

White City, 

Wilsey 

20127963600 
Relatively 

High 
87.8 $429,700 0.05 $789,463 $1,774,071 

Council Grove 20127963700 
Relatively 

Moderate 
66.2 $234,060 0.04 $31,728 $763,506 

Pottawatomie 

County 
All  Very Low 43.8 $2,876,606 0.14 $67,480 $4,600,181 

Louisville 20149000101 
Relatively 

Low 
57.2 $350,900 0.02 $16,153 $592,709 

St. George 20149000102 
Relatively 

Moderate 
78.3 $651,470 0.04 $4,613 $1,146,292 

Wamego 20149000200 
Relatively 

Moderate 
67.5 $382,866 0.03 $4,943 $792,654 

Belvue, 

Emmett, St. 

Marys 

20149000300 
Relatively 

Moderate 
62.0 $373,274 0.02 $21,587 $677,180 

Havensville, 

Olsburg, 

Onaga, 

Westmoreland, 

Wheaton 

20149000400 
Relatively 

Moderate 
82.9 $1,118,096 0.02 $20,183 $1,391,347 
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Table 36: Participating Jurisdiction All Natural Hazard EAL  

Jurisdiction  
Census 

Tract  
EAL  Rating 

National 

Percentile 
Building 

EAL  

Population 

Equivalence 

EAL (fatalities)  

Agricultura

l EAL  
Composite 

EAL  

Riley County All  
Relatively 

Low 
75.3 $8,670,180 0.44 $455,994 $14,239,915 

Manhattan 20161000201 
Relatively 

Low 
51.7 $264,111 0.02 $10,875 $511,965 

Manhattan 20161000202 
Relatively 

Moderate 
80.9 $707,849 0.05 $5,581 $1,271,112 

Manhattan 20161000303 Very Low 25.7 $53,264 0.02 $0 $251,252 

Manhattan 20161000304 
Relatively 

Moderate 
62.2 $379,726 0.03 $0 $681,802 

Manhattan 20161000500 
Relatively 

Low 
54.2 $240,545 0.03 $0 $547,801 

Manhattan 20161000601 
Relatively 

Low 
55.0 $303,291 0.02 $0 $558,925 

Manhattan 20161000602 
Relatively 

Moderate 
76.5 $613,956 0.04 $8,502 $1,070,466 

Manhattan 20161000700 
Relatively 

Moderate 
68.7 $555,112 0.02 $0 $822,188 

Manhattan 20161000801 
Relatively 

Low 
56.4 $305,355 0.02 $0 $580,003 

Manhattan 20161000802 
Relatively 

Low 
49.3 $329,289 0.01 $0 $480,048 

Ogden 20161000900 
Relatively 

High 
88.3 $1,286,821 0.03 $158,608 $1,829,370 

Manhattan 20161001101 
Relatively 

Moderate 
79.4 $900,093 0.03 $5,007 $1,199,521 

Manhattan 20161001102 
Relatively 

Low 
45.2 $179,873 0.02 $423 $433,406 

Manhattan 20161001301 
Relatively 

Moderate 
61.9 $401,078 0.02 $1,712 $675,562 

Leonardville, 

Randloph, 

Riley 

20161001302 
Relatively 

High 
88.13 $1,198,073 0.03 $256,148 $1,806,907 

Wabaunsee 

County 
All  Very Low 21.6 $1,327,491 0.08 $111,528 $2,374,710 

Alma, Alta 

Vista, Maple 

Hill, 

McFarland, 

Paxico 

20197483100 
Relatively 

Moderate 
82.5 $634,481 0.06 $67,227 $1,363,833 

Eskridge, 

Harveyville, 
20197483200 

Relatively 

Moderate 
74.8 $693,010 0.02 $44,301 $1,010,877 

Source: FEMA NRI 

 

The following tables detail the FEMA NRI and EAL ratings for each FEMA evaluated natural hazard for Kansas Region 

I counties and participating jurisdictions (by census tract): 
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Table 37: Chase County FEMA NRI Summary, All Natural Hazards  

Natural Hazard NRI Rating EAL Rating  

Drought  Relatively Low Relatively Low 

Extreme Heat Relatively Low Relatively Low 

Extreme Cold Relatively Low Relatively Low 

Flood Relatively Low Relatively Low 

Hail Relatively Low Relatively Low 

Lightning Very Low Very Low 

Strong Wind Relatively Low Relatively Moderate 

Ice Storm Relatively Moderate Relatively Moderate 

Winter Weather  Relatively Low Relatively Low 

Tornado Relatively Low Relatively Low 

Wildfire Relatively Low Relatively Low 
Source: FEMA NRI 

 

Table 38: Geary County FEMA NRI Summary, All Natural Hazards  

Natural Hazard NRI Rating EAL Rating  

Drought  Relatively Low Relatively Low 

Extreme Heat Relatively Moderate Relatively Moderate 

Extreme Cold Relatively Low Relatively Low 

Flood Relatively Low Relatively Low 

Hail Relatively High Relatively High 

Lightning Relatively Low Relatively Low 

Strong Wind Relatively Low Relatively Low 

Ice Storm Relatively Low Relatively Moderate 

Winter Weather  Relatively Moderate Relatively Moderate 

Tornado Relatively Moderate Relatively Moderate 

Wildfire Relatively Low Relatively Low 
Source: FEMA NRI 

 

Table 39: Lyon County FEMA NRI Summary, All Natural Hazards  

Natural Hazard NRI Rating EAL Rating  

Drought  Relatively Low Relatively Low 

Extreme Heat Relatively Moderate Relatively Moderate 

Extreme Cold Relatively Low Relatively Low 

Flood Relatively Low Relatively Low 

Hail Very Low Very Low 

Lightning Relatively Low Relatively Low 

Strong Wind Very Low Relatively Low 

Ice Storm Relatively High Relatively High 

Winter Weather  Relatively Moderate Relatively High 

Tornado Relatively Moderate Relatively Moderate 

Wildfire Relatively Low Relatively Low 
Source: FEMA NRI 
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Table 40: Morris County  FEMA NRI Summary, All Natural Hazards  

Natural Hazard NRI Rating EAL Rating  

Drought  Relatively Low Relatively Low 

Extreme Heat Relatively Low Relatively Low 

Extreme Cold Relatively Low Relatively Low 

Flood Relatively Low Relatively Low 

Hail Relatively Low Relatively Low 

Lightning Very Low Very Low 

Strong Wind Relatively Low Relatively Moderate 

Ice Storm Very Low Very Low 

Winter Weather  Relatively Low Relatively Low 

Tornado Relatively Low Relatively Low 

Wildfire Relatively Low Relatively Low 
Source: FEMA NRI 

 

Table 41: Pottawatomie County FEMA NRI Summary, All Natural Hazards  

Natural Hazard NRI Rating EAL Rating  

Drought  Relatively Low Relatively Low 

Extreme Heat Relatively Low Relatively Low 

Extreme Cold Relatively Low Relatively Low 

Flood Relatively Moderate Relatively Moderate 

Hail Relatively Low Relatively Low 

Lightning Relatively Low Relatively Low 

Strong Wind Very Low Very Low 

Ice Storm Relatively Low Relatively Low 

Winter Weather  Relatively Low Relatively Low 

Tornado Relatively Low Relatively Moderate 

Wildfire Relatively Moderate Relatively Moderate 
Source: FEMA NRI 

 

Table 42: Riley County FEMA NRI Summary, All Natural Hazards  

Natural Hazard NRI Rating EAL Rating  

Drought  Very Low Very Low 

Extreme Heat Relatively Low Relatively Low 

Extreme Cold Relatively Low Relatively Low 

Flood Relatively Low Relatively Low 

Hail Relatively Low Relatively Low 

Lightning Relatively Moderate Relatively Moderate 

Strong Wind Relatively Moderate Relatively High 

Ice Storm Relatively Moderate Relatively High 

Winter Weather  Relatively High Relatively High 

Tornado Relatively Moderate Relatively Moderate 

Wildfire Relatively Low Relatively Moderate 
Source: FEMA NRI 
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Table 43: Wabaunsee County FEMA NRI Summary, All Natural Hazards  

Natural Hazard NRI Rating EAL Rating  

Drought  Relatively Low Relatively Low 

Extreme Heat Relatively Low Relatively Low 

Extreme Cold Relatively Low Relatively Low 

Flood Relatively Low Relatively Low 

Hail Relatively Low Relatively Low 

Lightning Relatively Low Relatively Low 

Strong Wind Very Low Very Low 

Ice Storm Very Low Very Low 

Winter Weather  Relatively Low Relatively Low 

Tornado Relatively Low Relatively Low 

Wildfire Relatively Low Relatively Low 
Source: FEMA NRI 

 

Where appropriate, differences in vulnerability to identified hazards are noted in each individual hazard section. 

 

As the FEMA NRI does not provide data concerning human caused and technological caused hazards the hazard rating 

methodology used on the 20202 Kansas Region I HMP was followed to help determine hazard planning significance 

for the county level. A standardized methodology, which allows for greater flexibility and room for subject matter 

expertise, was developed to compare different hazardsô risk. Where possible, this method prioritizes hazard risk based 

on a blend of quantitative factors extracted from available data sources. These factors include: 

 

¶ Probability of occurrence (expected frequency)  

¶ Probable magnitude of impact (estimated strength, magnitude, onset, duration, and damage potential) 

¶ Warning time of hazard occurrence (what type of warning can be expected) 

¶ Duration of event (how long will hazard conditions exist)  

 

The scores for the four hazard rating factors (probability of hazard occurrence, magnitude, warning time, and duration) 

were given a criticality rating from one to four (four being the highest concern or impact) and summed at a county level 

for each natural hazard using the following formula: 

 

(Probability x 0.45) + (Magnitude x 0.30) + (Warning Time x 0.15) + (Duration x 0.10) 

 

The numerical result of the formula for each hazard allowed for an assignment of a planning significance. The following 

table details planning significance ranges. 

 

Table 44: Planning Significance Rating Range 

 Score Range 

Planning Significance Low Score High Score 

High 3.0 4.0 

Moderate 2.0 2.9 

Low 1.0 1.9 
 

 

The terms high, moderate, and low indicate the level of planning significance for each hazard, and do not indicate the 

potential impact of a hazard occurring. Hazards rated with moderate or high planning significance were more thoroughly 

investigated and discussed due to the availability of data and historical occurrences, while those with a low planning 

significance were generally addressed due to lack of available data and historical occurrences. 

 

The result of this assessment provides a larger scale snapshot of how participating counties view risk and allowed for 

integration of hazard data into this HMP. This allowed for a comparison between counties for each human caused and 

technological hazard type. It is recognized that inconsistencies in methodologies and data make it difficult to make a 
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direct comparison, however, as possible, collected data was translated into a unified model that accounted for any 

variability in data and methodologies.  

 

The following tables show the hazard planning significance of natural hazards and technological and human caused 

hazards for Kansas Region I:  

 

Table 45: Kansas Region I Technical and Human Caused Hazard Planning Significance 

County 
Cybersecurity 

Incident 

Hazardous 

Materials Incident 

Infrastructure 

Failure 
Terrorism  

Transmissible 

Disease 

Chase County High Low Moderate Low Moderate 

Geary County High Low Moderate Low Moderate 

Lyon County High Low Moderate Low Moderate 

Morris County High Low Moderate Low Moderate 

Pottawatomie County High Low Moderate Low Moderate 

Riley County High Low Moderate Low Moderate 

 

Calculations for the planning significance for each human caused and technological hazard on a county basis are 

presented in the corresponding hazard section.  

 

5.5 Additional Hazard Occurrence and Assessment Data 

NOAAôs National Centers for Environmental Information (NCEI) Storm Events Database was used as the primary 

source of information for previous occurrences of storm events. It is worth noting that damage estimates indicated by 

the NCEI are often artificially low. This underreporting is a result of the way the events are reported to the NCEI, often 

by the local and/or National Weather Service (NWS) office. When reporting an event, the NWS office does not have 

access to the actual damage assessment resulting from that event. As such, the report often details a very low amount or 

zero-dollar amount for damages. Most of the events from NCEI are not associated with a federal emergency or disaster. 

If the event occurred at the same time as an event that was later determined to be a federal emergency or disaster, it is 

included with the NCEI data even if it occurred in a county not included in the federal declaration.  

 

The State of Kansas EOPmapper system was used to determine which critical facilities were located within the 

boundaries of identified hazards (when applicable, and if data was available).  

 

Data was also obtained and utilized using Hazus-MH, Version 2.2 SP1, a program administered by the FEMA used to 

model losses. Modelling for hazards uses Hazus analysis to estimate losses and projected impacts from historical and 

annualized hazard events. Hazus default data was used in the analysis, including the 2020 Census and other State and 

Federal government facility databases. A level I analysis was run in Hazus for flood and earthquake, meaning the default 

population, building stock, and critical infrastructure data within the program was used to calculate losses and damages. 

Multiple hazard scenarios were run to estimate losses for the identified hazards. For the earthquake and hurricane 

hazards, historic event scenarios and probabilistic scenarios were run. Flood losses were analyzed using the 100 return 

scenarios as well as a probabilistic scenario. 

 

Where appropriate, other utilized modeling types and systems are detailed in the relevant hazard analysis section. 

 

5.6 Jurisdictional Critical Facilities  

Certain facilities and assets, such as infrastructure and community lifelines, have a net positive value on the community 

as they contribute to the public good by facilitating the basic functions of society. These facilities maintain order, public 

health, education, and help the economy function. Additionally, there are infrastructure and facilities integral to disaster 

response and recovery operations. Conversely, some infrastructure and facilities are of extreme importance due to the 

negative externalities created when they are impacted by a disaster. What fits these definitions will vary slightly from 

community to community, but the definitions remain as a guideline for identifying critical facilities and infrastructure. 

Kansas Region I and participating jurisdictions maintain critical facility details under separate cover for security 

purposes. For this LHMP, it is assumed that all critical facilities are at equal risk to non-point hazard occurrence but 
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may have varying risk to point hazard occurrence (dam failure and flood). Data concerning critical facilities potentially 

impacted by these point hazards, as available, is detailed under the respective hazard section. 

 

5.7 Hazard Profiles 

Each identified hazard is profiled in the subsequent sections, with the level of detail varying based on available 

information. Sources of information are cited in the detailed hazard profiles below. 

 

For hazards that have a higher chance of occurrence for specific jurisdictions throughout Kansas Region I, a discussion 

is provided as to the differing levels of potential vulnerability. All other hazards have been determined to have an equal 

chance of occurrence for all participating jurisdictions. 

 

The following hazards are presented in alphabetical order, and not by planning significance, for ease of reference.   
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5.8 Agricultural Infestation  

 

5.8.1 Hazard Description 

Agricultural infestation is the naturally occurring infection of vegetation, crops or 

livestock with insects, vermin (to include lice, roaches, mice, coyote, fox, fleas, 

etc.), or diseases that render the crops or livestock unfit for consumption or use.  

The levels and types of agricultural infestation will vary according to many factors, 

including cycles of heavy rains and drought.  A certain level of agricultural 

infestation is normal; however, infestation becomes an issue when the level of an 

infestation escalates suddenly, or a new infestation appears, overwhelming normal 

control efforts.  Infestation of crops or livestock can pose a significant risk to state 

and local economies due to the dominance of the agricultural industry. 

 

The onset of agricultural infestation can be rapid.  Controlling an infestationôs 

spread is critical to limiting impacts through methods including quarantine, culling, 

premature harvest and/or crop destruction when necessary.  Duration is largely affected by the degree to which the 

infestation is aggressively controlled but is generally more than one week.  Maximizing warning time is also critical for 

this hazard and is most affected by methodical and accurate monitoring and reporting of livestock and crop health and 

vigor, including both private individuals and responsible agencies. 

 

5.8.2 Location & Extent 

All of Kansas Region I is vulnerable to agricultural infestation. Based on the non-geographic specific aspect of this 

hazard, i.e., no one area is at a greater risk, all of the planning areaôs base is vulnerable.  

 

Of key concern regarding this hazard is the potential introduction of a rapid and economically devastating foreign animal 

disease, including Foot and Mouth disease and Bovine Spongiform Encephalopathy disease. Because Kansas is a major 

cattle state, with cattle raised locally as well as imported into the state, the potential for highly contagious diseases such 

as these is a continuing, significant threat.  The loss of production, death of animals, and other lasting problems resulting 

from an outbreak could cause continual and severe economic losses, as well as widespread unemployment.   

 

Of particular concern are Confined Animal Feeding Operations (CAFOs) facilities, defined as facilities with 300 or 

more animal units.  The CAFO facilities are regulated by the Kansas Department of Health & Environment, Bureau of 

Water, and Livestock Waste Management. The CAFO includes beef, dairy, sheep, swine, chicken, turkey, and horses. 

The following is a list of the number of CAFOs per county, using the latest available data, in Kansas Region I: 

 

¶ Chase County: 19 

¶ Geary County: 22 

¶ Lyon County: 51 

¶ Morris County: 49 

¶ Pottawatomie County: 84 

¶ Riley County: 60 

¶ Wabaunsee County: 27 

 

Knowing where diseased and at-risk animals are, where theyôve been and when, is important to ensuring a rapid 

response when animal disease events take place.  The Kansas Department of Agriculture (KDA), Division of Animal 

Health monitors and reports on animal reportable diseases.  Producers are required by state law to report any of the 

reportable animal diseases.  

Kansas Region I is also susceptible to various forms of crop infestations and disease. The following major crops are 

particularly susceptible to infestation: 

 

¶ Wheat: Kansas Region I is part of the Great Plains Wheat Belt. Wheat is susceptible to infestations by pests 

including insects like the Hessian fly, aphids, and wheat stem sawflies, as well as diseases like wheat rust.  
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¶ Corn and Sorghum: Staple crops, they are susceptible to infestations by pests such as corn rootworms, corn 

borers, and aphids. Sorghum may also be affected by sugarcane aphids. 

¶ Cotton: Can be susceptible to infestations by pests like cotton bollworms and spider mites. 

¶ Soybeans: Susceptible to infestations by pests such as soybean aphids, soybean cyst nematodes, and various 

caterpillar species. 

The regionôs farmers also lose a significant amount of crops each year as a result of wildlife foraging. This can be 

particularly problematic in areas where natural habitat has been diminished or in years where weather patterns such as 

early/late frost deep snow, or drought has caused the wild food sources to be limited.   

 

Trees within Kansas Region I are also susceptible to a variety pest and disease including: 

 

¶ Emerald Ash Borer 

¶ Pine Wilt 

¶ Oak Wilt 

¶ Dutch Elm Disease 

 

The MPC view agricultural infestation as not only a local or county hazard, but as a regional hazard as well. Discussions 

with the MPC and a review of all available data indicated that agricultural infestation is a concern for all participating 

jurisdictions. The following provides a narrative of the level of jurisdictional concern: 

 

¶ Chase County: Agriculture is a large part of the fabric and economy of all jurisdictions within the county. As 

such, the potential economic and social impacts of an infestation event are of major concern.   

¶ Geary County: Agriculture is a large part of the fabric and economy of all jurisdictions within the county. As 

such, the potential economic and social impacts of an infestation event are of major concern.   

¶ Lyon County: Agriculture is a large part of the fabric and economy of all jurisdictions within the county. As 

such, the potential economic and social impacts of an infestation event are of major concern.   

¶ Morris County : Agriculture is a large part of the fabric and economy of all jurisdictions within the county. As 

such, the potential economic and social impacts of an infestation event are of major concern.   

¶ Pottawatomie County: Agriculture is a large part of the fabric and economy of all jurisdictions within the 

county. As such, the potential economic and social impacts of an infestation event are of major concern.   

¶ Riley County: Agriculture is a large part of the fabric and economy of all jurisdictions within the county. As 

such, the potential economic and social impacts of an infestation event are of major concern.   

¶ Wabaunsee County: Agriculture is a large part of the fabric and economy of all jurisdictions within the county. 

As such, the potential economic and social impacts of an infestation event are of major concern.   

 

5.8.3 Previous Occurrences 

The following table, using data from the USDS, indicates the total crop insurance paid per county for infestation events 

from 2011-2021 (latest available data): 

 

Table 46: Kansas Region I Total Agric ultural Crop Insurance Paid per County, 2011-2021 

Jurisdiction  Total Crop Insurance Paid  

Chase County $510,480 

Geary County $123,650 

Lyon County $3,506,670 

Morris County $1,296,250 

Pottawatomie County $506,740 

Riley County $553,390 

Wichita County $408,950 
Source: FEMA NRI 
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Infestation events can cause significant agricultural impacts. The following map from the United States Department of 

Agriculture details total agricultural losses, by county, due to infestation conditions from 1989 to 2023: 

 

5.8.4 Probability of Future Incidents 

The probability of agricultural infestation in Kansas Region I can vary depending on a variety of factors. These factors 

include: 

 

¶ Crop Types: The types of crops grown in Southwest Kansas play a significant role in determining the 

probability of infestation. Different crops are susceptible to different pests and diseases.  

¶ Climate: Climate conditions, including temperature and humidity, can influence the prevalence of pests and 

diseases. Warmer and wetter conditions may be more conducive to certain infestations, while dry conditions 

may reduce the risk. 

¶ Geography: Geographic features, such as proximity to bodies of water, forests, or neighboring agricultural 

regions, can affect the likelihood of infestations. Certain pests and diseases may be more prevalent in specific 

geographical areas. 

¶ Crop Management Practices: The adoption of pest management practices, including crop rotation, the use of 

resistant crop varieties, and the application of pesticides, can impact the probability of infestation. Sustainable 

and integrated pest management practices can help mitigate infestation risks. 

¶ Seasonal Variability: Infestation risks can vary from season to season. Some years may see higher infestation 

levels due to factors like weather patterns or the cyclical nature of pest populations. 

¶ Migration of Pests: The movement of pests from other regions or neighboring states can introduce infestation 

risks. Monitoring and surveillance are essential to detect and respond to potential threats. 

¶ Disease Vectors: The presence of disease vectors, such as certain insects or animals that can transmit diseases 

to crops or livestock, can increase the likelihood of infestations. 

¶ Biosecurity Measures: Measures taken to prevent the introduction and spread of pests and diseases, such as 

quarantine procedures and biosecurity protocols, can help reduce the probability of infestation. 

 

The Kansas Forest Service and Kansas Department of Agriculture have identified the following as emerging agricultural 

infestation threats: 

 

¶ Thousand Cankers Disease of Walnut: Caused by a combination of a fungus (Geosmithia morbida) and the 

walnut twig beetle (Pityophthorus juglandis). The walnut twig beetles carry fungal spores, and when they tunnel 

through the outer bark into the tree the fungus is transmitted during gallery construction. The fungus kills an 

area under the bark and the areas of dead tissue are called cankers. When the walnut twig beetles are abundant, 

numerous cankers can form and coalesce to girdle twigs and branches, restricting movement of water and 

nutrients. Black walnut (Juglans nigra), the most valuable native species to the state, is the most susceptible of 

the Juglans species to this disease. 

¶ Asian Longhorned Beetle: Feeds on a wide variety of hardwood tree species that are native or planted in 

Kansas.  It kills trees by creating large tunnels as larvae causing branches or stems to break and eventually lead 

to tree death. Because this beetle is not native to North America, it has no known natural enemies, and Kansas 

trees have low resistance to this pest. It has not been detected in Kansas. It has been stated that if the beetle 

were to become established in the US, it could become one of the most destructive and costly pests ever to 

industry, urban neighborhoods, and natural forests. 

¶ Gypsy Moth: Moth has been infested the northeast, resulting in massive defoliation of shade, fruit, and 

ornamental trees as well as hardwood forests. Caterpillars devour the leaves of many hardwood tree species and 

shrubs that can turn a usually lush summer scene into one of winter.  

¶ Asian Gypsy Moth:  A native species of Asia, first detected in Washington in 1991. Ongoing and completed 

eradication of various sites in the U.S. have so far prevented the establishment of this generalist feeder. This 
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moth is much more destructive if it became established and spread east because of its broad host range and the 

females are active fliers due to their larger wingspan. 

¶ Sudden Oak Death: In June 2019, the causal agent of Sudden Oak Death, Phytophthora ramorum, was detected 

in rhododendrons originating from Park Hill Plants nursery in Oklahoma, and plants from that nursery were 

shipped to 60 Walmart stores across Kansas and one Home Depot store in Pittsburg, Kansas. Sudden Oak Death 

is caused by Phytophthora ramorum, a water mold pathogen. The pathogen is also the cause of the Ramorum 

Leaf Blight, Ramorum Dieback and Phytophthora Canker Diseases. This pathogen is considered especially 

dangerous because it affects a wide variety of trees, shrubs and plants and there is no known cure.   

¶ Tomato Brown Rugose Fruit Virus: Tomato Brown Rugose Fruit Virus is a newly discovered tobamovirus 

that has been found, but not yet established, in the United States. Its two main hosts are tomatoes and peppers, 

causing concern for growers of these plants. The virus is mechanically transmitted, meaning it can be 

transmitted from one plant to the next on contaminated tools and equipment, and workers handling many plants 

in a greenhouse.  

 

It's important to note that agricultural infestations are a dynamic and complex issue, and the probability of infestation 

can vary from year to year. Farmers and agricultural professionals in Kansas Region I typically rely on agricultural 

extension services, research institutions, and government agencies to provide information, guidance, and resources for 

managing and mitigating infestation risks. Proactive pest monitoring and management practices are essential for 

minimizing the impact of infestations on crop yields and agricultural productivity in the region. 

 

The following table, using data from the USDS, indicates the annualized crop insurance paid per county for agricultural 

infestation events from 2011-2021 (latest available data): 

 

Table 47: Kansas Region I Annualized Agricultural Infestation  Crop Insurance Paid per County, 2011-2021 

Jurisdiction Annualized Crop Insurance Paid 

Chase County $51,048 

Geary County $12,365 

Lyon County $350,667 

Morris County $129,625 

Pottawatomie County $50,674 

Riley County $55,339 

Wabaunsee County $40,895 
Source: FEMA NRI 

 

5.8.5  Projected Changes in Hazard Location, Intensity, Frequency, and Duration 

Changing conditions can have several impacts on agricultural infestation in Kansas Region I, affecting the types and 

prevalence of pests and diseases that farmers face, and can include: 

 

¶ Increased Pest Populations: Warmer temperatures and milder winters can promote the survival and 

reproduction of certain pests. In Kansas Region I, this may include insects like aphids, corn borers, and various 

types of beetles. Higher pest populations can lead to more frequent and severe infestations, potentially reducing 

crop yields. 

¶ Altered Pest Behavior: Changes in temperature and climate patterns can influence the behavior and life cycles 

of pests. Some insects may emerge earlier in the season or have more generations per year, increasing the 

likelihood of damage to crops. 

¶ Extended Growing Seasons: Longer growing seasons, a consequence of warming temperatures, can provide 

pests with additional time to feed on crops. This extension can lead to greater crop damage if effective pest 

management strategies are not in place. 
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¶ Shifts in Pest Distribution: Changing conditions can result in shifts in the geographic distribution of pests. 

Pests that were once uncommon in Kansas Region I may become more prevalent as temperatures become more 

suitable for their survival and reproduction. 

¶ Altered Disease Dynamics: Changing conditions can influence the prevalence and distribution of plant 

diseases. Warmer and wetter conditions can create favorable environments for certain pathogens, such as fungi 

and bacteria, increasing the risk of disease outbreaks in crops. 

¶ Increased Risk of Invasive Species: Changes in temperature and climate patterns can facilitate the introduction 

and establishment of invasive species. These species may outcompete native pests and diseases, posing new 

challenges for farmers. 

¶ Water Stress: Changing conditions can result in more variable precipitation patterns, including more frequent 

droughts. Water-stressed crops may be more susceptible to pest infestations, as their natural defenses may be 

compromised. 

¶ Pesticide Resistance: As pest populations adapt to changing conditions, they may develop resistance to 

pesticides more rapidly. This can reduce the effectiveness of chemical pest control methods. 

¶ Impact on Beneficial Organisms: Changing conditions can also affect the populations and behaviors of 

beneficial organisms, such as natural predators and parasites of pests. Disruptions in these natural control 

mechanisms can exacerbate infestation problems. 

 

5.8.6 Vulnerability and Impact  

FEMA NRI  

The FEMA  NRI does not provide a rating for the agricultural infestation hazard. 

 

Population 

Agricultural infestation is rarely a direct cause of death, though the associated stress can all contribute to increased 

mortality. However, an agricultural infestation can have significant impacts on the people in an impacted agricultural 

community, affecting their livelihoods, health, and well-being, and include: 

 

¶ Reduced Income: For farmers and agricultural workers, the most immediate impact of infestations is often 

reduced income due to crop or livestock losses. Details concerning economic conditions and employment may 

be found in Section 3.11. 

¶ Increased Health Risks: Infestations involving disease vectors can increase the risk of vector-borne diseases.  

¶ Migration:  In some cases, people may be forced to migrate in search of better economic opportunities due to 

infestation-related job losses.  

¶ Increased Healthcare Costs: Infestations that result in human health issues can lead to increased healthcare 

costs for individuals and communities, putting additional financial strain on affected populations. 

¶ Psychological Stress: Infestations can cause psychological stress and anxiety, particularly for farmers and 

agricultural workers who face uncertainty and financial pressures due to crop or livestock losses. 

 

Buildings and Structures 

In general, buildings within all jurisdictions are not directly vulnerable to losses as a result of agricultural infestation. 

However, there is a potential that building repair and maintenance  could diminish due to resultant economic conditions.  

 

Governmental Operations 

Governmental operations and facilities will likely experience minimal impacts from agricultural infestation conditions. 

 

Transportation and Electrical Infrastructure  

Aside from additional agricultural checkpoints altering or slowing traffic patterns, agricultural infestation is unlikely to 

impact either the transportation or electrical infrastructure.   

 

 



 
2025 Kansas Region I Local Hazard Mitigation Plan Update                                                                            107 

 

Water and Wastewater Utilities 

Water and wastewater utilities will likely experience minimal impacts from agricultural infestation conditions. 

 

Medical and Response Facilities 

Medical and response facilities will likely experience minimal impacts from agricultural infestation conditions. 

 

Educational Facilities 

Educational facilities will likely experience minimal impacts from agricultural infestation conditions 

 

Communication Systems 

Communication systems  will likely experience minimal impacts from agricultural infestation conditions 

 

Environmental and Agricultural Impacts  

Potential impacts on the agricultural community include: 

 

¶ Reduced Crop Yields: One of the most direct impacts of infestation is a decrease in crop yields. Pests, diseases, 

and invasive species can damage or destroy plants, resulting in smaller harvests. 

¶ Crop Quality Reduction: Infestations can also reduce the quality of crops by causing physical damage, 

deformities, or contamination. This can affect the marketability and value of agricultural products. 

¶ Livestock Health Issues: Infestations can lead to health problems in livestock, including weight loss, reduced 

productivity, and increased susceptibility to diseases. Livestock infestations can also impact meat and dairy 

quality. 

¶ Trade Barriers:  Agricultural infestations can lead to trade restrictions and barriers. Countries may impose 

import bans or stringent regulations on products from regions affected by certain pests or diseases to prevent 

their spread. 

¶ Increased Chemical Use: To combat infestations, farmers may resort to increased pesticide or chemical use. 

This can have adverse effects on the environment and human health, as well as contribute to pesticide resistance. 

¶ Disruption of Farming Practices: Infestations can disrupt normal farming practices, leading to delays in 

planting or harvesting, increased labor requirements, and a need for specialized pest management. 

 

The following map from the United States Department of Agriculture details total county-wide agricultural losses due 

to drought conditions from 1989 - 2024: 
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Map 21: Kansas Region I Agricultural Losses Due to Infestation Events, 1989 to 2023 

 
                               Source: USDA 

 

Agricultural infestations can have several environmental impacts, often interconnected with agricultural practices, and 

can include: 

 

¶ Pesticide Use: To combat infestations, farmers may resort to increased pesticide use. The application of 

pesticides can result in chemical runoff into nearby water bodies, leading to water pollution. This pollution can 

harm aquatic ecosystems, affecting fish and other aquatic species. 

¶ Loss of Biodiversity: Infestations can alter the composition of plant and animal species in agricultural areas. 

The introduction of invasive species or the suppression of native vegetation can lead to reduced biodiversity, 

impacting the health of ecosystems. 

¶ Soil Erosion: In some cases, infestations can weaken or kill plants, leaving soil exposed to erosion by wind 

and water. Soil erosion can degrade soil quality, reduce agricultural productivity, and contribute to 

sedimentation in water bodies. 

¶ Habitat Changes: Changes in land use and agricultural practices prompted by infestations can lead to 

alterations in habitat structure and availability. These changes can affect wildlife populations, including species 

that rely on specific habitats within agricultural landscapes. 

¶ Water Quality Impacts:  Infestations can indirectly affect water quality through their influence on land 

management. Runoff from infested areas, along with pesticide residues and sediment, can compromise water 

quality and lead to issues such as algal blooms and oxygen depletion in water bodies. 

¶ Impact on Pollinators: Some agricultural pests and diseases can have detrimental effects on pollinators, 

including bees and butterflies. Reduced pollinator populations can harm the reproduction of flowering plants, 

including many agricultural crops. 
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¶ Secondary Effects on Non-Target Species: Pest control measures, such as the use of pesticides, may have 

unintended consequences by affecting non-target species, including beneficial insects, birds, and mammals.  

¶ Impact on Natural Pest Control: Some infestations can disrupt natural pest control mechanisms by altering 

the populations and behaviors of beneficial organisms, such as predators and parasitoids. This can lead to 

increased reliance on chemical pest control. 

 

Jurisdictional Concerns: 

As of this plan there is a deficit of community specific data to help quantify both vulnerability and historic impact. 

However, over the life of this plan the MPC will work to quantify the local level impacts of hazard occurrences to 

citizens, vulnerable populations, structures, and infrastructure to better inform both this living LHMP and future 

planning efforts. The following initial vulnerabilities and potential impacts have been identified on a county level: 

 

¶ Chase County: With 315 farms, 491,365 acres in agriculture, $135,076,000 in products sold, all participating 

jurisdictions agriculture base will continue to be vulnerable to the impacts of agricultural infestation.   

¶ Geary County: With 217 farms, 176,034 acres in agriculture, $247,186,000 in products sold, all participating 

jurisdictions agriculture base will continue to be vulnerable to the impacts of agricultural infestation.  

¶ Lyon County: With 826 farms, 469,248 acres in agriculture, $193,169,000 in products sold, all participating 

jurisdictions agriculture base will continue to be vulnerable to the impacts of agricultural infestation.  

¶ Morris County : With 369 farms, 441,414 acres in agriculture, $343,834,000 in products sold, all participating 

jurisdictions agriculture base will continue to be vulnerable to the impacts of agricultural infestation.  

¶ Pottawatomie County: With 820 farms, 404,286 acres in agriculture, $184,695,000 in products sold, all 

participating jurisdictions agriculture base will continue to be vulnerable to the impacts of agricultural 

infestation.  

¶ Riley County: With 424 farms, 209,517 acres in agriculture, $158,063,000 in products sold, all participating 

jurisdictions agriculture base will continue to be vulnerable to the impacts of agricultural infestation.  

¶ Wabaunsee County: With 618 farms, 383,644 acres in agriculture, $139,183,000 in products sold, all 

participating jurisdictions agriculture base will continue to be vulnerable to the impacts of agricultural 

infestation.  

 

Cascading Impacts  

Cascading impacts often result when one a hazard event triggers one or more differing hazard events or loss of 

community lifelines. Cascading impacts associated with drought may include: 

 

¶ Decrease in water quality 

¶ Increased wildfire risk 

¶ Environmental degradation 

¶ Land subsidence 

¶ Damage to agricultural lands  

 

Consequence Analysis 

This consequence analysis lists the potential impacts of a hazard on various elements of a community. The impact of 

each hazard is evaluated in terms of disruption of operations, recovery challenges, and overall wellbeing to all Kansas 

Region I residents and first responder personnel. The consequence analysis supplements the hazard profile by analyzing 

specific impacts. 

 

Table 48: Agricultural Infestation Consequence Analysis 

Subject Potential Impacts 

Health and Safety of the 

Public 

Infestations involving disease vectors can increase the risk of disease transmission to 

humans. 
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Table 48: Agricultural Infestation Consequence Analysis 

Subject Potential Impacts 

Health and Safety of 

Responders 

Impact would be minimal as no first response effort is anticipated. 

Continuity of Operations Local jurisdictions maintain continuity plans which can be enacted as necessary based 

on the situation. Agricultural infestation is not expected to require a plan activation. 

Property, Facilities, and 

Infrastructure 
Impact would be minimal. 

Impact on Environment 
Loss of biodiversity, habitat changes water quality degradation, loss of pollinators, and 

secondary effects on non-target species from increased pesticide usage. 

Economic Conditions 

Impacts to the economy will depend on the severity of the infestation. The potential for 

economic loss to the community could be   if the infestation is hard to contain, 

eliminate, or reduce.  Impact could be minimized from crop insurance payments. 

Public Confidence in 

Governance 

Confidence could be in question depending on timeliness and steps taken to warn the 

producers and public and treat/eradicate the infestation. 

 

5.8.7 Future Development 

As agricultural activities in Region I continue to expand the threat of infestations from pests, diseases, and invasive 

species increases, posing serious challenges to productivity and sustainability. Without effective management, 

agricultural infestations can significantly hinder progress, leading to economic losses, environmental degradation, and 

food insecurity. 

 

One of the most immediate impacts of infestations is the reduction in crop yields. Pests such as locusts, aphids, and 

caterpillars can destroy large portions of crops, while plant diseases like rust, blight, and mildew can spread rapidly, 

decimating entire harvests. This not only affects food availability but also drives up costs for farmers and consumers. 

Additionally, infestations can lead to increased dependence on pesticides, which may be necessary to control outbreaks 

but come with financial costs, health risks, and environmental concerns, such as soil and water contamination. Over 

time, excessive pesticide use can also lead to pesticide-resistant pests, further exacerbating the problem. 

 

Beyond economic losses, infestations can cause supply chain disruptions that affect both local and international markets. 

If a region is heavily affected by an outbreak, governments may impose trade restrictions, quarantines, or export bans 

to prevent the spread of pests and diseases. This not only affects the profitability of farmers but can also contribute to 

food shortages and price volatility, making it harder for vulnerable populations to access affordable food. In developing 

regions, where many communities rely on agriculture for their livelihoods, severe infestations can push farmers into 

debt or force them to abandon their fields altogether. 

 

5.8.8 Mitigation Opportunities  

The following table presents examples of potential actions that can be instituted for mitigating the agricultural 

infestation hazard. 

 

Table 49: Example Agricultural Infestation  Mitigation Actions  

Category Example Action 

Planning and 

Regulation 

Develop an Agricultural Pest and Disease Management Plan to establish response protocols 

for infestations. 

Implement zoning and land-use policies that encourage crop diversity to reduce the risk of 

large-scale infestations. 

Coordinate with State and Federal Agencies (e.g., USDA, EPA) for pest control resources 

and policy alignment. 

Infrastructure  

Install physical barriers and netting for high-risk crops to minimize pest access. 

Build biosecurity checkpoints at major entry points to prevent the introduction of invasive 

pests. 

Natural Systems 
Encourage crop rotation and diversification to disrupt pest life cycles and reduce 

monoculture vulnerability. 
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Table 49: Example Agricultural Infestation  Mitigation Actions  

Category Example Action 

Promote Soil Health Programs to enhance natural pest resistance through organic matter and 

beneficial microbes. 

Preserve and restore wetlands that support natural pest control ecosystems. 

Education 

Conduct farmer training programs on pest identification, reporting, and best mitigation 

practices. 

Develop public awareness campaigns about invasive species risks and biosecurity measures. 

Create school and community agricultural programs to educate the next generation on 

sustainable farming. 

Distribute pest and disease prevention guides to help farmers recognize and mitigate 

potential threats. 
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5.9 Dam or Levee Failure 

 

5.9.1 Hazard Description 

A dam is a barrier across flowing water that obstructs, directs, or slows 

down the flow, often creating a reservoir, lake, or impoundment. Most 

dams have a section called a spillway or weir, over or through, which 

water flows, either intermittently or continuously. Dams commonly 

come in two types, embankment (the most common) and concrete 

(gravity, buttress, and arch), as well as sizes. They also serve a number 

of purposes and provide essential benefits, including drinking water, 

irrigation, hydropower, flood control, and recreation.  

 

Large or small, dams have a powerful presence that is frequently 

overlooked until a failure occurs. Dams fail in two ways, a controlled 

spillway release done to prevent full failure, or the partial or complete collapse of the dam itself. In each instance, an 

overwhelming amount of water, and potentially debris, is released. Dam failures are rare, but when they do occur, they 

can cause loss of life and immense damage to property, critical infrastructure, and the environment.  

 

Possible reasons for dam failure include but are not limited to:  

  

¶ Sub-standard construction materials/techniques 

¶ Spillway design error 

¶ Geological instability caused by changes to water levels during filling or poor surveying 

¶ Sliding of a mountain into the reservoir 

¶ Poor maintenance, especially of outlet pipes 

¶ Human, computer, or design error 

¶ Internal erosion, especially in earthen dams 

¶ Earthquakes 

 

There are three classifications of dam failure, hydraulic, seepage, and structural. The following is an explanation of each 

these failure classifications: 

 

¶ Hydraulic:  This failure is a result of an uncontrolled flow of water over and around the dam structure as well 

as the erosive action on the dam and its foundation. The uncontrolled flow causing the failure is often classified 

as wave action, toe erosion, or gullying. Earthen dams are particularly susceptible to hydraulic failure because 

earthen materials erode more quickly than other materials, such as concrete and steel. This type of failure 

constitutes approximately 40% of all dam failures. 

¶ Seepage: Seepage is the velocity of an amount of water controlled to prevent failure. This occurs when the 

seepage occurs through the structure to its foundation, where it begins to erode within. This type of failure 

accounts for approximately 4% of all dam failures. 

¶ Structural:  A failure that involves the rupture of the dam or the foundation by water movement, earthquake, 

or sabotage. When weak materials construct dams (large, earthen dams) are the primary cause of this failure. 

Structural failure occurs with approximately 30% of dam failures. 

 

A levee is a man-made structure built to control or prevent the overflow of water from rivers, lakes, or other bodies of 

water. Levees are typically earthen embankments or walls constructed along the banks of water bodies to provide 

protection against flooding. They serve as barriers to keep water within its natural or artificial channels, protecting 

adjacent land areas from inundation. Levees typically have a sloping side that faces the water (riverside) and a steeper 

side facing away from the water (landside). They may also include features like berms, floodwalls, and floodgates to 

enhance their effectiveness in flood control. Levee failures can occur in various ways, and they are typically classified 

into different types based on the mechanism or cause of the failure, and include: 
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¶ Overtopping: Occurs when floodwaters rise above the crest or top of the levee. This can happen when the 

floodwater volume exceeds the levee's design capacity or when the levee has been poorly maintained or 

constructed. Overtopping can erode the levee's surface and eventually lead to breaches. 

¶ Erosion: Occurs when the flowing water erodes the soil or materials comprising the levee. Erosion can result 

from the force of the water or from seepage of water through the levee's foundation, which can carry soil 

particles away and weaken the structure. 

¶ Seepage: Occurs when water infiltrates the levee through the soil or the levee's foundation. Over time, seeping 

water can weaken the structural integrity of the levee. Piping, a type of seepage failure, is particularly 

concerning, as it involves the formation of tunnels or pipes within the levee through which water flows, further 

eroding the structure. 

¶ Slumping or Landslide: Occurs when a portion of the levee's embankment or slope collapses. This can result 

from saturated soils, unstable materials, or rapid changes in water levels. Slumping or landslides can lead to 

breaches in the levee. 

¶ Breach: A complete failure of the levee, resulting in a significant opening or hole through which floodwaters 

can freely flow into protected areas. Breaches can occur due to any combination of failure mechanisms, and 

they can be sudden and catastrophic. 

¶ Design or Construction Errors: Levee failures can also occur due to inadequate height or width, poor 

materials, or improper compaction during construction.  

 

5.9.2 Location and Extent 

The KDA Division of Water Resources (KDA-DWR) is responsible for the review and approval of plans for 

constructing new dams and for modifying existing dams, ensuring quality control during construction, and monitoring 

dams that, if they failed, could cause loss of life, or interrupt public utilities or services. The KDA-DWR regulates the 

construction, operation, and maintenance of all dams or other water obstructions, with the exception of federal 

reservoirs. 

 

The Obstructions in Streams Act (K.S.A 82a-303b) requires owners of high hazard (class C) and significant hazard 

dams (class B) dams to have a qualified engineer conduct periodic dam inspections. For high hazard dams, the inspection 

must be done every three years. For significant hazard dams, an inspection must be done every five years. Dam Hazard 

Classifications are detailed in the following table: 

 

Table 50: Dam Hazard Potential Classification 

Hazard 

Potential 
Class Definition Inspection Timeline 

Number of Regional 

Dams in Category 

High C 
Failure or mis-operation will result in 

probable loss of life. 
Three Years 27 

Significant B 

Failure or mis-operation results in no 

probable loss of life but can cause 

major economic loss, disruption of 

lifeline facilities or impact the 

public's health, safety, or welfare. 

Five Years 24 

Low A 

Failure or mis-operation results in no 

probable loss of human life and low 

economic losses. 

Not inspected, downstream 

conditions are reassessed to 

determine if conditions have 

changed to necessitate 

reclassification . 

417 

Source: KDA-DWR 
 

The following table details dams by county by hazard potential: 
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Table 51: Kansas Region I Significant and High Hazard Dams by County 

County Low Significant  High 

Chase County 87 3 1 

Geary County 11 0 3 

Lyon County 109 12 1 

Morris County 51 1 6 

Pottawatomie County 87 5 8 

Riley County 18 0 5 

Wabaunsee County 54 3 3 
Source: KDA-DWR 

 

The following map, from the National Inventory of Dams, indicates the location of high hazard dams within Kansas 

Region I: 

 

Map 22: Chase County High Hazard Dam Map  

 
Source: National Inventory of Dams 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
2025 Kansas Region I Local Hazard Mitigation Plan Update                                                                            115 

 

Map 23: Geary County High Hazard Dam Map 

 
Source: National Inventory of Dams 

 

Map 24: Lyon County High Hazard Dam Map 

 
Source: National Inventory of Dams 
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Map 25: Morris County  High Hazard Dam Map  

 
Source: National Inventory of Dams 

 

Map 26: Pottawatomie County High Hazard Dam Map  

 
Source: National Inventory of Dams 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


