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Executive Summary
The Bingham County Multi-Jurisdiction All Hazard Mitigation Plan 2013 is a complete revision
of the 2009 Bingham County Multi-jurisdiction All Hazard Mitigation Plan. The entire Hazard
and Vulnerability Assessment was updated. The hazard ranking was changed, and a new format
deployed that ranks the hazards according to five indices; 1) historical occurrence, 2) probability,
3) vulnerability, 4) spatial extent, i.e. the extent of impact based on geography, and 5) the
magnitude, which looks specifically at the loss of life, injuries, and economic impact.
Hazard

Historical Occurrence

Probability

Vulnerability

Spatial Extent

Magnitude

Total

Rank

Wildfire

3

4

3

3

4

17

H

River Flooding
Severe Winter Storms

3
3

4
4

3
3

3
4

4
2

17
16

H
H

Hazardous Matertials

3

4

2

2

4

15

H

Flash Flooding

3

4

2

2

3

14

M

Drought
Severe Weather

2
3

4
4

3
2

3
2

2
2

14
13

M
M

Structure Fire

3

4

1

1

4

13

M

Communicable Disease

1

2

4

3

3

13

M

Dam Failure

1

1

4

3

4

13

M

H5N1 Bird Flu

0

1

4

4

4

13

M

Nuclear Event

0

1

4

4

4

13

M

West Nile Virus

3

4

1

1

3

12

M

Earthquake

2

4

1

4

1

12

M

Terrorism

0

1

3

2

4

10

L

Landisdes

0

1

2

1

2

6

L

Riot/Demonstration/Civil Disobedience

0

1

2

1

2

6

L

Avalanche

0

1

1

1

1

4

L

The revision was under the direction of the Bingham County All Hazard Mitigation Planning
Committee. Community involvement took two forms; 1) involvement in a stakeholder meeting
to assess the impacts of flooding on the Snake River west of Blackfoot, and 2) invitation to
attend the joint City/County local elected official’s briefings.
The Bingham County Mitigation Team was led by R. Scott Reese, the Bingham County
Emergency Management Coordinator who, under the direction of the Bingham County Sheriff
and County Commissioners, is responsible for implementing the mitigation actions
recommended in this Plan.
While the focus of this Plan is on County-wide mitigation activities, it was developed through an
integrated effort by representatives from many County, State, and Federal jurisdictions. The
Cities of Blackfoot, Basalt, Firth, Shelley, Aberdeen, and Atomic City also participated in the
development of this Plan.
Mitigation Actions have been reviewed, and a status was then provided by the Mitigation
Committee. Goals and Objectives developed in the initial planning process were maintained, and
additional mitigation actions were added to the Plan. The mitigation actions were reviewed and
analyzed using the STAPLEE Method with each action given H, M, or L ranking.
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Project

Rank
H

Seek CRS Status for the County
Request Updates of the FIRM Maps

H

Change Stream Flow on Snake River near Archery Range to Protect Road and I15
Protect Engineered River Channel west of Blackfoot’s Jensen Grove.

H

Protect Blackfoot Golf Course Levee

H

Modify New Lavaside Headgate on Snake River

H

Develop a Wildland Fire Ordinance which establishes the road widths, access,
water supply, and building regulations suitable to ensure new structures can be
protected.

H

Develop a listing of roads, bridges, cattle guards, culverts, and other limiting
conditions and incorporate improvements into the County Transportation Plan

H

Develop a standard practice for roadside vegetation management.

H

Four Seasons Subdivision Fuel Reduction Project

H

Emergency Power for EOC & Co. Comm. Chambers

H

Protect Thompson, Downstream Moss, Kirwan, Walters, Monroc, WorthernMichelsen, Dreher, Wadworth, Wapello-Hobson, Wareing, Richard Lambert,
NBCRA, Jones, Firth, Blackfoot Golf Course, Wearyrick

M

Purchase a 4-wheel drive brush truck for the Shelley / Firth Fire Department

M

Purchase a 6 Wheel Pumper Truck

M

Install Road Signs as prescribed by NFPA Standards

M

Protect Critical Infrastructure based on the assessment

M

Alternate Electrical Power for Schools

M

Earthquake Protection or Hardening County facilities

L

Develop a listing of schools and public buildings that need to be seismically
retrofitted

L

Emergency Power for Eastern Idaho State Fair

L

Strengthen Weaver Levee in Riverton Area

L

Wilson Road Floodway Structure

L

Designate the WUI areas as a special land use category in the County
Comprehensive Plan

L

Develop a Culvert Maintenance Program

L
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The Plan, as developed, is designed specifically to enhance implementation. The jurisdictions
have completed many of the mitigation actions and, as funding is available, additional mitigation
actions will be addressed.
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Section 1 Planning Process
Introduction
Bingham County, Idaho and the incorporated cities that lie within the County boundaries are
vulnerable to natural, technological, and man-made hazards that have the possibility of causing
serious threats to the health, welfare, and security of its residents. The cost of response to, and
recovery from, the potential disasters, in terms of potential loss of life or property, can be
lessened when attention is turned to mitigating their impacts and effects before they occur or reoccur.
This update of the Bingham County All Hazard Mitigation Plan seeks to incorporate a multijurisdiction approach to All Hazard Planning in the County, and to also reflect the current
County and Cities hazards, as well as further document the understanding of their impact on
vulnerable populations and infrastructure. With that understanding, the Plan sets forth solutions
that if implemented, have the potential to significantly reduce threat to life and property. The
Plan is based on the premise that multi-jurisdiction hazard mitigation works! With increased
attention to managing natural hazards, communities can reduce the threats to citizens, and
through proper land use and emergency planning, avoid creating new problems in the future.
Many solutions can be implemented at minimal cost and social impact.
This is not an emergency response or management plan. Certainly, the Plan can be used to
identify weaknesses and refocus emergency response planning. Enhanced emergency response
planning is an important mitigation strategy. However, the focus of this Plan is to support better
decision making directed toward avoidance of future risk, and the implementation of activities or
projects that will eliminate or reduce the risk for those that may already have exposure to a
natural hazard threat.

Plan Organization


Section 1 of the Plan provides a general overview of the process, the scope, purpose, and
overall goals of the Plan update and revision.



Section 2 of the Plan gives a general background or description of the County’s current
demographic, economic, cultural, and physiographic characteristics.



Section 3 documents the public involvement component of the Plan.



Section 4, the Risk Assessment section, provides a brief definition for each natural and
man-made hazard. All hazards identified as affecting the County will be analyzed at the
County’s and incorporated Cities’ level and then summarized in a hazard profile.



Section 5 provides a review of the County and respective City’s Land Use Ordinances
and Comprehensive Plans and provides suggestions for integration between the AHMP
and the Land Use Planning efforts in the County.
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Section 6 presents Mitigation Goals and Objectives along with selected Mitigation
Alternatives with supporting project descriptions and a “roadmap” to implementation for
the highest priority projects.

Hazard Mitigation
Hazard mitigation is defined as any cost-effective action(s) that has the effect of reducing,
limiting, or preventing vulnerability of people, culture, property, and the environment to
potentially damaging, harmful, or costly hazards. Hazard mitigation measures which can be used
to eliminate or minimize the risk to life, culture, and property fall into three categories:
1) Keep the hazard away from people, property, and structures
2) Keep people, property, or structures away from the hazard
3) Reduce the impact of the hazard on victims, i.e., insurance
Hazard mitigation measures must be practical, cost effective, and culturally, environmentally,
and politically acceptable. Actions taken to limit the vulnerability of society to hazards must not
in themselves be more costly than the anticipated damages.
The primary focus of hazard mitigation planning must be at the point at which capital investment
and land use decisions are made, based on vulnerability. Capital investments, whether for
homes, roads, public utilities, pipelines, power plants, or public works, determine to a large
extent the nature and degree of the hazard vulnerability of a community. Once a capital facility is
in place, very few opportunities will present themselves over the useful life of the facility to
correct any errors in location or construction with respect to the hazard vulnerability. It is for
this reason that zoning and other ordinances, which manage development in high vulnerability
areas, and building codes, which insure that new buildings are built to withstand the damaging
forces of the hazards, are often the most useful tools in mitigation that a jurisdiction can
implement.
Since the priority to implement mitigation activities is usually very low in comparison to the
perceived threat, some important mitigation measures take time to implement. Mitigation
success can be achieved, however, if accurate information is portrayed through complete hazard
identification and impact studies, followed by effective mitigation management.
The Federal Emergency Management Agency has identified specific natural hazards to be
analyzed by each jurisdiction, completing an All Hazard Mitigation Plan. The hazards analyzed
in this Plan include those required and others as selected by the County AHMP Committee. The
hazards analyzed are as follows:
Natural Hazards
Weather: Drought
Severe Weather
Extreme Heat
Lightning
Hail
Tornado
Straight Line Wind
10
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Severe Winter Storm
Extreme Cold
Flooding: Flash Flood
River Flooding
Dam Failure
Geologic: Earthquake
Landslide/Mudslide
Other:

Wildfire
Biological
Vector Borne Disease
Bird Flu
West Nile
Human Borne Disease (Communicable Disease)
SARs
Swine Flu (H1N1)

Technological (Manmade) Hazards
Structural Fire
Nuclear Event
Hazardous Material Event
Riot/Demonstration/Civil Disorder
Terrorism

Participating Jurisdictions
This Plan covers Bingham County Idaho and the cities of Aberdeen, Atomic City, Basalt,
Blackfoot, Firth, and Shelley.

Bingham County All Hazard Mitigation Planning Committee
The Bingham County All Hazard Mitigation Planning Committee was formed on May 9,2013.
Committee membership is comprised of representatives from the Bingham County Local
Emergency Planning Committee, Bingham County Department heads, representatives from the
Transportation Districts and the incorporated cities, representatives from the affected Federal and
State Agencies. Minutes of the committee meeting are provided in Attachment 1.
The Committee Roster is provided below:
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All Hazard Planning Committee Members
Agency

Representative

Position

County Commission

Mark Bair

Commissioner

County Commission

Whitney Manwaring

Commissioner

County Commission

A. Ladd Carter

Chairman

Emergency Services

R. Scott Reese

Coordinator

Emergency Services

Ann Marie Campbell

Secretary

City of Blackfoot

Mike Virtue

Mayor

Bingham County

Craig Rowland

Sheriff

Bingham County

Ladd Carter

Commissioners

Bingham County

Allen Jensen

Floodplain Administrator

City of Blackfoot

Mike Virtue

Mayor

State of Idaho BHS

Ken Fagnant

AFO

State of Idaho BHS

Susan Cleverly

Mitigation Planner

State of Idaho BHS

Julie Crooks

Budget Assistant

USACE

James Joyner

Regional Project Manger

USACE

Brandon Hobbs

Silver Jackets

EPG

Suzy Cavanagh

Environmental Planner

T-O Engineers

Steve Holt

Engineer

USBR

Mike Bues

Water Operations

USGS

Jake Jacobson

Engineer

Nonpariel

Owen Durfee

Field Manager

Basic American Foods

John Kirkpatrick

Basic American Foods

Bruce Wright

Nonpariel

Brett Suthers

Environmental
Department
Corp. Environmental
Projects Manager
Engineer

NWS

Risk Dittman

Manager In Charge

NWS

Dean Hazen

Science Officer

IDL

Gary Billman

Resource Specialist

IDFG

Jim Mende

Biologist

IDEQ

Jim VanEvery

WQ Manager

Atomic City

Kelli Isaacs

Mayor

City of Shelley

Eric R. Christensen

Mayor

City of Firth

Vincent W. Larsen

Mayor

City of Basalt

Larry R Russell

Mayor

City of Aberdeen

Morgan Anderson

Mayor

Bingham County AHMP Committee
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AHMP Review Committee Meetings
This revision of the Bingham County Multi-Jurisdiction all Hazard Mitigation Plan focused on
the update of the Flood Section of the Plan. The Committee meeting that was held focused
entirely on that mission.

Review Committee Meeting May 9, 2013
A Multi-Agency planning meeting was held on May 09, 2013 at 1:00 p.m. at the Meridian
Center in Blackfoot, Idaho. Rick Fawcett began the meeting by thanking those who were in
attendance, and asked for each participant to introduce themselves. After the participant
introductions, Rick turned the time over to Steve Holt from T-O Engineers. Mr. Holt is a
hydraulics engineer and conducted a hydrology study for the Area of Concern. Mr. Holt briefed
the audience by summarizing a Conceptual Overview of the study. This briefing was initiated by
discussing some of the problems that have been observed. These problems are: (1) Shallow
ground-water, especially in the commercial areas; (2) High water on either side of I-15; (3) the
golf course levee breach; (4) river back-up from debris on the Highway 26 Bridge; (5) the 1997
Rose Rd flood event. Mr. Holt then proceeded to discuss some possible causes for the previously
mentioned problems. Some of the causes discussed were: (1) Shallow ground water levels.
According to Mr. Holt, this can be contributed to multiple factors. The first factor is
development. As a result of development in the Area of Concern, there has been an increase in
impervious area, which increases storm-water runoff. If said runoff is disposed by means of the
Snake River or under-ground disposal, groundwater levels would increase. Another factor could
be the development of Jensen’s Grove. Because the Grove “seeks” to maintain equilibrium, it is
common that the surface level may increase groundwater levels. (2) Gravel accumulation in the
river. This accumulation will tend to reduce the capacity of the river and increase water levels.
This could increase groundwater levels throughout the Area of Concern. Mr. Holt stated that he
used two different sources of data to return these conclusions. One of these sources was a USGS
gauge station below the Highway 26 Bridge. Another source used was the 1974 FEMA
hydrology study used to construct the Floodplain. Mr. Holt noted that according to this study,
gravel bars are present in 1974. Another study was done to determine the impact of these bars,
and it was determined that water levels increased between 0.5ft and 1.5 ft since 1962. Mr. Holt
then discussed potential mitigation strategies. Two possible strategies are to (1) remove the
gravel bars and (2) to perform a levee inventory, inspection, maintenance, and/or rehabilitation.
This option, however, would be timely and costly.
Mr. Holt then opened for questions from the audience. Questions from the audience included
how the gravel bars have changed since 1974 and whether or not they were impacted by historic
floods in the area. Additional members of the audience expressed their concerns over the
following issues: (1) Gravel bar removal, downstream drainages will be impacted. (2) There has
been an increase of levees and diversions downstream that will need to be addressed. (3) Canal
Company involvement. (4) Impacts and other issues both upstream and downstream of Area of
Concern. (5) Ongoing gravel deposits as a result of the 1976 Teton Dam Flood.
At this time, the Bingham County Floodplain Administrator, Allen Jensen, stated that some
additional resources, such as historical aerial imagery, could be found in the County Assessor’s
office. Additional imagery can be found in the Blackfoot City Mayor’s Office. After Steve Holt
concluded his presentation, Rick Fawcett addressed the audience, stating the need to address the
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flood problem further upstream of the Area of Concern. Rick then turned the time over to Craig
Rowland to discuss experience as the Emergency Manager. Sheriff Rowland explained his
experience during the 1997 Flood and the 2011 Flood Events. During these floods, concern was
expressed over the Golf Course Levee and in the Rose Road area. Current Emergency Manager,
R. Scott Reese, then addressed the audience concerning his time as the previous Mayor of
Blackfoot. Mr. Reese discussed events that he was involved in such as the 1976 Teton Dam
Failure and the 1997 Flood Event. Levee issues were discussed as part of these events. Idaho
State Department of Transportation District 5 Engineer, Ed Bala, addressed the group, again
mentioning levee issues along the Area of Concern.
Rick Fawcett then asked the group if there was enough information given that a “Problem
Statement” could be given. It was concluded that there was not and that further investigation may
be needed. Mr. Fawcett then asked the group what the Regulatory Concerns would be to attempt
to “correct” the flooding issues. Some of the Concerns were the Cottonwood Resource
Management Plan with the BLM, and ongoing gravel removal may be an issue for the CORPS of
Engineers. Several agencies indicated that there would be relatively no issues in obtaining
permits to extract the gravel from the Snake River. These agencies included the Department of
Water Quality, and the Department of Fish and Game. James Joyner from the Army CORPS of
Engineers stated that the CORPS could allow permits as long as all alternatives have been
analyzed, and the solution is going to correct the problem. It was again mentioned at this time
that the Canal Companies are involved in the process.
Mr. Fawcett then asked the group for possible solutions. Gary Billman of the Idaho Department
of Lands stated that in order to obtain the appropriate permits, the gravel mined from the river
will need to be used to fill existing gravel pits, or given to other not-for-profit entities. Mr.
Billman also stated the need for further studies to determine the best course of action. Mr.
Fawcett then asked the group who was responsible for maintaining the engineered channel, and
the levees along the channel. It was concluded that currently there is no maintenance agreement.
Mr. Fawcett then concluded by summarizing that additional studies would need to be conducted
and another meeting held. The studies discussed were an IDWR LIDAR flyover with
topographic data, and a groundwater study, to broaden the study area, the impact of continuing
maintenance, permitting, and costs of the project.
Brandon Hobbs of the USACE Silver Jackets then indicated that there were planners within his
organization that could assist in funding of possible solutions.
Agency
Bingham County
Bingham County
Bingham County
Bingham County
City of Blackfoot
State of Idaho BHS
State of Idaho BHS
State of Idaho BHS
USACE
USACE
EPG

Representative
Craig Rowland
Ladd Carter
R. Scott Reese
Allen Jensen
Mike Virtue
Ken Fagnant
Susan Cleverly
Julie Crooks
James Joyner
Brandon Hobbs
Suzy Cavanagh
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Agency
T-O Engineers
USBR
USGS
Nonpariel
Basic American Foods
Basic American Foods
Nanpariel
NWS
NWS
IDL
IDFG
IDEQ

Representative
Position
Steve Holt
Engineer
Mike Bues
Water Operations
Jake Jacobson
Engineer
Owen Durfee
Field Manager
John Kirkpatrick
Environmental Department
Bruce Wright
Corp. Environmental Projects Manager
Brett Suthers
Engineer
Risk Dittman
Manager In Charge
Dean Hazen
Science Officer
Gary Billman
Resource Specialist
Jim Mende
Biologist
Jim VanEvery
WQ Manager
Attendance Roster May 9, 2013

Update Process
The update process for the development of this revision of the Bingham County MultiJurisdiction All Hazard Mitigation Plan was specifically designed to update two areas in the
Plan; the River Flooding Hazard Analysis, and the overall hazard ranking system for the entire
Plan. As this was a Flood Mitigation Planning Assistance Grant Project, the update project was
narrowly focused on flooding along the Snake River in the Engineered Channel along the west
side of the City of Blackfoot. The Five Year Update of this Plan will update the hazard and
vulnerability sections of the Plan and will include a more focused public involvement effort.
The process to update the River Flooding Section, looking specifically at the Engineered
Channel on the Snake River west of Blackfoot is contained in Section 2.2 Flood Hazard Section.
The information provided is specific to the problem area. Four Mitigation Actions were
identified and discussed in some detail in the section as well.

Identify Hazards
Bingham County hazards were identified and their frequency of occurrence evaluated using a
number of resources including:


The 2009 Bingham County All Hazard Mitigation Plan,



Hazard planning documents developed by State, Federal, and private agencies,



National Weather Service weather data from the past 50 years, and



Data from the United States Geological Survey (USGS) and the Idaho State Geological
Survey (ISGS).

To determine frequency of occurrence, the historical analysis of hazardous events was
conducted. One of the difficult tasks facing hazard mitigation professionals is the determination
of the potential frequency of a natural hazard occurrence. Comparing historical facts against
technically determined probability allows one to establish confidence, or not, in published
scientific predictions. The process whereby the frequency is determined and then expressed in an
expected reoccurrence interval is based on research conducted at the University of South
Carolina.
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The estimated occurrence of the hazard is a useful element in the hazards assessment so one can
distinguish between infrequent hazards, like volcano eruptions, from frequent hazards, such as
flooding. This calculation provides a useful indicator of the relative importance of each of the
hazards that affect the jurisdictions, individually or collectively. The frequency of occurrence is a
straight-forward calculation from the historical data and the length of that record in years. The
number of hazard occurrences is divided by the number of years in the record. This yields the
probability of the event occurring in any given year. For instance, if a hypothetical hazard “A”
occurred 17 times in the County over the past 23 years, the probability of occurrence for that
hazard in a given year would be 17 / 23 = .739, or 73.9%. The reverse of this equation results in
a reoccurrence interval in years. For example, the reoccurrence interval of this hazard is
calculated as 23 / 17 = 1.35. Hazard “A” can be expected to occur every 1.35 years. These
frequencies are then correlated with magnitude to define the risk of a given hazard.

Location

No. of Years

No. of Events

Frequency

Reoccurrence
Interval

County

23

17

73.9%

1.35

Example of Reoccurrence Interval

Identify Vulnerabilities
The Committee examined the effects of the raw hazard list in the County by identifying
vulnerable populations, infrastructure, critical services, facilities, and environment.
Vulnerabilities will be geographically identified using Geographical Information System (GIS)
technology and then linked to a GIS data base, describing the vulnerable target including
potential damage and estimates of losses.

Hazard Mapping
As described in Steps 1 and 4, hazard maps were extremely important in illustrating hazard and
vulnerability locations. In addition, information used to conduct the risk assessment and the loss
estimates was linked electronically to the maps using GIS technology. The electronic versions of
these maps were provided to the Committee and other reviewing agencies.

Risk Analyses
The risk analysis was updated using the information gathered in the steps above. To determine
the risk posed by each hazard, several kinds of information are required: 1) the number of
historical occurrences, 2) the probability or likelihood of the hazard occurrence, at times without
regard to hazard history, 3) vulnerability, expressed as the percentage of people and property that
would be affected by the hazard event, 4) spatial extent, the geographical area of the community
that might be impacted, and 5) the magnitude or severity of impact based on an assessment in
terms of fatalities, injuries, and property/economic losses. Tables illustrating this process are
provided below.
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1) Historical Occurrence – Number of historical occurrences within community.
Rating

Adjective Description

Number of Historical Occurrences
(within 50 years)

0

None



Never occurred

1

Low



5 or few occurrences

2

Medium



6-9 occurrences

3

High



More than 10 occurrences

Historical Occurrence Ranking Table

2) Probability – Likelihood of the hazard occurrence, sometimes without regard to hazard
history.
Rating

Likelihood

Frequency of Occurrence

1

Rare



2

Low



3

Medium

4

High

Probability of occurrence = one chance in the next 50+ years

Probability of occurrence = at least one chance in the next 2550 years
 Probability of occurrence = at least one chance in the next 1025 years
 Probability of occurrence = at least one chance in the next 1 to
10 years
Probability Ranking Table

3) Vulnerability –Percentage of people and property that would be affected by the hazard
event.
Rating

Magnitude

Percentage of People and Property Affected

1

Negligible



Less than 5%

2

Limited



5% to 10%

3

Critical



10% to 25%

4

Catastrophic



More than 25%

Vulnerability Ranking Table

4) Spatial Extent –The geographical area of the community that might be impacted.
Rating

Magnitude

Percentage of jurisdiction affected

1

Negligible



Less than 10%

2

Limited



10% to 25%

3

Critical



25% to 50%

4

Catastrophic



More than 50%

Spatial Extent Ranking Table
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5) Magnitude (Severity of Impact) – Assessment of severity in terms of fatalities, injuries,
property/economic losses
Rating

Likelihood

1

Negligible

2

Limited

3

Critical

4

Catastrophic

Characteristics













Few if any injuries or illness
Minor quality of life lost with little or no property damage
Brief interruption of facilities/services less than 4 hrs
Minor injuries and illness
Minor or short term property damage that does not threaten
structural stability
Loss of essential facilities and services for 4 to 24 hours
Serious injury and illness
Major/ long term property damage; threatens structural stability
Shutdown of essential facilities and services for 24 to 72 hours
Multiple deaths
Property destroyed or damaged beyond repair
Complete shutdown of essential facilities/services for 3+ days.
Magnitude Ranking Table

Risk assessment methods included the use of FEMA’s HAZUS but, because of limitations
associated with this data, Bingham County’s own current GIS property valuation data was
primarily used to generate loss estimates.
Risk assessment activities also included the mapping of hazard occurrences, at-risk structures
including critical facilities, and repetitive flood loss structures, land use, and populations.

Repetitive Loss
Repetitive Loss designations are used to eliminate or reduce the damage to property and the
disruption of life caused by repeated damage, such as flooding, of the same properties. The
criteria to determine repetitive loss includes the following:



Four or more losses of more than $1,000 each in a 5 year period; or
Two losses within a 10-year period that, in the aggregate, equal or exceed the current
value of the insured property.

Quantify Risk
Once a hazard’s risk has been evaluated, a picture of the over-all risk severity associated with
that hazard emerges. The hazards with the highest total scores were considered the hazards of
greatest concern for the County. The table below demonstrates the ranking of the eight natural
hazards, with the priority hazards scoring highest and appearing in the light red rows, medium
hazards appearing in light yellow, and the hazards ranking lowest appearing in green.
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Natural Hazards Qualitative Risk Assessment EXAMPLE
Historical
Occurrence

Probability

Vulnerability

Spatial
Extent

Magnitude

Total

Flood

3

4

3

3

3

16

H

Earthquake

3

3

3

3

3

15

H

Severe
Storm

3

Wildland
Fire

3

Volcano

1

Landslide

Example

Rank

H

4

2

2

3

14

4

2

2

2

13

1

2

2

2

8

M

3

3

2

1

2

11

M

Avalanche

3

4

1

1

1

10

M

Drought

1

2

1

1

2

7

L

H

Risk Ranking Table

Once the numerical ranking was completed, in an effort to remain consistent with the local
jurisdictions, as most utilize a High/Medium/Low ranking system, the total score was then
converted to a High/Medium/Low method of priority ranking.
The breakdown of ranking is as follows:
 Low - Generating a total score of </=7
 Medium - Generating a score of 8-12
 High - Generating a score >13

Rank Severity
To assist in prioritizing mitigation activities, the severities of all hazards considered in the Plan
are ranked relative to one another using the above plotting scheme. Prioritization is also based on
goals and objectives developed and approved by the Bingham County Board of County
Commissioners.

Develop Mitigation Strategy
As required by FEMA, this planning effort is centered on community supported hazard reduction
goals to be implemented and evaluated, based on measurable objectives. Mitigation projects are
to be assessed against the established goals and objectives to ensure that the selected projects
reduce risk as desired.

Capabilities Review
The ability of the participating jurisdictions to implement mitigation strategies is critical to the
success of the Mitigation Program. The following table provides an assessment of each
participating jurisdictions’ capabilities in relationship to the mitigation strategy. Additionally
each jurisdiction has planning processes which are in place to direct land use planning. Those
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documents were also reviewed and recommendations provided, which will lead to a synergistic
approach to mitigation in the communities.
Agency Name
(Mission/Function

Programs, Plans,
Policies, Regulations,
Funding, ,or
Practices

Effect of Loss Reduction*
Support

Facilitate

Comments

Hinder

*Definitions
 Support: Programs, plans, policies, regulations, funding, or practices that help the implementation of
mitigation actions
 Facilitate: Programs, plans, policies etc. that make implementation actions easier
 Hinder: Programs, plans, policies, etc., that pose obstacles to implementation of mitigation actions

The Bingham County Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Ordinances were reviewed against the
list of ranked hazards to determine if there were any restrictions or enabling powers that affect
possible hazard mitigation alternatives. Additionally, the community planning tools are reviewed
in an effort to identify consistency between planning activities.

Develop Mitigation Actions
Potential projects to address identified risks have been developed and listed in this Plan. The
project descriptions address approximate costs, possible returns on investments, and
environmental and socioeconomic benefits.

Revise Plan
This Plan meets, and in some instances exceeds, the requirements set forth by FEMA in the
FEMA PDM Criteria Crosswalk. Plan drafts were presented in hard and electronic copy, and
provided to the Committee for review. This Plan includes information on Plan adoption,
including a promulgation page for the County, and an agreement to participate page for each
incorporated city.

Plan Review
Plan review occurred at two distinctly different times. The initial Plan review was conducted by
the Update Committee during development. Once the Plan was completed, it was submitted
along with the completed FEMA PDM Criteria Cross Walk to the Idaho Bureau of Homeland
Security’s Hazard Mitigation Officer, and then to FEMA Region 10’s Hazard Mitigation Officer
for review. The Bingham County Board of County Commissioners also reviewed the Plan in a
parallel time frame.
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Public and Stakeholder Involvement
Stakeholder Participation
The following stakeholders participated in this revision.


Idaho Bureau of Homeland Security



Idaho Department of Environmental Quality



Idaho Department of Transportation



Idaho Fish and Game



Idaho Department of Lands



National Weather Service



U.S. Bureau of Reclamation



U. S. Army Corp of Engineers



U. S. Geological Society



Nonpareil Foods



Basic American Foods

Participating Public Safety Agencies
Emergency Services
The Bingham County Emergency Services Department plans and prepares for emergencies. This
planning is documented in the Bingham County Emergency Operations Plan. The Emergency
Operations Plan was last updated in 20051. This department also heads hazard mitigation
activities within Bingham County.
Law Enforcement and Emergency Services
The Bingham County Sheriff’s Office is the principal law enforcement agency in the County.
The office is headquartered in the Bingham County Court House in Blackfoot. In addition, the
Cities of Aberdeen, Blackfoot, and Shelley have their own police departments. The Fort Hall
Tribal Police provide law enforcement on the Fort Hall Reservation.
The Bingham County Search and Rescue unit is operated under the jurisdiction of the Bingham
County Sheriff’s Office. They are trained in a variety of search and rescue situations including
winter weather, water or underwater conditions, or a variety of extraction operations.

Fire Protection
There are four fire districts in Bingham County.
Blackfoot-Snake River-Stations are located in Blackfoot and Rockford. The Blackfoot Fire
Department, located at 225 N. Ash, currently has 19 full time firefighters/EMTs, a Fire Marshal and
1

Bingham County Comprehensive Plan, 2005
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the Fire Chief. The station has three fire engines, one tanker, one brush rig, two command vehicles
and three squad trucks. The fire department initially responds to fires with 4,000 gallons but can
respond with up to 9,000 gallons. The fire department has three ambulances for medical emergencies.
The Rockford Fire Station, located at 58 South 1200 West, is manned by two paid firefighter/EMTs
weekdays 8:00 am to 5:00 pm. During weeknights and weekends the station is manned by Rockford
resident volunteers. The station currently has one fire engine, one tanker, one brush rig, two
ambulances, and one squad truck.
Shelley-Firth-Stations are located in Shelley and Firth. The Shelley station is manned by 16
volunteer firefighter/EMTs. Equipment includes two fire engines, one 4,000-gallon tanker, one 6x6
brush truck, and one rescue truck. The Firth station has 18 volunteer firefighter/EMTs. Equipment
includes two fire engines, one pumper/tanker (3,000 gallon), four brush rigs (with foam units), and
radio communications equipment that include a repeater and 20 hand-held radios.
Aberdeen-Springfield-Stations are located in Aberdeen and Springfield. The Aberdeen fire station
has approximately 17 volunteer fire fighters and EMTs. Equipment includes two ambulances; one
command center rescue truck, two fire engines, one 4,500-gallon tanker, and three brush rigs. The
Springfield fire station has approximately 8 volunteer fire fighters and EMTs. Equipment includes
one ambulance, one fire engine, one combination 2,500-gallon tanker and brush rig, and one small
brush rig.
Fort Hall-One station is located in Fort Hall at 700 Widowville Road. There are currently 21
employees (including firefighters and EMTs) with a minimum of six on duty at all times. Equipment
includes two fire engines, two ambulances, one heavy rescue vehicle, five brush trucks, one water
tanker, one hazardous material truck, and four staff vehicles2.

2

Bingham County Comprehensive Plan, 2005
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Bingham County Rural Fire Districts Map
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Public Participation
Public involvement for the 2013-2014 Bingham County Multi-Jurisdiction All Hazard Mitigation
Planning Process was accomplished entirely through open public meetings in each of the
jurisdictions. The meetings were used to provide and update risk ranking for each jurisdiction, to
review their listed projects, and to see if there were any additional projects to be added. Each
meeting was posted according to Idaho Open Meeting Laws and the public was given an
opportunity to comment and ask questions.

September 11, 2013 Bingham County
A public meeting was held with the Bingham County Commissioners on September 11, 2013.
The purpose of the meeting was to discuss mitigation alternatives to the engineered channel on
the Snake River, west of the City of Blackfoot. The alternatives included the complete removal
of the deposited gravel down to the design capacity, the staged removal of gravel over a five year
period, or do nothing. The discussion focused on removing the gravel to decrease the potential
for flooding in the Blackfoot area around the new business district. The gravel that would be
removed would be placed in the ITD owned gravel pit in Moreland, approximately four miles
from the Snake River. The commissioners agreed with the engineering proposal to remove gravel
over a five year period, essentially scraping or cutting the tops of the gravel bars annually above
the low water mark.
The commissioners passed a resolution directing Whisper Mountain Professional Services to
investigate appropriate funding and to apply in behalf of the County.
Agency

Representative

Position

Bingham County

Craig Rowland

Sheriff

Bingham County

R. Scott Reese

Emergency Management

Idaho BHS

Ken Fagnant

AFO

ITD

Ed Bala

District Engineer

Bingham County

Richard Monson

Road & Bridge

Bingham County

Ladd Carter

Commissioner

Bingham County

Whitney Manwaring

Commissioner

Bingham County

Mark K Bair

Commissioner

A copy of the presentation and attendance roster is provided in Attachment 1.

November 11, 2013 – Atomic City
A public meeting was held in conjunction with the Atomic City Council Meeting on November
11, 2013. Rick Fawcett provided an over view of the Bingham County Multi-Jurisdiction All
Hazard Mitigation Plan update and provided the hazard ranking for Atomic City. The Mayor
and Council agreed with the hazards as ranked.
The Council asked that three projects be added:
1. Purchase of a larger mower to maintain the City’s fire break,
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2. Purchase of turnout gear for the Fire Department Volunteers,
3. Installation of fencing around the 2nd water well.
The attendance roster is presented below. The presentation made to the Council and the sign in
sheet are provided in Attachment 2. There was no meeting agenda provided by the City.
Agency

Representative

Position

Atomic City
Atomic City
Atomic City
Atomic City
Atomic City
Atomic City

Kelli Isaacs
D Dieherd
Connie Smith
D D Sortor
Lynn Field
Shelly Roy

Mayor
Council Member
Council Member
Council Member
Fire Chief
Citizen

November 12, 2013 – City of Firth
A public meeting was held in conjunction with the City of Firth City Council Meeting on
November 12, 2013. Rick Fawcett provided an over view of the Bingham County MultiJurisdiction All Hazard Mitigation Plan update and provided the hazard ranking for the City of
Firth. The Mayor and Council agreed with the hazards as ranked. The Council was asked if there
were any projects that they would like to add to the Plan. They did not have any but did comment
that the Levee north of the Little Buckaroo Rodeo grounds was repaired. This was a previously
listed mitigation action.
The attendance roster is presented below. The meeting agenda, sign in sheets, and the
presentation made to the Council are provided in Attachment 2.
Agency

Representative

Position

City of Firth
City of Firth
City of Firth
City of Firth
City of Firth
City of Firth
Forsgren Associates
City of Firth

Kent W. Burch
Drew Park
Vincent W. Larsen
Brandon Jolley
Barbara Johnson
Robert Dial
Dave Noel
Jared Ricks
Shelley Pioneer

City Council
City Council
Mayor
City Council
City Council
City Council
City Engineer
City Attorney
Reporter

November 12, 2013 City of Shelley
A public meeting was held in conjunction with the City of Shelley City Council Meeting on
November 12, 2013. Rick Fawcett provided an over view of the Bingham County MultiJurisdiction All Hazard Mitigation Plan update and provided the hazard ranking for the City of
Shelley. The Mayor and Council agreed with the hazards as ranked. The Council was asked if
there were any projects that they would like to add to the Plan. They did not have any.
The attendance roster is presented below. The meeting agenda, sign in sheets, and the
presentation made to the Council is provided in Attachment 2.
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Agency

Representative

Position

City of Shelley
City of Shelley
City of Shelley
City of Shelley
City of Shelley
City of Shelley
City of Shelley
City of Shelley
City of Shelley
City of Shelley
Forsgren Associates
City of Shelley
City of Shelley
City of Shelley
City of Shelley
Shelley Pioneer

Sandy Gaydusek
BJ Driscoll
Eric R. Christensen
Earl Bettie
Kurt G. Russell
Stacy Pascom
Jeff Kelley
Kyle Jorgenson
Kailey Jorgenson
Alesha Jorgenson
David Noel
Kim Westergard
Dawn Lloyd
Chuck Lloyd
Rod l. Mohler
Shirley Thompson

City Clerk
City Attorney
Mayor
Councilman
Councilman
Councilman
Councilman
Citizen
Citizen
Citizen
City Engineer
Incoming Councilwoman
Recreation Director
Public Works Director
Chief of Police
Reporter

December 4, 2013 City of Basalt
The elected officials and public briefing for the City of Basalt on the Bingham County MultiJurisdiction All Hazard Mitigation Plan was held on December 4, 2013. The presentation
included the risk ranking for the City of Basalt, as well as the risk analysis process. The City
Council and Mayor concurred with the risk ranking and discussed potential mitigation projects.
The limiting factor for the City of Basalt in exploring potential mitigation projects is cost. Most
of the projects discussed would not yield an acceptable benefit cost. There was no meeting
agenda provided by the City.
Agency

Representative

Position

City of Basalt
City of Basalt
City of Basalt
City of Basalt
City of Basalt
City of Basalt
City of Basalt
Schiess & Associates

Debra Andersen
Larry R Russell
Kim Lockyer
Garth Campbell
Pam Croft
Kay L Kremin
Guy L Barrus
Paul Scoresby

City Clerk
Mayor
Council
Council
Council
Council
Maintenance and Works
Principal
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December 10, 2013 City of Aberdeen
The City of Aberdeen elected officials and public were provided a briefing on the Bingham
County Multi-Jurisdiction All Hazard Mitigation Plan as part of their regularly scheduled city
council meeting on December 10, 2013. The briefing included the process for updating the Plan
and the resulting risk ranking summary for the City of Aberdeen. The Mayor and Council
discussed the flooding hazard caused by Hazard Creek and identified the area as a historic
irrigation drain rather than a free-flowing stream. The Council asked if the NFIP Map could be
altered to remove City properties that had been elevated above the flood plain. The process for a
map revision was presented and discussed. The City Council identified a new mitigation action
which included both the redrawing of the flood plain and a revision to remove the City’s Water
Treatment Facility from the flood plain.
The City Council and Mayor concurred with the risk ranking and with the addition of the two
projects mentioned above. They agreed to the mitigation action prioritization.
Agency

Representative

Position

City of Aberdeen
City of Aberdeen
City of Aberdeen
City of Aberdeen
City of Aberdeen
City of Aberdeen
City of Aberdeen
City of Aberdeen
City of Aberdeen
Aberdeen Times
City of Aberdeen

Mary Leisy
Lisa Pankau
A Morgan Andersen
Brian Schneider
Larry Barret
G Craig Wampler
Daniel R Acevedo
Linda Balls
Karalee Krehbiel-Bonzon
Kathy Blaker
Richard Mayer

City Council
City Council
Mayor
City Council
City Council
City Council
City Attorney
City Clerk/Treasurer
City Council Elect
Reporter
Public Works Director

December 11, 2013 City of Blackfoot
A Bingham County Multi-Jurisdiction All Hazard Mitigation Plan briefing for the Blackfoot City
Council and general public was held on December 11, 2013 in the Blackfoot City Council
Chambers. The purpose of the briefing was two-fold; 1) To brief the Council and Mayor on the
mitigation alternatives for the engineered channel on the Snake River, 2) To provide a briefing
on the overall risks identified through the risk analysis process undertaken as part of the
mitigation plan update.
The history of the engineered channel on the Snake River was summarized, including the
creation of the channel which facilitated the 1962 completion of Interstate 15 on the west side of
Blackfoot. Since completion of the channel, several high water events including the 1976 Teton
Dam failure and the 1997 five hundred year flood event have decreased the capacity of the
channel by approximately 40%. The decrease in capacity has caused flooding in the Jensen
Grove and Walmart areas, and additionally has increased the ground water levels between lanes
of the Interstate and at the Blackfoot Airport. The alternatives, as discussed with the Bingham
County Commissioners, were presented with concurrence given to the five year removal of
gravel as the preferred alternative.
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The Council and Mayor concurred with the overall risk ranking for the City of Blackfoot as
presented. The Council reviewed previous mitigation actions and agreed with the addition of the
Snake River gravel removal project as their highest priority.
Agency

Representative

Position

The Spot
Bill’s Home Repair Service
City of Blackfoot
City of Blackfoot
City of Blackfoot
Arm Security Inc.
City of Blackfoot
City of Blackfoot
City of Blackfoot
City of Blackfoot
City of Blackfoot
City of Blackfoot
City of Blackfoot
City of Blackfoot

Chris Kennedy
Bill Feliciano
Jan Simpson
Donna Paulnsef
Calvin Byington
Steven Sloan
Rex Orgill
Paul Loomis
Kurt Asmus
Christopher A Jensen
Mike Virtue
Layne Gardner
Rich Woodfin
Daniel R Acevedo

Owner
Owner
Council Elect
Planning & Zoning
Planning & Zoning
Sales Rep
Planning & Zoning/Building
Mayor Elect
Chief Police Department
Council
Mayor
Council
Council
City Attorney
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Continued Public Involvement
Bingham County Emergency Services is dedicated to involving the public directly in the review
and updates of the Plan. The Emergency Services Coordinator is responsible for the annual
review and update of the Plan. For Bingham County the best method to ensure continued public
involvement is through the City Council Meetings. The Emergency Services Coordinator will
provide an annual briefing to each of the participating City Councils as well as the County
Commission on the current status of the Plan and seek their comments on project implementation
and the effects of the hazards on new and existing developments. The public will also have the
opportunity to provide input to the Plan through these posted open public meetings.
Copies of the Plan will be catalogued and kept at all of the appropriate County departments and
Cities.

Plan Monitoring and Review
The Bingham County AHMP maintenance process includes monitoring and evaluating the
programmatic outcomes established in the Plan annually, and producing a Plan revision every
five years.

Formal Review Process
The Plan will be evaluated on an annual basis to determine the effectiveness of programs and to
reflect changes that may affect mitigation priorities. The evaluation process includes an annual
briefing to the participating Cities and the County Commission. The Coordinator of Emergency
Services, or designee, will be responsible for contacting the participating jurisdictions and
organizing the annual briefings and review.
As part of the five year review process, the full Committee will be responsible for monitoring
and evaluating the progress of the mitigation strategies in the Plan. The Committee will review
the goals and action items to determine their relevance to changing situations in the County and
the participating Cities, as well as changes in State and Federal policy, and to ensure they are
addressing current and expected conditions. The Committee will also review the risk assessment
portion of the Plan to determine if this information should be updated or modified, given any
new available data. The coordinating organizations responsible for the various action items will
report on the status of their projects, the success of various implementation processes, difficulties
encountered, success of coordination efforts, and which strategies should be revised or removed.
Following the completion of the five year update Plan will be submitted to the State of Idaho
Bureau of Homeland Security’s Mitigation Program and the Federal Emergency Management
Agency for review.
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Section 2: Risk Assessment
Hazards that pose a threat to human life, health, and well-being are myriad and no attempt is
made here to compile an exhaustive list. Those that are addressed in disaster planning are
generally categorized as “natural” or “technological”. FEMA contains a thorough discussion of
hazards in the section entitled “FEMA's Multi-Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment
(MHIRA)”3. Some hazards are a threat to all geographic areas while others (e.g. Tsunami in
coastal regions) are not. Hazards that have been identified as significant in this County and that
are considered in this Plan are:
Natural Hazards
Weather: Severe Weather
Extreme Heat
Lightning
Hail
Straight Line Wind
Tornado
Severe Winter Storm
Extreme Cold
Drought
Flooding: Flash Flood
River Flooding
Dam Failure
Geologic: Earthquake
Landslide/Mudslide
Other:

Wildfire
Biological
Vector Borne Disease
Bird Flu
West Nile
Human Borne Disease (Communicable Disease)
SARs
Swine Flu (H1N1)

Technological (Manmade) Hazards
Structural Fire
Nuclear Event
Hazardous MaterialEvent
Riot/Demonstration/Civil Disorder
Terrorism

3

http://www.fema.gov/plan/prevent/fhm/ft_mhira.shtm
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Weather Hazards
The impact of weather hazards may be widespread (drought) or more localized (lightning), but
all have the potential to be severe and directly life-threatening. Historical weather data is
generally available in good detail over long time periods, allowing for reasonably accurate risk
assessment for planning purposes.

Drought
Description
Drought is an expected phase in the climactic cycle of almost any geographical region.
Certainly that is the case in the State of Idaho. Objective, quantitative definitions for drought
exist but, most authorities agree that because of the many factors contributing to it, and because
its onset and relief are slow and indistinct, none is entirely satisfactory. According to the
National Drought Mitigation Center, drought “originates from a deficiency of precipitation over
an extended period of time, usually a season or more. This deficiency results in a water shortage
for some activity, group, or environmental sector.” What is clear is that a condition perceived as
“drought” in a given location is the result of a significant decrease in water supply relative to
what is “normal” in that area.
It should be noted that water supply is not only controlled by precipitation (amount, frequency,
and intensity), but also by other factors including evaporation (which is increased by higher than
normal heat and winds), transpiration, and human use. According to the NOAA National
Climactic Data Center, much of the State of Idaho most recently experienced moderate to
extreme drought conditions from the years 2000 through 2012. Drought Emergency
Declarations were issued for various counties by the Idaho Department of Water Resources in
the years 2002 through 20012. Idaho’s only Federal Drought Emergency Declaration was
issued in 1977.
The following figures illustrate the precipitation conditions for Bingham County using the
Palmer Modified Drought Index (PMDI). PMDI is measured by climate divisions. Bingham
County is split between two climate divisions, the Upper Snake River Plains (Zone 9) and the
Eastern Highlands (Zone 10) divisions.
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Idaho Climate Divisions Map
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Palmer Modified Drought Index

The data depicted is from the National Weather Service (NWS) and covers the years 1970 to the
present. The Palmer Modified Drought Index (PMDI) is a means of quantifying drought in terms
of moisture demands versus moisture supply. Moisture demands include plant requirements and
water needed for recharge of soil moisture supplies. An allowance is also included for runoff
amounts necessary for recharging both ground water and surface water supplies such as rivers,
lakes, aquifers, and reservoirs. The PMDI balances the moisture demands against the moisture
supply available.
The PMDI expresses this comparison of moisture demand to moisture supply on a numerical
scale that usually ranges from positive six to negative six. Positive values reflect excess
moisture supplies while negative values indicate moisture demands in excess of supplies.
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Approximate Cumulative
Frequency %

Range

> 96

> 4.00

Extreme Wetness

90-95

3.00 – 3.99

Severe Wetness

73 – 89

1.50 – 2.99

Mild to Moderate Wetness

28 – 72

-1.49 – 1.49

Near Normal

11 -27

-1.50 - -2.99

Mild to Moderate Drought

5 – 10

-3.00 - -3.99

Severe Drought

1– <4

< -4.00

Extreme Drought

PHDI

Category

PMDI Definitions

Historical Frequencies
The Idaho Department of Water Resources reports that meteorological drought conditions (a
period of low precipitation) existed in the State approximately 30% of the time during the period
1931-1982. Principal drought in Idaho, indicated by stream flow records, occurred during 192941, 1944-45, 1959-61, 1977, and 1987-92. The most prolonged drought in Idaho was during the
1930s. For most of the State, that drought lasted for 11 years (1929-41) despite greater than
average stream flows in 1932 and 1938. In 1977, the worst single year on record, a severe water
shortage occurred throughout Idaho and the West. Stream flows were below normal from1979
to 1981. A Federal Declaration was issued in 1977 for the State of Idaho as well as Bingham
County4.
According to the Idaho Department of Water Resources (IDWR) the following Drought
Emergency Declarations were issued for Bingham County since 2002:


May 23, 2002



April 29, 2003



May 25, 2004



April 15, 2005



June 29, 2007

Bingham County did not have any drought declarations during the years 2008-2012.
Impacts
Drought is agriculture’s most expensive, frequent, and widespread form of natural disaster. The
current drought in the interior West is part of a multi-year drought that began in 1999, worsened
in 2000, and has continued, with some interruptions thus far into 2013. As a result, the drought
in the West was slow to develop, and likewise, will be slow to recede.

4

Idaho State Hazard Mitigation Plan 2004: http://www.bhs.idaho.gov/bhslibrary/SHMP2004.pdf
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Drought produces a complex web of impacts that spans many sectors of the economy and
reaches well beyond the area experiencing physical drought. This complexity exists because
water is integral to our ability to produce goods and provide services.
Impacts are commonly referred to as direct or indirect. Reduced crop, rangeland, and forest
productivity; increased fire hazard; reduced water levels; increased livestock and wildlife
mortality rates; and damage to wildlife and fish habitat are a few examples of direct impacts.
The consequences of these impacts illustrate indirect impacts. For example, a reduction in crop,
rangeland, and forest productivity may result in reduced income for farmers and agribusiness,
increased prices for food and timber, unemployment, reduced tax revenues because of reduced
expenditures, increased crime, foreclosures on bank loans to farmers and businesses, migration,
and disaster relief programs. Direct or primary impacts are usually biophysical. Conceptually
speaking, the more removed the impact from the cause, the more complex the link to the cause.
In fact, the web of impacts becomes so diffuse that it is very difficult to come up with financial
estimates of damages. The impacts of drought can be categorized as economic, environmental,
or social.
Many economic impacts occur in agricultural and related sectors because of the reliance of these
sectors on surface and subsurface water supplies. In addition to obvious losses in yields in crop
and livestock production, drought is associated with increases in insect infestations, plant
disease, and wind erosion. Droughts also bring increased problems with insects and diseases to
forests and reduce growth. The incidence of forest and range fires increases substantially during
extended droughts, which in turn places both human and wildlife populations at higher levels of
risk.
Loss Estimates
Income loss is another indicator used in assessing the impacts of drought because so many
sectors are affected. Reduced income for farmers has a ripple effect. Retailers and others who
provide goods and services to farmers face reduced business. This leads to unemployment,
increased credit risk for financial institutions, capital shortfalls, and loss of tax revenue for local,
State, and Federal government. Less discretionary income affects the recreation and tourism
industries. Prices for food, energy, and other products increase as supplies are reduced. In some
cases, local shortages of certain goods result in the need to import these goods from outside the
stricken region. Reduced water supply impairs the navigability of rivers and results in increased
transportation costs because products must be transported by rail or truck. Hydropower
production may also be curtailed significantly.
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Hazard Evaluation
Drought risk is based on a combination of the frequency, severity, and spatial extent of drought
(the physical nature of drought), and the degree to which a population or activity is vulnerable to
the effects of drought. The degree of a region’s vulnerability depends on the environmental and
social characteristics of the region and is measured by their ability to anticipate, cope with, resist,
and recover from drought.
Society’s vulnerability to drought is determined by a wide range of factors, both physical and
social, such as demographic trends and geographic characteristics.
The Bingham County Agricultural Land Map shows that a relatively large amount of land would
be affected by drought conditions. Bingham County’s economy is heavily dependent upon
agriculture.
Repetitive Loss
Bingham County experiences repetitive loss due to drought. Losses are related primarily to the
crop production loss and the associated economics. Other losses are linked to a loss of grazing
capacity in public lands.

Drought
Profile Category
Rating
Historical Occurrence
2
Probability
4
Vulnerability
4
Spatial Extent
4
Magnitude
2
Total
16
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High
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Catastrophic
Limited
High
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Severe Weather
Severe Weather includes those hazards that are typically found during the spring, summer, and
early fall season of the year in Bingham County. Included in this category are extreme heat,
lightning, hail, straight line wind, and tornado. Each hazard is examined independently; however,
it is recognized that these hazards typically occur together.

Extreme Heat
Description
The term “extreme heat,” sometimes called “heat wave,” is to some extent a relative one
describing a period when weather conditions include temperatures and humidity significantly
higher than those usual for a particular geographic area. The National Weather Service (NWS)
issues alerts to the public based on its Heat Index which takes both temperature and humidity
into account.

NOAA's National Weather Service Heat Index

National Weather Service Heat Index Chart

The NWS will initiate alert procedures when the High is expected to exceed 105°- 110°F
(depending on local climate) for at least two consecutive days. The effects of extreme heat are
often exacerbated in large urban areas due to the heat island effect and because stagnant
atmospheric conditions may trap pollutants. Extreme heat conditions are not common to Idaho
where, in general, humidity is low and weather patterns vary.
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Historical Frequencies
There have been no recorded days in which the temperature has reached or exceeded 105 degrees
Fahrenheit from 1948-2012. Because of the lack of humidity in the air in Bingham County, the
Heat Index temperature is lower than the actual temperature.
Using data from the NWS COOP weather station #USC00100915 located in Blackfoot, the
return interval of actual annual maximum temperatures was calculated using the Log-Pearson III
method using data from the past 100 years. The results are found in the following table.
Return
Period
(Years)

Probability
(%)

Annual Maximum
Temperature
(Degrees F)

1.05

95.2

93

1.11

90.1

94

1.25

80

95

2

50

97

5

20

99

10

10

100

25

4

102

50

2

103

100

1

104

200

0.5

104

Extreme Heat Event Return Intervals

Impacts
The primary impact of extreme heat is on human health causing such disorders as sunstroke, heat
exhaustion, and heat cramps. Particularly susceptible are the elderly, small children, and persons
with chronic illnesses. There are also undoubtedly indirect and chronic health effects from
extreme heat, the magnitude of which are difficult or impossible to estimate. Environmental
effects can include loss of wildlife and vegetation and increased probability of wildfires.
Loss Estimates
Extreme heat places high demands on electrical power supplies that can lead to blackouts or
brownouts. Economic impacts result from such factors as increased energy prices, loss of
business as people avoid leaving their homes to avoid the heat, and agricultural losses. The
magnitude of these and other more indirect impacts is, again, difficult to assess, except for severe
heat waves which have been estimated to be in the billions to hundreds of billions of dollars.
Hazard Evaluation
The magnitude of the effects of extreme heat is centered on the individual citizen. Shelters
might be opened for the elderly and/or homeless who do not have a means of relief from the
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heat. Heat related illnesses could cause death if shelter and hydration are not provided. Because
the higher elevations are typically five to ten degrees cooler than the valley, extreme heat would
most likely affect only that portion of the County at the lower elevations. Economic loss would
primarily be related to the cost of energy consumption and to agricultural impacts. Extreme heat
would exacerbate drought conditions and make response to wildfire more hazardous.

Extreme Heat
Profile Category
Rating
Historical Occurrence
2
Probability
3
Vulnerability
1
Spatial Extent
4
Magnitude
2
Total
12

Description
Medium
Medium
Negligible
Catastrophic
Limited
Medium

Lightning
Description
Lightning is defined by the NWS as, “A visible electrical discharge produced by a thunderstorm.
The discharge may occur within or between clouds, between the cloud and air, between a cloud
and the ground, or between the ground and a cloud.” A lightning discharge may be over five
miles in length, generate temperatures upwards of 50,000oF, and carry 50,000 volts of electrical
potential. Lightning is most often associated with thunderstorm clouds but lightning can strike
as far as five to ten miles from a storm. Thunder is caused by the rapid expansion of air heated
by a lightning strike. Cloud-to-ground lightning strikes occur with much less frequency in the
northwestern U.S. than in other parts of the country.
Historical Frequencies
There are thousands of lightning strikes that occur in Bingham County in any given year, but
only small percentages cause damage. From 1960 to 2012 there have been an estimated 20
lightning events that have caused either property damage or casualties.
A lightning strike on July 31, 1962 caused one fatality, and another lightning strike on August
23, 1983 caused two injuries. There has been a total of $23,186 of property damage and $56,043
in crop damage reported from lightning strikes since 1960.
The return interval for damaging lightning events was calculated at .88 years. Lightning events
can be expected to occur annually.
Impacts
Lightning is the second most deadly weather phenomenon in the U.S., being second only to
floods. On average, sixty to seventy deaths per year are attributed to lightning nationally, and in
Idaho the average is less than one per year. Despite the enormous energy carried by lightning,
only about 10% of strikes are fatal. Injuries include central nervous system damage, burns,
cardiac effects, hearing loss, and trauma. The effects of central nervous system injuries tend to
be long-lasting and severe, leading to such disorders as depression, alcoholism, and chronic
fatigue, and in some cases to suicide. Lightning also strikes structures causing fires and
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damaging electrical equipment. Wildland fires are often initiated by lightning strikes, as are
petroleum storage tank fires. About one third of all power outages are lightning-related.
Loss Estimates
The magnitude of economic losses is difficult to estimate. Government figures suggest annual
national costs at around $30 million but some researchers find evidence that losses may be in the
billions of dollars.
Hazard Evaluation
Lightning
Profile Category

Rating

Description

Historical Occurrence

3

High

Probability

4

High

Vulnerability

1

Negligible

Spatial Extent

1

Negligible

Magnitude

3

Critical

12

Medium

Total
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Hail
Description
The NWS definition of “hail” is: Showery precipitation, in the form of irregular pellets or balls
of ice more than 5 mm in diameter, falling from a cumulonimbus cloud. Its size can vary from
the defined minimum, a little over a quarter of an inch, up to 4.5 inches or larger. “Severe hail”
is defined as being 0.75 inches or more in diameter. The largest hailstones are formed in
supercell thunderstorms because of their sustained updrafts and long duration. Hail and severe
hail are relatively uncommon in Idaho. In the ten year period from 1986 to 1995 the national
weather service recorded severe hail in Idaho on 113 occasions, while in the same time period
severe hail was recorded in Colorado nearly 1,400 times.5
Historical Frequencies
The following table shows the frequency of damaging hail events in Bingham County recorded
by the National Weather Service from 1960 – 2012. There have been 27 events recorded over a
53 year period. There is a 50.9% chance that in a given year there will be a damaging hail event,
or 1 event every 1-2 years.

Location

No. of Years

No. of Events

Reoccurrence
Interval

Bingham
County

53

27

2.14

Frequency of Severe Hail Events

5

http://www.ems.psu.edu/~nese/ch9web.htm
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Bingham County Severe Hail Density Map
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Impacts
Deaths and injuries are possible but are rare.
Loss Estimates
Economic loss can be extensive, especially to agricultural based economies. Hail is very
damaging to crops. Severe hail may cause extensive property damage including damage to
vehicle paint and bodywork, glass, shingles and roofs, plastic surfaces, etc. Hail loss nationally
is estimated at over one billion dollars annually.
Over the past 53 years there has been over $1 million in reported crop loss due to severe hail
events, averaging $41,893 per event. There have been no recorded casualties and only minor
property damage reported.
Hazard Evaluation

Hail
Profile Category

Rating

Description

Historical Occurrence

3

High

Probability

4

High

Vulnerability

2

Limited

Spatial Extent

2

Limited

Magnitude

2

Limited

13

Medium

Total
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Tornado
Description
The NWS describes tornado as, “a violently rotating column of air, usually pendant to a
cumulonimbus, with circulation reaching the ground. It nearly always starts as a funnel cloud
and may be accompanied by a loud roaring noise. On a local scale, it is the most destructive of
all atmospheric phenomena.” Like hail, most tornadoes are spawned by supercell thunderstorms.
They usually last only a few minutes, although some have lasted more than an hour and traveled
several miles. Wind speeds within tornadoes are estimated based on the damage caused and
expressed using the Enhanced Fujita (EF) Scale
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F
scale

Class

F0

weak

Wind speed
Description
mph
km/h
65-85 105-137
Gale

F1

weak

86-110 138-177

Moderate

F2

strong 111-135 178-217

Significant

F3

strong 136-165 218-266

Severe

F4

violent 166-200 267-322 Devastating

F5

violent

> 200

> 322

Incredible

Enhanced Fujita (EF) Scale for Estimation of
Tornado Wind Speeds1

Historical Frequencies
The table below lists recorded Tornado and funnel cloud events in Bingham County. There have
been 14 recorded tornado, or funnel cloud, events in Bingham County from 1950-2013. The
probability of a tornado event in any given year is 21.9% or one tornado every 4.6 years.
Location

No. of Years

No. of Events

Reoccurrence Interval

Bingham County

64

14

4.6

Bingham County Tornado Events

Funnel Clouds are associated with a rotating column of air extending from the base of a cloud. If
a funnel could touches the ground it becomes a tornado. For this reason, funnel cloud events
were included in the frequency table. Idaho has relatively few tornadoes, averaging three
reported per year between 1953 and 2004. The following map in the following figure shows the
density of reported tornadoes.
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Bingham County Tornado Density Map

47

Bingham County Multi-Jurisdiction
All Hazard Mitigation Plan
September 25, 2014

Impacts
Loss of utilities (primarily due to fallen trees) is common following tornadoes and, depending on
circumstances, communities might be deprived of almost any kind of goods and services
including food, water, and medical care. Agriculturally, crop and livestock loss is also possible,
as is loss of timber production.
Loss Estimates
Over the past 64 years 2 casualties have been reported caused by tornado events. Recorded losses
due to tornados in Bingham County totals ~ $300thousand over the past 64 years, or $21,429 per
event.
Hazard Evaluation

Tornado
Profile Category
Rating

Description

Historical Occurrence

3

High

Probability

4

High

Vulnerability

1

Negligible

Spatial Extent

1

Negligible

Magnitude

3

Critical

Total

12

Medium

Straight Line Winds
Description
The term “straight line wind” is used to describe any wind not associated with rotation,
particularly tornadoes. Of concern is “high wind,” defined by the NWS as, “Sustained wind
speeds of 40 mph or greater lasting for 1 hour or longer, or winds of 58 mph or greater for any
duration.” Like tornadoes, strong, straight line winds are generated by thunderstorms and they
can cause similar damage. Straight line wind speeds can approach 150 mph, equivalent to those
in an F3 tornado.
Historical Frequencies
From 1965 to 2012, 97 damaging wind events were reported by the National Weather Service.
The following table shows the frequency and return interval of these events. According to the
National Weather Service office in Pocatello, a damaging wind event can be expected to occur
every year in Bingham County. That differs from the following table because straight line wind
damage is the most under reported hazard event in the County.
Location

No. of Years

No. of Events

Reoccurrence
Interval

Bingham
County

48

97

.49 Years

Bingham County Damaging Wind Event Frequency
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Impacts
The impacts of straight line winds are virtually the same as those from tornadoes with similar
wind speeds. The damage is distinguishable from that of a tornado only in that the debris is
generally deposited in nearly parallel rows. Downbursts are particularly hazardous to aircraft in
flight.
Loss Estimates
Since 1968 there has been $438,250 of reported damage caused by straight line winds in
Bingham County, or over $4,500 per event. There have been 3 injuries reported in the past 48
years.
Hazard Evaluation

Straight Line Wind
Profile Category

Rating

Description

Historical Occurrence

3

High

Probability

4

High

Vulnerability

2

Limited

Spatial Extent

3

Critical

Magnitude

2

Limited

Total

14

Medium
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Damaging Winds
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Severe Weather Hazard Evaluation
Severe Weather occurs frequently in Bingham County, and it is assumed that there are repetitive
losses especially caused by Straight Line Wind damage; however, this type of loss is not reported
to a single point and thus is hard to track and quantify.

Historical
Occurrence

Probability

Vulnerability

Spatial
Extent

Magnitude

Total

Rank

Extreme Heat

2

3

1

4

2

12

M

Lightning

3

4

1

1

3

12

M

Hail

3

4

2

2

2

13

M

Tornado

3

4

1

1

3

12

M

Straight Line Wind

3

4

2

3

2

14

M

2

2

13

M

Hazard

Composite Ranking
Severe Weather

3

4

2

Severe Winter Storms
The Severe Winter Storms category includes extreme cold and winter storms. It should be noted
that Straight Line Wind is also associated with Severe Winter Storms, commonly referred to as
Blizzard Conditions where snow is driven by wind causing drifting.

Extreme Cold
Description
“Extreme cold” is another of
the terms describing hazards
that must be defined relative
to what is considered normal
in a given locale. What
might be considered extreme
cold varies considerably in
the State of Idaho where
normal winter temperatures
in the southwest are
appreciably more moderate
than those in the northwest
and far north. Very cold
temperatures become a
particular hazard when
accompanied by winds of 10
mph or greater. The NWS
has developed a formula for

National Weather Service Wind Chill Chart 1
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calculating “wind chill” based on temperature and wind speed and in this region issues wind chill
advisories when the wind chill temperatures are predicted to be -10oF or less with winds of 10
mph or higher for one hour or more. Wind chill warnings are issued when wind chill
temperatures will be -20oF or less with winds of 10 mph or higher for one hour or more. As
with extreme heat, extreme cold is of greatest concern when the condition persists for an
extended period of time.
Historical Frequencies
Temperatures in Bingham County historically have reached -40 degrees. Using weather records
from the NWS COOP weather station in Blackfoot, 100years of annual low temperatures were
analyzed to identify the return period of extreme cold events. The results are found in the table
below.
Return Period
(Years)

Probability
(%)

Annual Minimum
Temperature (Degrees F)

1.05

95.2

-3

1.11

90.1

-4

1.25

80

-7

2

50

-15

5

20

-25

10

10

-30

25

4

-35

50

2

-38

100

1

-40

200

0.5

-41

Frequency of Extreme Cold Events

Extreme cold events happen on nearly a yearly basis in Bingham County. There is a 75% chance
that an extreme cold event will occur in any given year.
Impacts
Health effects of exposure to extreme cold include hypothermia and frostbite, both of which can
be life-threatening. Infants and the elderly are most susceptible. In the United States, nearly 700
deaths are directly attributed to hypothermia annually.
Loss Estimates
Extreme cold may cause loss of wildlife and vegetation, and kill livestock and other domestic
animals. Economic loss may result from flooding due to burst pipes, large demands on energy
resources, and diminished business activity. River flooding may take place as a result of the
formation of ice jams.
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Hazard Evaluation
Extreme cold affects the individual, families, cities, and the County. Damage typically occurs to
individual properties; however, city water systems are usually vulnerable to extreme cold.
Repairs to water line freeze ups and breaks generally require the roadways to be excavated
necessitating additional maintenance and repairs during the warmer months.
Extreme Cold can cause death and injury, especially to those working or stranded outside for
prolonged periods. Economic loss is related to private individuals, businesses, and government
agencies in heating of homes and facilities. Additional losses can be expected to the livestock
industry. During extreme cold periods, the schools are closed to protect children traveling to and
from school.
During the spring, summer, and fall, temperatures can drop low enough to produce frost. While
such temperatures are not low enough to damage infrastructure or require extra heating costs, it
can be devastating to crops.
Warning lead times in Bingham County usually are a day or two based on forecasts made by the
National Weather Service in Pocatello.
Repetitive Loss
Bingham County does experience repetitive loss related to extreme cold events. The losses are
primarily associated with freezing and breaking municipal water lines. While there is some
repetitive flooding caused by ice jams along the Snake River, economic losses are not repetitive.
Extreme Cold
Profile Category

Rating

Description

Historical Occurrence

3

High

Probability

4

High

Vulnerability

2

Limited

Spatial Extent

4

Catastrophic

Magnitude

2

Limited

Total

15

Low

Winter Storm
Description
The NWS describes “Winter Storm” as weather conditions that produce heavy snow or
significant ice accumulations. For purposes of this analysis, Severe Winter Storm is defined as
any winter condition where the potential exists for a blizzard (winds >= 35mph and
falling/drifting snow frequently reduce visibility < ¼ mile, for 2 hrs or more),heavy snowfall
(valleys 6 inches or more snowfall in 24 hrs, mountains 9 inches or more snowfall in 24 hrs), ice
storm, and/or strong winds.
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Historical Frequencies
Historic frequencies of winter storm events were calculated using 100 years of 24 hour snowfall
data from the NWS COOP weather station in Blackfoot. The results of the analysis are found
below.
Return Period
(Years)

Probability
(%)

24 Hour Annual
Maximum Snowfall
(Inches)

1.05

95.2

1.7

1.11

90.1

2.23

1.25

80

2.98

2

50

4.72

5

20

6.63

10

10

7.59

25

4

8.51

50

2

9.04

100

1

9.47

200

0.5

9.81

Heavy Snow Event Frequencies

Impacts
The impacts of the very cold temperatures that may accompany a severe winter storm are
discussed above. Other life threatening impacts are numerous. Motorists may be stranded by
road closures or may be trapped in their automobiles in heavy snow and/or low visibility
conditions. Bad road conditions may cause automobiles to go out of control. People can be
trapped in homes or buildings for long periods of time without food, heat, and utilities. Those
who are ill may be deprived of medical care by being stranded, or through loss of utilities and
lack of personnel at care facilities. Use of heaters in automobiles and buildings by those who
are stranded may result in fires or carbon monoxide poisoning. Fires during winter storm
conditions are a particular hazard because fire service response is hindered or prevented by road
conditions and because water supplies may be frozen. Emergency Services may also not be
available if telephone service is lost. People who attempt to walk to safety through winter storm
conditions often become disoriented and lost. Downed power lines not only deprive the
community of electricity for heat and light, but pose an electrocution hazard. Death and injury
may also occur if heavy snow accumulation causes roofs to collapse. Fatalities in Idaho due to
winter storms are somewhat unusual, with ten being reported during the ten year period from
1995 through 2004.
Loss Estimates
Economic impacts arise from numerous sources including: hindered transportation of goods and
services, flooding due to burst water pipes, forced closing of businesses, inability of employees
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to reach the workplace, damage to homes and structures, automobiles, and other belongings by
downed trees and branches, loss of livestock and vegetation, and many others.
Hazard Evaluation

Severe Winter Storms
Profile Category

Rating

Description

Historical Occurrence

3

High

Probability

4

High

Vulnerability

3

Critical

Spatial Extent

4

Catastrophic

Magnitude

2

Limited

16

High

Total

Severe Winter Storm Hazard Evaluation
Severe Winter Storms occur almost annually in Bingham County, and it is assumed that there are
repetitive losses especially caused by Straight Line Wind damage; however, this type of loss is
not reported to a single point and thus is hard to track and quantify.

Extreme Cold

Historical
Occurrence
2

Winter Storm

3

Hazard

Probability

Vulnerability

4

2

Spatial
Extent
4

4

3

Magnitude

Total

Rank

2

14

M

4

2

16

H

4

2

16

H

Composite Ranking
Severe Winter Storms

3

4

3
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Flooding
Flooding is defined by the NWS as “the inundation of normally dry areas as a result of increased
water levels in an established water course.” River flooding, the condition where the river rises
to overflow its natural banks, may occur due to a number of causes including prolonged, general
rainfall, locally intense thunderstorms, snowmelt, and ice jams. In addition to these natural
events, there are a number of factors controlled by human activity that may cause or contribute to
flooding. These include dam failure, levee failure, and activities that increase the rate and
amount of runoff such as paving, reducing ground cover, and clearing forested areas. Flooding is
a periodic event along most rivers with the frequency depending on local conditions and
controls, such as dams and levees. The land along rivers that is identified as being susceptible to
flooding is called the floodplain. The Federal standard for floodplain management under the
National Flood Insurance Plan (NIFP) is the “100-year floodplain.” This area is chosen using
historical data such that in any given year there is a one percent chance of a “Base Flood” (also
known as “100-year Flood” or “Regulatory Flood”). A Base Flood is one that covers or exceeds
the 100-year floodplain. In Idaho, flooding most commonly occurs in the spring of the year and
is caused by snowmelt. Floods occur in Idaho every one to two years and are considered the
most serious and costly natural hazard affecting the State. In the twenty-five years from 1976 to
2000 there were five Federal and twenty-eight State disaster declarations due to flooding. The
amount of damage caused by a flood is influenced by the speed and volume of the water flow,
the length of time the impacted area is inundated, the amount of sediment and debris carried and
deposited, and the amount of erosion that may take place.
Flooding is a dynamic natural process. Along rivers, streams, and coastal bluffs a cycle of
erosion and deposition is continuously rearranging and rejuvenating the aquatic and terrestrial
systems. Although many plants, animals, and insects have evolved to accommodate and take
advantage of these ever-changing environments, property and infrastructure damage often occurs
when people develop coastal areas and floodplains and natural processes are altered or ignored.
Flooding can also threaten life, safety, and health and often results in substantial damage to
infrastructure, homes, and other property. The extent of damage caused by a flood depends on
the topography, soils, and vegetation in an area, the depth and duration of flooding, velocity of
flow, rate of rise, and the amount and type of development in the floodplain.
Flood Terminology
A number of flood-related terms are frequently used in this plan and are defined below.
Flood Insurance Study (FIS): A Flood Insurance Study is the official report provided by the
Federal Insurance Administration, which provides flood profiles, the flood boundary-floodway
map, and the water surface elevation of the estimated 100-year base flood.
Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM): The Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) is the official map
on which the Federal Insurance Administration has delineated both the areas of special flood
hazards and the risk premium zones applicable to the community.
100-year Base Flood: Base Flood means the flood having a 1% chance of being equaled or
exceeded in any given year. It is also referred to as the “100-year flood”.
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Floodplain: A floodplain is land adjacent to a lake, river, stream, estuary, or other water body
that is subject to flooding. If left undisturbed, the floodplain serves to store and discharge excess
floodwater. In riverine systems, the floodplain includes the floodway.
Floodway: “Floodway” means the channel of a river or other watercourse and the adjacent areas
that must be reserved in order to discharge the base flood without cumulatively increasing the
water surface elevation more than one foot.
Types of Flooding
Flooding can occur in a number of ways, and many times are not independent of each other and
can occur simultaneously during a flood event: The Types of Flooding considered for this Plan
include:


heavy rainfall



urban storm water overflow



rapid snowmelt



rising ground-water (generally in conjunction with heavy prolonged rainfall and saturated
conditions)



riverine ice jams



flash floods



fluctuating lake levels



alluvial fan flooding
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HAZUS Floodplain
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River or Stream Flooding
Description
River flooding, the condition where the river rises to overflow its natural banks, may occur due
to a number of causes including prolonged, general rainfall, locally intense thunderstorms,
snowmelt, and ice jams.
Historical Frequencies
The National Weather Service recognized flood level for the Snake River at Blackfoot is 21,600
cubic feet per second (cfs). The USGS stream gauge at that location has recorded 544 days in
which the flow has reached or exceeded flood stage from 1911 to 2000. The number of flood
events, or consecutive days in which a flood occurred is 38. The average duration of a flood event
is 14.3 days. The table below shows the calculated flood frequency for the Snake River at
Blackfoot.
Flood Events
Location

No. of Events

No. of Years

Return Interval

Snake River @
Blackfoot

38

89

2.34 Years

Flood Event Frequency

The year 1997 was probably the worst flood year on record. Rapid melt of a record snowmelt led
to flooded rivers throughout southern Idaho. The Snake River Basin received significant
snowfall during the winter of 1996-97, and in higher elevations the snow pack exceeded 250% of
normal, causing above normal runoff during the spring melt. Reservoir flows were increased to
allow storage capacity, producing the highest flows on the Snake River in 70 years. During
June, the spring snowmelt caused extensive flooding along 225 miles of the Snake River and
many of its tributaries, from Roberts to Blackfoot. In places, floodwaters ran as far as a mile
away from the river and 5' deep. Damage was extensive to numerous roads, canals, farmland,
and over 300 homes.
A Federal Disaster was declared on July 7, 1997 in Bingham County. Approximately 500 people
were evacuated in Jefferson and Bingham counties; more than 50,000 acres of agricultural land
was flooded; and over $1.3 million in grants and loans were distributed6.
The following narratives describe recent flooding events in Bingham County as reported by the
National Weather Service.
May 10, 2011 – May 31, 2011
“The Snake River at Blackfoot reached flood stage of 10 feet on May 10th and
remained over flood stage the remainder of the month peaking at 12.04 feet on
May 29th. The Riverton area had widespread flooding resulting in the closure of
Riverton Road with several homes threatened. The Rose Levee broke on May
6

http://www.bhs.idaho.gov/local/counties/Bingham.htm
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27th resulting in the washout of about 200 feet of levee structure. Flows occurred
through the Rose Ponds recreation area flooding campgrounds and a walking
path. The Archery Range Road was flooded causing the evacuation of a resident
from their property. In Blackfoot, sub-water seepage into Jensen's Grove caused
minor flooding of the park and an industrial storage lot behind the Super 8 Motel
and Blackfoot Medical Center. Flooding of lowlands and agricultural fields
occurred adjacent to the river between Rose and Tilden Bridge. The Snake River
at Shelley reached flood stage on May 16th at 12 feet and peaked at 13.15 feet on
May 28th which was major flood stage. County Road 700 North southwest of
Firth was closed. In Firth, the Riverview Arena was partially underwater and
extensive flooding of lowlands and agricultural fields occurred adjacent to the
river between Firth and Rose.7”
June 1, 2011 – June 12, 2011
“The Snake River near Shelley was above flood stage from June 1st through June
12th at 12 feet, peaking at 13 feet on June 10th, which was major flood stage.
County Road 700 North southwest of Firth was closed. Homes on that road were
surrounded by water with yards and outbuildings flooded. In Firth ,the Riverview
Arena was partially underwater, and extensive flooding of lowland and
agricultural fields occurred between Firth and Rose.8”
June 1, 2011 – June 19, 2011
“The Snake River at Blackfoot was above flood stage from June 1st through June
19th. It was below flood stage from June 13th through June 16th. Water levels
reached moderate flood stage and crested at 11.79 feet on the evening of June
10th. There was widespread flooding in the Riverton area resulting in the closure
of Riverton Road with several homes threatened. A number of homes and access
roads were threatened in the Thomas area near Riverbend Road and Wilson Road.
Berm construction and sandbagging appeared to have been successful in those
areas. Archery Range Road near the Rose Overpass was submerged and
impassable for a period. In Blackfoot, sub-water seepage into Jensen’s Grove
caused minor flooding of the park. Flooding of lowland and agricultural fields
occurred adjacent to the river between Rose and Tilden Bridge.”
Stream Gauge data from the Snake River at Blackfoot was analyzed for the years 1976 to 2011.
The following figure shows the peak stream flow at that stream gauge for approximately 35
years.

7

http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/stormevents/eventdetails.jsp?id=315349
http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/stormevents/eventdetails.jsp?id=328225

8
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The Snake River, at Blackfoot, annual peak flows roughly following the same highs and lows as
the drought cycle as described in section 2.1. The flow has been regulated by the Palisades Dam
that was completed in 1957. During low water years less water is released from the dam at a
more regulated pace. During high snow pack years, water is released at a higher level which can
cause major flooding downstream, especially in Bingham County.
Not only does flooding occur during high flow years, but erosion and sediment transport also
occur. The photographs below show the movement of gravel bars in the Snake River in the
engineered channel to the northwest of Blackfoot.
The photos below show the channel and its change over time.
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June 26, 1987

Flow Rate: 1,650 cfs
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June 7, 1992

Flow Rate: 2,990 cfs
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May 28, 1998 Flow Rate: 19,500 cfs

It is difficult to determine the exact change of gravel and sediment in the channel from the above
pictures and other aerial photographs, but it is evident that sediment and gravel are moving
through the channel.
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Snake River Engineered Channel West of Blackfoot
There is a general consensus that water in the Snake River has increased over time. The
commercial subdivision near the northeast corner of the State Highway 26 interchange at
Interstate-15 reportedly experiences shallow groundwater conditions that may be related to
conditions in the Snake River. Bingham County personnel have observed water leaking laterally
through the east side of I-15 road embankment and flowing toward the City of Blackfoot. A
study of the area was conducted by T-O Engineering, Whisper Mountain Professional Services,
Inc., and Environmental Planning Group. A letter report outlining the findings is contained in
Attachment 1. The following are excerpts from the report and additional information gathered
during the May 9, 2013 stakeholder meeting.

Snake River Engineered Channel West of
Blackfoot 1966
Study Area
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Snake River Engineered Channel West of
Blackfoot 1966
Study Area

67

Bingham County Multi-Jurisdiction
All Hazard Mitigation Plan
September 25, 2014

Snake River Engineered Channel West of
Blackfoot 1987
Study Area
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History
The Snake River was channelized in 1962 as part of the Interstate-90 roadway construction. Prior
to that time, the River flowed, or had flood channels, on both sides of I-15. The 1962
construction, between the Twin Bridges and SH-26, channelized the River to the west side of I15 and included a levee on the east bank of the River. Upstream of the Twin Bridges on I-15, a
levee was constructed along the golf course to close off the historic channels on the east side of
I-15. Near the Rose Road overpass, the River was channelized east of I-15 and the east side of
the overpass, along with a levee on the west bank of the constructed channel.
Jensen's Pond was constructed (after 1962) to the east of I-15 in the historic river channel area. A
diversion from the River provides inflow to the north end of the Pond. A diversion from the south
end of the Pond connects to the lowland area between the River and I-15, and a pipe through the
1962 levee connects to the River.
FEMA conducted a flood insurance study on the Snake River using survey data circa 1974.
Initial FEMA maps were published in 1979. In the area between SH-26 and the Twin Bridges,
the FEMA maps delineated a floodway along the River with an easterly boundary contained by
the 1962 levee and a westerly boundary that extended beyond the west bank of the River. The
current 1998 FEMA maps appear to be based on the 1974 study but do not show a floodway west
of the River. Also of note is that 100-year flood elevations in the published FEMA maps account
for the effects of ice jams that were estimated by FEMA to increase 100-year water elevations
near Blackfoot by an average of approximately 1.6 feet.
According to the FEMA flood insurance study, the Teton dam failure in 1976 washed out a
portion of the 1962 levee that was later re-constructed. FEMA estimates the Teton flood
discharge at Blackfoot to have been approximately 60,000 cfs and would be comparable to a
natural flood event with a 1000-year return interval.
A shoulder levee along the west side of I-15 was constructed/improved on or about 2001. The
improvements included a drain trench inside the shoulder levee.9
Preliminary Data Review
Site inspection conducted December 13, 2012 and review of aerial photographs from 1993 to
2011 reveal the presence of gravel bars in the Snake River in the study area. The aerial
photographs appear to indicate consistent locations and extent of the gravel bars over the time
span of the aerials. Note the time span of the aerials reviewed and consistency of gravel bars
therein includes a 100-year flood event (2011) and a 500-year flood event (1997). The gravel
bars were not part of the 1962 channelization project.
Analysis of data from the USGS gauging station at Collins Siding Road (old SH-26 alignment)
indicates water levels in the Snake River at the gauge site have increased over time at
comparable flow rates. The gauge data spans from 1978 to present and indicates water levels in
the river have increased roughly 1.5 ft from 1982 to 2006 at approximately equal flows of 21,600
cfs, which is comparable to the 22,500 cfs, developed by the Federal Emergency Management
9

Letter to Bingham County Emergency Services, Conceptual Overview Reported Flooding Concerns, Possible Causes, Potential
MitigationSnake River and Blackfoot Area, Steve Holt, PhD, February 6, 2013, page 1
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Agency (FEMA) for a 10-year flood event. Gauge data also shows water levels have increased
roughly 0.7 ft from 1994 to 2005 at approximately equal flows of 9,500 cfs, which appears to be
common for a spring runoff event. Specific causes of the increased gauge height readings are not
conclusively defined and no coordination with the UGSG was conducted to investigate
conditions of the gauge. The higher gauge readings may be related to reduction of channel
capacity.
A limited hydraulic analysis of the Snake River was conducted using a reproduction of the
existing FEMA flood study including the circa 1974 survey data. The FEMA survey data
includes gravel bars that were not part of the 1962 channel design. A brief visual comparison of
the 1974 cross-sections to current aerial photographs reveals similarities in gravel bar locations
in the channel at some cross-sections and differences at other cross-sections.
The limited hydraulic analysis investigated water levels in the River from the SH-26 Bridge and
upstream approximately 1 mile. The analysis predicted increased water levels in the River in the
range of 0.5 feet to 2 feet when comparing the 1962 channel design to the 1974 survey data with
gravel bars. The low-end of the range at 0.5 feet occurs near the SH-26 Bridge where the 1962
channelization begins. The upper end of the range occurs in the middle of the study range.
Comparison of water elevations at the upstream end of the hydraulic study is not meaningful
because the 1962 design channel invert is almost 4 feet higher than the 1974 invert, and the 1962
invert is higher than the 1974 invert at the Twin Bridges. It is not known if the high invert on the
1962 channel design was constructed.10
Areas of Concern Include:
Gravel Accumulation
A reduction in river channel capacity due to gravel accumulation in the constructed 1962 channel
would tend to raise water surface elevations in the River. Higher river elevations could induce
the reported higher ground water at the commercial development area by way of what is
presumed to be subsurface river gravels
in the historic river channel and
meanders.
Higher water elevations in the river
may also cause increased water levels
in the lowland area between the 1962
levee and I-15, thereby contributing to
the reported lateral flow through the
east shoulder of I-15. The functionality
of the seepage trench in the I-15
shoulder levee is not known and may
also be a contributing factor to lateral
seepage.

10

Letter to Bingham County Emergency Services, Conceptual Overview Reported Flooding Concerns, Possible Causes, Potential
MitigationSnake River and Blackfoot Area, Steve Holt, PhD, February 6, 2013, page 2-3
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With respect to the Rose Road washout,
gravel accumulation in the River
channel may have also increased water
elevations that contributed to
overtopping of the 1962 levee on the
west bank of the relocated River. With
overtopping of the levee and overbank
flow east of the River, the excavated
gravel pits east of the River and
upstream of the Rose Road approach
probably increased overbank velocity
and erosion potential.
Review of 2009 aerial photography
indicates the tops of gravel bars were
roughly as high as the 10-year water
surface elevation. The gravel bars may exacerbate the effects of ice jams that typically occur near
the water surface.
A mitigation concept to remedy the apparent effects of gravel accumulation is to remove gravel
from the river channel to restore the river channel capacity toward the 1962 design section and
presumably lower water elevations in the River.
Piped Connections to the River
An existing 4 foot diameter pipe connects the north end of Jensen’s Pond to the River and
appears to be used for inflow into the pond in combination with a diversion dam in the River. An
existing 4 foot diameter pipe connects the south end of Jensen’s Pond to the lowland area
between I-15 and the 1962 level, along with a piped connection to the River that presumably
allows for outflow from the Pond. Canal gates are also present on the piped connections and
appear to be used for regulating flow.
Connections to the River could
create conditions where inflow of
water from the River to the north
end of the Pond, without a balanced
outflow back to the River, may
cause pond water elevations to trend
toward the river elevation at the
north (upstream) end and raise the
pond relative to the river elevation
on south (downstream) end. If these
conditions occur, the increased pond
elevation could induce higher local
shallow ground water as reported at
the commercial development area.
Outflow from the Pond into the
wetland area between the 1962 levee
and I-15 may also contribute to the
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reported lateral seepage across I-15.
A potential mitigation concept is to investigate and document operation of the Pond, piped
connections and gates, and consider modification to operations as may be warranted, particularly
during high river levels.
It should also be noted that Jensen’s Pond by itself, without any influence of connections to the
River, will trend toward a level water surface elevation. At the south end of the Pond, the pond
level could be higher than ambient groundwater levels and contribute to reported shallow
groundwater at the commercial development area.
Development
Increased impervious area that accompanies development typically increases runoff volume
following storm events or snowmelt, and could contribute to the reported higher groundwater in
the commercial area depending on the ultimate method of disposal. Accumulation of storm water
into infiltration basins may increase groundwater levels. Disposal of storm water into the
remnant slough near the commercial area may also induce higher groundwater. It is not known
from a limited data review
whether the remnant slough has
a piped connection to the River.
A mitigation concept includes
review of storm water
management, investigation as to
any influence on reported
shallow groundwater, and
development of site-specific
mitigation.
Site inspection on December 13,
2012 provided indication of fill
or improvements to the west
bank of the River beginning
near the SH-26 Bridge and
upstream approximately 1 mile.
Based on the limited data
review, it is not known how the
existing west bank compares to
the original 1962 channel
construction or pre-1962
existing grade. Therefore, it is
not known if the apparent
improvements on the west bank may be a contributing factor to reported flooding concerns.
A mitigation concept is to better define existing conditions of the west bank and 1962 levee and
investigate relocating either the west bank and/or 1962 levee to increase channel capacity.
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SH-26 Bridge Crossing
High water levels and flooding
conditions were reported at the SH-26
Bridge during the spring runoff of 2011.
Date of the observation is not known.
Gauge data at the USGS gauging
station near Blackfoot showed a peak
annual discharge of 32,700 cfs on May
29, 2011. The peak flow is higher than
the FEMA defined 100-year event at
29,900 cfs.
Design requirements and design
capacity of bridges across the River in
the study area were not reviewed. The
FEMA flood insurance study profiles
indicate the SH-26 Bridge should pass
the FEMA predicted 100-year water elevations approximately 0.5 feet under the low chord of the
bridge, including the FEMA estimated effects of ice jams.
Reported high water observations at the SH-26 Bridge in 2011 include verbal accounts of
driftwood and fallen trees that constricted the bridge opening. Debris effects are not included in
the FEMA study and are expected to increase upstream water heights.
Other factors that may contribute to increased water elevations at the SH-26 Bridge could
include gravel accumulation in the river channel or near the bridge piers, tail water effects from
potentially higher downstream water elevations, and development on the northwest bank of the
River. Determination of the effects, if any, of these factors is beyond the scope of this conceptual
analysis.
The mitigation concepts offered in this letter may provide improved hydraulic performance of
the bridge as alternatives to bridge replacement. However, further investigation of cause and
effect relationships is needed.
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Ground Water Map
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Ground Water Map
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Stakeholder Input
A meeting was held with all Federal, State, and Local stakeholders on May 9, 2013. The
consensus from that meeting identified two primary causes of flooding. There are as follows:
(1) Shallow ground water levels.
This can be contributed to multiple factors. The first factor is development. As a result of
development in the Area of Concern, there has been an increase in impervious area,
which increases storm-water runoff. If said runoff is disposed by means of the Snake
River or under-ground disposal, groundwater levels would increase. Another factor could
be the development of Jensen’s Grove. Because the Grove “seeks” to maintain
equilibrium, it is common that the surface level may increase groundwater levels.
(2) Gravel accumulation in the River.
This accumulation will tend to reduce the capacity of the River and increase water levels.
This could increase groundwater levels throughout the Area of Concern. Mr. Holt stated
that he used two different sources of data to return these conclusions. One of these
sources was a USGS gauge station below the Highway 26 Bridge. Another source used
was the 1974 FEMA hydrology study used to construct the Floodplain. Mr. Holt noted
that according to this study, gravel bars are present in 1974. Another study was done to
determine the impact of these bars, and it was determined that water levels increase
between 0.5ft and 1.5 ft since 1962.
The attendees discussed potential mitigation strategies. Two possible mitigation strategies
are to:
(1) Remove the gravel bars
(2) Perform a levee inventory, inspection, maintenance, and/or rehabilitation
Based on input from Mr. Ed Bala, the District Engineer for the Idaho Transportation
Department, the County chose to address action 1 by partnering with ITD, the County,
and the City of Blackfoot, to apply for a mining permit to remove the gravel from the
River in the study area and use the gravel to backfill a State of Idaho owned gravel pit in
Moreland, which is approximately 4.5 miles to the west of the River on Highway 26.
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Loss Estimates
HAZUS was used to perform loss estimates for a 100 year flood on rivers and streams
countywide. It is noted that the HAZUS floodplain does not cover the Snake River as it flows
near Blackfoot, which could be a high loss area. The following loss estimates were taken from
the HAZUS Global Summary Report.
HAZUS estimates that about 12 buildings will be at least moderately damaged and there are an
estimated 12 buildings that will be completely destroyed, all of which are residential structures.
HAZUS estimates the amount of debris that will be generated by the flood. The model breaks
debris into three general categories: 1) Finishes (dry wall, insulation, etc.), 2) Structural (wood,
brick, etc.), and 3) Foundations (concrete slab, concrete block, rebar, etc.). This distinction is
made because of the different types of material handling equipment required to handle the debris.
The model estimates that a total of 4,898 tons of debris will be generated. Of the total amount,
finishes comprise 15% of the total; structures comprise 41% of the total, and foundations
comprise 44% of the total. If the debris tonnage is converted into an estimated number of
truckloads, it will require 196 truckloads (@25 tons/truck) to remove the debris generated by the
flood.
HAZUS estimates the number of households that are expected to be displaced from their homes
due to the flood and the associated potential evacuation. HAZUS also estimates those displaced
people that will require accommodations in temporary public shelters. The model estimates 63
households will be displaced due to the flood. Displacement includes households evacuated from
within or very near to the inundated area. Of these, 20 people (out of a total population of 1,735)
will seek temporary shelter in public shelters.
The total economic loss estimated for the flood is $10.97 million dollars, which represents 3.67
% of the total replacement value of the scenario buildings. The total building related losses were
$10.93 million dollars.
As noted above the area around Blackfoot cannot be analyzed by HAZUS and the losses would
be much greater. For the purpose of this study a loss estimate was generated manually using GIS
and HEC RES modeling to generate a floodplain for the area east of the Snake River along the
Engineered Channel discussed above. According to the Bingham County Assessor the Area has
a total property value of $222,088,864. Using the FEMA Loss Estimate Guide11 the losses for a
1 and 2 foot flood depth are as follows:
Flood Depth

Structural Damage

Contents Damage

Total

1 foot

$31,092,320

$46,638,480

$77,730,800

2 feet

$48,859,360

$73,289,040

$122,148,400

A picture of the impacted area is presented below. The highlighted area represents the impacted
properties.

11

FEMA Mitigation Planning “How-To” Guides FEMA 386-2, page 4-13
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Hazard Evaluation
Repetitive Loss– There is spring flooding extremely frequently along the Snake River in the
riparian areas. The flooding at times becomes an impact to local communities especially in
Blackfoot and in the Riverton Area. Economic Loss at times has been significant. There have
been no repetitive NFIP Claims however in Bingham County.
River Flood
Profile Category
Historical Occurrence

Rating
3

Description
High

Probability

4

High

Vulnerability

3

Critical

Spatial Extent

2

Limited

Magnitude

3

Critical

Total

15

High
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Flash Flood
Description
Flash flood is defined by NWS as, “A rapid and extreme flow of high water into a normally dry
area, or a rapid water level rise in a stream or creek above a predetermined flood level, beginning
within six hours of the causative event (e.g., intense rainfall, dam failure, ice jam). Ongoing
flooding can intensify to flash flooding in cases where intense rainfall results in a rapid surge of
rising flood waters.” Flash floods differ from floods (discussed below under River Flooding) in
the rapidity with which they develop. Floods generally develop over a period of several days,
providing more warning time, and time for preparation and evacuation. Flash floods occur with
little or no warning. They may occur during thunderstorms due to rapid runoff from steep
terrain, from areas where the soil is already saturated, or in urban areas where vegetation has
been removed and pavement has replaced exposed soil. Flash floods may also arise as the result
of dam failure (discussed below) or the breakup of ice jams.
Historical Frequencies
There is a lack of reporting of flash floods. Many times this is due to localized personal damage,
rather than a widespread costly disaster.
There have been three recorded flash flood events in Bingham County since 2000. The events are
summarized below.
Date: August 22, 2003
Location: Blackfoot
“Flooding reported at Blackfoot High School. Waters pushed into weight room
with damage to walls and mud cleanup necessary. Dollar damage amount
unknown12.”
Date: February 28, 2006
Location: Eastern Portion of the County
“Heavy rain fell on snow east of Blackfoot causing flash flooding. Hoff and Ash
roads were washed out. Three houses had their basements flooded and a number
of lowland fields flooded13.”
Date: July 26, 2006
Location: Blackfoot
“Rainfall amounts of between 1.5” and 2.0” in a half hour caused extensive street
flooding and flooding of large business parking lots in the city of Blackfoot14.”

12

http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/stormevents/eventdetails.jsp?id=5333680
http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/stormevents/eventdetails.jsp?id=5490811
14
http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/stormevents/eventdetails.jsp?id=5523141
13
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Relative Flash Flood Potential Index
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The above figure shows the relative flash flood potential for each basin in
Bingham County. This map shows an aggregation of soil infiltration rates, slope,
land cover, and canopy density.
Impacts
Because flash floods develop so rapidly, people on foot or in automobiles may be stranded or
may be swept away and injured or drowned. They are characterized by high velocity water flow
and large amounts of debris, both of which cause damage to, or destroy structures and other
objects in their path. Other impacts are discussed below under River Flooding.
Loss Estimates
A GIS overlay operation was used to determine the number and value of structures that lie within
basins with a medium-high to high flash flood potential. Digital parcel data was not available at
from the County at the time the Plan was developed. The estimates below are established using
the 2010 US Census data to calculate the exposure of structures. The following table represents
the results of that analysis:

Hazard

No of Residential
Structures Affected

Value of Affected Structures

Flash Flood

1781

$134,793,447

Residential Structures Affected by Flash Flood

Hazard Evaluation
Flash Flood
Profile Category

Rating

Description

Historical Occurrence

3

High

Probability

4

High

Vulnerability

2

Limited

Spatial Extent

2

Limited

Magnitude

3

Critical

Total

14

Medium
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Dam Failure
Description
Dam failure is the unintended release of impounded waters. Dams can fail for one or a
combination of the following reasons:


Overtopping caused by floods that exceed the capacity of the dam



Deliberate acts of sabotage



Structural failure of materials used in dam construction



Poor design and/or construction methods



Movement and/or failure of the foundation supporting the dam



Settlement and cracking of concrete or embankment dams



Piping and internal erosion of soil in embankment dams



Inadequate maintenance and upkeep

Failures may be categorized into two types; component failure of a structure that does not result
in a significant reservoir release, and uncontrolled breach failure that leads to a significant
release. With an uncontrolled breach failure of a manmade dam, there is a sudden release of the
impounded water, sometimes with little warning. The ensuing flood wave and flooding have
enormous destructive power. The Idaho Department of Water Resources (IDWR) is responsible
for dam safety in this State. The program is described as follows (from the “Dam Safety
Program,” IDWR web site)15:
Dams 10 feet or higher or, which store more than 50 acre feet of water, are regulated by the
Idaho Department of Water Resources (as are mine tailings impoundment structures). Idaho
currently has 546 water storage dams and 21 mine tailings structures that are regulated by IDWR
for safety. The Dam Safety Section inspects these dams or tailings structures every other year
unless one has a particular problem. Copies of all inspection reports for each of the dams and
tailings structures are available at the IDWR State Office in Boise. Inspection reports are also
available at the four IDWR Regional Offices for dams and tailings structures located in their
specific regions.
Dam Classifications
Each dam inspected by Idaho Water Resources is given both a size and risk classification.
Size Classification
Small – 3: Twenty (20) feet high or less and a storage capacity of less than one hundred (100)
acre feet of water.
Intermediate – 2: More than twenty (20) but less than forty (40) feet high or with a storage
capacity of one hundred (100) to four thousand (4,000) acre feet of water.
Large – 1: Forty (40) feet high or more or with a storage capacity of more than four thousand
(4,000) acre feet of water.
15

http://www.idwr.state.id.us/water/stream_dam/dams/dams.htm
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Risk Classification
This classification is used by IDWR to classify potential losses and damages anticipated in
down-stream areas that could be attributable to failure of a dam during typical flow conditions.
Low Risk – 3: No permanent structures for human habitation; Minor damage to land, crops,
agricultural, commercial or industrial facilities, transportation, utilities, or other public facilities
or values.
Significant Risk – 2: No concentrated urban development, one (1) or more permanent structures
for human habitation which are potentially inundated with flood water at a depth of two (2) ft. or
less or at a velocity of two (2) ft. per second or less. Significant damage to land, crops,
agricultural, commercial, or industrial facilities, loss of use and/or damage to transportation,
utilities, or other public facilities or values.
High Risk – 1: Urban development, or any permanent structure for human habitation which are
potentially inundated with flood water at a depth of more than two (2) ft., or at a velocity of more
than two (2) ft. per second. Major damage to land, crops, agricultural, commercial, or industrial
facilities, loss of use and/or damage to transportation, utilities, or other public facilities or values.
Purposes Categories:
N-Industrial, B-Mining, O-Other, C-Commercial, P-Power, D-Domestic, Q-Fire Protection, EErosion Control, F-Flood Control, S-Stockwater, G-Wildlife Protection, T-Mine Tailings, H-Fish
Propagation, I-Irrigation, J-Stockwater and Irrigation, K-Domestic, Stock and Irrigation, LDomestic and Irrigation, M-Municipal Supply
Dam Type
Earth- Earth Fill, Rock- Rock Filled, CNGRV- Concrete Gravity, CNAR-Concrete Arch,
MCNAR-Multiple Concrete Arch, TMCRB-Timber Crib, SLBT-lab and Buttress, RKMASRock Masonry, Metal-Metal Sheet Pile, AUXDAM-Auxiliary Dam

Name

Stream

Purpose

Risk
Category

Size
Category

Type

Storage
Capacity
(Acre Ft.)

Height
(Ft.)

Twin Buttes
NO 1

Lava Draw

S

3

2

Earth

180

15

Crystal
Springs
Middle

Crystal
Springs

IR

3

3

Earth

99

12

Blackfoot
Equalizing

Blackfoot
River

O

1

2

Earth

1500

18

: Dams in Bingham County 16

16

http://www.idwr.idaho.gov/water/stream_dam/dams/Dams.pdf
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Historical Frequencies
There have been no recorded dam failures in Bingham County
Impacts
Impacts from dam failures in Bingham County would have a major impact on residents. The
major use for dams is irrigation in very rural parts of the County.
Ririe Reservoir
If the Ririe Dam failed catastrophically, either from a natural disaster or a human initiated event,
it would reach the first population center, the City of Ucon, in 108 minutes; it would reach the
City of Idaho Falls, the major population center of Bonneville County, in 187 minutes; it would
arrive in Bingham County at Shelley within 7 hours after the dam failure. The Dam is not
manned 24 hours a day and therefore it is anticipated that there would be at least a fifteen (15)
minute lag between event initiation and the commencement of the notification of the residents of
Bingham County. The Figure below illustrates the inundation zone in Bingham County.
According to the Bureau of Reclamation Flood Plain Mapping, the flood boundary would flow to
the south and east along the foothills. According to the 2000 U. S. Census 64,185 people or
22,624 households will need to be evacuated out of the flood zone. Based on the estimated
growth rate since the 2000 Census the number could be as high as 90,000 individuals and 31,000
households.
Blackfoot Reservoir
Even though the Blackfoot Reservoir Dam is not physically located in Bingham County, it poses
the greatest risk in the event of a dam failure. Water stored in the Blackfoot Reservoir is used to
irrigate lands on the Fort Hall Indian Reservation and other lands in the vicinity of Blackfoot. It
is managed by the Bureau of Indian
Affairs (BIA) in Fort Hall.
Blackfoot Reservoir has a very good
population of rainbow, cutthroat trout
and carp. Its islands are home to
pelicans, cormorants, and gulls. Its
waters are used by waterfowl, water
birds and shore birds. Blackfoot
Reservoir covers 18,000 surface acres
when full, the second largest reservoir
in southeastern Idaho. The main dam
was built 55 feet high above the stream bed. Blackfoot Reservoir has a usable storage capacity of
413,000 acre-feet at a design maximum water surface elevation of 6124’.17

17

http://www.visitidaho.org/attraction/lakes-rivers/blackfoot-reservoir/
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Ririe Reservoir Inundation Zone
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Blackfoot Reservoir Inundation Zone
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Loss Estimates
Losses due to failure of dams in Bingham County could be in the $1,000,000’s range. The
impacts would affect a large portion of the population.
Hazard Evaluation

Dam Failure
Profile Category
Historical Occurrence

Rating
1

Description
Low

Probability

1

Rare

Vulnerability

4

Catastrophic

Spatial Extent

3

Critical

Magnitude

4

Catastrophic

Total

13

Medium
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Geologic Hazards
Geologic hazards are adverse conditions capable of causing loss of life and damage to property
that involve the movement of geologic features or elements of the surface of the earth. There
are a wide variety of such hazards that may be categorized as either sudden or slow phenomena.
Slowly developing geologic hazards include soil erosion, sinkholes and other ground subsidence,
and migrating sand dunes. Only sudden geologic hazards will be considered in this planning
and will be limited to earthquake, landslide/mudslide, and snow avalanche.

Earthquake
Description
The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) defines earthquake as: “Ground shaking caused by the
sudden release of accumulated strain by an abrupt shift of rock along a fracture in the Earth or by
volcanic or magmatic activity, or
other sudden stress changes in the
Earth.” The hazards associated
with earthquake are essentially
secondary to ground shaking (also
called seismic waves) which may
cause buildings to collapse,
displacement or cracking of the
earth’s surface, flooding as a
result of damage to dams or
levees, and fires from ruptured gas
lines, downed power lines and
other sources. Earthquakes cause
both vertical and horizontal
ground shaking which varies both
in amplitude (the amount of
displacement of the seismic
waves) and frequency (the number
of seismic waves per unit time),
usually lasting less than thirty
seconds. Earthquakes are
measured both in terms of their
inherent “magnitude” and in terms
of their local “intensity.”
The magnitude of an earthquake is
essentially a relative estimate of
the total amount of seismic energy
released and may be expressed
Idaho Faults Map
using the familiar “Richter Scale”
or using the “moment magnitude
scale” now favored by most technical authorities. Both the Richter scale and the moment
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magnitude scale are based on logarithmic formulae, meaning that a difference of one unit on the
scales represents about a thirty-fold difference in amount of energy released (and, therefore,
potential to do damage). On either scale, significant damage can be expected from earthquakes
with a magnitude of about 5.0 or higher. What determines the amount of damage that might
occur in any given location, however, is not the magnitude of the earthquake, but the intensity at
that particular place. Earthquake intensity decreases with distance from the earthquake’s
“epicenter” (its focal point) but also depends on local geologic features such as depth of
sediment and bedrock layers. Intensity is most commonly expressed using the “Modified
Mercalli Intensity Scale.” This measure describes earthquake intensity on an arbitrary,
descriptive, twelve degree scale (expressed as Roman numerals from I to XII) with significant
damage beginning at around level VII. Mercalli intensity is assigned based on eyewitness
accounts. More quantitatively, intensity may be measured in terms of “peak ground
acceleration”. (PGA) is expressed relative to the acceleration of gravity (g) and determined by
seismographic instruments.
While Mercalli and PGA intensities are arrived at differently, they correlate reasonably well.
While the locations most susceptible to earthquakes are known, there is little ability to predict an
earthquake in the short term.
Historical Frequencies
The following table lists earthquakes that have been felt in Bingham County from 1900 to 2012
excepting the years 1985 to 2000. There have been 24 earthquakes felt in Bingham County over
a period of 96 years. There is a 25% yearly chance of an earthquake felt in Bingham County, and
a reoccurrence interval of 4 years.
Earthquake Location

Date

Magnitude

Mercalli Intensity

Clarkston Valley Montana

1925/6/28

6.8

2

Kosomo Utah

1934/3/12

6.6

4

Helena Montana

1935/10/31

6.0

Unk

Sheep Mountain Idaho

1944/7/12

6.1

Unk

Near Clayton Idaho

1945/2/14

6.0

Unk

Southwest Montana

1947/11/23

6.3

Unk

Hebgen Lake Montana

1959/8/18

7.1

6

Cache Valley, Utah

1962/8/30

5.7

5

Ridgedale Area, SE Idaho

1975/3/28

6.1

6

Ridgedale Area, SE Idaho

1975/3/29

4.7

3

Southeast Idaho

1978/10/24

4.3

4

Borah Peak Idaho

1983/10/28

7.3

6

Near Challis Idaho

1984/8/22

5.8

4

Near Grays Lake

2001/4/21

5.3

2

Near Jackson Hole Wyoming

2002/10/21

4.4

2.2

Southeastern Idaho

2006/7/14

4

2
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Earthquake Location

Date

Magnitude

Mercalli Intensity

Near Jackson Hole, Wyoming

2009/1/16

3.8

2.1

Near Riverside, Utah

2009/6/3

4

2

Near Pinedale, Wyoming

2010/1/18

3

2

40 Miles E of Logan, Utah

2010/4/15

4.9

2

Near Grace, Idaho

2010/6/20

3.3

2

40 Miles W of Dubois, Idaho

2010/8/4

4.8

3.1

Near Jackson Hole, Wyoming

2010/9/12

4.1

1

Near Jackson Hole, Wyoming

2010/10/24

4.4

2

Earthquakes felt in Bingham County 1900-2010

It is noted that the majority of felt earthquakes have caused little or no damage. There has never
been significant damage recorded in Bingham County due to an earthquake.
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Felt Earthquakes Map
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Impacts
Earthquakes are capable of catastrophic consequences, especially in urban areas. Worldwide,
earthquakes have been known to cost thousands of lives and enormous economic and social
losses. In minor earthquakes, damage may be done only to household goods, merchandise, and
other building’s contents, and people are occasionally injured or killed by falling objects. More
violent earthquakes may cause the full or partial collapse of buildings, bridges and overpasses,
and other structures. Fires due to broken gas lines, downed power lines, and other sources are
common following an earthquake, and often account for much of the damage. Economic losses
arise from destruction of structures and infrastructure, interruption of business activity, and
innumerable other sources. Utilities may be lost for long periods of time and all modes of
transportation may be disrupted. Emergency Services including medical may be both disabled
and overwhelmed. In addition to broken gas lines, other hazardous materials may be released.
Loss Estimates
The following loss estimates were generated using HAZUS. The analysis was performed on a
probabilistic magnitude 7 earthquake with a 100 year return frequency for the entire area within
Bingham County.
Building Damage
HAZUS estimates that about 130 buildings will be at least moderately damaged. This is over
1.00 % of the buildings in the region. There are an estimated 0 buildings that will be damaged
beyond repair.
Essential Facility Damage
Before the earthquake, the region had 251 hospital beds available for use. On the day of the
earthquake, the model estimates that only 246 hospital beds (98.00%) are available for use by
patients already in the hospital and those injured by the earthquake. After one week, 99.00% of
the beds will be back in service. By 30 days, 100.00% will be operational.
HAZUS estimates that there will be approximately 13 leaks and 3 breaks in the potable water
systems, 7 leaks and 2 breaks in the wastewater systems, and 2 leaks and 1 break in the natural
gas distribution systems.
Debris
HAZUS estimates the amount of debris that will be generated by the earthquake. The model
breaks the debris into two general categories: a) Brick/Wood and b) Reinforced Concrete/Steel.
This distinction is made because of the different types of material handling equipment required
to handle the debris.
The model estimates that a total of 1,000 tons of debris will be generated. Of the total amount,
Brick/Wood comprises 58% of the total, with the remaining 42% being Reinforced
Concrete/Steel. If the debris tonnage is converted to an estimated number of truckloads, it will
require 40 truckloads (@25 tons/truck) to remove the debris generated by the earthquake.
Shelter Requirements
HAZUS estimates that 0 households will be displaced and 0 people will seek shelter in public
shelters.
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Casualties
HAZUS estimates that there will be 1 non-life threatening injury requiring medical attention in
this scenario.
Economic Loss
The total economic loss estimated for the earthquake is 6.67 (millions of dollars), which includes
building and lifeline related losses based on the region’s available inventory.
Building Related Economic Loss
The building losses are broken into two categories: direct building losses and business
interruption losses. The direct building losses are the estimated costs to repair or replace the
damage caused to the building and its contents. The business interruption losses are the losses
associated with inability to operate a business because of the damage sustained during the
earthquake. Business interruption losses also include the temporary living expenses for those
people displaced from their homes because of the earthquake.
The total building related losses were $3.88 (millions of dollars); 21 % of the estimated losses
were related to the business interruption of the region. By far, the largest loss was sustained by
the residential occupancies which made up over 63 % of the total loss.
Hazard Evaluation

Earthquake
Profile Category
Historical Occurrence

Rating
2

Description
Medium

Probability

4

High

Vulnerability

1

Negligible

Spatial Extent

4

Catastrophic

Magnitude

1

Negligible

Total

12

Medium

Landslide/Mudslide
Description
The term “landslide” encompasses several types of occurrence (including mudslides) in which
slope-forming materials such as rock and soil move downward under the influence of gravity.
Such downward movement may occur as the result of an increase in the weight of slope-forming
materials, an increase in the gradient (angle) of the slope, a decrease in the forces resisting
downward motion (friction or material strength), or a combination of these factors. Factors that
may trigger a landslide include: weather related events such as heavy rainfall (one of the most
common contributors), erosion, and freeze-thaw weakening of geologic structures, human causes
such as excavation and mining, deforestation, vibration from explosions or other sources, and
such geologic causes as earthquake, volcanic activity, and shearing or fissuring. The speed of
descent ranges from sudden and rapid to an almost imperceptibly slow creep where effects are
only observable over a period of months or years.
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Bingham County Landslide Potential Map
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Historical Frequencies
Although there are no reported landslide events in Bingham County, the landslide potential map
indicates that the mountain areas of Bingham County have at least a medium potential. There are
no incorporated towns near landslide prone areas.
Impacts
Some of the many direct and indirect impacts of landslides are:











Human and animal deaths and injuries and resulting productivity losses
Damage or destruction of structures
Destruction or blockage of roadways and resulting transportation interruption
Loss of, or reduced land usage
Loss of industrial, agricultural, and forest productivity
Reduced property values in areas threatened by landslide
Loss of tourist revenues and recreational opportunities
Damage or destroyed infrastructure and utilities
Damming or alteration of the course of streams and resulting flooding
Reduced water quality

Loss Estimate
Losses due to Landslide events are generally tied to the repair of roadways or the removal of all
debris on roadways. There are approximately 335 miles of roadway that run through landslide
prone areas; most of these roads are in the back country. The County estimates that back country
replacement value is $750,000 per mile. The total vulnerability based on that estimate would be
$251,250,000; however, landslides are usually considered a local event and thus it is difficult to
predict the actual repair or replacement costs for a single event.
Hazard Evaluation

Landslide
Profile Category
Historical Occurrence

Rating
2

Description
Medium

Probability

3

Medium

Vulnerability

1

Negligible

Spatial Extent

1

Negligible

Magnitude

1

Negligible

8

Low

Total
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Snow Avalanche
Description
Snow avalanches are common in mountainous terrain where heavy snowfall accumulates on
steep slopes. Avalanches generally occur on slopes between 30 and 45 degrees with 38 degrees
being the “ideal” slope for development of avalanche conditions. They are often categorized as
either “loose snow” or “slab” types. While the exact moment of an avalanche cannot be
predicted, avalanche conditions are readily recognizable, and avalanches tend to recur on the
same slopes year after year.
Historical Frequencies
There are no recorded avalanche events in Bingham County; however, many avalanches occur in
the back country and go unrecorded. With the growing population, Bingham County could
experience an increase in reported avalanches.
Impacts
It is common for avalanche impacts to be somewhat limited. Because avalanches usually occur
in remote areas, the most frequent victims are recreational users of the slopes on which they
occur. Of those who die in avalanches, approximately one third of the deaths are as a result of
trauma, while the remaining two thirds are from suffocation. Trauma may be the result of being
carried into obstructions such as boulders and trees or over cliffs, or from rocks, trees or large
chunks of snow being carried downward at high speed. Avalanches may also damage or destroy
structures, break power lines, block roadways and railroads, and damage trees and vegetation.
Loss Estimates
Snow Avalanches occur primarily in the back country of Bingham County. As with Landslides,
losses from Snow Avalanches come from damage to roadways and the resulting snow and debris
removal costs. There are approximately 335 miles of roadway that could be impacted by
avalanches. The economic loss caused by an avalanche is primarily related to snow and debris
removal and road closures.
Hazard Evaluation

Avalanche
Profile Category
Historical Occurrence

Rating
2

Description
Medium

Probability

3

Medium

Vulnerability

1

Negligible

Spatial Extent

1

Negligible

Magnitude

1

Negligible

8

Low

Total
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Other Natural Hazards
Wildfire
Description
Wildfire is defined by the USDA Forest service as, “A fire naturally caused or caused by
humans, that is not meeting land management objectives.”18 It is generally thought of as an
uncontrolled fire involving vegetative fuels occurring in wildland areas. Such fires are classified
for hazard analysis purposes as either “Wildland” or “Wildland Urban Interface” fires. Wildland
fires occur in areas that are undeveloped except for the presence of roads, railroads, and power
lines, while Wildland Urban Interface fires occur where structures or other human development
meets, or is intermingled with the wildland or vegetative fuels. Wildland fire is currently
considered a natural and necessary component of wildland ecology and, as such, is most often
allowed to progress to the extent that it does not threaten inhabited areas or human interests and
well-being. At the Wildland Urban Interface (WUI), vigorous attempts are made to control fires
but, this becomes an increasingly difficult challenge as more and more development for
recreational and living purposes takes place in wildland areas. Some wildland fires are ignited
naturally (almost exclusively by lightning) but, most ignitions are a result of human activities,
either careless or intentional. The rapidity with which a wildland fire spreads and the intensity
with which it burns is controlled by a number of factors including:







Weather - wind speed and direction, temperature, precipitation
Terrain – fires burn most rapidly upslope
Type of vegetation
Condition of vegetation - dryness
Fuel load – the amount and density of vegetation
Human attempts to suppress

In Idaho, fire was once an integral function of the majority of ecosystems. The seasonal cycling
of fire across the landscape was as regular as the July, August, and September lightning storms
plying across the canyons and mountains. Depending on the plant community composition,
structural configuration, and buildup of plant biomass, fire resulted from ignitions with varying
intensities and extent across the landscape. Shorter return intervals between fire events often
resulted in less dramatic changes in plant composition19. The fires burned from 1 to 47 years
apart, with most at 5 – 20 year intervals20. With infrequent return intervals, plant communities
tended to burn more severely and be replaced by vegetation different in composition, structure,
and age21. Native plant communities in this region developed under the influence of fire, and
adaptations to fire are evident at the species, community, and ecosystem levels. Fire history data
(from fire scars and charcoal deposits) suggest fire has played an important role in shaping the
vegetation in the Columbia Basin for thousands of years22.

18

http://www.fs.fed.us/fire/fireuse/education/terms/fire_terms_pg5.html
Johnson 1998
20
Barrett 1979
21
Johnson et al. 1994
22
Steele et al. 1986, Agee 1993
19
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Historical Frequencies
Between the years 2000 and 2012 there were a total of 71 recorded wildfires in Bingham County.
A frequency of wildland fires per year in Bingham County is given in this table. Wildland fires
occur every year in the County.

Location

No. of Years

No. of Events

Reoccurrence
Interval

Bingham County

13

71

.18 Years

Wildland Fire Frequency

Impact
Wildland fires threaten the lives of anyone in their path including hikers, campers, and other
recreational users and, where suppression efforts are made, firefighters. Enormous volumes of
smoke and airborne particulate materials are produced that can affect the health of persons for
many miles downwind. Nearer to the fire, smoke reduces visibility, disrupting traffic and
increasing the likelihood of highway accidents. As a result of wildland fire there may be
changes in water quality in the area, and erosion rates may increase along with increased rainfall
runoff and flash flood threat, and decreased rainfall interception and infiltration yielding an
increased potential for landsides or mudslides in the burn area. Indirect impacts include losses to
tourism, recreational and timber interests, and loss of wildlife habitat. Wildland Urban Interface
fires have most or all of the above impacts, as well as those of structural fires, including injury
and loss of life, and loss of structures and contents. Agricultural losses may also be sustained
including livestock, crops, fencing, and equipment.
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Bingham County WUI Map
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Bingham County Mean Fire Return Interval Map
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Bingham County Relative Fire Risk Map
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Loss Estimates
A GIS overlay operation was used to determine the number and value of structures that lie within
the WUI. Because digital parcel data was not available at the time the plan was developed, 2010
US Census data was used to calculate the exposure of structures. The following table represents
the results of that analysis:

Hazard

No of Residential
Structures Affected

Value of Affected Structures

Wildland Fire

~4,367

~$371,031,720

Wildfire Loss Estimates

Hazard Evaluation

Wildfire
Profile Category
Historical Occurrence

Rating
3

Description
High

Probability

4

High

Vulnerability

3

Critical

Spatial Extent

3

Critical

Magnitude

4

Catastrophic

Total

17

High

Biological
Communicable Disease
Description
Communicable Disease Outbreaks are usually discussed in two ways; an epidemic and a
pandemic. An “epidemic” is defined as a disease that appears as new cases in the human
population at a rate, during a given time period and location, that substantially exceeds the
number expected. It is thus, a relative term and there is no quantitative criterion for designating
a health crisis as an epidemic. In addition to its application to infectious diseases, the term is
sometimes used to describe outbreaks of other adverse health effects including those stemming
from chemical exposure, sociological problems, and psychological disorders. A “pandemic” is a
worldwide epidemic while the term “outbreak” may be applied to more geographically limited
medical problems as, for instance, in a single community rather than statewide or nationwide.
The term “cluster” is often used with reference to non-communicable diseases.
Three factors combine to produce an epidemic: an “agent” that causes the disease, a “host” that
is susceptible to the disease, and an “environment” that permits the host to be exposed to the
agent. The spread of an infectious disease depends on the chain of transmission: a source of the
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agent, a route of exit from the host, a mode of transmission between the susceptible host and the
source, and a route of entry into another susceptible host. Modes of spread may involve direct
physical contact between the infected host and the new host, or airborne spread, such as
coughing or sneezing. Indirect transmission takes place through vehicles such as contaminated
water, food, or intravenous fluids; inanimate objects such as bedding, clothes, or surgical
instruments; or a biological vector such as a mosquito or flea.
Health agencies closely monitor for diseases with the potential to cause an epidemic and seek to
develop immunizations and eliminate vectors. While this effort has been remarkably successful,
there are many diseases of concern and the HIV/AIDS pandemic is still not controlled despite
more than 25 years of effort since recognition of the disease in 1981.
Pandemic influenza versus annual influenza season
A flu pandemic has little or nothing in common with the annual flu season. Flu pandemic is
caused by a new, much more serious and contagious virus to which humans have little or no
natural resistance. While in general, a vaccine has been developed in anticipation of the
annual flu season, no vaccine would be available at the onset of a pandemic. If such a new,
highly contagious strain of influenza began to infect humans, it would probably cause
widespread illness and death within a matter of months, and the outbreak could last up to two
years. The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) predict that as much as 2530% of the U.S. population would become ill, that many of these would require
hospitalization, and many might die. Eastern Idaho Public Health District is currently
working on a plan to limit the spread of a pandemic influenza and to maintain essential health
care and community services if an outbreak should occur. In fact, governments all around the
world are preparing for the possibility of a pandemic outbreak. Even so, it may not be
possible to prevent a pandemic or to halt it once it begins. A person infected with influenza
may be contagious for 24 hours before symptoms appear and for seven days thereafter,
making it extremely easy for the virus to infect large numbers of people.
Although the Federal government is stockpiling large quantities of medical supplies and
antiviral drugs, no country in the world has enough antiviral drugs to protect all of their
citizens. Antiviral drugs would be used to treat severe cases as long as there was a
reasonable chance that the drugs might help save lives. Antiviral drugs might also be
reserved for people who work in areas that place them at high risk for exposure in an
outbreak, such as health care workers. Other strategies for slowing the spread of a potentially
deadly pandemic influenza virus might include temporarily closing schools, sports arenas,
theaters, churches, restaurants, taverns, and other public gathering places and facilities.
Vector Borne Disease
H5N1 “Bird Flu”
Efforts are currently underway to develop a vaccine to protect humans from the H5N1 bird flu
virus. While it has so far affected few humans, there is the danger that the bird flu virus may mutate
into a new form of human flu that would be easily spread person to person. Some migratory
waterfowl carry the H5N1 virus with no apparent harm, but transmit the virus to susceptible
domestic poultry. The highly lethal H5N1 outbreak among domestic poultry is widespread and
uncontrolled and has directly infected a small number of humans.
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Impacts
People who have close contact with infected birds or with surfaces that have been
contaminated with droppings from infected birds are at risk of becoming infected. In infected
countries, poultry consumption has not been shown to be a risk factor if food is thoroughly
cooked, nor are travelers in these countries at increased risk of infection provided the person
does not visit live poultry markets, farms, or other environments where exposure to diseased
birds may occur. More than 200 million birds in affected countries have either died from the
disease or were killed in order to try to control the outbreak.
Many Asian countries are currently dealing with bird flu outbreaks. Bird flu continues to
spread geographically from its original focus in Asia. Further spread of the virus along
migratory routes of wild waterfowl is anticipated. So far, there has been no sustained personto-person spread of the disease, but a few isolated cases of apparent human-to-human spread
between family members are currently under investigation.
The reported symptoms of bird flu in humans range from typical influenza-like symptoms (e.g.,
fever, cough, sore throat, and muscle aches), to eye infections (conjunctivitis), pneumonia, acute
respiratory distress, viral pneumonia, and other severe and life threatening complications.
Diarrhea, vomiting, abdominal pain, chest pain, and bleeding from the nose and gums have also
been reported as early symptoms in some cases. In many cases, health deteriorates rapidly
leading to a high percentage of death in those infected.
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Loss Estimates
Because there have been no reported cases of H5N1 Bird Flu in the United States it is difficult to
estimate economic losses. The potential exists for catastrophic loss of life.
Hazard Evaluation
H5N1 Bird Flu
Profile Category

Rating

Description

Historical Occurrence

0

High

Probability

1

High

Vulnerability

4

Negligible

Spatial Extent

4

Negligible

Magnitude

4

Critical

Total

13

Medium

West Nile Virus
Description
West Nile Virus (WNV) is transmitted to people, birds, and other animals by the bite of an
infected mosquito. This virus can cause serious illness in people of any age, but especially in
people over the age of 50 or those with other underlying medical conditions. The best form of
protection is by avoiding mosquito bites.
West Nile virus infections occur in the summer and fall in Idaho, when mosquitoes are active.
WNV does not occur in northern states when it is too cool for mosquitoes to survive. In southern
states with warmer climates and mosquitoes present year-round, the risk of infection may still be
present in the winter months.
Historical Frequencies
Locally-acquired mosquito-borne human infections were first recorded in Idaho in 2004. In
2006, Idaho led the nation in reports of human illness associated with WNV with 996 cases
being reported to the State Health Department. In addition to people, WNV was also detected in
338 horses, 127 birds and numerous mosquitoes.
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Date

Human

Horse/other
mammal

Bird

Mosquitoes

2004

0

1

0

Not Tested

2006

143

44

2

Not Tested

2007

5

1

1

Positive

2008

2

0

0

Positive

2009

0

0

0

Not Tested

2010

0

0

0

Not Tested

2011

0

0

0

Not Tested

2012

0

0

0

Reported Cases of WNV in Bingham County

Positive
23

Impacts
West Nile fever may include a fever, headache, body aches, a rash, and swollen glands. The
symptoms of West Nile fever may last for days or linger for weeks to months. Serious illness
infecting the brain or spinal cord can occur in some individuals, and although anyone can
experience the more severe form of the disease, it tends to occur in people over the age of 50, or
those with other underlying medical conditions or weakened immune systems. The severe
symptoms may include high fever, headache, neck stiffness, stupor, disorientation, coma,
tremors, convulsions, muscle weakness, vision loss, numbness, and paralysis. These symptoms
may last several weeks or more, and neurological effects may be permanent. Usually, symptoms
occur from 5 to 15 days after the bite of an infected mosquito. There is no specific treatment for
infection, but hospitalization and treatment of symptoms may improve the chances of recovery
for severe infections. There is no vaccine available for humans.
Loss Estimates
Losses brought about by the effects of West Nile virus are centered on loss of income for those
affected by the virus, as well as a loss of productivity by businesses. Death has occurred in
Idaho from the West Nile virus both in humans and animals.
West Nile Virus
Profile Category

23

Rating

Description

Historical Occurrence

3

High

Probability

4

High

Vulnerability

1

Negligible

Spatial Extent

1

Negligible

Magnitude

3

Critical

Total

12

Medium

http://www.healthandwelfare.idaho.gov/site/4278/default.aspx
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Human Borne Disease
Severe Acute Respiratory Syndrome (SARS)
Severe acute respiratory syndrome (SARS) is a viral respiratory illness caused by a coronavirus,
called SARS-associated coronavirus (SARS-CoV). SARS was first reported in Asia in February
2003. Over the next few months, the illness spread to more than two dozen countries in North
America, South America, Europe, and Asia before the SARS global outbreak of 2003 was
contained. According to the World Health Organization (WHO), a total of 8,098 people
worldwide became sick with SARS during the 2003 outbreak. Of these, 774 died. In the United
States, only eight people had laboratory evidence of SARS-CoV infection. All of these people
had traveled to other parts of the world where there were SARS outbreaks. SARS outbreaks did
not occur in the United States.
In general, SARS begins with a high fever (temperature greater than 100.4°F [>38.0°C]). Other
symptoms may include headache, an overall feeling of discomfort, and body aches. Some people
also have mild respiratory symptoms at the outset. About 10 percent to 20 percent of patients
have diarrhea. After 2 to 7 days, SARS patients may develop a dry cough. Most patients develop
pneumonia.
It appears that SARS is spread mainly by close person-to-person contact. The virus that causes
SARS is thought to be transmitted most readily by respiratory droplets (droplet spread) produced
when an infected person coughs or sneezes. Droplet spread can happen when droplets from the
cough or sneeze of an infected person are propelled a short distance (generally up to 3 feet)
through the air and deposited on the mucous membranes of the mouth, nose, or eyes of persons
who are nearby. The virus also can spread when a person touches a surface or object
contaminated with infectious droplets and then touches the mouth, nose, or eye(s). It is also
possible that the SARS virus is spread more broadly through the air (airborne spread), or by
other means that are not now known.
Historic Communicable Disease Outbreak Events
The 1918 -1920 Spanish Flu:
The first cases of Spanish Flu were reported in Canyon County (northwest of Boise) on
September 30, 1918. Within three weeks, the disease was raging all across the State. The
numbers of deaths in the State and in Bingham County are unknown, but it is estimated that
675,000 Americans died during the epidemic and that 20 to 40 million died worldwide.
Asian Flu 1957 -1958:
First identified in China, this virus caused roughly 70,000 deaths in the United States during the
1957-58 seasons. Because this strain has not circulated in humans since 1968, no one under 30
years old has immunity to this strain.
Hong Kong Flu 1968-1969:
This was first detected in Hong Kong in early 1968 and spread to the United States later that
year. The Hong Kong Flu killed about 34,000 people in the United States and one million
people worldwide.
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Swine Flu – 2009
Novel influenza A
(H1N1) is a new flu
virus of swine origin
that was first detected
in April, 2009. The
virus is infecting
people and is
spreading from personto-person, sparking a
growing outbreak of
illness in the United
States. An increasing
number of cases are
being reported
internationally as well.
It’s thought that novel
influenza A (H1N1)
flu spreads in the same
way that regular seasonal influenza viruses spread; mainly through the cough and sneezing of
people who are sick with the virus.
It’s uncertain at this time how severe this novel H1N1 outbreak will be in terms of illness and
death compared with other influenza viruses. Because this is a new virus, most people will not
have immunity to it, and illness may be more severe and widespread as a result. In addition, there
is currently no vaccine to protect against this novel H1N1 virus.
Impacts
Characteristics and impacts of a Communicable Disease Outbreak are:


Rapid Worldwide Spread



Health Care Systems Overloaded



Medical Supplies Inadequate



Economic and Social Disruption

Loss Estimates
Historically, Communicable Disease Outbreaks have claimed far more lives than any other type
of disaster. While modern epidemiology and medical advances make the decimation of
populations much less likely, new forms of disease continue to appear. The potential, therefore,
exists for Communicable Disease Outbreaks to cause widespread loss of life and disability,
overwhelm medical resources, and have tremendous economic impacts.
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Hazard Evaluation

Communicable Disease
Profile Category
Rating Description
Historical Occurrence

1

Low

Probability

2

Low

Vulnerability

4

Catastrophic

Spatial Extent

4

Catastrophic

Magnitude

3

Critical

Total

14

Medium
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Technological (Manmade) Hazards
Structural Fire
Description
Structural fires produce high heat, toxic gases, and particulate material as smoke and soot. The
heat produced or burning debris can, in turn, cause additional fires. Toxic gases and smoke are
extreme hazards in the interior of burning structures and may also be a threat downwind of the
structure. Where the building contents include toxic materials, the downwind threat can extend
a mile or more. Burning structures may collapse injuring persons inside or nearby and floors or
roofs may give way beneath those walking on them. Burning structures present electrical,
explosion, and flashover hazards, and partially burned structures may, themselves, be physical
hazards even after the fire is extinguished.
Historical Frequencies
Structure fires are extremely common in Bingham County as they are across the nation. As an
example of frequency the following table gives the summary of structural fires responded to in
Bingham County from 1993 to 2011.
Major Structural Fires
Year

Number

Estimated Damage

1993

10

$121,000

1994

13

$182,000

1995

12

$244,730

1996

11

$414,000

1997

7

$259,000

1998

7

$203,000

1999

10

$594,500

2000

11

$382,000

2001

9

$297,100

2002

10

$236,200

2003

10

$367,200

2004

22

$403,850

2005

32

$2,011,730

2006

25

$865,868

2007

28

$905,615

2008

22

$478,845

2009

272 (Fire Calls)

$990,280 & 1 Injury

2010

310 (Fire Calls)

$574,413 & 2 Fatalities
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Major Structural Fires
Year

Number

Estimated Damage
&3 Injuries

2011

256 (Fire Calls)

$2,537,470

Major Structural Fire History

Impacts
Indirect dollar losses, as is often the case, may be much larger than direct losses. Costs also
include those for development and enforcement of fire codes and maintaining fire response
capabilities. Firefighters are additionally at risk from such hazards as physical exhaustion and
cardiac stresses, heat exhaustion or heat stroke, acute and chronic health effects from toxic
exposures, hearing damage, and injuries from many sources.
Loss Estimates
Structural fire losses have ranged from $121,000 in 1993 to almost $600,000 a year in 1999. The
average annual loss over the 11 year period was$300,066.00.

Structural Fire
Profile Category
Rating

Description

Historical Occurrence

3

High

Probability

4

High

Vulnerability

1

Negligible

Spatial Extent

1

Negligible

Magnitude

4

Catastrophic

Total

13

Medium
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Nuclear Event
Description
A “nuclear event” is defined as an incident involving a nuclear reaction, nuclear fission, or
nuclear fusion. Nuclear fusion, at present, only takes place during the detonation of a nuclear
weapon (the so-called H-bomb) and is highly improbable. Much more common is nuclear
fission which must involve “fissionable” materials, defined as materials containing isotopes with
nuclei capable of splitting. Further, the most probable incidents involve “fissile” materials,
defined as materials containing isotopes capable of sustaining a nuclear fission chain reaction.
Such reactions release heat, radiation, and radioactive contamination in extremely large
quantities relative to the amount of material reacting. Examples of nuclear events include
nuclear weapons detonations, nuclear reactor incidents, and nuclear (fissile) material production,
handling, or transportation incidents. A nuclear detonation as a part of an attack scenario is,
perhaps, the ultimate technological disaster. The hazards are well-known and vividly described
in FEMA publications24. They include shock wave, enormous heat, and the spread of fallout
(radioactive contamination). Other nuclear events would not involve a nuclear blast, but still
have the potential to produce widespread and long-term consequences as exemplified by the
1986 Chernobyl accident25. Of primary concern is the release of radioactive contamination in
the form of airborne gases and particulate material. This radioactive material has the potential
to travel great distances, and particulate material eventually is deposited in the environment and
incorporated into the food chain. Such contamination may remain hazardous for many years.
Direct radiation exposure is also a hazard in relatively close proximity to a nuclear event, as is
exposure to high thermal energy. Nuclear events are virtually always caused by intentional or
unintentional human actions.
The Idaho National Laboratory poses a credible hazard to Bingham County. The locations of the
INL and of the RTC facility within the Site boundary are shown in the map below. As shown in
the table below, the Protective Action Distance for a radiological release from the RTC facility is
115 km (approximately 69 miles). This indicates a threat to crops and grazing lands in the
western and southwestern portions of Bingham County.

24
25

http://www.fema.gov/areyouready/nuclear_blast.shtm
http://www.iaea.org/NewsCenter/Focus/Chernobyl/index.html
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Idaho National Laboratory Protection Action Zones
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Historical Frequencies
INL Hazards Assessment Maximum Protective Action Distances (PAD)
Facility

Non-Rad PAD

Rad PAD

Research Center (IRC)

0.1 km

None

Radioactive Waste Management
Complex (RWMC)

None

15 km

Reactor Technology Complex (RTC)

7.8 km

115 km

Idaho Nuclear Technology and
Engineering Center (INTEC)

1.6 km

16 km

Central Facilities Area (CFA)

0.5 km

None

Transportation

*

*

Materials and Fuels Complex (MFC)

1.7 km

4.5 km

Area North (TAN)

**

0.03 km

* INL asserts that associated transportation activity is within “normal” limits for highway traffic and uses the DOT ERG for its
planning basis.
** Unclear but well within INL Site boundary

INL Hazards Assessment Maximum Protective Action Distances 26

There have been no recorded nuclear events in Bingham County
Impacts
A portion of western Bingham County lies within the 69-mile ingestion pathway planning zone
of the INL Reactor Technology Complex. In this zone, direct human radiological and
contamination exposure is not a serious concern. There is, however, a long-term threat to the
food supply because vegetables, fruit, trees, and grains may take up radionuclides from the soil.
Radionuclides may also be ingested by livestock, wild game, and fish that may then enter the
human food chain. In the event of a serious radiological release from that facility, food
production, processing, and marketing facilities within the planning zone could be affected.
There are two types of responses intended to prevent or limit public exposure in the ingestion
pathway:27


Preventive protective actions are those taken by farmers to prevent contamination of
milk, water, and food products (e.g., sheltering dairy animals and placing them on stored
feed and covered water).

26

U. S. Department of Energy Idaho Operations Office
http://www.hsem.state.mn.us/uploadedfile/dir_hand/EMDH_C- 13_RadiologicalEmergencyPreparednessProgram.pdf

27

115

Bingham County Multi-Jurisdiction
All Hazard Mitigation Plan
August 1, 2013



Emergency protective actions are those taken by public officials to address contaminated
milk, water, and food products, and divert such products from animal and human
consumption (i.e., embargoes).

Loss Estimates
Indirect costs due to a nuclear event would almost certainly exceed those of clean-up. These
would include costs attributable to the stigma associated with radiation and radioactive material
in the mind of the public. Because of this stigma, the social and political impacts of a nuclear
event may greatly exceed any justifiable limits. There have been instances where the public has
avoided radiologically contaminated areas and shunned affected businesses and their products
long after any credible health threat has been eliminated.
Hazard Evaluation
Nuclear
Profile Category
Historical Occurrence

Rating
0

Description
Never

Probability

1

Rare

Vulnerability

4

Catastrophic

Spatial Extent

4

Catastrophic

Magnitude

4

Catastrophic

Total

13

Medium

Hazardous Material Event
Description
Substances that, because of their chemical or physical characteristics are hazardous to humans
and living organisms, property, and the environment, are regulated by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) and when transported in, by commerce, and by the U.S. Department
of Transportation (DOT). EPA regulations address “hazardous substances” and “extremely
hazardous substances”.
EPA chooses to specifically list hazardous substances and extremely hazardous substances rather
than providing objective definitions. Hazardous substances, as listed, are generally materials
that, if released into the environment, tend to persist for long periods and pose long-term health
hazards for living organisms. They are primarily chronic, rather than acute health hazards.
Regulations require that spills of these materials into the environment in amounts at or above
their individual “reportable quantities” must be reported to the EPA. Extremely hazardous
substances, on the other hand, while also generally toxic materials, are acute health hazards that,
when released, are immediately dangerous to the life of humans and animals, as well as causing
serious damage to the environment. There are currently 355 specifically listed extremely
hazardous substances listed along with their individual “threshold planning quantities” (TPQ).
When facilities have these materials in quantities at or above the TPQ, they must submit “Tier
II” information to appropriate State and/or local agencies to facilitate emergency planning.
116

Bingham County Multi-Jurisdiction
All Hazard Mitigation Plan
August 1, 2013

DOT regulations provide the following definition for the term “hazardous material”:
Hazardous material means a substance or material that the Secretary of Transportation has
determined is capable of posing an unreasonable risk to health, safety, and property when
transported in commerce, and has designated as hazardous under section 5103 of Federal
hazardous materials transportation law (49 U.S.C. 5103). The term includes hazardous
substances, hazardous wastes, marine pollutants, elevated temperature materials, materials
designated as hazardous in the Hazardous Materials Table (see 49 CFR 172.101), and
materials that meet the defining criteria for hazard classes and divisions in part 173 of
subchapter C of this chapter.
When a substance meets the DOT definition of a hazardous material, it must be transported
under safety regulations providing for appropriate packaging, communication of hazards, and
proper shipping controls.
In addition to EPA and DOT regulations, the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA)
develops codes and standards for the safe storage and use of hazardous materials. These codes
and standards are generally adopted locally and include the use of the NFPA 704 standard for
communication of chemical hazards in terms of health, fire, instability (previously called
“reactivity”), and other special hazards (such as water reactivity and oxidizer characteristics).
Diamond-shaped NFPA 704 signs ranking the health, fire, and instability hazards on a numerical
scale from zero (least) to four (greatest) along with any special hazards, are usually required to
be posted on chemical storage buildings, tanks, and other facilities. Similar NFPA 704 labels
may also be required on individual containers stored and/or used inside facilities.
While somewhat differently defined by the above organizations, the term “hazardous material”
may be generally understood to encompass substances that have the capability to harm humans
and other living organisms, property, and/or the environment. There is also no universally
accepted, objective definition of the term “hazardous material event.” A useful working
definition, however, might be framed as: any actual or threatened uncontrolled release of a
hazardous material, its hazardous reaction products, or the energy released by its reactions that
pose a significant risk to human life and health, property and/or the environment.
There are 26 facilities in Bingham County that submitted Tier II information. These PADs are
based on a hypothetical worst-case scenario where the total quantity of the material explodes or
is released directly into the air. Hazardous materials are also very commonly stocked and used
by businesses in smaller quantities than those required to submit Tier II reports, as well as by
private individuals. Thus, it is reasonably safe to consider the entire County and its inhabitants
may be exposed to risk from hazardous materials. In spite of their widespread use, however,
hazardous materials events are relatively rare and even more rarely cause death, injury, or largescale property damage. To some extent this is due to the fact that such hazards are very
effectively addressed by inspections, regulations, codes, and safety procedures, as well as by
specialized emergency response training.
The table lists Tier II facilities in Bingham County and their respective Protective Action
Distances.
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Facility

Address

City/Zip

PAD (feet)

American Tower- Blackfoot

290 N. Ash Street

Blackfoot

150

Basic American Foods

415 W. Collins
Rd.

Blackfoot

26400

Basic American Foods

434 S. Emerson
Ave.

Shelley

2640

Bingham Cooperative Inc.

477 W. Hwy 26

Blackfoot

6336

CHS Inc Bingham Cooperative
Blackfoot

477 West
Highway 26

Blackfoot

6336

City Of Blackfoot

2025 Riverton
Road

Blackfoot

26400

Idaho Transportation Department

380 W 50Th
North State Road

Blackfoot

2640

John C Berry & Sons, Inc/Shelley

510 South State

Shelley

2640

JR Simplot Food Group

624 Simplot Loop

Aberdeen

7392

Land View Fertilizer, Inc. -Blackfoot

1180 South
Broadway

Blackfoot

2640

Maverik Country Store #172

895 West Bridge
Street

Blackfoot

2640

Maverik Country Store #177

78 North Main

Aberdeen

2640

Pioneer Equipment

404 Highway 39

Blackfoot

0

Qwest - Blackfoot Central Office
(350090)

290 North Ash
Street

Blackfoot

150

Qwest - Riverside Community Dial
Office (350401)

906 West
Highway 39

Riverside

150

Qwest - Shelley Community Dial
Office (370430)

161 South
Emerson Avenue

Shelley

150

Rocky Mountain Power-Goshen
Substation

600 South Center
Street

Goshen

150

Sartori Foods

295 South Ash

Blackfoot

7392

Schwan's Home Service, Inc.-108580

335 Frontage Rd.

Blackfoot

5280

Simplot Grower Solutions

1208 W 50 S

Blackfoot

6336

Simplot Grower Solutions

1400 North 864
East

Shelley

150

Simplot Grower Solutions

380 W Collins
Siding

Blackfoot

2640

Simplot Grower Solutions Moreland

740 W. 149 N.

Blackfoot

7392
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Facility

Address

City/Zip

PAD (feet)

Simplot Growers Solutions

175 East Lincoln

Aberdeen

6336

UAP Distribution

1701 N.W. Main

Blackfoot

7392

USA Fertilizer

86 N. 550 W.

Blackfoot

2640

Western Farm Service 214

1290 W. Highway
39

Blackfoot

2640

Tier II facilities in Bingham County

Historical Frequencies
The following table lists hazardous material events in Bingham County responded to by the
Eastern Idaho Regional Hazardous Materials Emergency Response Team for the year 2013.
Place

Date

Chemical

Classification

Bingham

5 Jan 2013

Ethylene Glycol

1

Bingham

20 Mar 2013

Fertilizer

Regulatory

Bingham

27 Mar 2013

Explosive

2

Bingham

29 Mar 2013

Explosive

2

Bingham

3 Apr 2013

Mineral Oil

Regulatory

Bingham

29 Apr 2013

Mineral Oil

Regulatory

Bingham

5 Jun 2013

Oil

1

Bingham

29 Jun 2013

Mineral Oil

Regulatory

Bingham

16 Jul 2013

Milk

2

Bingham

3 Sep 2013

Hydrochloric Acid

1

Bingham

9 Oct 2013

Diesel

Regulatory

Bingham

23 Dec 2013

Mineral Oil

Regulatory

Bingham County Haz Mat Releases
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Bingham County Tier II Map
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Impacts
Because hazardous materials are so widely used, stored, and transported, a hazardous material
event could take place almost anywhere. Further, many hazardous materials are used, stored,
and transported in very large quantities so that the impacts of an event may be widespread and
powerful. Regulations and safety practices make such large scale events unlikely, but smaller
scale incidents may have severe impacts including:


Human deaths, injuries, and permanent
disabilities



Livestock/animal deaths



Destruction of vegetation and crops



Property damage and destruction



Pollution of groundwater, drinking water
supplies, and the environment

*State of Idaho Hazardous Materials
Response Classification Levels –
Level I – An incident involving any
response, public or private to an incident
involving hazardous materials that can be
contained, extinguished, and/or abated
using resources immediately available to
the responders having jurisdiction.



Contamination of foodstuffs, property, land, and
structures



Temporary or long-term closure of
transportation routes and/or facilities



Loss of business and industrial productivity



Utility outages



Clean-up and restoration costs



Losses and inconvenience due to evacuation



Loss of valuable chemical product

Level II – An incident involving
hazardous materials that is beyond the
capabilities of the first responders on the
scene, and may be beyond the capabilities
of the public sector response agency
having jurisdiction. Level II incidents
may require the services of the State of
Idaho Regional Response Team, or other
State/Federal Assistance.
Level III – An incident involving weapons
of mass destruction/hazardous materials
that will require multiple State of Idaho
Regional Response Teams or resources
that do not exist within the State of Idaho.
These incidents may require resources
from State and Federal agencies and/or
private industry.

Loss Estimates
Losses due to the release of Hazardous Materials are linked specifically to two (2) areas; 1)
response, including evacuation, and 2) clean up. Bingham County has not had a significant
hazardous materials incident; however, releases of hydrocarbon fuels are a constant threat.
Clean up of these releases is the responsibility of the spiller. Response to releases is reimbursed
to the responding jurisdiction by the Idaho Bureau of Homeland Security Hazardous Materials
Division.
Affected Population Based on 2010 Census
Population

Households

Avg. Persons per Household

% of Total County
Population

28,238

9,148

2.97

64.8%

Affected Population
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Hazard Evaluation
Hazardous Materials
Profile Category
Rating Description
Historical Occurrence
3
High
Probability

4

High

Vulnerability

2

Limited

Spatial Extent

2

Limited

Magnitude

4

Catastrophic

Total

15

High

Riot/Demonstration/Civil Disorder
Description
State of Idaho statutes define “riot” as follows (Idaho Statute 18-6401 – RIOT DEFINED):
Any action, use of force or violence, or threat thereof, is disturbing the public peace, or any
threat to use such force or violence, if accompanied by immediate power of execution, by
two (2) or more persons acting together, and without authority of law, which results in:
(a) physical injury to any person; or
(b) damage or destruction to public or private property; or
(c) a disturbance of the public peace;
is a riot.
Also defined in the statutes (Idaho Statute 18-8102 – DEFINITIONS) is “civil disorder”:
"Civil disorder" means any public disturbance involving acts of violence by an assemblage of
two (2) or more persons which acts cause an immediate danger to or result in damage or
injury to the property or person or any other individual.
The term “demonstration” is not defined in this context in the Idaho statutes, but the following is
given for “unlawful assembly” (Idaho Statute 18-6404 - UNLAWFUL ASSEMBLY DEFINED):
Whenever two or more persons assemble together to do an unlawful act, and separate without
doing or advancing toward it, or do a lawful act in a violent, boisterous, or tumultuous
manner, such assembly is an unlawful assembly.
Riots are generally thought of as being spontaneous, violent events, whereas demonstrations are
usually planned events and are usually intended to be non-violent. Riots seem often to be
motivated by frustration and anger, usually over some real or perceived unfair treatment of some
group. There are instances, however, where riots have begun during celebrations and other
events where the only initiating factor seems to have been the gathering of a crowd of people.
The potential for rioting, then, exists any time people gather but, a number of factors are
associated with the increased probability one will occur including:


Drug and alcohol use



Youth of crowd members
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Low socio-economic status of members



High level of emotions



A history of rioting on the same or similar previous occasions



Initiating event, person, or persons

Once violent or illegal activity is initiated, it escalates, possibly at least partly because of the
perception that, because all are acting together, there is little probability that any given individual
will be arrested or otherwise suffer consequences. Riots may range in scope from a very few
people in a small area to thousands over an entire city. Once initiated, large riots are very
difficult to suppress, particularly in the United States, where law enforcement is constrained by
constitutional guarantees as well as personnel limits. Early and decisive action by law
enforcement may be effective in suppressing a riot, but police actions may also lead to further
escalation.
Historical Frequencies
There are no recorded riot events in Bingham County; however, there have been demonstrations
at the Idaho National Laboratory within Bingham County during the last 25 years.
Impacts
Riots may result in loss of life, injury, and permanent disability (participants, bystanders, and law
enforcement personnel) as well as looting, vandalism, setting of fires, and other property
destruction. Law enforcement, emergency medical services, medical facilities and personnel,
firefighting, and other community resources may be overwhelmed and unavailable to the
community at large. Transportation routes may be closed, infrastructure and utilities damaged
or destroyed, and public buildings attacked, damaged, or destroyed. Social and psychological
effects may also cause great impacts. Lingering fear and resentment can be long-lasting and can
greatly impair the ability of a community to function politically, socially, and economically.
Loss Estimates
Losses from Riot/Demonstration/Civil Disobedience come primarily from damage to community
and private property. It is difficult to estimate specific losses; however, losses would be
consistent with losses due to structure fires and similar incidents.
Hazard Evaluation
Riot/Civil Disobedience
Profile Category
Historical Occurrence

Rating
0

Description
None

Probability

1

Rare

Vulnerability

2

Limited

Spatial Extent

1

Negligible

Magnitude

2

Limited

Total

6

Low
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Terrorism
Description
Terrorism is an unlawful act under both Federal and State of Idaho statutes. Definitions are as
follows:
U.S. Code: Title 18 : Section 2331. Definitions
(5) The term "domestic terrorism" means activities that (A) Involve acts dangerous to human life that are a violation of the criminal laws of the
United States or of any State;
(B) Appear to be intended (i) To intimidate or coerce a civilian population;
(ii) To influence the policy of a government by intimidation or coercion; or
(iii) To affect the conduct of a government by mass destruction, assassination, or
Kidnapping; and
(C) Occur primarily within the territorial jurisdiction of the United States.
Idaho Statute 18-8102 – DEFINITIONS
(5) "Terrorism" means activities that:
(a) Are a violation of Idaho criminal law; and
(b) Involve acts dangerous to human life that are intended to:
(i) Intimidate or coerce a civilian population;
(ii) Influence the policy of a government by intimidation or coercion; or
(iii) Affect the conduct of a government by the use of weapons of mass
destruction, as defined in section 18-3322, Idaho Code.
The Federal Emergency Management Agency gives the following as general information on
terrorism28:
“Terrorism is the use of force or violence against persons or property in violation of the
criminal laws of the United States for purposes of intimidation, coercion, or ransom.
Terrorists often use threats to:


Create fear among the public



Try to convince citizens that their government is powerless to prevent terrorism



Get immediate publicity for their causes

Acts of terrorism include threats of terrorism, assassinations, kidnappings, hijackings, bomb
scares and bombings, cyber-attacks (computer-based), and the use of chemical, biological,
nuclear, and radiological weapons.
28

http://www.fema.gov/hazard/terrorism/info.shtm
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High-risk targets for acts of terrorism include military and civilian government facilities,
international airports, large cities, and high-profile landmarks. Terrorists might also target
large public gatherings, water and food supplies, utilities, and corporate centers. Further,
terrorists are capable of spreading fear by sending explosives or chemical and biological
agents through the mail.”
Acts of terrorism, then, are essentially the intentional initiation of the sorts of hazard events that
have been discussed in previous sections.
Historical Frequencies
There are no recorded terrorism events in Bingham County.
Impacts
Since the events of September 11, 2001, no citizen of the United States is unaware of the
enormous potential impacts of terrorist acts. The emotional impacts of fear, dread, anger,
outrage, etc. serve to compound the enormous physical, economic, and social damage. The
continuing terrorist threat itself has a profound impact on many aspects of everyday life in this
country and on the U.S. economy.
Loss Estimates
Specific loss estimates are not provided due to security policies.
Hazard Evaluation

Terrorism
Profile Category
Historical Occurrence

Rating
0

Description
None

Probability

1

Rare

Vulnerability

3

Critical

Spatial Extent

2

Limited

Magnitude

4

Catastrophic

Total

10

Low
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Community Description
Bingham County is located in southeastern Idaho. It ranks 7th among Idaho counties in
population and 12th in area. The Federal Government owns over 29 percent of the County.
Agriculture and food processing are the primary industries with services, trade, and government
also providing major employment. Annual average total civilian employment grew 1.0 percent
from 1996 to 2006. Major employers include Premier Technology, Basic American Foods,
Nonpareil Corporation, Idaho Supreme Potatoes, Inc., State Hospital South, Bingham Memorial
Hospital, J.R. Simplot Company, Sho-Ban Gaming, Spudnik Equipment Company, Wal-Mart,
and Wada Farms, Inc.29

Location
Bingham County is located in Southeastern Idaho. The Blackfoot Mountain Range covers the
eastern part of the County, and the Snake River plain lava fields stretch across the western half of
the County. Bingham County is bordered by Bannock, Bonneville, Caribou, and Butte Counties.

Topography and Geography
Bingham County covers a vast area, much of it on the Snake River Plain and the foothills of the
Blackfoot Mountains on the east. Irrigated farms on both sides of the Snake River make
Bingham County and Blackfoot the center of Idaho potato production. Beyond the irrigated
farms to the northwest is the sagebrush desert of the Snake River Plain and the area around
Atomic City, where dry land wheat farming was attempted in the 1920s.
In the northwestern panhandle of the County is a portion of the Idaho National Engineering and
Environmental Laboratory, and two of the three buttes, noted landmarks on the Snake River
Plain. Both Middle Butte and East Butte are rhyolite domes, but Middle Butte has not breached
its Pleistocene basalt cap. In the southeast part of the County, in the hanging wall of the Meade
thrust fault, near Mt. Taylor, is phosphate mining country, including the now-closed Gay Mine,
on the Fort Hall Indian Reservation.30

29

Idaho Department of Commerce: County Profiles of Idaho.
http://commerce.idaho.gov/assets/content/docs/County/Bingham.pdf.
30
Idaho Digital Atlas http://imnh.isu.edu/digitalatlas/counties/geomaps/geomap.htm
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Bingham County Topography Map
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Vegetation& Soils
Bingham County soil falls into three classifications: Sagemoor, Declo, and Bannock. These are
good soils, suitable for the major crops grown in Bingham County. Alfalfa hay, sugar beets, oats,
barley, wheat (spring and winter), mixed grains, potatoes, and others such as rye, clover, and
corn silage.31
The Bannock-Bock association (or mixture of soils) is on terraces of the Snake and Blackfoot
Rivers. They have a surface layer of grayish-brown underlain by gravel and sand at a depth of
20-40 inches. Nearly all of the acreage of major soils is used for irrigated potatoes, sugar beets,
wheat, alfalfa, and pasture. Irrigated potatoes are the primary agricultural crop in the County.
Declo-Fingal association is also found in the County in a slightly, smaller percentage. They have
a gray loam surface layer and a grayish-brown loam and clay loam subsoil that are underlain at a
depth of 22 inches by a light-gray silty clay and silty clay loam substratum. The well-drained soil
of this association is used for irrigated sugar beets, potatoes, alfalfa, and small grain. In areas
where the salinity is not an issue and drainage is provided, the moderately well drained fingal
soils are used for the same irrigated crops as the well drained soils. As salinity increases, the
selection of crops is restricted and the strongly saline areas are used for irrigated pasture.

Geology
Bingham County covers a vast area, much of it consisting of the Snake River Plain and the
foothills of the Blackfoot Mountains on the eastern side of the County. Irrigated farms on both
sides of the Snake River make Bingham County and the city of Blackfoot the center of the Idaho
potato production. Beyond the irrigated farms to the northwest are a sagebrush desert and the
area around Atomic City. Dry land wheat farming was attempted in Atomic City in 1920.
In the southeast portion of the County, near Mt. Taylor, is phosphate mining country, including
the now-closed Gay Mine on the Fort Hall Reservation. In the northwestern portion of the
County is the Idaho National Engineering Laboratory and two of the three buttes. Both Middle
Butte and East Butte are rhyolite domes, but Middle Butte has not breached its Pleistocene basalt
cap.

31

Bingham County Website, http://www.co.bingham.id.us/history.htm
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Bingham County Geology Map
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Climate
Bingham County has a 4-season climate. Summers average highs in the mid to upper 80’s and
lows that range from the mid 40’s to the low 50’s. Winters in Bingham County average over 28.7
inches of snowfall with lows averaging in the mid-teens. The following table shows the average
temperatures, maximum and minimum, precipitation, and snowfall over 100 years.
Average Maximum Temperature
Jan

Feb

March

April

May

June

July

Aug

Sept

Oct

Nov

Dec

Annual

31.0

36.8

47.4

59.6

69.0

78.0

87.2

85.4

74.9

61.8

45.1

33.2

59.1

Average Minimum Temperature
Jan

Feb

March

April

May

June

July

Aug

Sept

Oct

Nov

Dec

Annual

13.2

17.4

24.8

31.9

39.5

45.9

52.2

49.8

41.3

32.5

23.7

15.7

32.3

Average Total Precipitation
Jan

Feb

March

April

May

June

July

Aug

Sept

Oct

Nov

Dec

Annual

0.95

0.81

0.89

0.99

1.29

1.00

0.55

0.56

0.75

0.91

0.86

0.93

10.49

Sept

Oct

Nov

Dec

Annual

0.0

0.9

2.7

6.6

28.7

Average Total Snowfall
Jan

Feb

March

April

May

June

July

Aug

8.2

5.6

3.1

1.6

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

Bingham County Climate

32

The following map shows average annual precipitation for Bingham County. The mountain
range on the East received the most precipitation at 32-40 inches per year. The lower valley areas
to the West average between 8 and 12 inches per year.

32

http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/summary/Climsmsid.html
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Bingham County Precipitation Map
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Land Ownership
Bingham County contains 1,340,672 acres of land. The figure below shows the breakdown of
public and private lands. Of that land, almost 60% is privately owned. The Federal Government
manages approximately 29% of the land, and the State manages only 12% of the land. Most of
the federal lands are under the direction of the Bureau of Land Management which holds
299,472 acres. Of the State lands, the vast majority are Endowment Lands. The County and
municipalities own only a fraction of a percent of the total land within the County.33

Land Ownership
0%
0%
29%
Federal Land
State Land
59%

Private Land

12%

County Land
Municipal Land

Land Ownership

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) holds the majority of land in the western side of the
County. The Idaho National Laboratory (INL) sits on the northern corner and the Fort Hall
Indian Reservation spans across the south central part of the County. There are no National
Forests in Bingham County.

33

Idaho Department of Labor – Bingham County Profile. http://commerce.idaho.gov/assets/content/docs/County/Bingham.pdf.
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Bingham County Land Ownership Map
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Land Use and Natural Resources
Agricultural land accounts for over 400,000 acres in Bingham County. Most of the agricultural
land is located on the valley floor extending the length of the Snake River plain. Cultivated
crops, such as potatoes, dominate the agricultural landscape. Bingham County’s largest crop is
the Idaho Russet Potato with more than 30 percent of the United States production of potatoes
grown in the County. Range land is the largest land use category in the County, accounting for
over 600,000 acres. Forested land only covers just over 50,000 acres. A breakdown of all of the
land use categories in the County is shown below.

Land Use Types
Land Use Type

Acres

Percent of Total

Urban Land

3,200

0.20%

Agricultural

428,200

31.70%

Rangeland

632,200

46.80%

Forest

51,900

3.80%

Water

18,400

1.40%

Wetland

16,000

1.20%

Barren Land

201,800

14.90%

Total

1,351,700
Bingham County Land Use Types

100.00%
34

History
Bingham County was created and approved by an Act of the Thirteenth Territorial Legislature on
January 13, 1885 from the east and north parts of Bingham County. At that time, it included
Bannock, Bonneville, Teton, Jefferson, Madison, Fremont, Clark, Butte, Power, and part of
Alturas County, which later became Blaine County. Bingham was the fourteenth county to be
created in the State. The same Act named Blackfoot as county seat. Fremont County was carved
out of Bingham in 1893, Bonneville in 1911, Power in 1913, and Butte in 1917.
Conflicting stories exist on how Bingham County was given its name. The following are the two
most common stories.
1. Bingham County was named for Henry H. Bingham, a Pennsylvania congressman and
friend of Territorial Governor W.M. Bunn, who served in 1884.
2. Daph Jemmett, a Salt Lake Tribune correspondent, states that courthouse records indicate
the name was determined by a race from Blackfoot to Boise between two citizens of
Blackfoot and Eagle Rock (now Idaho Falls). The contender to reach Boise first in the

34

Idaho Department of Labor
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race, the government officials had ordered, would have the honor of selecting the county
seat and have the County named for him. The winner was Blackfoot's Elisha E. Bingham
a native of Riverside, Utah who homesteaded in Blackfoot in 1883. Mrs. Ada Katseanes,
a daughter of Elisha Bingham, recalls hearing her parents talk of the race having been
made with a team of horses.35
The Oregon Trail only passed through a small portion of southern Bingham County. It went
through what is now the Fort Hall Reservation belonging to the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes. The
original site of the old Fort Hall is actually on the Reservation over the Bannock County line.
Permission from the tribe must be obtained to visit the original site; however, a replica has been
built in Bannock County.

Demographics
Bingham County has experienced a steady population growth over the past three decades. The
population has increased from just fewer than 30,000 in 1970 to over 45,000 in 2011. This is a
forty-one year increase of 33.3%. The following table shows the population growth within the
County between 2000 and 2011. The outlook for Bingham County is for continued moderate
growth, averaging an annual growth rate of 0.9%.36

Area of County

2000

2011

Percent Change
1990-2000

Percent Change
2000- 2011

Entire County

41,735

45,002

9.95%

7.8%

Population Change

This table shows the population trends for each incorporated city and for the County as a whole.
There is a general trend of growth for most of the cities. Aberdeen had a large amount of growth
from 1990 to 2000, and a decline in the following six years. Atomic City has remained stagnant,
while Shelley and Blackfoot growing steadily.
The racial and ethnic distribution of Bingham County, according to the US Census Bureau, for
2011 is shown below. The County is fairly homogenous with 87.3% of the County indicating
themselves as “White Persons”. The second largest ethnic group is Native American.

35

Bingham County Website. http://www.co.bingham.id.us/history.htm
EPS, 2013

36
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Racial and Ethnic Distribution 2011
White Persons

87.3%

Black or African American Persons

0.5%

American Indian and Alaska Native

5.6%

Asian Persons

0.7%

Some other race

3.5%
Bingham County Racial and Ethnic Distribution

Critical Infrastructure
Bingham County Facilities
Address

Description

Value

Aberdeen

3 Picnic Arbors

$1,260

Shelley North Park

3 Picnic Shelters

$6,303

Moreland

3 Picnic Shelters

$5,000

Aberdeen

5 Small Picnic Arbors

$2,626

Aberdeen

Aberdeen Scale House

$20,600

42 W. Washington, Aberdeen

Aberdeen Senior Center

$192,890

Bingham County Museum

$137,380

Bingham City Scale

$77,250

Bully Barn

$1,260

Caretakers Home

$41,200

Caretakers Residence

$36,771

Carport

$1,260

Hwy. 26 4.5m W. Blackfoot

Central Transfer Station

$437,750

Shelley

Children’s Playground

$4,727

Country Shop

$382,500

501 N. Maple, Blackfoot

County Storage Shed

$80,500

501 N. Maple, Blackfoot

Court House

$11,076,996

Family Group Shelter

$12,607

Flying Field Shelter

$9,980

Shelley North Park

Gazebo

$19,961

Shelley North Park

Group Picnic Pavilion

$14,708

Health Department

$283,334

190 N. Shilling, Blackfoot
Hwy. 26 4.5 mi. W. Blackfoot
Goshen
587 E. 1250 N. Shelley
Aberdeen
Shelley

83 Frontage Road, Blackfoot

Springfield
Shelley

412 W. Pacific Blackfoot
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Address

Description

Value

Human Resources

$480,000

Juvenile Residence Center

$803,709

Large Picnic Shelter

$19,436

355 S. Emerson, Shelley

Maintenance Shop

$940,000

Aberdeen

Maintenance Shop

$9,980

Moreland

Maintenance Shop

$8,404

Shelley

Office Building

$8,930

Aberdeen

Picnic Pavilion

$12,607

Rattlesnake Landfill

$8,240

503 North Oak, Blackfoot

Residence

$150,000

Shelley North Park

Restrooms

$7,000

Aberdeen

Restrooms

$18,000

Shelley

Rodeo Arena & Equipment

$61,800

Shelley

RV Park w/Water & Power

$12,607

Aberdeen

RV Park w/Water & Power

$12,607

Shelley North Park

RV Picnic Pavilion

$18,385

Shelley North Park

RV Restrooms w/Shower

$72,100

Shelley

Shelley Co. District #1

$97,623

193 W. Pine, Shelley

Shelley Senior Center

$79,513

Shop

$25,000

Springfield Co. District #3

$112,090

153 Sexton, Blackfoot
50 Lavon Street, Blackfoot
Aberdeen

E. Bingham Co.

503 N. Maple, Blackfoot
Springfield
Total

$16,009,893

Bingham County Facilities

City of Aberdeen Facilities
Address

Description

Value

33 N. Main, Aberdeen

City Hall

$168,600

Depot

$16,800

Dog Pound

$28,200

Hwy. #39 & Add Ave.

Golf Course Club House

$50,600

Hwy. #39 & Add Ave.

Golf Course Storage

$67,400

Central & 1 East

Library

$0

Behind Library Central

Machine Shop

$26,900

nd

2 East & Central

st
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Address

Description

Value

Lincoln Street

Metal Construction Maintenance Shop

$50,000

17 N. Main

Police Station

$168,600

Custer Street

Pump House

$3,325

Central & 4 West

Pump House

$3,325

Railroad Tracks/1st

th

Pump House

$3,325

nd

2 East & Central

Pump House

$4,000

Cemetery Road

Sewage Plant

$286,000

Cemetery Road

Sewage Plant

$205,800

Cemetery Road

Tool Shed

$3,325

Central & Lincoln

Warehouse

$28,700

Total Value

$1,114,900.00
City of Aberdeen Facilities

Atomic City
Address

Description

Value

2655 W. 1763 N.

Municipal Water System facility

No value reported

Total Value
3Atomic City Facilities
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City of Basalt Facilities
Address

Description

Value

110 S. Main

Waste Water Control Facility

No value reported

110 S. Main

Water Pump 1

No value reported

110 s. Main

Water pump 2

No value reported

Total Value
Basalt Facilities

City of Blackfoot Facilities
Address

Description

Value

Golf Course

2 Outdoor Toilets

$4,500

Airport Road

Airport Admin Building

$142,900

Jensen Grove

Amphitheater

$55,800

199 Frontage Road

Animal Shelter

$110,000

Airport Park

Bike BMX Track

$1,000

Riverton Road

Blower Building

$75,000

Jensen Grove

Boat Docks

$4,500

157 N. Broadway

City Hall & Library

$1,969,900

Riverton Road

Digesters (3)

$900,000

West Idaho St.

Fire Department Garage

$102,100

225 N. Ash St.

Fire Station

$750,000

58 S. 1200 W.

Fire Station

$204,100

Riverton Road

Gas Processing Building

$44,500

Blackfoot Golf Course

Golf Storage Building

$58,400

Riverton Road

Headwork’s Building

$140,500

134 W. Main Street

Idaho Potato Exhibit

$174,000

Jensen Grove

Jensen Grove Restrooms

$50,000

Doud Street

Lift Station

$55,000

Riverton Road

Maintenance Shop

$240,000

S. Broadway

Minors Ditch Pump House

$11,400

Riverton Road

OLC Building

$201,700

Riverton Road

Operators Building

$50,000

1300 Airport Road

Parks Shop

$175,000

Jensen Grove

Picnic Shelter

$103,100
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Address

Description

Value

Jensen Grove

Picnic Shelter

$29,400

Golf Course

Picnic Shelter

$6,900

Riverton Road

Primary Solids Building

$54,400

Blackfoot Golf Course

Pro Shop/Clubhouse

$347,600

West Center Street

Pump House #6

$44,200

895 E. Walker Street

Pump House #10

$113,000

582 W. 100 N.

Pump House #11

$123,000

46 E. Bridge Street

Pump House #3

$137,000

10 W. Walker Street

Pump House #4

$47,600

1020 N. University
Avenue

Pump House #5

$39,440

255 W. Idaho Street

Pump House #7

$74,800

25 Doud Street

Pump House #8

$107,000

2650 Northlund

Pump House #9

$117,000

Rich Lane

Pump Shelter

$56,800

Cromwell Lane

Rec Garage

$20,000

Airport Park

Restrooms

$15,100

Rolling Green Acres

Sewer Lift Station

$64,100

Blackfoot Cemetery

Sexton Dwelling

$100,000

Blackfoot Cemetery

Shops/Storage Building

$12,500

Jensen Grove

Skate Park

$50,000

Riverton Road

Sludge Loading Room

$18,500

Blackfoot Cemetery

Small Shop/Storage

$58,500

Riverton Road

Solids/Thickener Building

$148,500

West of Fire Station

Storage Building

$11,400

Riverton Road

Storage Building

$87,000

490 N. Meridian

Street Department Shop

$85,200

S. Fisher Street

Swimming Pool Complex

$1,263,300

10 Walker Street

Water Tower

$600,000

West Idaho Street

Water Tower

$200,000

10 Walker Street

Water/Sewer Department

$250,000

Wild Rose

Wild Rose Lift Station

$11,400

Total Value

$9,818,540.00
City of Blackfoot Facilities
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City of Firth Facilities
Address

Description

End of Lincoln

Equipment shed

$52,500

110 E. Center

City Hall

$100,000

102 Garfield Street

Pump House

$25,000

End of Roosevelt

Sewage Plant

$33,100

End of Lincoln

Sewage Pump

$33,100

125 Roosevelt

Storage Building

$33,100

Alley off Washington

Water Pump house

$32,800

Alley off Washington

Water Tower

$280,800

Total Value

Value

$590,400
City of Firth Facilities

City of Shelley Facilities
Address

Description

Value

440 Milton Street

Bath House

$152,898

City Park

New Backstop

$4,080

101 S. Emerson

Shelley City Hall/Police Station

$400,000

200 N. State St.

Dawn Lloyd’s Field Park Shelter

$14,000

West River Road

Disinfection Bldg.

$37,842

155 East Pine

Shop

$480,000

440 Milton Street

Swimming Pool

$137,904

Butte

Water Tank 1 Million (2)

$278,358

Transfer Station

$250,000

Total Value

$1,755,082.00
City of Shelley Facilities

Public Service Facilities
Public libraries operate in the cities of Aberdeen, Blackfoot, and Shelley. Snake River High
School’s library is also open for public use.
Sewer and Water
Water and sewer systems in Bingham County are under the jurisdiction of the South Eastern
Health District.
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Communities which are currently served by municipal water systems include: Blackfoot,
Shelley, Firth, Basalt, Atomic City, and Aberdeen. In addition to the municipal systems there are
numerous community water systems which include: Woodville, Greenfield Acres, Rockford,
Jacobsen, Empey, 4 Seasons, Groveland, and Springfield. Rural locations have to supply their
own well water37.
Solid Waste Management
Bingham County is responsible for providing solid waste disposal for the residents in the County.
The County periodically adjusts the plans and modifies the process because of changes in
regulations, costs, and needs as they occur. Bingham County has three non-municipal landfill/transfer
sites in the County. The non-municipal sites are located in Aberdeen, Moreland, and the Rattlesnake
Canyon in the Wolverine area. The three sites collect and transfer waste to the appropriate site that is
permitted for the disposing of the waste. The solid waste facilities are located at three different
locations for the efficiency and convenience of the Bingham County residents38.
The Central Transfer Station, located in Moreland, receives all municipal solid waste (household
waste) in the County. The waste is then compacted and transported to Mountain Home to a private
landfill owned by Idaho Waste Systems. The Central Transfer Station accepts white goods, batteries,
tires, used oil, inert material, and dried paint. There is a burning site for tree limbs. Freon is removed
from refrigeration units and the metal is recycled.
The Rattlesnake Transfer Site is a site for construction and demolition (C&D) debris and a burning
site for tree limbs. There are containers in designated areas to hold used oil, antifreeze, batteries, and
tires; all items are picked up on a regular basis. Metal is sorted and recycled. The Rattlesnake Site is
the only public facility in Bingham County that accepts dead animals.
The Aberdeen Non-Municipal Landfill receives and buries C&D solid waste. It has two roll off
containers for items not allowed in the landfill. These containers are transported to the Central
Transfer Station for disposal of the waste. There is a burning site and dumpsters for household waste.
White goods are accepted and then transported to the Central Transfer Station39.

37

Bingham County Comprehensive Plan, 2005
Bingham County Comprehensive Plan, 2005
39
Bingham County Comprehensive Plan, 2005
38
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Health Care
Five distinct health and welfare facilities provide medical services in Bingham County40.
Bingham Memorial Hospital is a 40 bed community-owned and operated acute-care hospital
with an attached 75-bed extended care facility. There are 29 active physicians on the medical
staff including specialists in family practice, pediatrics, internal medicine, general surgery,
orthopedic surgery, obstetrics/gynecology, anesthesiology, radiology, and podiatry. Other
specialists are available on a regular basis. Bingham Memorial offers a full range of inpatient and
outpatient services. Ambulance service is available along with a helicopter pad. New services at
the hospital include an imaging center that houses a state-of-the-art MRI, an education center,
offering a variety of courses to the community, and a health clinic located on the main floor:
The Southeastern District Health Department’s mission is to prevent disease, disability, and
premature death; to promote healthy lifestyles; and to protect and promote the health and quality
of our environment. This mission is accomplished through a variety of services.
State Hospital South has an average of approximately 125 patients and maintains four separate
and distinct treatment programs depending upon the patient’s age, legal status, and mental
condition. The four treatment programs are: admission services, general adult services,
adolescent services, and psych-geriatric services. The staff of 340 employees uses the latest
treatment methods to treat patients admitted to the 40-acre facility.
The Bingham Crisis Center’s mission is to work within the community to eliminate domestic
and sexual violence and promote healthy non-violent relationships by providing emergency
services, individual and group treatment and education, and support services to survivors and
their families. The center has been serving victims of domestic or sexual violence in Bingham
County and surrounding areas for more than twenty years. They offer support groups and
individual counseling. The center is funded through grants and support of groups and individuals
in the community.
The General Services Office works closely with the community, state and federal programs,
and other offices in Bingham County to provide necessary services to county residents. Services
include assistance in locating and applying for local, state, and federal assistance programs and
working with those programs. Assistance includes indigent medical assistance and assistance
with necessities of life on an emergency basis. The Bingham County Veterans Service Office is
also located in this department. This office assists veterans and their families in applying for
benefits41.

Public Utilities
Natural gas distribution service is provided by Intermountain Gas Company to Blackfoot,
Shelley, Firth, Wapello, Riverside, Moreland, Thomas, Groveland, Fort Hall, Basalt, and
Aberdeen as well as some outlying areas42.

40

Bingham County Comprehensive Plan, 2005
Bingham County Comprehensive Plan, 2005
42
Bingham County Comprehensive Plan, 2005
41
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Basic telephone service is provided to Bingham County by Qwest and Frontier. A variety of
companies supply other telecommunications services such as cellular phone, radio, and
internet43.

Water Resources
Surface Water
The major river in Bingham County is the Snake River. It enters the County just north of
Shelley and flows the length of the County roughly following I-15 to Blackfoot and then in a
southwesterly meander to the Fort Hall bottoms and in to American Falls Reservoir. The major
reservoirs located in Bingham County are Blackfoot Reservoir and American Falls Reservoir.
Ground Water
The western half of Bingham County is underlain by the Eastern Snake River Plain Aquifer. The
Eastern Snake River Plain Aquifer is a consolidated aquifer that holds water in the cracks and
pore spaces of solid basalt rock.
Irrigation
Bingham County has a total of 268,874 acres of irrigated croplands. This table lists each
irrigation company in Bingham County and their number of irrigated acres.

43

Company Name

Irrigation Acres

Aberdeen-Springfield Canal Co.

80,335.5

Blackfoot Irrigation Co.

20,484.5

Blackfoot Younie Ditch Co.

127.3

Corbett Slough Ditch Co.

5,790.7

Eastern Idaho Water Company

7,817.3

Idaho Irrigation Dist

46,974.1

Little Butte Irrigation Co. Ltd.

1,028.8

New Lavaside Ditch Co. Limited

6,841.2

New Sweden Irrigation Dist.

31,436.1

Parsons Ditch Co.

1,124.9

Peoples Canal & Irrigation Co.

21,586.6

Riverside Canal Co.

4,124.2

Smith-Maxwell Ditch Co.

877.9

Snake River ValleyIrrigation Dist.

25,175.8

Bingham County Comprehensive Plan, 2005
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The United Canal Co.

7,157.5

Watson Canal Co.

3,142.1

Wearyrick Ditch Co.

1,911.4

Woodville Canal Co.

2,938.4

Total Irrigated Acres

268,874.3

Bingham County Irritation Companies

Transportation
Major routes through Bingham County include US Highway 91, US Highway 26 and Idaho State
Highway 39. US Highway 91 is a north/south route that connects the County with Pocatello to
the south and Idaho Falls to the north. US Highway 26 is an east/west route that connects the
County to Arco to the west and joins US 91 at Blackfoot, and then heads north to Idaho Falls.
State Highway 39 is a northeast/southwest route that begins in Blackfoot and connects to I-86 at
American Falls.
Roadways
Interstates

Highways

Major Roads

Local Roads

Minor Roads

Total

35

77.6

150.2

2,505.9

111.4

2,880.1

Roadways

Bridges
Bingham County has a total of 253 bridges that exceed 20 feet. The total value of the bridges in
Bingham County is $1,100,390. A complete listing of the bridges in the County by ownership is
found in the following table.
Owner
Bureau of Indian Affairs

Route

YearBuilt

Cost

IRR BIA RTE

68

1974

$4,532

IRR BIA RTE

60

1975

$4,883

IRR BIA RTE

64

1983

$6,110

IRR BIA RTE

59

1990

$4,348

IRR BIA RTE

8

1975

$4,532

IRR BIA RTE

91

1978

$5,128

IRR BIA RTE

15

1978

$4,112

IRR BIA RTE

24

1969

$2,994

IRR BIA RTE

33

1972

$4,532

IRR BIA RTE

27

1991

$2,059
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Owner

Route

YearBuilt

Total
City Transportation Agencies

$43,231
STC 7631;Shilling

1971

$4,617

SMA 7611;W. Bridge

1936

$24,562

Experiment Station

1930

$1,083

Total
Bingham County Road & Bridge

Cost

$30,262
STC 1829

1989

$2,566

STC 1829

1989

$18,824

STC 1829

1989

$9,566

STC 1832

1956

$1,179

SMA 7711

1970

$36,722

STC 1833;Rose Road

1971

$1,650

STC 1834

1992

$5,593

STC 1843

1950

$15,799

STC 1843

1950

$1,763

STC 1843

1950

$1,742

STC 1843

1982

$2,411

STC 1847

1959

$2,109

STC 1847

1965

$20,747

STC 1847

1980

$8,803

STC 1847

1980

$3,169

STC 1850;Riverton

1962

$1,863

SMA 7721

1964

$3,393

STC 1851

1966

$2,179

STC 1851

1988

$1,585

STC 1851

1968

$2,281

STC 1851

1988

$2,152

STC 1853

1937

$1,310

STC 1853

1984

$31,642

STC 1863

1968

$1,804

STC 1879

1999

$2,055

STC 1888

1964

$22,279

Slough Road

1977

$988

Kendell Road

1980

$2,022
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Owner

Route

YearBuilt

Cost

Kings Road

1976

$988

Foundry Road

1976

$1,069

Foundry Road

1987

$1,087

Country Club

1977

$1,016

Strang Road

1973

$1,165

Partridge Road

1973

$1,209

Highline Road

1971

$1,622

Rockford Road

1984

$5,644

Sand Creek Road

1968

$988

Wilson Road

1968

$988

Clark Road

1968

$988

Willow Bend

1962

$3,484

S. Lavaside Road

1969

$1,342

STC1842;Rising Rvr.

1993

$4,526

STC1842;Rising Rvr.

1993

$2,174

County Road

1978

$4,686

STC1842;Rising Rvr.

1993

$1,561

County Road

1978

$2,343

Bond Road

1978

$1,556

Airport Road

1963

$1,574

Presto Road

1984

$2,688

Clinger Road

1960

$1,302

Bond Road

1982

$2,810

Goshen Road

1980

$1,047

Sugar Avenue

1981

$2,744

Hunsngr LP;W.2050S

1977

$1,533

Christensen

1973

$3,287

STC 1840;Wolverine

1964

$1,556

500 North Road

1930

$1,117

Firth Road

1970

$1,533

Sterling North Rd.

1982

$2,710

Monroe Road

1984

$650

Country Club

1981

$1,752
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Owner

Route

YearBuilt

Cost

Hahn Road

1964

$1,170

Jameston Road

1960

$1,404

550 East Road

1962

$2,227

Moser Road

1975

$1,729

Anderson Road

1972

$2,432

400 North Road

1965

$1,005

800 East Road

1972

$2,432

Sambo Road

1984

$1,584

Highline Road

1986

$1,280

Homestead Road

1958

$1,233

Lemhi Road

1994

$5,442

S. Lavaside

1984

$1,443

Grandview Road

1971

$1,975

Desert Road

1962

$1,621

Country Club

1959

$1,102

S. Firth Road

1967

$1,928

Cottonwood Road

1965

$1,129

100 East Road

1965

$1,005

Army Way

1963

$4,076

Worthen Road

1965

$1,088

SMA 7531;Groveland

1981

$2,531

Clark Road

1972

$3,376

Diggie Road

1986

$2,352

Vambaur Road

1966

$1,969

2700 West Road

1977

$1,209

1700 South Road

1976

$1,209

Fingal Road

1968

$1,533

Perkes Road

1966

$2,396

STC 1841

1969

$5,115

Homestead Road

1987

$1,584

Clark Road

1980

$1,397

STC 1838

1983

$1,752

Riverton Road

1974

$2,609
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Owner

Route

YearBuilt

Cost

STC 1840;Wolverine

1966

$1,763

Baseline Road

1961

$1,541

Sandy Road

1952

$890

1000 South Road

1972

$1,666

Slaugh Road

1973

$1,386

400 North Road

1965

$1,005

STC 1821;Baseline

1963

$1,349

Foundry Road

1989

$1,651

Canyon Road

1978

$1,746

FoundryRoad

1981

$1,752

Deguillio Road

1956

$3,759

Hanson Road

1969

$4,526

1700 South Road

1962

$2,093

Baseline Road

1960

$970

Butte Road

1996

$2,067

Foundry Road

1965

$1,331

1300 South Road

1970

$1,445

Underwood Road

1980

$1,937

Butte Road

1974

$1,165

300 South Road

1955

$1,486

BIA RTE 15;MP19.50

1978

$4,140

Wareing Road

1976

$1,577

Woodville Road

1960

$970

Funk Road

1958

$1,562

STC 1840;Wolverine

1964

$1,763

Firth Wapello Road

1954

$2,165

Weeding Lane

1985

$2,055

Bond Road

1968

$1,165

Johnson Road

1967

$1,763

Vanderford Road

1964

$1,581

Johnson Road

1975

$3,052

Woodville Road

1958

$1,218

Anderson Road

1974

$3,509
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Owner

Route

YearBuilt

Cost

900 North Road

1968

$784

UnderwoodRoad

1970

$1,887

STC 1821

1981

$3,524

Judge Road

1967

$3,608

Highline Road

1968

$1,887

Park Road

1982

$1,651

Washington Road

1968

$1,887

Monroe Road

1962

$1,804

Foundry Road

1983

$1,230

Sheep Trail

1966

$4,448

Washington Road

1967

$2,477

Highline Road

1977

$2,032

Butte Round

1935

$1,675

Hill Road

1968

$3,464

Powerline Road

1965

$1,969

Firth Wapello Road

1974

$2,830

1900 South Road

1958

$2,244

750 North Road

1972

$2,219

STC 1840;Wolverine

1966

$1,763

MTN View Road

1981

$2,215

McDonald Road

1961

$1,939

STC1837;W River Rd.

1981

$2,227

Gamble 2200 S

1987

$1,651

STC1837;W River Rd.

1954

$2,480

Strang Road

1963

$1,515

2750 West Road

1965

$1,005

Fairview Road

1971

$1,887

Park Avenue

1981

$2,815

McDonaldville Road

1999

$2,055

Paradise Road

1971

$3,509

Baseline Road

1990

$2,233

Blackfoot Road

1985

$4,799

STC 1844;Hoff Road

1990

$5,534
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Owner

Route

YearBuilt

Cost

Jameston Road

1978

$1,842

Kings Road

1976

$988

Pioneer Road

1965

$881

Canyon Road

1961

$850

Baseline Road

1977

$1,159

Kimball Road

1979

$1,120

Kimball Road

1979

$1,445

1000N-680E;PL#042B

1990

$811

Butte Round

1979

$1,064

Army Way Road

1963

$923

505-3330E;PL#052G

1947

$1,159

Scott Road

1964

$3,856

Thomas Road

1971

$1,651

County Road

1973

$2,020

Fairview Road

1975

$1,577

S. Lavaside Road

1986

$1,945

Lemhi Road

1994

$1,807

Mtn. View Road

1968

$1,209

Desert Road

1962

$1,639

Total
Idaho Transportation Department

$508,508
I 15 NBL

1959

$1,524

I 15 SBL

1959

$1,483

I 15 SBL

1961

$20,521

I 15 NBL

1961

$20,521

I 15 NBL

1962

$9,329

I 15 SBL

1962

$9,329

I 15 NBL

1962

$18,005

I 15 SBL

1962

$15,535

I 15 NBL

1962

$9,467

I 15 SBL

1962

$9,467

I 15 NBL

1962

$42,089

I 15 SBL

1962

$42,089

I 15 NBL

1962

$5,460
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Owner

Route

YearBuilt

Cost

I 15 SBL

1962

$5,460

I 15 NBL

1962

$2,531

I 15 SBL

1962

$2,531

I 15 NBL

1962

$1,939

I 15 SBL

1962

$1,939

I 15 NBL

1962

$2,233

I 15 SBL

1962

$2,233

I 15 NBL

1962

$7,293

I 15 SBL

1962

$7,293

I 15 NBL

1962

$4,862

I 15 SBL

1962

$4,862

I 15 NBL

1962

$1,596

I 15 SBL

1962

$1,596

I 15 NBL

1962

$1,667

I 15 SBL

1962

$1,667

I 15B ;US 91

1936

$7,797

US 26

1954

$1,957

US 26

1954

$3,110

US 26

1954

$2,867

US 26

1989

$8,336

US 26 EBL & WBL

1965

$54,059

SH 39

1962

$1,949

SH 39

1962

$1,949

SH 39

1968

$1,941

SH 39

1969

$1,959

SH 39

1977

$3,646

SH 39

1977

$4,293

SH 39

1977

$3,176

SH 39

1955

$1,706

US 91

1926

$1,140

US 91

1951

$2,228

US 91

1951

$2,228

US 91

2000

$3,382
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Owner

Route

YearBuilt

Cost

US 91

1941

$2,080

STC 1833;Rose Road

2000

$19,351

STC 1847

1962

$10,870

SMA 7721;Riverton

1962

$10,909

County Road

1960

$9,105

County Road

1960

$7,535

County Road

1959

$9,105

FerryButte Rd.

1959

$12,121

Willie Rd.

1959

$9,105

CO.RD;OLD FAS 1829

1962

$10,909

Rose Road

1962

$12,539

Hiatt Road

1962

$9,795

Baseline Road

1962

$10,909

Woodville Road

1962

$10,909

County Line Road

1962

$10,909

Total

$518,388

Total

$1,100,390
Bingham County Bridges

Airports
McCarley Field, located in Blackfoot, serves Bingham County. The airport has two asphalt
runways; the first being 4314 x 75 feet, and the second being 4314 x 75 feet as well. There are
sixty-four general aviation singles, five multi aviation, two jet aircraft, and two ultralight aircraft
housed at McCarley Field. Both Pocatello Regional and Idaho Falls Regional airports provide
commercial carrier services for Bingham County. Connections to major air carriers are available
in Boise and Salt Lake City.
Rail
The Union Pacific Railroad operates the rail line running north and south along Highway 91
through the County. This rail corridor is a major avenue for the movement of freight including
hazardous materials. Short haul rail services are provided by Eastern Idaho Railroad.

Housing
In Bingham County for the year 2000, there were 14,303 housing units and 13,317 households
with a home ownership rate of 76%. In the following seven years the County added over 1,137
housing units for a total of over 15,440 in 2007. Median home value in 2007 was $145,883. The
average percentage of renters in the County is 9% and the median rent was $432 in 2007.
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Educational Facilities
Bingham County contains five school districts which provide education to the residents of the
County. These school districts are: Aberdeen School District, Blackfoot School District, Firth
School District, Shelley Joint School District, and Snake River School District.
Aberdeen School District #58 provides educational services for the Aberdeen area. Schools in
the district include: Aberdeen Elementary-Middle School and Aberdeen High School.
Address

Description

Value

Fourth & Fremont

Aberdeen High School

$10,000,000

Fourth & Fremont

Agricultural Shop

$364,140

Fourth & Fremont

Auto Mechanic Shop

$500,000

Fourth &
Washington

Aberdeen Elementary/J.H.

$8,572,800

Fourth &
Washington

Administration Office

$325,600

Fourth &
Washington

Bus Shop

$203,500

Fourth &
Washington

Modular Classroom

$50,000

Fourth &
Washington

Modular Classroom

$50,000

136 South 4th West

Aberdeen Middle School

$6,695,040

Total Value

$26,761,080
Aberdeen School District Facilities

Blackfoot School District #55 provides educational services for the Blackfoot area. Its secondary
schools include: Blackfoot High School, Independence Alternative High School, and Mountain
View Middle School. Elementary schools in the Blackfoot School District include: Blackfoot
Sixth Grade School, Donald D. Stalker Elementary School, Fort Hall Elementary School, I.T.
Stoddard Elementary School, Groveland Elementary School, Wapello Elementary School, and
Ridge Crest Elementary School. Kindergarten and early childhood centers include: Irving
Kindergarten Center and Vaughn Hughie Early Childhood Center.
Blackfoot School District Facilities:
Address

Description

Value

870 South Fisher Ave.

Blackfoot High School

$44,617,773

870 South Fisher Ave.

Free Standing Greenhouse

$$345,446

870 South Fisher Ave.

Industrial Arts Building

$1,284,973

870 South Fisher
Ave.

Handball Courts

$207,900

Automobile Mechanics Building

$700,102

870 South Fisher
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Address

Description

Value

460 York Drive

Stoddard Elementary

$5,530,114

50 S. Shilling

Shilling Sixth Grade School

$6,357,302

50 S. Shilling

Shilling Annex Building

$791,622

155 E. Francis

Bingham Co-Op Alternative H.S.Independence High School

$3,879,726

155 E. Francis

BOP Trailer

$89,588

440 W. Judicial

Irving Kindergarten Center

$2,493,503

195 E 350 N

Wapello Elementary

$2,735,324

B Street

Fort Hall Elementary

$2,618,809

B Street

Fort Hall- 2 Rooms

$326,749

B Street

Fort Hall-Kindergarten room

$334,910

375 W. 170 N.

Groveland Elementary School

$4,960,391

991 West Center

Stalker Elementary School

$4.451.319

645 Mitchell Road

Mountain View Middle School

$16,745,030

270 East Bridge
Street

Administration Building

$2,617,144

420 Cedar Street

Pre-School Center

$360,020

535 South Broadway

Food Service Ware/Tech Center

$2,156,317

800 Airport Road

RidgeCrest Elementary

$6,968,110

1328 South meridian
Street

Maintenance Dept.

$1,407,480

Ave.

Total Value

$111,959,657
Blackfoot School District Facilities

Firth School District #59 provides educational services for the Firth area. Schools in the district
include: A.W. Johnson Elementary School, Firth Middle School, and Firth High School.
(Facilities list not provided.)
Shelley Joint School District #60 provides education services for the Shelley area. Schools in the
district include: Dean Goodsell Primary School, Hazel Stuart Elementary School, Donald J.
Hobbs Middle School, Shelley Junior High School, and Shelley Senior High School.
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Shelley School District Facilities:
Address

Description

Value

200 East Fir Street

Transportation/Bus Garage

$1,207,500

200 East Fir Street

Sunrise Elementary School

$7,510,180

545 Seminary Avenue

Administration Office

$150,000

350 East Pine

Donald J. Hobbs Middle School

$13,144,330

350 East Pine

Vocational Building

$304,290

185 W. Center

Dean Goodsell Primary School

$3,509,248

475 W. Center

Hazel Stuart Elementary School

$7,252,000

570 West Fir

Shelley High School

$21,242,000

570 West Fir

VoAg Building

$1,572,720

570 West Fir

Greenhouse #1

$8,500

570 West Fir

Greenhouse #2

$12,000

570 West Fir

Storage Shed #1

$7,000

570 West Fir

Storage Shed #2

$2,000

570 West Fir

Storage Shed #3

$3,700

570 West Fir

Storage Shed #4

$2,000

570 West Fir

Storage Shed #5

$2,000

570 West Fir

Storage Shed #6

$2,000

570 West Fir

Track Storage Shed

$31,000

570 West Fir

2 Quonsets (222 Sq )

$16,000

570 West Fir

Announcers Booth

$35,000

Total Value:

$56,013,468
Shelley School District Facilities

Snake River School District#52 provides education services for the Moreland area. Schools in
the district include: Moreland Elementary School, Riverside Elementary School, Rockford
Elementary School, Snake River Middle School, Snake River Jr. High School, Snake River High
School, and Idaho Leadership Academy.
Snake River School District #52-Facilities
Address

Description

Value

103 S. 900 West

Administration

$1,190,558

1506 W. 560 South

Pingree Elementary

$2,206,789

16 S. 700 West

Riverside Elementary

$3,404,257

Rockford Elementary

$2,932,883

1152 W. Highway
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Address

Description

Value

185 N. 750 West

Moreland Elementary

$3,892,652

1060 W. 110 South

Snake River Middle School

$5,637,999

918 W. Highway 39

Snake River Junior High

$7,570,068

918 W. Highway 39

Snake River Vo-Ag Building

$1,079,800

918 W. Highway 39

Snake River Greenhouse

$33,542

922 W. Highway 39

Snake River High School

$11,974,188

39

Total Value

$39,922,736
Snake River School District Facilities

Bingham County University of Idaho Extension is located in Blackfoot. The Bingham County
Extension is part of the land-grant system of the University of Idaho College of Agricultural and
Life Sciences. They provide programming in 4-H and youth development, family and consumer
sciences, livestock, crops, and potatoes. They offer classes such as food preservation, personal
and farm finances, and pesticide certification.
Idaho State University Adult Success Center has a Blackfoot Outreach Center. The Center is
located at 1443 Parkway Drive, Suite 3 in Blackfoot and offers a wide variety of educational
services to individuals who are 16 years of age or older. The Blackfoot Outreach Center offers
English as a second language, COMPASS testing, distance learning classes, individual tutoring,
and career counseling.

Recreation Areas
Bingham County has many outdoor recreational opportunities, and is partially located in the
Sawtooth National Recreation Area. Bingham County, partnered with Bonneville County, has a
wide variety of snowmobiling trails for snowmobiling enthusiasts. Trails are administered and
maintained with snowmobile registration fees by the Bonneville County Recreation Department,
Mountain River SnoRider Snowmobile Club, and Swan Valley Snow Roamers44.
North Bingham County Recreation Area (NBCRA) – is located one mile west of Shelley.
This beautiful multi-use park offers a wide variety of recreational opportunities. A boat ramp
provides access to the Snake River for boaters and fishermen. There are facilities for group
picnics, reunions, and company parties including newly installed restrooms and showers. For
equestrians, there is a rodeo arena. For model airplane enthusiasts, there is a flying field and
runway. Activity areas include a softball field, tennis court, basketball and volleyball court,
playground, and fire pits. There is a 12-unit RV Park, restroom, group shelter, and dump station.
Sportsman's Park – This beautiful 30-acre park is a multi-use area with facilities and activities
for a variety of recreational uses. Situated adjacent to the American Falls Reservoir, it provides
44

All information about recreation in Bingham County was taken from the Bingham County Parks & Recreation website:
http://www.co.bingham.id.us/Parks/parks.htm
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primary access to the lake for boaters and fishermen with two boat ramps. There are two large
group shelters and eight smaller picnic shelters. There are two playgrounds, three restrooms,
horseshoe pits, and volleyball courts. RV parking with hookups is available for 16 vehicles and
10 more without hookups. Tent sites are available throughout the park and there is a RV dump
station. There is a paved hiking/bicycle trail along the rim of the reservoir. The trailhead is at the
park and is 1.1 miles long. Special features are two observation platforms with a pavilion and
benches for users to observe the waterfowl.
Other Recreational Areas -- There are several undeveloped, but heavily used camp areas in
Bingham County. Near Springfield are the McTucker Creek campground and fish ponds.
Bingham County also contains Morgan’s Bridge, Trail Creek, Graves Creek, Rawlins Creek,
Sage Hen Flats, and Seventy Creek campgrounds. Wolverine Canyon has several camp and
picnic areas. In the northeast is the Grey's Lake Outlet camp area.

Cultural and Historic Sites
Bingham County Historical Museum on Shilling Avenue in Blackfoot is the only historical
museum in the County. Housed in a fifteen room southern mansion the museum contains a
historical collection of period furnishings, clothing, photographs, classic dolls, and Native
American artifacts. The Potato Museum in Blackfoot is located in the old Oregon Short Line
Railroad Depot and is a unique museum which showcases Bingham County’s main agricultural
product, the Idaho Russet Potato. The museum provides information on the history of the potato,
as well as the growing and harvesting processes.
Blackfoot I.O.O.F. Hall
79000775
57 Bridge St., Blackfoot
790515

St. Paul’s Episcopal Church
79000778
72 N. Shilling Ave., Blackfoot
790515

Blackfoot LDS Tabernacle
77000456
120 S. Shilling St., Blackfoot
770919

Standrod Bank
79000779
59 and 75 N.W. Main St., Blackfoot
790830

Blackfoot Railway Depot
74000731
N.W. Main St., Blackfoot
741120

US Post Office—Blackfoot Main
89000128
165 W. Pacific, Blackfoot
890316
US Post Offices in Idaho 1900-1941
MPS

Idaho Republican Building
79000776
167 W. Bridge St., Blackfoot
791016

Fort Hall Site
74000732
16 mi. N of Fort Hall, Fort Hall
741121
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Jones, J. W., Building
82000319
104 N.E. Main St., Blackfoot
821117
Tourtellotte and Hummel
Architecture TR
North Shilling Historic District
79000777
N. Shilling Ave., Blackfoot
790829

Ross Fork Episcopal Church
83000277
Mission Rd., Fort Hall
830103
Tourtellotte and Hummel
Ross Fork Oregon Short Line Railroad
Depot
84001019
Agency Rd., Fort Hall
840907

Nuart Theater
78001049
195 N. Broadway, Blackfoot
781019
Shilling Avenue Historic District
83000278
Shilling Ave. between E. Idaho and
Bingham Sts. and Bridge and Judicial
Sts. to Stout Ave., Blackfoot
830818
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Risk Assessment
Vulnerability Analysis
Bingham County’s largest natural hazard is flooding along the Snake River. The Snake River
Flood Plain extends from the Bonneville County line just north of Woodville, Idaho to the Fort
Hall Bottoms located to the south on the Fort Hall Indian Reservation. The River travels through
a densely wooded riparian area where flooding occurs annually during the spring run-off. Critical
facilities in Bingham County are most generally located outside of the mapped flood plain;
however, the County does own recreation facilities along the River west of Shelley and between
the Firth River Bridge and the Highway 26 Bridge west of Blackfoot. These recreation facilities
have been damaged by flooding several times, including in the years 1997 and 2011.
The riparian area surrounding the Snake River is also considered a wildland fire hazard. Small
wildland fires have occurred and are easily contained by local fire departments. The recreation
facilities owned by the County in the riparian area north of the Blackfoot Golf Course are
particularly vulnerable.
The remaining critical facilities owned by the County are located within populated areas outside
of the floodplain and the wildland urban interface area.
Bingham County has a unique geological composition with mountains along the eastern border
and a high mountain desert to the west, divided in the center by the Snake River. Both the eastern
and western reaches of the County are vulnerable to wildfires. While the fuels are significantly
different, the economic risk to ranchers on either side of the County is substantial. Ranchers in
Bingham County rely heavily upon grazing allotments on both public and private lands which
are located within these wildland areas.
Bingham County experiences severe weather events both in summer and winter. All severe
weather events are accompanied with strong straight line winds causing the blowing and drifting
of light soils and sands and snow. These conditions cause damage to private structures and
produce extremely hazardous driving conditions.
The Bingham County community as a whole is vulnerable to the release of hazardous chemicals
from transportation incidents occurring along Interstate 15, US Highway 91, US Highway 26,
and other minor State highways. The Union Pacific Rail Road main line from Pocatello to Butte,
Montana transects Bingham County running north and south. The rail poses a hazardous material
transportation risk to cities and populations located on either side of the rail lines.
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FIRM 100 Year Floodplain / Critical Facilities
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Relative Fire Risk / Critical Facilities
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HazMat Incidents / Critical Facilities
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2009 Risk Severity Ranking
Hazard

Magnitude

Frequency

Earthquake

32

M

River Flooding

25

H

Terrorism

24

L

Dam Failure

23

L

Wildfire

22

H

Nuclear Event

21

L

Hazardous Materials

20

H

Extreme Cold

20

H

Winter Storm

20

H

Communicable Disease

19

L

Structure Fire

16

H

Frequency

Tornado

14

H

Flash Flood

13

H

Extreme – $100,000,000 in
loss or greater

Drought

13

M

Landslide

12

L

Hail

11

H

Straight Line Winds

11

H

Riot/Demonstration/Civil
Disobedience

11

M

Snow Avalanche

11

L

Extreme Heat

11

L

Lightning

9

H

West Nile Virus

9

H

Hazard Magnitude and Frequency Scoring
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Ranges
48-20 High
19-13 Medium
12-0 Low

High – Yearly to Five Years
Medium – Five Years to 25
Years
Low - 25 Years to Never
Happen
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Differences between hazard ranking in the 2009 Plan and this Plan can be accounted for
by the difference in historic hazard event data, and the scoring methodology. In this
update HAZUS was used to assess the risk posed by earthquake in Bingham County; this
analysis moved earthquake from a low to a high ranking.

Repetitive Loss Summary
There is no reported repetitive loss in the NFIP Floodplain within Bingham County.
There are no other hazards with reported repetitive loss although wide damage occurs
frequently.

2013 Risk Ranking
Hazard

Historical Occurrence

Probability

Vulnerability

Spatial Extent

Magnitude

Total

Rank

Wildfire

3

4

3

3

4

17

H

River Flooding
Severe Winter Storms

3
3

4
4

3
3

3
4

4
2

17
16

H
H

Hazardous Matertials

3

4

2

2

4

15

H

Flash Flooding

3

4

2

2

3

14

M

Drought
Severe Weather

2
3

4
4

3
2

3
2

2
2

14
13

M
M

Structure Fire

3

4

1

1

4

13

M

Communicable Disease

1

2

4

3

3

13

M

Dam Failure

1

1

4

3

4

13

M

H5N1 Bird Flu

0

1

4

4

4

13

M

Nuclear Event

0

1

4

4

4

13

M

West Nile Virus

3

4

1

1

3

12

M

Earthquake

2

4

1

4

1

12

M

Terrorism

0

1

3

2

4

10

L

Landisdes

0

1

2

1

2

6

L

Riot/Demonstration/Civil Disobedience

0

1

2

1

2

6

L

Avalanche

0

1

1

1

1

4

L
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Individual Jurisdictional Vulnerability Analysis and Risk Rankings
Blackfoot
Blackfoot is a city in Bingham County, Idaho, United States. The population was 11,899
at the 2010 census. The city is the county seat of Bingham County. Blackfoot is the
"Potato Capital of the World", because it has the largest potato industry in the world. It is
the site of the Idaho Potato Museum (a museum and gift shop that displays and explains
the history of Idaho's potato industry), which has the world's largest baked
potato and potato chip. Blackfoot is also the location of the Eastern Idaho State Fair,
which operates between Labor Day weekend and the following weekend.
The first general store was built in 1874 by Fredrick S. Stevens and Major Danilson after
learning that a railroad was to be built in the area. They were hoping that a station would
be built there because it was just outside the Fort Hall Indian Reservation, which
speculation paid off four years later. On October 10, 1878, a post office was established
with Theo T. Danilson as Postmaster. On November 10, 1878, track was laid through
town, with the track running right up behind the Stevens Store to take advantage of the
store's loading platform (which was originally used to unload freight wagons). Originally
called Grove City, the name of the town was changed to Blackfoot on March 20, 1879.
On January 13, 1885, Bingham County was established with Blackfoot as its county seat.
Originally, the county seat was to be Eagle Rock (now called Idaho Falls). However, on
the night before its legal appointment, men from Blackfoot bribed a clerk to erase Eagle
Rock and write in Blackfoot. The measure went through without opposition and was
signed by the governor.
Blackfoot was incorporated as a town in 1907.
According to the United States Census Bureau, the city has a total area of 6.07 square
miles (15.72 km2), of which 5.83 square miles (15.10 km2) is land and 0.24 square miles
(0.62 km2) is water. Blackfoot has a semi-arid climate with cold winters and hot, dry
summers.
Vulnerability Analysis
The City of Blackfoot is extremely vulnerable to flooding from both the Snake and
Blackfoot Rivers, as indicated by the map below. Of special concern is the engineered
channel that was constructed in the early 1960s to facilitate the routing of Interstate 15
west of Blackfoot. The Snake River originally ran through the west boundary of the City,
but was relocated further west. The engineered channel forms the northern boundary of
Rose Road and Interstate 15 and extends along the west side of the City. Since
construction, the channel has accumulated large amounts of gravel, which have traveled
from the upper reaches of the Snake River. During the 1976 Teton Dam failure, the
accumulation has been significant with the current capacity 60% of design. This
condition is causing frequent flooding in the business district adjacent to Interstate 15
during high water flows. It is occurring more frequently as time passes. This problem is
exacerbated by development on the west side of the River as historic floodways have
been filled in.
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The flooding hazard described does not affect the City of Blackfoot’s critical facilities,
with the exception of the sewage treatment plant, which is located along the Snake River
south and west of Blackfoot. The entire city’s storm water drainage system empties to the
River in the same general vicinity as the sewage plant.
There is a small wildfire risk to the City from the riparian area along the Snake River.
Most of the “river bottom” vegetation has been removed to facilitate commercial and
agricultural development along the River, thus reducing wildland fuels.
As with all cities in Bingham County, Blackfoot is vulnerable to severe weather events in
summer and winter. Much of the damage experienced by severe weather is caused by
straightline wind.
The City is vulnerable to hazardous material releases from transportation routes which
bisect the City, including Union Pacific Railroad and US Highway 91. Most fixed
hazardous material facilities are not located within the city limits, but rather to the west.
The risk summary for the City of Blackfoot follows the maps below.
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Hazard

Historical Occurrence

Probability

Vulnerability

Spatial Extent

Magnitude

Total

Rank

Wildfire

3
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3

3

4
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H

River Flooding
Severe Winter Storms

3
3

4
4

3
3

3
4

4
2

17
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H
H

Hazardous Matertials

3

4

2

2

4

15

H

Flash Flooding

3

4

2

2

3

14

M

Drought
Severe Weather

2
3

4
4

3
2

3
2

2
2

14
13

M
M

Structure Fire

3

4

1

1

4

13

M

Communicable Disease

1

2

4

3

3

13

M

Dam Failure

1

1

4

3

4

13

M

H5N1 Bird Flu

0

1

4

4

4

13

M

Nuclear Event

0

1

4

4

4

13

M

West Nile Virus

3

4

1

1

3

12

M

Earthquake

2

4

1

4

1

12

M

Terrorism

0

1

3

2

4

10

L

Landisdes

0

1

2

1

2

6

L

Riot/Demonstration/Civil Disobedience

0

1

2

1

2

6

L

Avalanche

0

1

1

1

1

4

L
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Aberdeen
Aberdeen is a friendly agricultural community that sits 20 miles west of Pocatello. Since
its beginnings as a dry land farming area in the early 1900s, Aberdeen has grown to
become an important producer of potatoes, sugar beets, grains, and other agricultural
commodities in southeastern Idaho. It has also become known worldwide as an important
area for agricultural research and development.
According to the United States Census Bureau, the City has a total area of 1.03 square
miles (2.67 km2), all of it land.
Vulnerability Analysis
The City of Aberdeen is located on the west side of Bingham County in a beautiful
agricultural plain. The City is relatively safe from natural hazards. The City has a very
small mapped floodplain along Hazard Creek, which is an agricultural drainage way. The
City has elevated its waste treatment facility which is located within the Hazard Creek
floodplain. There are no other critical facilities within the City that are vulnerable to
flooding.
As with other rural areas in Bingham County, the City of Aberdeen experiences frequent
straight line winds which cause damage to private property.
Even though there are significant quantities of hazardous materials stored in the food
processing facilities to the west of the City, there have been no historical hazardous
material releases, but the potential exists for a significant hazardous material event from
the fixed storage sites.
The risk summary for the City of Aberdeen follows the maps.
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Hazard

Historical Occurrence

Probability

Vulnerability

Spatial Extent

Magnitude

Total

Rank
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3

4

3

4

2

16
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3

4
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2

4
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Flash Flooding
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3
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4
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2

4
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1
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4
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4
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3
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2

4

1

4
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M
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0

1

3

2

4

10

L
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0

1

1

1

2

7

L
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0

1

2

1

2

6
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1

1

1

1

4
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0

1

1

1

1

4

L
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Atomic City
Atomic City is an incorporated city in Bingham County, Idaho, United States. The
population was 29 at the 2010 census, up from 25 in 2000.According to the United States
Census Bureau, the City has a total area of 0.11 square miles (0.28 km2), all of it land.
Atomic City is just south of the Idaho National Laboratory site, on U.S. Route 26.
Atomic City was called "Midway" until 1950, as it is halfway between the towns
of Blackfoot and Arco. The town had a larger population when the neighboring Idaho
National Laboratory site was newer, known as the "National Reactor Testing Station"
until 1975.
There is one store and one bar in Atomic City; the store no longer sells gasoline, due to
new laws pertaining to its underground gas tanks. Most of the people who were raised in
the town have now passed on, and many of the current residents are retired. There is an
RV park on the south end of town with full hook-ups, and stock car races are held in the
summer.
Atomic City has a fire break around the City. The break is 50 feet wide and 14 miles
long.
Vulnerability Analysis
Atomic City is located in the far eastern side of Bingham County. This small city is
surrounded completely by high plains desert. The City has no natural water sources and
no flood hazards, except for possible sheet flooding during extreme snow melt
conditions. The City is completely surrounded by wildland fuels. The City has created a
500 foot wide fire break around the entire city perimeter to protect it from wild fire.
The City experiences straight line winds daily. During extreme winter events, the City is
easily isolated from the rest of the County by blowing and drifting snow.
While the City has no exposure to hazardous chemicals from within the City, its location
at the edge of the Idaho National Laboratory places it in the ingestion pathway for the
Advanced Test Reactor.
The risk analysis summary follows the maps.
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Hazard

Historical
Occurrence
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Vulnerability

Spatial
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L
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L
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Basalt
Basalt is a city in Bingham County, Idaho, United States. The population was 394 at
the 2010 census. According to the United States Census Bureau, the City has a total area
of 0.30 square miles (0.78 km2), all of it land.
Vulnerability Analysis
The small City of Basalt borders the City of Firth on the north east side. The City has no
natural bodies of water and no floodplains. The City is surrounded by agricultural lands
and has no wildfire vulnerability.
Basalt experiences severe weather events, including blowing and drifting soils and snow.
There is a potato processing facility to the north and west which stores hazardous
materials which could impact the City of Basalt if there were to be an accidental release.
The risk analysis summary follows the maps.
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Hazard
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Firth
Firth began as a Swedish settlement in 1885. It was named for Lorenzo J. Firth, an
English emigrant, who gave land for the railroad section house and water tank; the
railroad named the station for him in 1903. The post office was established in 1905.
According to the United States Census Bureau, the City has a total area of 0.54 square
miles (1.40 km2), all of it land. Firth is located on the eastern side of the Snake River,
facing the Blackfoot Mountains.
Vulnerability Analysis
The City of Firth is the most vulnerable community in Bingham County from the natural
hazards posed by the Snake River. The Snake River Flood Plain extends into the west
side of the City of Firth. The City has experienced historical flooding. The City and the
County work together to replace the dyke on the north end of the City to protect low
lying areas from spring flooding. The Firth Middle School is located in the flood plain
along with several private residences.
The riparian area on either side of the River contains large amounts of wildland fuels.
The City has worked to reduce fuels on the east side of the River in an effort to protect
private residences. The wildfire risk on the west side of the River just outside the city
boundary is significant. The City’s east side is bordered by agricultural lands and the City
of Basalt, and is free from wildland fire risk.
The City does experience severe weather events primarily related to straightline wind.
Highway 91 and the Union Pacific Rail Line bisects the City north and south. Hazardous
materials are transported on these transportation systems. The City is therefore vulnerable
to hazardous material releases from transportation activities.
The risk summary analysis is found following the maps.
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Hazard

Historical
Occurrence

Probability

Vulnerability

Spatial
Extent

Magnitude

Total

Rank

Wildfire

3

4

3

2

3

15

H

River Flooding
Severe Winter Storms

3
3

4
4

3
2

4
2

2
4

16
15

H
H

Hazardous Matertials

3

4

2

2

4

15

H

Flash Flooding
Severe Weather

3
3

4
4

2
2

2
2

3
2

14
13

M
M

Structure Fire

3

4

1

1

4

13

M

Drought

2

4

3

3

2

14

M

Communicable Disease

1

2

4

3

3

13

M

Dam Failure

1

1

4

3

4

13

M

H5N1 Bird Flu

0

1

4

4

4

13

M

Nuclear Event

0

1

2

2

2

7

L

West Nile Virus

3

4

1

1

3

12

M

Earthquake

2

4

1

4

1

12

M

Terrorism

0

1

2

2

2

7

L

Landisdes

0

1

1

1

1

4

L

Riot/Demonstration/Civil Disobedience

0

1

2

1

2

6

L

Avalanche

0

1

1

1

1

4

L

181

Bingham County Multi-Jurisdiction
All Hazard Mitigation Plan
September 25, 2014

Shelley
Shelley, Idaho is located in Bingham County just 10 miles south of Idaho Falls. Residents
of Shelley enjoy a relaxed lifestyle in a hometown atmosphere. Shelley has been the
home of the Idaho Annual Spud Day
since 1927. This event
commemorates the harvest of
Idaho's most famous export, the
potato.
Shelley was established in 1904. It
was named for John F. Shelley, who
moved to the area in 1892. He'd
moved to the area intending to open
a small store, and needed lumber and
other supplies to build it. Since the
site was some distance from the
nearest existing community, he asked the railroad company to make a special stop to
offload the supplies he'd ordered. They consented, provided he could offload the supplies
in less than 20 minutes. On September 4, 1902 a large fire destroyed seven buildings on
State Street. Only two buildings, a general merchandise store, and Nalder's furniture store
were saved.
According to the United States Census Bureau, the City has a total area of 1.81 square
miles (4.69 km2), all of it land. Shelley is located on the eastern side of the Snake River,
facing the Blackfoot Mountains.
Vulnerability Analysis
Shelley is situated west of the Snake River on an elevated plateau. There are no natural
bodies of water in the City of Shelley, and thus there is no flood plain.
The City of Shelley is surrounded by developed agricultural lands and is generally
considered one of the safest communities in Bingham County. This City experiences no
wild land fire risk. Severe weather does impact the City in the form of blowing snow,
blizzard conditions, and freezing temperatures.
The City is bisected by the Union Pacific Rail Line and Highway 91. There are large
potato processing facilities that store hazardous materials used in their processes, making
the City vulnerable to accidental releases, both from the fixed facilities, as well as the
transportation systems.
A chart showing the risk analysis summary follows the maps.
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Hazard

Historical
Occurrence

Spatial
Extent

Magnitude

Total

Rank

Severe Winter Storms

3

4

Hazardous Matertials

3

4

3

4

2

16

H

2

2

4

15

H

Drought
Severe Weather

2
3

4
4

3
2

3
2

2
2

14
13

M
M

Probability Vulnerability

Structure Fire

3

4

1

1

4

13

M

Flash Flooding

2

4

2

2

3

13

M

Communicable Disease

1

2

4

3

3

13

M

H5N1 Bird Flu

0

1

4

4

4

13

M

West Nile Virus

3

4

1

1

3

12

M

Wildfire

2

4

2

2

2

12

M

Earthquake

2

4

1

4

1

12

M

Nuclear Event

0

1

2

2

2

7

L

Terrorism

0

1

2

2

2

7

L

Riot/Demonstration/Civil Disobedience

0

1

2

1

2

6

L

River Flooding

0

2

1

1

1

5

L

Dam Failure

0

1

1

1

1

4

L

Landisdes

0

1

1

1

1

4

L

Avalanche

0

1

1

1

1

4

L
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Section 3 Mitigation Strategy
The following section outlines the Bingham County Mitigation Strategy including an
assessment of the ability of the participation jurisdictions to participate in the
implementation of mitigation actions.

Capability Assessments
Bingham County

Bingham County
Emergency Services

Boundary County
Planning and Zoning

Bingham County
Road and Bridge
Department

Programs, Plans,
Policies, Regulations,
Funding, ,or Practices
Bingham County
Emergency Operations
Plan
Bingham County MultiJurisdiction All Hazard
Mitigation Plan
Bingham County
Comprehensive Plan
Bingham County Land
Use Ordinances

Effect of Loss Reduction*
Support
X

Facilitate
X

Comments
Hinder

X
X

X

X
X
X

Bingham County
Transportation Plan

X
X

Bingham County Capabilities Assessment

City of Blackfoot Capabilities Assessment
Agency Name
(Mission/Function
Blackfoot Police
Department
Blackfoot Fire
Department
Blackfoot
Planning and
Zoning

Programs, Plans,
Policies, Regulations,
Funding, ,or Practices

Effect of Loss Reduction*
Support
X

Facilitate

X

X

Blackfoot
X
X
Comprehensive Plan
Blackfoot Land Use
Ordinances
Blackfoot Capabilities Assessment
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City of Aberdeen Capabilities Assessment
Agency Name
(Mission/Function

Programs, Plans,
Policies, Regulations,
Funding, ,or Practices

Effect of Loss Reduction*
Support
X

Facilitate
X

Aberdeen
Comprehensive Plan

X

X

Aberdeen Fire
Department
Aberdeen Planning
and Zoning

Comments
Hinder

Aberdeen Land Use
X
X
Ordinances
Aberdeen Capabilities Assessment

City of Shelley Capabilities Assessment
Agency Name
(Mission/Function

Programs, Plans,
Policies, Regulations,
Funding, ,or Practices

Effect of Loss Reduction*
Support
X

Facilitate
X

Shelley
Comprehensive Plan

X

X

Shelley Fire
Department
Shelley Planning
and Zoning

Comments
Hinder

Shelley Land Use
X
X
Ordinances
Shelley Capabilities Assessment

Atomic City Capabilities Assessment
Agency Name
(Mission/Function
Atomic City
Volunteer Fire
Department

Atomic City
Planning and
Zoning

Programs, Plans,
Policies, Regulations,
Funding, ,or Practices

Effect of Loss Reduction*
Support
X

Facilitate
X

No Comprehensive
Plan
No Land Use
Ordinances
Atomic City Capabilities Assessment
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Fire Department for
Structure Fire
X
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City of Firth Capabilities Assessment
Agency Name
(Mission/Function

Programs, Plans,
Policies, Regulations,
Funding, ,or Practices

Effect of Loss Reduction*
Support
X

Facilitate
X

Firth Comprehensive
Plan

X

X

Firth Fire
Department
Firth Planning and
Zoning

Comments
Hinder

Firth Land Use
X
X
Ordinances
City of Firth Capabilities Assessment

City of Basalt Capabilities Assessment
Agency Name
(Mission/Function

Programs, Plans,
Policies, Regulations,
Funding, ,or Practices

Effect of Loss Reduction*
Support
X

Facilitate
X

Basalt
Comprehensive Plan

X

X

Firth Fire
Department
Basalt Planning and
Zoning

Basalt Land Use
X
X
Ordinances
City of Basalt Capabilities Assessment
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Land Use Planning
This section of the Bingham County All Hazard Mitigation Plan examines the
relationship between the County’s Comprehensive Plan, Land Use or Zoning Ordinances,
and the AHMP. Incorporating hazard mitigation practices into land use planning is
extremely important as future developments are planned and constructed. Through proper
planning within the individual jurisdictions, risk to property owners can be reduced and
future disaster related economic losses avoided. Land Use and Mitigation Planning
Integration are seen as critical components of the mitigation program in Bingham
County.
The table below provides a listing of the number of building permits issued since 2009
and provides an analysis of the number of buildings that have been added to hazard areas
within the jurisdiction. The addresses for each building permit were mapped using
Geographical Information System (GIS) technology and juxtaposed against the hazard
areas analyzed in Section 2. The increase of hazard vulnerability is quantified by the
number of new structures in the hazard zone.
Jurisdiction

# Building
Permits (BP)

# BP in
Floodplain

# BP in
WUI

Bingham County

1198

46

0

Atomic City
Aberdeen
Basalt
Blackfoot
Firth
Shelley

30
31

# BP in
Other
Hazard
Areas
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
Bingham County Development Impacts

Comments

Includes Atomic City,
Basalt, Firth
None
None Provided
None

Bingham County
The Bingham County Comprehensive Plan was last updated in March of 2005. The Plan,
as written, provides a description of how the County expects to develop in the next 20 to
25 years. County policies and land use ordinances are included in the Comprehensive
Plan; however, implementation activities are not included in the hazardous areas section.
The Plan update did not incorporate any information from the previous version of the All
Hazard Mitigation Plan. The Plan’s hazard section does not fully cover all of the hazards
discussed in this planning effort and therefore should be updated to reflect the risk
rankings and hazard severity described herein.
The goal of the Hazardous Area section of the Comprehensive Plan is to take reasonable measures to
prevent loss of life or property resulting from known natural or manmade hazards. Bingham County
should address hazards in the Comprehensive Plan that include those presented in the AHMP.
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Suggested updates to the Comprehensive Plan include:
1. Update Hazards to reflect the ranking of hazards from the AHMP
2. Add each hazard listed in the AHMP including: Dam Failure/Flooding,
Drought, Earthquake, Extreme Heat, Extreme Cold, Severe Winter Storm,
Lightning, Hail, Tornado, Straight Line Wind, Wildfire, Epidemic/Pandemic
events, Structural Fires, Hazardous Materials, and Terrorism
The Plan includes a small section on floodplain management. In comparison, this All
Hazard plan includes specific information and planning for floodplain management.
Bingham County sustains annual flooding and has been declared a Federal Disaster due
to flooding twice in the last thirty years. As an agricultural community, and with losses in
the millions of dollars from flooding, it is important to include goals and implementation
activities for the flooding hazard as provided in the AHMP.

City of Aberdeen
The City of Aberdeen Comprehensive Plan is an adequate Plan listing land use goals.
The Hazardous Areas section of the Comprehensive Plan lists one all-encompassing goal
with no objectives or implementation activities. It is recommended that the Aberdeen
Comprehensive Plan include those mitigation hazards presented in the AHMP. Flooding
and Wildfires would have great economic impact on the community of Aberdeen. The
City of Aberdeen should include these hazards as well as other hazards presented in this
AHMP.

City of Blackfoot
The City of Blackfoot Comprehensive Plan was last updated in 2000. The Plan is a good
representation of community planning and land use. The Comprehensive Plan is
descriptive and lists goals and objectives.
The Hazardous Areas section of the Comprehensive Plan reports two primary areas of
concern; these include flooding and Hazardous Materials spills or events. This is
consistent with Bingham County’s All Hazard Mitigation Plan. Wildfires are listed in the
AHMP plan as having a high frequency interval in Bingham County. Although this was
not mentioned in the City of Blackfoot’s Comprehensive Plan, it would be important to
add it to the City’s Comprehensive Plan as a hazard. Wildfires near Blackfoot could
negatively impact the agricultural economy.
The City of Blackfoot should address hazards in the Comprehensive Plan that include
those presented in the AHMP.

City of Shelley
The City of Shelley’s Comprehensive Plan was last updated in May of 2001. The Plan
does a good job of discussing land use ordinances and development.
The Hazardous Areas section does mention two of the same hazards reported in this
AHMP. Those two hazards are flooding and hazardous materials. The City regulates and
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has adopted construction standards that are enforced within the City and impact areas
regarding these two hazards. It would be of benefit to the City of Shelley to include
wildfires as a hazard, as well, to coincide with the AHMP. The City of Shelley should
address other hazards in the Comprehensive Plan that include those presented in this
AHMP.

City of Basalt
The City of Basalts Comprehensive Plan was adopted in 1975. It sets forth land use and
natural resource protection policies. The Plan addresses Storm, Hazardous Materials, and
Seismic Hazards. The City does not have a floodplain and indicates so in the Plan.
The City’s Land Use Ordinances only regulate setback, lot area, and building height on
city building lots. The ordinances were adopted in 2013.

City of Firth
The City of Firth’s Comprehensive Plan is adequate for the City of its size. The Plan
outlines land use policies and is written in accordance with the Idaho Land Use Code.
The City has an excellent set of land use ordinances that implement the Comprehensive
Plan policies.

NFIP Continuity Status
Bingham County participates in the National Flood Insurance Program as do the Cities of
Aberdeen, Blackfoot, and Firth. The Cities of Atomic City, Basalt, and Shelley do not
participate. The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes also participate in the National Flood
Insurance Program.
There are 151 NFIP Policies in the County, with the majority of the policies being in the
Cities of Blackfoot and Firth. Of these policies there have been 17 claims paid in the
County totaling $108,576. There have also been 4 claims paid in the City of Blackfoot,
totaling $19,955. None of these claims were for substantial damage.
The Bingham County Flood Plain Administrator is also the Planning and Zoning
Department Administrator. There is no Certified Floodplain Manager on staff. There
are no certified floodplain managers in any of the participating jurisdictions.
There were no explanations provided for NFIP Administration Services in Bingham
County.
Bingham County listed the main barrier to running an effective NFIP Program as
funding.
Bingham County has no communities within the 100 year flood plain hazard area
that are not participating in the NFIP. Bingham County has no communities under
suspension or revocation of participation in the NFIP45. Bingham County participates in
the Community Assistance Visit (CAV) with the last CAV being in September of 2005.
45

IDWR 2004
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They also participate in the Community Assistance Contact with the last visit being in
2008. No CAV or CAC’s are currently scheduled.

17,546
901
209
4,300
285
1,466

11/15/1979
8/15/1979
NP
9/5/1979
12/21/1983
NP

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

10/21/1998
8/15/1979
NBM
10/20/1998
9/15/1983
NBM

151
1
0
36
17
0

$24,874,000
$175,000
$0
$5,715,500
1, 829,100
$0

$95,281
$307
$0
$19,454
$10,499
$0

17
0
0
4
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0

NFIP Information

Bingham County has Floodplain Ordinances that meet the FEMA or State minimum
requirements. The permitting process for the County includes a Development Permit.
Bingham County is currently revising their Codes but has not officially adopted the new
revisions. The Cities of Blackfoot and Firth have floodplain ordinances that meet the
FEMA or State minimum requirements.
An important part of being an NFIP community is the availability of low cost flood
insurance for those homes and businesses within designated floodplains, or in areas that are
subject to flooding, but that are not designated as Special Flood Hazard Areas.
As evidenced in the 2009 Community Questionnaire, overall participation by individuals
and businesses in the NFIP appears to be low. Potential reasons for continuing low
participation in the program are:


Current cost of insurance is prohibitive



A lack of knowledge about the existence of the availability of low cost flood
insurance



Home and business owners unaware of their vulnerability to flood events
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Mitigation Goals and Objectives, Action, and Projects
AHMP Goals describe the broad direction that Bingham County and Incorporated City
agencies, organizations, and citizens will take to select mitigating projects which are
designed specifically to address risks posed by natural and manmade hazards. The goals,
specific to each hazard category are stepping-stones between the mission statement and
the specific objectives developed for the individual mitigation projects.

Mitigation Goals and Objectives
Bingham County
Severe Weather


Bingham County will develop methods to mitigate the losses due to severe
weather in the County.

Flooding


Bingham County will continue to participate in the National Flood Insurance
Program and develop actions that will reduce the damage to County infrastructure
due to flash and stream flooding.

Geological


Bingham County will reduce potential damage to County infrastructure and
structures through implementation of earthquake mitigation techniques.



Bingham County will reduce the potential damage to property from Landslides by
adopting codes and standards for construction in landslide prone areas.

Wildfire


Bingham County will reduce the losses caused by wildfire by continuing the
Wildland Urban Interface Mitigation Program.

Biological


Bingham County will seek to reduce the exposure of humans and animals to the
West Nile Virus.



Bingham County will identify risks to livestock from potential biological threats.

Structural Fire


Bingham County will seek to reduce losses from Structure fires.

Nuclear Event


Bingham County will examine the risks posed to the County from Nuclear
Facilities.

Hazardous Material Event


Bingham County will seek to identify hazardous material flows through the
County.
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Riot/Demonstration/Civil Disorder


Bingham County will develop methods to identify and report Civil Disobedience
activities.

Terrorism


Bingham County will identify measures to protect critical County infrastructure
and facilities from potential terror incidents.

Participating Jurisdictions
City of Aberdeen
Severe Weather


The City of Aberdeen will develop methods to protect the life safety of its citizens
from harm due to severe weather events.

Flooding


The City of Aberdeen will continue to participate in the National Flood Insurance
Program and develop actions that will reduce the damage to City property and
infrastructure due to flooding.

Hazardous Material Event


City of Aberdeen will seek to identify hazardous material flows through the City.

Atomic City
Wildland Fire


Atomic City will reduce the losses caused by wildfire by continuing the Wildland
Urban Interface Mitigation Program.

Hazardous Material Event


Atomic City will seek to identify hazardous material flows through the City.

City of Basalt
Severe Weather


The City of Basalt will develop methods to protect the life safety of its citizens
from harm due to severe weather events.

Flooding


The City of Basalt will begin to participate in the National Flood Insurance
Program and develop actions that will reduce the damage to City property and
infrastructure due to flooding.
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City of Blackfoot
Severe Weather


The City of Blackfoot will develop methods to protect the life safety of its citizens
from harm due to severe weather events.

Flooding


The City of Blackfoot will continue to participate in the National Flood Insurance
Program and develop actions that will reduce the damage to City property and
infrastructure due to flooding.

Geological


The City of Blackfoot will reduce potential damage to City infrastructure and
structures through implementation of earthquake mitigation techniques.

Structure Fire


The City of Blackfoot will seek to reduce losses from Structure fires.

Hazardous Material Event


City of Blackfoot will seek to identify hazardous material flows through the City

City of Firth
Severe Weather


The City of Firth will develop methods to protect the life safety of its citizens
from harm due to severe weather events.

Flooding


The City of Firth will continue to participate in the National Flood Insurance
Program and develop actions that will reduce the damage to City property and
infrastructure due to flooding.

Hazardous Material Event


City of Firth will seek to identify hazardous material flows through the City.

City of Shelley
Severe Weather


The City of Shelley will develop methods to protect the life safety of its citizens
from harm due to severe weather events.

Wildland Fire


City of Shelley will reduce the losses caused by wildfire by participating in the
Wildland Urban Interface Mitigation Program.

Hazardous Material Event


City of Shelley will seek to identify hazardous material flows through the City.
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Mitigation Actions Bingham County
Listed below are the goals and objectives developed by the current AHMP and the
priority projects that were developed to address the risks posed. Included in the list are a
cost estimate where established or a rough order of magnitude cost and an anticipated
period for further investigation, project development, and implementation.
Flooding
Goal

Objective

Project

Responsible
Entity

Order of Magnitude Cost
& Planning Horizon

Bingham
County will
continue to
participate in
the National
Flood
Insurance
Program and
develop
actions that
will reduce the
damage to
County
infrastructure
due to flash
and stream
flooding.

Maintain the
NFIP
Requirements

Seek CRS Status for
the County

Floodplain
Administrator

No Cost

Examine the
floodplain for
accuracy with
NFIP
requirements.

Request Updates of
the FIRM Maps

Floodplain
Administrator

ROM - $150,000

Improve Drainage
Systems

Develop a Culvert
Maintenance
Program

Road and Bridge

ROM - $150,000 plus
annual maintenance cost.

2014 – Complete CRS
Requirements

2014 – Request FEMA to
Update Maps

2015 – Develop a LHTAC
Grant to evaluate all
culverts in the County.
Determine Priority
Replacement.
2016 – Ongoing, Repair or
Replace Damaged Culverts
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Goal

Objective

Flood Prevention

Project

Responsible
Entity

Order of Magnitude Cost
& Planning Horizon

Change Stream
Flow on Snake
River near Archery
Range to Protect
Road and I-15

Public Works

ROM - $90,000

Protect Engineered
River Channel west
of Blackfoot’s
Jensen Grove.

Public Works

Protect Blackfoot
Golf Course Levee

Emergency
Services

2016 – Apply for HMA
Funding
2017 – Insert River Barbs
ROM - $10,000,000
2013 – Apply for Funding
2014 – Improve Channel
Protection
ROM - $160,000
2015 – Conduct
Engineering Analysis and
Design
2016– Apply for HMA
Funding

Modify New
Lavaside Headgate
on Snake River

New Lavaside
Ditch Company

ROM - $90,000
2017 Conduct Engineering
Study
2018 – Apply for HMA
Funding

Strengthen Weaver
Levee in Riverton
Area

Emergency
Services

ROM - $250,000
2018 – Conduct
Engineering
2019 – Seek FMA Funding

Wilson Road
Floodway Structure

County Road &
Bridge

ROM - $50,000
2020 – Conduct
Engineering Study
2021 – Apply for Funding

Dike & Levee
Restoration

Protect Thompson,
Downstream Moss,
Kirwan, Walters,
Monroc, WorthernMichelsen, Dreher,
Wadworth,
Wapello-Hobson,
Wareing, Richard
Lambert, NBCRA,
Jones, Firth,
Blackfoot Golf
Course, Wearyrick
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2015 – 2016 Assess status
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Preliminary Engineering
Studies
2017 – Develop a plan to
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Geological
Goal

Objective

Project

Responsible
Entity

Order of Magnitude Cost
& Planning Horizon

Bingham
County will
reduce potential
damage to
County
infrastructure
and structures
through
implementation
of earthquake
mitigation
techniques.

Priority should be
given to schools,
public buildings,
community
evacuation and
assessable sites.

Earthquake
Protection or
Hardening County
facilities

Emergency
Services

ROM - $250,000
2015- Seek Funding to
conduct conceptual
hardening designs.
2016 – Conduct Designs
and Benefit Cost
Analysis. Apply for
HMA Funding
2017 – Protect Buildings
as designed and funded.

Develop a listing of
schools and public
buildings that need
to be seismically
retrofitted

Emergency
Services/Building
Official

ROM - $50,000
2017 – Seek Funding to
evaluate structures.
2018 – Develop priorities
list of buildings to be
retrofitted.

Wildfire
Goal

Objective

Project

Responsible Entity

Order of Magnitude
Cost & Planning
Horizon

Bingham
County will
reduce the
losses caused
by wildfire by
continuing the
Wildland
Urban Interface
Mitigation
Program.

Improve Protection
through the proper use
of Ordinances and
Codes

Develop a
Wildland Fire
Ordinance which
establishes the
road widths,
access, water
supply, and
building
regulations
suitable to
ensure new
structures can be
protected.

P&Z
Administrator/Fire
Districts

ROM - $10,000
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Ordinance and Adopt

Bingham County Multi-Jurisdiction
All Hazard Mitigation Plan
September 25, 2014

Goal

Improve access
to areas prone
to Wildland
Fire

Objective

Project

Responsible Entity

Order of Magnitude
Cost & Planning
Horizon

Designate the
WUI areas as a
special land use
category in the
County
Comprehensive
Plan

P&Z
Administrator

ROM - $2000

Develop a listing of
roads, bridges, cattle
guards, culverts, and
other limiting
conditions and
incorporate
improvements into
the County
Transportation Plan

Fire District/Road
and Bridge

2014 – Incorporate in
next Plan revision

ROM - $150,000 plus
annual maintenance
cost.
2016 – Develop a
LHTAC Grant to
evaluate all roadways
in the County.
Determine Priority
actions.
2017 – Ongoing:
Repair or Replace
damaged culverts,
bridges etc.

Conduct
Roadside
Vegetation
Treatments to
reduce
flammable
fuels
immediately
adjacent to
roads in high
risk areas.

Develop a standard
practice for
roadside vegetation
management.

Conduct Fuel
Reduction
Projects

Four Seasons
Subdivision Fuel
Reduction Project

Fire District

No Cost
2015– Develop
standard as part of
WUI Planning
ongoing effort.

Blackfoot Fire
District

ROM - $70,000
2016 Seek Funding
from BLM
2017 Implement
Project

Ensure that
proper
equipment and
training is
available to
firefighters

Purchase a 4-wheel
drive brush truck
for the Shelley /
Firth Fire
Department
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2017 – Purchase
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Goal

Objective

Project

Responsible Entity

Purchase a 6 Wheel
Pumper Truck

Order of Magnitude
Cost & Planning
Horizon

Shelley/Firth Fire
District

ROM - $750,000
2016 Perform
Grant Funding
Review
2017– Apply for
Grant
2018 – Purchase
Pumper

Update and
Improve Road
Signing and
Rural
Addressing

Install Road Signs
as prescribed by
NFPA Standards

Road and Bridge

ROM - $50,000
2014 – Seek BLM
or LTHAC Grant to
purchase signs.
2015 – Install Signs

Hazardous Materials
Goal

Objective

Project

Responsible
Entity

Order of Magnitude Cost &
Planning Horizon

Bingham County
will seek to
identify
hazardous
material flows
through the
County.

Identify Vulnerable
Areas

Update the
Bingham County
Hazardous
Materials Flow
Study

Emergency
Services

$10,000

Goal

Objective

Project

Responsible
Entity

Order of Magnitude Cost &
Planning Horizon

Bingham County
will seek to
reduce losses
from Structure
Fires through
working with
private property
owners.

Develop Additional
Water Supplies for
Fire Protection

Develop an
agreement with
developers and
private
landowners for
access to and use
of water sources
for fire
protection.

Fire Districts

$5000

2015 – Seek Funding from the
HMEP Grant.

Structural Fire
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standard agreement and
requirements.
2016– Execute Agreements.
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Terrorism
Goal

Objective

Project

Responsible Entity

Order of Magnitude
Cost & Planning
Horizon

Bingham County
will identify
measures to protect
critical County
infrastructure and
facilities from
potential terror
incidents.

Identify and
protect potential
terrorism targets.

Protect Critical
Infrastructure based
on the assessment.

Emergency Services

Insufficient Data to
estimate cost.
2014 – Develop a listing
of critical infrastructure
to be protected.
2015 – Seek Funding to
design and engineer
protection alternatives.
2016 – Conduct
Engineering
2017 – Seek Funding to
Implement Solutions.
2018 – Begin
Implementation

Other
Goal

Objective

Project

Responsible
Entity

Order of Magnitude Cost &
Planning Horizon

Bingham
County will
improve
communication
capabilities in
remote areas of
the County

Implement a
Backup Power
Supply for
Critical Facilities

Emergency Power
for Eastern Idaho
State Fair

Eastern Idaho
State Fairgrounds

ROM - $50,000
2014 - Develop design
specifications
2015 – Apply for HMA
Grant
2016 – Implement project

Emergency Power
for EOC & Co.
Comm. Chambers

Emergency
Services

Alternate
Electrical Power
for Schools

Blackfoot School
District # 55

ROM - $25,000
2005 – Develop design
specifications
2016 – Apply for HMA
Grant & Implement Project
ROM - $50,000
2013 Develop design
specifications
2014 – Apply for funding
through HMA
2015 – Implement system
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Participating Jurisdictions Projects
City of Aberdeen
Severe Weather
Goal

Objective

Project

Responsible
Entity

Order of Magnitude Cost &
Planning Horizon

The City of
Aberdeen will
develop methods
to protect the life
safety of its
citizens from
harm due to
severe weather
events.

Protect isolated
individuals
from Severe
Winter Storms
and Extreme
Cold.

Identify Evacuation
Shelters Equip with
Emergency
Generators.

Mayor/Public
Works

No Cost
2014 – Work with City
Council, Church, and
volunteer organizations.

Flooding
Goal

Objective

Project

Responsible
Entity

Order of Magnitude Cost &
Planning Horizon

The City of
Aberdeen will
continue to
participate in the
National Flood
Insurance
Program and
develop actions
that will reduce
the damage to
City property and
infrastructure due
to flooding.

Maintain the
NFIP
Requirements

Seek CRS Status
for the City

Floodplain
Administrator

No Cost

Examine the
floodplain for
accuracy with
NFIP
requirements.

Review and
Redraw City
Floodplain Maps
as necessary

Floodplain
Administrator

ROM - $10,000

2014 – Complete CRS
Requirements

2014– Seek Funding from
FEMA
2015 – Conduct Mapping
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Hazardous Materials
Goal

Objective

Project

Responsible
Entity

Order of Magnitude Cost &
Planning Horizon

The City of
Aberdeen will
seek to identify
hazardous
material flows
through the City.

Identify Vulnerable
Areas

Participate in the
Update the
Bingham County
Hazardous
Materials Flow
Study

Fire Department

No Cost
2015 – Participate in Bingham
County’s Update

Atomic City
Wildland Fire
Goal

Objective

Project

Responsible
Entity

Order of Magnitude Cost &
Planning Horizon

Atomic City will
reduce the losses
caused by wildfire
by continuing the
Wildland Urban
Interface
Mitigation
Program.

Develop water
sources for fire
protection

Build a water
main through the
city with hydrants
spaced each block

Blackfoot Fire
District / Atomic
City

ROM - $500,000
2016 – Apply for funding
through USDA Rural
Development.
2017 – Implement Project.

Maintain
Firefighting
equipment

Install Fence
around 2nd Water
Well

Atomic City

Purchase a larger
mower to
maintain fire
break around city

Atomic City

Build a fire
station in Atomic
City

Blackfoot Fire
District / Atomic
City

ROM - $750,000

Purchase Turn
Out gear for
Volunteer Fire
Department

Atomic City

ROM - $5,000
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ROM - $2,500
2015 – Apply for DEQ
Grant
ROM - $3,500
2014 – Fund through
General Fund

2015 – Apply for FEMA
SCG Grant
2014 – Apply for a SAFER
Grant
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Hazardous Materials
Goal

Objective

Project

Responsible
Entity

Order of Magnitude Cost &
Planning Horizon

The Atomic City
will seek to
identify
hazardous
material flows
through the City.

Identify Vulnerable
Areas

Participate in the
Update the
Bingham County
Hazardous
Materials Flow
Study

Fire Department

No Cost
2015 – Participate in Bingham
County’s Update

City of Basalt
Severe Weather
Goal

Objective

Project

Responsible
Entity

Order of Magnitude Cost &
Planning Horizon

The City of
Basalt will
develop methods
to protect the life
safety of its
citizens from
harm due to
severe weather
events.

Protect isolated
individuals
from Severe
Winter Storms
and Extreme
Cold.

Identify Evacuation
Shelters Equip with
Emergency
Generators.

Mayor/Public
Works

No Cost
2014 – Work with City
Council, Church, and
volunteer organizations.

City of Blackfoot
Severe Weather
Goal

Objective

Project

Responsible Entity

Order of Magnitude Cost &
Planning Horizon

The City of
Blackfoot will
develop methods
to protect the life
safety of its
citizens from
harm due to
severe weather
events.

Protect
isolated
individuals
from Severe
Winter
Storms and
Extreme
Cold.

Identify Evacuation
Shelters Equipped
with Emergency
Generators.

Mayor/Public
Works

No Cost
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Flooding
Goal

Objective

Project

Responsible Entity

Order of Magnitude Cost
& Planning Horizon

The City of
Blackfoot will
continue to
participate in the
National Flood
Insurance
Program and
develop actions
that will reduce
the damage to
City property
and
infrastructure
due to flooding.

Maintain the NFIP
Requirements

Seek CRS Status
for the City

Floodplain
Administrator

Ongoing

Examine the
floodplain for
accuracy with
NFIP
requirements.

Map Floodplain
and Flood Prone
Areas in the City
of Blackfoot

City Engineer

ROM - $10,000

Improve Drainage

Develop
Ordinances to
Manage Storm
Water in
Subdivisions

2015 – Seek Funding from
FEMA
2016 – Conduct Mapping

City Engineer

Ongoing

Geological
Goal

Objective

Project

Responsible
Entity

Order of Magnitude Cost &
Planning Horizon

The City of
Blackfoot will
reduce potential
damage to City
infrastructure and
structures
through
implementation
of earthquake
mitigation
techniques.

Protect Library
Patrons from
tipping shelves
and falling
books.

Place restraining
hardware on the
City Library
Shelves. Place
restraining bars or
trim along the front
of the book
shelves.

City Librarian

ROM - $10,000
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Protect
Infrastructure

Harden city water
supply against
damage from
Earthquakes.

Mayor/Public
Works

ROM - $250,000
2017 – Develop Project,
Conduct Engineering, and
BCA
2018 – Apply for HMA
Grant
2019 – Harden System

Harden city sewer
system against
damage from
earthquakes.

Mayor/Public
Works

ROM - $250,000
2018– Develop Project,
Conduct Engineering, and
BCA
2019 – Apply for HMA
Grant
2020 – Harden System

Protect City
Building and
Records

Harden the City
computer
equipment and
records storage.

City Clerk

ROM - $20,000
2014 – Seek City Budget
Funds
2015 – Harden Equipment

Replace or
Reinforce Masonry
on older Structures
in the City of
Blackfoot

Building
Official/Private
Property Owners

Insufficient Data to Develop
Cost Estimate
2018 – Develop List of
Buildings to Retrofit
2019 – Conduct Engineering
to determine cost and benefit
2020 – Apply for Funding
2021 – Retrofit Structures

Hazardous Materials
Goal

Objective

Project

Responsible
Entity

Order of Magnitude Cost &
Planning Horizon

The City of
Blackfoot will
seek to identify
hazardous
material flows
through the City.

Identify Vulnerable
Areas

Participate in the
Update the
Bingham County
Hazardous
Materials Flow
Study

Fire Department

No Cost
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Structure Fire
Goal

Objective

Project

Responsible
Entity

Order of Magnitude Cost &
Planning Horizon

The City of
Blackfoot will
seek to reduce
losses from
Structure fires.

Ensure that all
structures have
minimum
detection and
protection
devices

Encouraging
private property
owners to install
and maintain
smoke detectors on
all levels of the
residences and to
place detectors in
all bedrooms

Fire Department

ROM - $25,000
2015 – Seek Funding for the
Assistance to Fire Fighters
Safety Grant Program
2016 – Distribute Detectors

City of Firth
Severe Weather
Goal

Objective

Project

Responsible
Entity

Order of Magnitude Cost &
Planning Horizon

The City of Firth
will develop
methods to
protect the life
safety of its
citizens from
harm due to
severe weather
events.

Protect isolated
individuals
from Severe
Winter Storms
and Extreme
Cold.

Identify Evacuation
Shelters Equip with
Emergency
Generators.

Mayor/Public
Works

No Cost
2015 – Work with City
Council, Church, and
volunteer organizations.

Flooding
Goal

Objective

Project

Responsible
Entity

Order of Magnitude Cost &
Planning Horizon

The City of Firth
will continue to
participate in the
National Flood
Insurance
Program and
develop actions
that will reduce
the damage to
City property and
infrastructure due
to flooding.

Maintain the
NFIP
Requirements

Seek CRS Status
for the City

Floodplain
Administrator

No Cost
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Goal

Objective

Project

Responsible
Entity

Order of Magnitude Cost &
Planning Horizon

Examine the
floodplain for
accuracy with
NFIP
requirements.

Review and
Redraw City
Floodplain Maps
as necessary

Floodplain
Administrator

ROM - $10,000
2015 – Seek Funding from
FEMA
2016 – Conduct Mapping

Hazardous Materials
Goal

Objective

Project

Responsible
Entity

Order of Magnitude Cost &
Planning Horizon

The City of Firth
will seek to
identify
hazardous
material flows
through the City.

Identify Vulnerable
Areas

Participate in the
Update the
Bingham County
Hazardous
Materials Flow
Study

Fire Department

No Cost
2015 – Participate in Bingham
County’s Update

City of Shelley
Hazardous Materials
Goal

Objective

Project

Responsible
Entity

Order of Magnitude Cost &
Planning Horizon

The City of
Aberdeen will
seek to identify
hazardous
material flows
through the City.

Identify Vulnerable
Areas

Participate in the
Update the
Bingham County
Hazardous
Materials Flow
Study

Fire Department

No Cost
2015 – Participate in Bingham
County’s Update

2013 Mitigation Projects Analyses - STAPLEE
The AHMP Committee chose to organize a small subcommittee of the AHMP Committee
who understand a wide range of the issues, i.e., social, technical, political, economic, etc.
and score the projects using a weighted, (as suggested in the how to guide) STAPLEE
Criteria. The criteria presented below provides an illustration of the scoring sheet and
weighting. On August 7, 2013 the subcommittee met and scored the projects then gave
each a ranking of High (H), Medium (M), or Low (L). The results of that ranking process
are presented in the tables below.
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Benefit of Action
Cost of Action
Contributes to Economic Goals
Outside Funding Required





2.5X

1.5X

1X

1X

2X

1.5X

Total
Score



County Authority
Existing Local Authority
Potential Legal Challenge




1X






Political Support
Local Champion
Public Support

E
(Environmental)





E
(Economic)

Staffing
Funding Allocated
Maintenance/ Operations

L
(Legal)





P
(Political)

Technical Feasibility
Long-term Solution
Secondary Impacts

Weighted Score

A
(Administrative)





for
Alternative
Actions
↓

T
(Technical)

Community Acceptance
Effect on Segment of Population

Considerations →

S
(Social)




STAPLEE Criteria

Effect on Land/ Water
Effect on Endangered Species
Effect on HAZMAT/ Waste Sites
Consistent with Community
Environmental Goals
Consistent with Federal Laws

Bingham County Multi-Jurisdiction
All Hazard Mitigation Plan
September 25, 2014

Scoring Criteria from 1 – 3 with 3 being the most positive, for example:
Install emergency power
for the fire water pump
which provides fire water
to the Northern Lights
Subdivision.
Conduct a Cyber Security
Analysis on the Boundary
County digital systems.

3X1=3

3X2.5=7.5

1X1.5=1.5

2X1=2

2X1=2

1X2=2

3X1.5=4.5

22.5

3X1=3

3X2.5=7.5

2X1.5=3

3X1=3

3X1=3

1X2=2

3X1.5=4.5

26

In these two examples, even though both of these actions have the same technical feasibility and the Cyber Security have a higher political and legal impact
because there are County systems, the Cyber Security Project has a slightly higher score because of the fact that the emergency power would be located on
private property and would take involvement from private property owners. Therefore the Cyber Security Analysis in comparison would have a higher priority
Project Ranking.

STAPLEE Scoring Example
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Project

Rank
H

Seek CRS Status for the County
Request Updates of the FIRM Maps

H

Change Stream Flow on Snake River near Archery Range to Protect Road and I15
Protect Engineered River Channel west of Blackfoot’s Jensen Grove.

H

Protect Blackfoot Golf Course Levee

H

Modify New Lavaside Headgate on Snake River

H

Develop a Wildland Fire Ordinance which establishes the road widths, access,
water supply, and building regulations suitable to ensure new structures can be
protected.

H

Develop a listing of roads, bridges, cattle guards, culverts, and other limiting
conditions and incorporate improvements into the County Transportation Plan

H

Develop a standard practice for roadside vegetation management.

H

Four Seasons Subdivision Fuel Reduction Project

H

Emergency Power for EOC & Co. Comm. Chambers

H

Protect Thompson, Downstream Moss, Kirwan, Walters, Monroc, WorthernMichelsen, Dreher, Wadworth, Wapello-Hobson, Wareing, Richard Lambert,
NBCRA, Jones, Firth, Blackfoot Golf Course, Wearyrick

M

Purchase a 4-wheel drive brush truck for the Shelley / Firth Fire Department

M

Purchase a 6 Wheel Pumper Truck

M

Install Road Signs as prescribed by NFPA Standards

M

Protect Critical Infrastructure based on the assessment

M

Alternate Electrical Power for Schools

M

Earthquake Protection or Hardening County facilities

L

Develop a listing of schools and public buildings that need to be seismically
retrofitted

L

Emergency Power for Eastern Idaho State Fair

L

Strengthen Weaver Levee in Riverton Area

L

Wilson Road Floodway Structure

L

Designate the WUI areas as a special land use category in the County
Comprehensive Plan

L

Develop a Culvert Maintenance Program

L
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City Prioritization
The prioritization process for the participating cities was conducted by each of the City
Councils during their public briefings using a simple high, medium, low approach. This
approach was chosen because of the low number of projects in the Cities. The tables
below indicated the priority for each project listed by the cities, note that each City has
chosen at least one project for each of their high hazards as indicated in the risk
assessment rankings.
Aberdeen
Project
Review and Redraw City Floodplain Maps as necessary

Rank
H

Identify Evacuation Shelters Equip with Emergency Generators.

M

Seek CRS Status for the City

L

Atomic City
Project
Build a water main through the city with hydrants spaced each block

Rank
H

Install Fence around 2nd Water Well

H

Participate in the Update the Bingham County Hazardous Materials Flow Study

M

Purchase a larger mower to maintain fire break around city

M

Build a fire station in Atomic City

M

Purchase Turn Out gear for Volunteer Fire Department

L

Basalt
Project
Identify Evacuation Shelters Equip with Emergency Generators.

Rank
M

Blackfoot
Project
Protect Engineered River Channel west of Blackfoot’s Jensen Grove.

Rank
H

Participate in the Update the Bingham County Hazardous Materials Flow Study

M

Map Floodplain and Flood Prone Areas in the City of Blackfoot

M
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Harden the City computer equipment and records storage.

M

Identify Evacuation Shelters Equipped with Emergency Generators.

L

Seek CRS Status for the City

L

Develop Ordinances to Manage Storm Water in Subdivisions

L

Place restraining hardware on the City Library Shelves. Place restraining bars or
trim along the front of the book shelves.

L

Designate the WUI areas as a special land use category in the County
Comprehensive Plan

L

Harden city water supply against damage from Earthquakes.

L

Harden city sewer system against damage from earthquakes.

L

Firth
Project
Review and Redraw City Floodplain Maps as necessary

Rank
M

Participate in the Update the Bingham County Hazardous Materials Flow Study

M

Identify Evacuation Shelters Equipped with Emergency Generators.

L

Seek CRS Status for the City

L

Designate the WUI areas as a special land use category in the County
Comprehensive Plan

L

Shelley
Project
Participate in the Update the Bingham County Hazardous Materials Flow Study

Identify Evacuation Shelters Equipped with Emergency Generators.
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Section 4 Plan, Review, Evaluation, and
Implementation
Mitigation Project Status
The following listing shows the priority mitigation actions for each jurisdiction identified
in the 2004 and 2009 Bingham County Multi-Jurisdiction All Hazard Mitigation Plan.
The status column indicates if the project is completed or not, and what roadblocks are
slowing progress of each project. Those projects that are not completed or underway, but
are deemed feasible, have been integrated into the current project listing. Those projects
that are not feasible have been removed from the mitigation project listing.
Uncompleted projects were moved forward to the 2013 Mitigation Project Listing.
Severe Weather
Goal

Objective

Improve
the
Safety of
County
Roads
and
Bridges

Install
temporary
Windbreaks
in areas
where
blowing
snow
occurs
along
Wolverine
Road

Project

Responsible Entity

Canceled – Not deemed an effective Solution

Road and
Bridge

Install
windbreaks
in areas
where
blowing dust
from
harvesting
affects
drivers along
Highway 39
near Pingree
and Rockford

Status

Road and Bridge
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Flooding
Goal

Objective

Project

Responsible
Entity

Bingham
County will
continue to
participate in
the National
Flood
Insurance
Program and
develop
actions that
will reduce the
damage to
County
infrastructure
due to flash
and stream
flooding.

Maintain the
NFIP
Requirements

Seek CRS Status for
the County

Floodplain
Administrator

Moved to 2013 Plan

Examine the
floodplain for
accuracy with
NFIP
requirements.

Request Updates of
the FIRM Maps

Floodplain
Administrator

Moved to 2013 Plan

Improve Drainage
Systems

Flood Prevention

Status

Develop a Culvert
Maintenance
Program

Road and Bridge

Require Storm
Water Collection
Systems in New
Subdivisions

P&Z
Administrator

Complete

Improve Storm
Water Drainage in
the Sublet Area

Flood District

Ongoing

Change Stream
Flow on Snake
River near Archery
Range to Protect
Road and I-15

Public Works

Moved to 2013 Plan

Protect Engineered
River Channel west
of Blackfoot’s
Jensen Grove.

Public Works

Moved to 2013 Plan

Blackfoot Golf
Course Levee

Emergency
Services

Moved to 2013 Plan
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Goal

Objective

Project

Responsible
Entity

Status

Modify New
Lavaside Headgate
on Snake River

New Lavaside
Ditch Company

Moved to 2013 Plan

Strengthen Weaver
Levee in Riverton
Area

Emergency
Services

Moved to 2013 Plan

Spur in Snake River

County Public
Works

Wilson Road
Floodway Structure

County Road &
Bridge

Moved to 2013 Plan

Snake River Bridge
on Highway 26

County Road &
Bridge

Combined with Protect
Engineered River Channel
west of Blackfoot’s
Jensen Grove.

Dike & Levee
Restoration

Thompson,
Downstream Moss,
Kirwan, Walters,
Monroc, WorthernMichelsen, Dreher,
Wadworth,
Wapello-Hobson,
Wareing, Richard
Lambert, NBCRA,
Jones, Firth,
Blackfoot Golf
Course, Wearyrick

Emergency
Services

Goal

Objective

Project

Bingham
County will
reduce potential
damage to
County
infrastructure
and structures
through
implementation
of earthquake
mitigation
techniques.

Priority should be
given to schools,
public buildings,
community
evacuation and
assessable sites.

Combined with Protect
Engineered River Channel
west of Blackfoot’s
Jensen Grove.

Moved to 2013 Plan

Geological
Responsible
Entity

Earthquake
Protection or
Hardening County
facilities
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Bingham
County will
reduce the
potential
damage to
property from
Landslides by
adopting codes
and standards
for construction
in landslide
prone areas.

Develop a listing of
schools and public
buildings that need
to be seismically
retrofitted

Emergency
Services/Building
Official

Moved to 2013 Plan

The media can
raise awareness
about
earthquakes by
providing
important
information to
the community.

Publish a special
section in
newspapers with
emergency
information on
earthquakes.

Emergency
Services

Canceled – This project
was for the 25th
Anniversary of the Borah
Peak Earthquake

Protect Property

Revise Subdivision
Ordinance to
discourage building
in Landslide Prone
Areas

P&Z
Administrator

Complete

Wildfire
Goal

Objective

Project

Responsible Entity

Status

Bingham
County will
reduce the losses
caused by
wildfire by
continuing the
Wildland Urban
Interface
Mitigation
Program.

Improve
Protection
through the
proper use of
Ordinances and
Codes

Develop a
Wildland Fire
Ordinance which
establishes the
road widths,
access, water
supply, and
building
regulations
suitable to
ensure new
structures can be
protected.

Road and Bridge

Moved to 2013 Plan
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Goal

Objective

Project

Responsible Entity

Designate the
WUI areas as a
special land use
category in the
County
Comprehensive
Plan

Fire District/Road and
Bridge

Status
Moved to 2013 Plan

Improve access to
areas prone to
Wildland Fire

Fire District/Road and
Bridge

Moved to 2013 Plan

Improve Hazard
Communications
Tools

Develop a listing of
roads, bridges, cattle
guards, culverts, and
other limiting
conditions and
incorporate
improvements into
the County
Transportation Plan

Fire District/Road and
Bridge

Moved to 2013 Plan

Conduct
Roadside
Vegetation
Treatments to
reduce
flammable fuels
immediately
adjacent to roads
in high risk
areas.

Use GIS
Technology to Link
Red Zone Data to
Landowner Parcel
Maps

Fire District

Canceled – Fire
Districts no longer use
red zone mapping

Conduct Fuel
Reduction
Projects

Develop a standard
practice for roadside
vegetation
management.

Fire District

Moved to 2013 Plan

Ensure that
proper
equipment and
training is
available to
firefighters

Four Seasons
Subdivision Fuel
Reduction Project

Blackfoot Fire District

Moved to 2013 Plan

Purchase a 4-wheel
drive brush truck for
the Shelley / Firth
Fire Department

Shelley / Firth Fire
District

Moved to 2013 Plan

Purchase a 6 Wheel

Shelley/Firth Fire

Moved to 2013 Plan

Ensure
coordination of
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Goal

Objective

Project

Responsible Entity

Status

WUI Fire
Mitigation
Projects

Pumper Truck

District

Develop
Additional
Water Supplies
for Fire
Protection

Organize a group to
jointly apply for
grants and other
funding avenues to
implement WUI
Fire Mitigation
Actions.

Emergency Services

Complete

Update and
Improve Road
Signing and
Rural
Addressing

Develop an
agreement with
developers and
private landowners
for access to and use
of water sources for
fire protection.

Fire District/P & Z
Administrator

Moved to 2013 Plan

Install Road Signs
as prescribed by
NFPA Standards

Road and Bridge

Moved to 2013 Plan

Biological
Goal

Objective

Bingham
County will
seek to reduce
the exposure
of humans
and animals
to the West
Nile Virus.

Build
knowledge of
West Nile
Virus in the
general public.

Project
Maintain an
active “fight
the bite”
public
education
program.

Responsible Entity

Status

Health
District/Emergency
Management

Ongoing
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Structural Fire
Goal

Objective

Project

Responsible
Entity

Bingham County
will seek to
reduce losses
from Structure
Fires through
working with
private property
owners.

Ensure that all
structures have
minimum detection
and protection
devices

Encouraging
private property
owners to install
and maintain
smoke detectors
on all levels of
residences and to
place detectors in
all bedrooms.

Fire Districts

Complete

Develop Additional
Water Supplies for
Fire Protection

Develop an
agreement with
developers and
private
landowners for
access to and use
of water sources
for fire
protection.

Fire Districts

Moved to 2013 Plan
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Riot/Demonstration/Civil Disorder
Goal

Objective

Project

Responsible
Entity

Bingham County
will develop
methods to
identify and
report Civil
Disobedience
activities.

Educate the
Public on Civil
Disobedience
Reporting

Conduct a public
education program
to assist the
citizens of the
County in
recognizing and
reporting civil
disobedience
events to County
Law Enforcement.

Objective

Project

Sheriff’s Office

Status
Canceled – The Sheriff
thought this was not
necessary

Terrorism
Goal
Bingham County
will identify
measures to
protect critical
County
infrastructure and
facilities from
potential terror
incidents.

Identify and
protect
potential
terrorism
targets.

Responsible
Entity

Status

Conduct a County
Terrorism
assessment.

Emergency
Services

THIRA Developed Complete

Protect Critical
Infrastructure based
on the assessment.

Emergency
Services

Moved to 2013 Plan

Other
Goal

Objective

Project

Responsible
Entity

Bingham
County will
improve
communication
capabilities in
remote areas of
the County

Improve
Communications
and Warning

Install a reverse
calling
notification
system at the
Dispatch Center

Sheriff/Emergency
Services
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Status
Complete
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Bingham
County will
improve
emergency
power
capabilities in
critical facilities

Implement a
Backup Power
Supply for
Critical Facilities

Emergency Power
for Eastern Idaho
State Fair

Eastern Idaho
State Fairgrounds

Moved to 2013 Plan

Emergency Power
for EOC & Co.
Comm. Chambers
Alternate
Electrical Power
for Schools

Emergency
Services

Moved to 2013 Plan
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Participating Jurisdictions Projects
City of Aberdeen
Severe Weather
Goal

Objective

Project

Responsible
Entity

The City of
Aberdeen will
develop methods
to protect the life
safety of its
citizens from
harm due to
severe weather
events.

Protect isolated
individuals
from Severe
Winter Storms
and Extreme
Cold.

Identify Evacuation
Shelters Equip with
Emergency
Generators.

Mayor/Public
Works

Status
Moved to 2013 Plan

Flooding
Goal

Objective

Project

Responsible
Entity

The City of
Aberdeen will
continue to
participate in the
National Flood
Insurance
Program and
develop actions
that will reduce
the damage to
City property and
infrastructure due
to flooding.

Maintain the
NFIP
Requirements

Seek CRS Status
for the City

Floodplain
Administrator

Examine the
floodplain for
accuracy with
NFIP
requirements.

Review and
Redraw City
Floodplain Maps
as necessary
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Floodplain
Administrator

Status
Moved to 2013 Plan

Moved to 2013 Plan
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Atomic City
Wildland Fire
Goal

Objective

Project

Responsible
Entity

Atomic City will
reduce the losses
caused by wildfire
by continuing the
Wildland Urban
Interface
Mitigation
Program.

Develop water
sources for fire
protection

Build a secondary
well to support
fire suppression

Blackfoot Fire
District / Atomic
City

Maintain
Firefighting
equipment

Status
Complete

Build a water
main through the
city with hydrants
spaced each block

Blackfoot Fire
District / Atomic
City

Moved to 2013 Plan

Build a fire
station in Atomic
City

Blackfoot Fire
District / Atomic
City

Moved to 2013 Plan

City of Basalt
Severe Weather
Goal

Objective

Project

Responsible
Entity

The City of
Basalt will
develop methods
to protect the life
safety of its
citizens from
harm due to
severe weather
events.

Protect isolated
individuals
from Severe
Winter Storms
and Extreme
Cold.

Identify Evacuation
Shelters Equip with
Emergency
Generators.
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Mayor/Public
Works

Status
Moved to 2013 Plan
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Flooding
Goal

Objective

Project

Responsible
Entity

The City of Basalt
will begin to
participate in the
National Flood
Insurance
Program and
develop actions
that will reduce
the damage to
City property and
infrastructure due
to flooding.

Protect Property

Adopt NFIP
Program

Floodplain
Administrator

Develop City
Floodplain Maps
as necessary

Floodplain
Administrator

Status
Canceled- No Flood Hazard

Canceled – No Flood
Hazard

City of Blackfoot
Severe Weather
Goal
The City of
Blackfoot will
develop methods
to protect the life
safety of its
citizens from
harm due to
severe weather
events.

Objective
Protect
isolated
individuals
from Severe
Winter
Storms and
Extreme
Cold.

Project
Identify Evacuation
Shelters Equipped
with Emergency
Generators.
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Responsible Entity

Status

Mayor/Public
Works

Moved to 2013 Plan
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Flooding
Goal

Objective

Project

Responsible Entity

Status

The City of
Blackfoot will
continue to
participate in the
National Flood
Insurance
Program and
develop actions
that will reduce
the damage to
City property
and
infrastructure
due to flooding.

Maintain the NFIP
Requirements

Seek CRS Status
for the City

Floodplain
Administrator

Ongoing

Examine the
floodplain for
accuracy with
NFIP
requirements.

Map Floodplain
and Flood Prone
Areas in the City
of Blackfoot

City Engineer

Moved to 2013 Plan

Improve Drainage

Develop
Ordinances to
Manage Storm
Water in
Subdivisions

City Engineer

Ongoing

Geological
Goal

Objective

Project

Responsible
Entity

The City of
Blackfoot will
reduce potential
damage to City
infrastructure and
structures
through
implementation
of earthquake
mitigation
techniques.

Protect Library
Patrons from
tipping shelves
and falling
books.

Place restraining
hardware on the
City Library
Shelves. Place
restraining bars or
trim along the front
of the book
shelves.

225

City Librarian

Status
Moved to 2013 Plan
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Protect
Infrastructure

Protect City
Building and
Records

Harden city water
supply against
damage from
Earthquakes.

Mayor/Public
Works

Moved to 2013 Plan

Harden city sewer
system against
damage from
earthquakes.

Mayor/Public
Works

Moved to 2013 Plan

Harden the City
computer
equipment and
records storage.

City Clerk

Moved to 2013 Plan

Replace or
Reinforce Masonry
on older Structures
in the City of
Blackfoot

Building
Official/Private
Property Owners

Moved to 2013 Plan

Structure Fire
Goal

Objective

Project

Responsible
Entity

The City of
Blackfoot will
seek to reduce
losses from
Structure fires.

Ensure that all
structures have
minimum
detection and
protection
devices

Encouraging
private property
owners to install
and maintain
smoke detectors on
all levels of the
residences and to
place detectors in
all bedrooms

226

Fire Department

Status
Moved to 2013 Plan
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City of Firth
Severe Weather
Goal

Objective

Project

Responsible
Entity

The City of Firth
will develop
methods to
protect the life
safety of its
citizens from
harm due to
severe weather
events.

Protect isolated
individuals
from Severe
Winter Storms
and Extreme
Cold.

Identify Evacuation
Shelters Equip with
Emergency
Generators.

Mayor/Public
Works

Status
Moved to 2013 Plan

Flooding
Goal
The City of Firth
will continue to
participate in the
National Flood
Insurance
Program and
develop actions
that will reduce
the damage to
City property and
infrastructure due
to flooding.

Objective

Project

Responsible
Entity

Status

Maintain the
NFIP
Requirements

Seek CRS Status
for the City

Floodplain
Administrator

Moved to 2013 Plan

Examine the
floodplain for
accuracy with
NFIP
requirements.

Review and
Redraw City
Floodplain Maps
as necessary

Floodplain
Administrator

Moved to 2013 Plan

Flood
Prevention

Firth Dike

Public Woks

Complete
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Section 5 Adoption
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Attachment 1: T-O Engineering Report
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Purpose
This preliminary engineering report addresses reduction of flood hazards associated with
the Snake River near the City of Blackfoot in Bingham County, Idaho. The overall
approach of flood reduction is to improve carrying capacity of the river by extraction of
gravel that has deposited in a previously constructed channel.
The major topics considered in this report are: approach for gravel extraction, data
collection and analysis, agency permitting requirements, mitigation measures,
construction methods, and opinions of estimated cost.
Some of the information presented in this report was contributed by Bingham County,
Whisper Mountain Professional Services, and Environmental Planning Group for which
their efforts are acknowledged.
History
The attached Figure 1 shows existing conditions on the Snake River in the south portion
of the study area that spans from the State Highway 26 (SH26) bridge crossing to the
parallel bridges on I-15 that are locally known as the “Twin Bridges”. Essentially all of
the south study area, approximately 2 river miles, was channelized in 1962 as part of the
construction of I-15. A levee was installed on the east side of the channelized river
between SH26 and the Twin Bridges. The levee on the east side of the river extends north
of the Twin Bridges and is locally known as the “golf course levee” because of its
proximity to the golf course.
The attached Figure 2 shows existing conditions on the Snake River in the north portion
of the study area, approximately 2 river miles, which spans from the Twin Bridges to the
Rose Road Overpass on I-15. Channelization of the river in the 1960s included a levee on
the west bank to accommodate construction of I-15 and the Rose Road Overpass.
This report is preceded by a February 6, 2013 letter report prepared by T-O Engineers
that is an overview of flooding concerns, potential causes and conceptual mitigation
measures. A copy of the letter report, updated with minor corrections as noted in the text,
is provided in Appendix A.
The review of available data and preliminary analysis in the February 6, 2013 letter
report showed that gravel accumulation in previously channelized sections of the river
can be correlated with increased water levels in the Snake River near Blackfoot and could
be contributing to reported increased shallow groundwater levels in developed areas of
the city. The February 2, 2103 report concluded that a flood mitigation approach is to
restore channel capacity.
Overall Approach
This report begins with the premise that flood hazards have increased on the Snake River
near Blackfoot primarily because gravel deposition in the channel that was constructed in
the 1960s has resulted in increased flood heights in the river. The February 6, 2013 letter
report provides evidence to support that premise.
Analysis of aerial photographs of various dates, including those in Figures 1 and 2,
illustrates deposition in the study area occurs as gravel bars with a relatively regular
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pattern of alternating bars on opposite sides of the river. The main channel area is
consequently reduced compared to the 1960s channel with a corresponding reduction in
channel capacity. The main channel alignment is also confined between the gravel bars
and the banks with a corresponding increase in local flow velocities and potential for
bank erosion.
Increased flood heights and erosion potential places additional stress on critically located
levees. Of note is the golf course levee that, if breached, could provide a path similar to
the pre-1962 river channel for floodwaters to reach portions of the City of Blackfoot.
Local knowledge also recalls the Rose Road Overpass was washed out when the river
breached and/or overtopped the west bank levee. Increased flood heights can also reduce
bridge clearance and can exacerbate flood levels during ice jams that are not infrequent
on the Snake River.
Additional data collection and analysis, described herein, is needed to better define the
extent of increased flood hazards arising from deposition in the river and to better define
the reduction in flood hazards resulting from the proposed gravel extraction.
Demonstration of reduction in flood hazards is needed to support the undertaking of
gravel extraction along with related considerations including agency permitting.
Literature Review and Adverse Impacts
Literature and case studies exist for gravel extraction from rivers. A common theme in
the literature is that extraction must be accomplished so as not to de-stabilize sediment
transport in the river. Overly aggressive extraction can lead to deleterious effects on the
river and infrastructure.
Adverse impacts reported in the literature are generally a consequence of lowering the
channel bottom at the location of gravel extraction, which has three effects. First, the
change in slope of the channel bottom at the upstream end of the excavation, known as a
“nick point”, creates hydraulic conditions favorable to erosion and the nick point may
migrate upstream, also known as “headcutting”. Second, sediment transported from
upstream tends to preferentially re-deposit in the excavated area. Third, water leaving the
excavated area has a reduced sediment load, also known as “hungry water” where some
of the energy in the moving water can be allocated to increased downstream erosion, and
tends to propagate a lower channel bottom downstream, also known as “tailcutting”.
Consequences of extracting gravel from the channel bottom as described above are also
documented in cases of extraction from gravel bars. Aggressive mining of gravel bars can
create a localized change in the profile of the bar that behaves similarly to a change in the
channel bottom profile.
Headcutting and tailcutting lead to an overall lowering of the channel bottom, also known
as “incision” or “bed degradation” and presents the potential for adverse impacts
including: undermining of bridge piers, undermining of diversion dams, reduction in
water levels available for diversion, and undercutting of channel banks including levees.
Additional adverse impacts include alteration or removal of fish and wildlife habitat,
release of finer sediments downstream after gravel removal due to disruption of the
channel, alteration of the overall sediment transport process outside the excavated area,
and reduction in shallow groundwater levels that may affect wetlands, shallow wells and
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aquifer storage. Aggressive mining of larger gravel bars can also result in a sudden
change in alignment of the main channel into the excavated area, also known as “pit
capture” that can lead to a relatively rapid and unstable change in channel alignment, also
known as “avulsion”.
Step-Wise Gravel Extraction
This report recommends that gravel extraction be accomplished in a step-wise approach.
The first step would be cautious but focused areas of removal in high priority areas
followed by monitoring of the system response. Extraction of the tops of the existing
gravel bars in selected locations may be the prudent first approach to mitigate potential
adverse impacts. Initial removal could lead to 100,000 cubic yards of material. Assuming
the system tolerates the initial removal, approximately 500,000 cubic yards of total gravel
extraction, in two or more steps, may be required for a meaningful reduction in flood
heights in the river. Transport and deposition of sediment is expected to occur in the
future and sustaining flood hazard reduction would require periodic gravel extraction
over the long-term as a maintenance effort.
Estimated Gravel Extraction - Initial gravel removal of 100,000 cubic yards was
estimated as follows. Using aerial photographs, the visible gravel bar area was estimated
at 25 acres between the SH 26 Bridge and the Twin Bridges. Comparison of limited river
cross-section data from the 1974 FEMA flood study to the 1962 design channel
configuration indicates total gravel bar heights in the range of 3 feet to 8 feet. Field
inspection during seasonal low water conditions in December 2012 revealed estimated
visible gravel bar heights in the range of 2 feet to 6 feet. Removal of the upper 2 feet to 3
feet of gravel bar was estimated as a prudent first step and yielded 100,000 cubic yards
over the 25 acres of gravel bars in the south study area.
Existing channel data is insufficient to estimate the total gravel deposition that has
occurred in the 1962 constructed channel. Existing channel data is also insufficient to
determine whether the ultimate channel configuration following gravel extraction would
actually be the 1962 channel shape and bottom profile. However, preliminary assessment
of data presented in the February 6, 2013 report indicates that water levels in the river
have increased up to 2 feet depending on location and flow rate.
A crude estimate of the total gravel to be removed to mitigate estimated increases in
flood heights follows. Removal of gravel at an average depth of up to 2 feet across the
roughly 400 foot wide channel on the approximately 10,000 feet between the SH26
bridge and the Twin Bridges yields up to 300,000 cubic yards. This crude estimate is
analogous to removing 7 to 8 feet of gravel bar depth over the 25 acres of visible bars in
the south study area and is consistent with the maximum estimated gravel bar depth of up
to 8 feet.
The north study area from the Twin Bridges to the archery range is of approximately the
same length as the south study area although aerial photographs indicate comparatively
less visible deposition. Therefore, a budgetary amount of up to 200,000 cubic yards is
assigned to the north reach. The total gravel removal in the north and south areas is
therefore up to 500,000 cubic yards. This report recommends data collection and analysis
that will refine the total yardage of gravel extraction.
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Extraction Priority – Gravel extraction should be prioritized for maximum benefit in
flood hazard reduction. High priority extraction areas may include: the SH26 bridge to
restore hydraulic capacity, the Twin Bridges to restore hydraulic capacity and reduce
flood height at the adjacent upstream golf course levee, and the archery range area to
reduce overtopping potential and associated pit capture of the existing gravel pits with
resulting impacts to the Rose Road overpass.
Risk Mitigation - The purpose of the recommended step-wise gravel removal is to avoid
or mitigate potential adverse impacts as documented in the literature. The first
conservative extraction effort is intended to eliminate or limit channel incision to focus
on protection of existing bridge piers, diversion dams and levees from the adverse
structural consequences of undermining and avoid the use of grade control structures to
protect existing infrastructure. A typical grade control structure described in the literature
is, basically, a protective retaining wall built under the channel to the estimated depth of
channel incision. Existing bridges, levees and diversion dams in the gravel extraction area
are of sufficiently long dimension to require extensive grade control structures, the
construction of which would likely be cost-prohibitive in addition to the logistics of dewatering and water quality control. Analytical methods for estimating the required depth
of a grade control structure are not well-defined and would necessarily require a
conservative approach.
A disadvantage of step-wise gravel removal is that certain construction efforts and
associated costs will be repeated including: mobilization to and from the site,
establishment and reclamation of works areas, and water quality mitigation. Also, the
initial step of gravel extraction is likely not sufficient to achieve meaningful reduction in
flood hazards.
Timing - Monitoring of the river response between each step of gravel removal will
probably be a multi-year process because equilibrium in sediment transport and
deposition can be gradual and not well correlated with flood events. Aerial photographs
dated 1966 indicate point bars were developing in the 1962 channelized river but the
extent of the gravel bars is not known because of unknown river stage on the date of the
photograph.
Monitoring of the river response following each step-wise gravel extraction is likely to
take place over the course of, say, one to three years. A typical spring run-off event
should provide sufficient energy for sediment processes and channel incision, if any.
Visual observation of gravel deposition or channel incision is best accomplished during
low water conditions in the fall or early winter. Monitoring in the first year following
initial extraction may reveal notable re-deposition and justify additional extraction the
following year.
Data Collection and Analysis
Permitting, design and construction of the gravel extraction project will require additional
data and analysis beyond this preliminary engineering report.
Geotechnical Investigation - A documented phenomenon of gravel deposition is armoring
that consists of relatively large gravel or stones on the tops of gravel bars and bed of the
channel. Armoring results when river flows are sufficient to transport finer sediments
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from the area where previously deposited. The relatively large surface particles may not
accurately represent the composition of sediment through the depth of the gravel bar or
beneath the channel that may contain a mixture of particle sizes.
A geo-technical investigation should be performed early in the design process to define
the composition of existing deposits. Test pits or bore holes would be excavated on gravel
and the channel in selected, non-intrusive locations. A 404 permit would be required to
authorize the temporary impacts to the river. The geo-technical information is important
for the gravel extraction process to define expected field conditions for stability and
sediment production related to operation of equipment and de-watering. The geotechnical information is also important for defining the suitability of the existing gravel
for intended purposes once removed from the river. Bedrock may exist and could limit
excavation depths.
Mapping - Survey and mapping of the river, including bathymetric (underwater) data is
needed for design, permitting, construction and monitoring of the river response to gravel
extraction. Survey efforts include establishing control for aerial mapping, spot
verification of bathymetry, field location of delineated wetlands, and collecting on-theground topography in vegetated areas of the gravel bars. Aerial mapping by
photogrammetry or lidar will define the visible extent of gravel bars. The survey and
mapping work is best completed under low water conditions in the fall or early winter.
Field observation indicates the depth and velocity of the river, particularly in the
relatively deep channel opposite the gravel bars, is not amenable to traditional field
survey techniques. Bathymetry can be completed using underwater sonar techniques or
water penetrating lidar, subject to verification of accuracy. At least 20 river cross-sections
should be collected, of which at least 10 cross-sections should be located between the
bridges at State Highway 26 and I-15. Additional cross sections can be obtained readily
from radar data where necessary to increase resolution.
Hydraulic Analysis - A hydraulic analysis will be required to better define existing flood
hazards and flood mitigation to support the undertaking of gravel extraction. A hydraulic
analysis is also required to address the regulatory “no-rise” condition, including any
mitigation required, for local floodplain development permitting. The hydraulic analysis
should also be used to predict any changes in scour at bridge abutments and piers that
results from changes in hydraulic conditions due to gravel extraction. The hydraulic
analysis will assist with targeting the highest priority gravel extraction areas for
maximum benefit. The hydraulic analysis can also be used to assess available water
levels at diversions including those for Jensen’s pond and the Danskin Canal.
Maintaining diversion levels may involve retaining selected gravel deposits local to the
diversions or structural work on the diversions.
Groundwater Data and Analysis - The February 6, 2013 letter report included discussion
of reported increases in flood hazards due to shallow groundwater levels that may result
from several factors including increased flood elevations in the river, water levels in
Jensen’s pond and increased impervious area associated with development. Preliminary
data and analysis by Environmental Planning Group indicates groundwater depths in area
wells are relatively shallow near the south end of Jensen’s pond and local commercial
development (see Appendix B).
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Additional collection and analysis of groundwater data is warranted to characterize the
relative effects of river levels and Jensen’s pond. Piezometers should be installed
throughout the study area including south of Jensen’s pond. Piezometers should be
monitored throughout seasonal fluctuations in river levels and be subject to variations in
pond levels. Piezometers may provide a more direct indication of shallow groundwater
response compared to groundwater wells.
Water Quality Data - Water quality data and sampling should be collected to establish
baseline conditions in the river. Sampling should be conducted throughout the course of
seasonal flow variations. Water quality sampling during construction and postconstruction should be anticipated as a permitting requirement. Water quality
considerations will be focused downstream of extraction areas as a measure of the
efficacy of best management practices to control water quality impacts.
Permitting
404 Permit - A joint 404 permit will be required and will directly involve the U. S. Army
Corps of Engineers regarding impacts to waters of the U.S. including wetlands, the Idaho
Department of Water Resources regarding proposed work below the ordinary high water
mark, the Idaho Department of Lands regarding work on the State-owned beds and banks
of the river, and the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality regarding water quality.
Referral agencies including but not limited to the Idaho Department of Fish and Game
will be part of the permit process owing to the fishery habitat in the river and any related
effects of the proposed gravel extraction. Entities with infrastructure on the river
including ITD bridges, the USGS gaging station, and diversion dams will be part of the
comment process.
Wetland Delineation - A wetland delineation, approved by the U. S. Army Corps of
Engineers, is needed to define existing wetlands and assess the extent of wetland impacts
arising from gravel extraction. Preliminary analysis of aerial photography and site
inspection indicates the gravel bars to be removed contain vegetation that is probably
jurisdictional wetlands. Most of the apparent wetland vegetation on the gravel bars is
between the bridges at Highway 26 and I-15. Based on an estimated 25 acres of gravel
bars in that area, and using a visual estimate of an overall average of 20% vegetation,
yields approximately 5 acres of potential wetlands.
The estimated 5 acres of wetlands removed with the gravel bars is a sufficient quantity of
impacts to require an individual 404 permit rather than use of an existing nationwide
permit that is typically limited to 0.1 acres of impacts. The individual permit requires
project-specific justification, exploration of practical alternatives, and strategies for
avoidance of impacts. The requirement for avoidance of impacts may preclude complete
removal of the most heavily vegetated gravel bars and especially the bar immediately
upstream of the SH 26 bridge (see Figure 1). Hydraulic analysis is needed to better define
the obstruction effects of that particular gravel bar including any reduction in the
hydraulic capacity of the SH 26 bridge.
Wetland Mitigation - Impacts to wetlands generally must be mitigated which can be
accomplished by purchase of credits from a wetland bank or creation of wetlands on sites
that have the necessary attributes including access to groundwater or surface water and
255

Bingham County Multi-Jurisdiction
All Hazard Mitigation Plan
September 25, 2014

hydric soils. Delineation of the actual quantity and type of wetlands impacted and the
required mitigation ratio (generally more than 1 to 1) will dictate the extent of mitigation
efforts.
Wetland creation opportunities may exist between I-15 and the levee on the east bank of
the river. Approximately 4000 linear feet of relatively bare ground is south of the Twin
Bridges, and at a maximum width of 200 feet, yields up to 18 acres for wetland creation.
Actual wetland creation area would be less, perhaps 10 acres, because excavation will be
necessary to lower existing ground and thereby obtain access to surface water or shallow
groundwater. In addition, any excavation would need to be offset a sufficient distance
from I-15 and the levee to preserve structural integrity. Future use of the area between the
levee and I-15 for construction during ongoing gravel extraction may also limit wetland
creation. Off-site mitigation areas will probably need to be secured, the extent of which
depends on the required mitigation ratio. A wetlands mitigation plan will also be needed
for construction of wetland areas along with monitoring of created wetlands for at least
three years to verify the success of wetland establishment.
Best Management Practices - The 404 application will address methods of construction
including best management practices to mitigate impacts of gravel extraction on water
quality. Extraction methods may include drag-line excavation to reduce equipment
tracking in the river and partial excavation of gravel bars to mitigate transport of
disturbed sediments. More extensive gravel bar removal may require temporary partial
diversions of the river using non-intrusive techniques such as floating dams (bladders)
and pumping or well-points for de-watering excavation areas.
Equipment entry into the river will be needed for more extensive gravel removal or if
grade control structures are needed to mitigate potential impacts of river changes to
existing structures. Direct equipment access would be limited to the minimum number of
access points. Timing of gravel extraction is expected to be limited to the late fall or early
winter to coincide with low water conditions in the river. Timing may be affected by
agency requirements related to the Endangered Species Act. Excavated areas should be
armored with selected larger stones screened from extracted material to limit postconstruction uptake and transport of finer sediment downstream.
Mining Permit - A mining permit will be required from the Idaho Department of Lands in
accordance with Idaho Code provisions regarding dredge and placer mining. Application
requirements include plans for site operations and reclamation, maintenance of water
quality including settling ponds, re-vegetation, potential monitoring of water quality,
coordination with referral agencies, a performance bond to secure reclamation,
potentially a public hearing, and approval by the State Land Board.
A riverbed mineral lease may also be required including payment of royalties to the State
as established by the Land Board. The Idaho Department of Lands administrative rules
appear to limit riverbed leases to one mile of river length whereas the total study area is 4
miles. The one mile limitation could influence phasing of gravel extraction where the
initial extraction is focused on highest priority areas identified by further analysis.
No-Rise – A FEMA regulatory floodway exists in the gravel extraction area of the Snake
River within the City of Blackfoot. Accordingly, a no-rise certification will be required to
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demonstrate that gravel removal will not increase flood elevations. Increasing channel
capacity by removing gravel in an idealized uniform channel of infinite extent would
reduce flood elevations and satisfy the no-rise condition. However, residual increases in
flood elevations may occur at the limits of the project or at transition areas within the
project and any such increases are not acceptable under the no-rise criterion. Analysis and
possibly hydraulic mitigation may be required to achieve the no-rise condition.
Interpretation of FEMA regulations may lead to the conclusion that a Letter of Map
Revision (LOMR) is required to update the FEMA maps because gravel extraction is
expected to reduce flood elevations by more than the FEMA threshold of 1 foot of
change. However, effects of gravel re-deposition over time and associated increases in
flood heights should also be considered. A more prudent floodplain management
approach may be to utilize existing FEMA flood elevations that are influenced by gravel
accumulation and assume effects of ice jams.
Local Permits - The gravel extraction project is expected to require a floodplain
development permit from both the City and County. The City and/or County may also
require a conditional use permit for gravel extraction along with a public hearing. The
Idaho Transportation Department will also require a permit for any work within right-ofway, for example, near the State Highway 26 bridge, the Twin Bridges, and along I-15.
Grade Control Structures - Step-wise gravel extraction is intended to avoid grade control
structures for protection of existing bridges and diversion dams. However, the river
response to either the initial extraction of 100,000 cubic yards or to the estimated total
extraction of 500,000 cubic yards may dictate some level of grade control is required.
Structure protection should be anticipated in permitting applications.
Design and Construction
Design and construction must balance the goal of flood reduction using gravel extraction
with mitigation of impacts to existing structures and the river environment.
Step-Wise Extraction - The initial step-wise gravel removal at 100,000 cubic yards is
basically “bar skimming” and is targeted at removing the upper 2 to 3 feet of gravel bars
in the south half of the study area. When combined with low water conditions in the river,
it is possible the initial extraction could be done mostly “in the dry” to avoid potential
impacts associated with in-river excavation and diversion. Some of the gravel bars are
adjacent to the river banks and will afford direct equipment access while other gravel bars
contain secondary channels near the banks and would require temporary crossings.
The initial gravel extraction should be focused on the high priority areas identified
through hydraulic analysis using design approaches consistent with minimizing impacts.
Of particular concern is the golf course levee that is likely subject to increased flood
heights owing to the gravel bar at the Twin Bridges and subject to erosion on the outside
of a channel bend. Gravel adjacent to the SH26 bridge may also markedly reduce the
hydraulic capacity of the bridge and result in increased upstream flood heights. Initial
extraction should also focus on larger gravel bars that are building at a comparatively fast
rate as indicated by a lack of vegetation.
Achieving full benefit from gravel extraction of the estimated 500,000 cubic yards will
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involve in-river work to remove a portion of gravel bars that are inundated during low
water conditions. An overview of best management practices to mitigate impacts to the
river system was provided herein in connection with permitting. Development and
processing of permits is expected to refine construction requirements for best
management practices. Construction activities within any one of the recommended steps
of gravel extraction must consider the potentially significant area required for sediment
control facilities.
Banks and Levees - Rehabilitation of banks and levees at selected locations should be
included in permitting, design and construction. Priority locations for rehabilitation are
where the banks and levees are located at the outside of a bend in the main channel and
particularly where the channel is bending around a gravel bar. Constriction of the channel
around a gravel bar tends to create locally higher velocities and secondary flow patterns
conducive to erosion and undercutting of the outside bank.
Preliminary comparison of channel cross sections from the 1974 FEMA flood study data
to the 1962 design for the constructed channel illustrates the generally expected erosion
at the outside of channel bends. Comparison of the 1974 and 1962 data was possible
between the SH 26 bridge and the upstream end of Jensen’s pond. The comparison
provides evidence of erosion at toe of the bank (west side) or toe of the levee (east side)
with erosion depths in the range of 3 feet to 5 feet. Bathymetry data to be collected will
better define the extent of toe erosion.
Rehabilitation of eroded bank and levee slopes is likely to include placement of
appropriately sized riprap revetment. Placement of riprap constitutes fill in the floodway
and is subject to the no-rise requirement to be considered in the hydraulic analysis. The
slope protection should be extended below the channel bottom to accommodate future
additional channel scour. Levee rehabilitation will include temporary diversion of the
main channel to allow access to the slope.
The existing Flood Insurance Study dated 1998 states that the golf course levee “if
maintained, will be sufficient to withstand future floods up to the magnitude of the 500year flood”. Local knowledge indicates the golf course levee, along with the levee
between the bridges at SH 26 and I-15, withstood a 100-year event in 2001.
Notwithstanding those facts, this preliminary report recommends flood hazard reduction
at the levees by reducing flood heights to the extent related to gravel extraction,
implementing levee slope rehabilitation, and other maintenance measures as may be
appropriately included in design and construction.
Channel Flowline - Similar to erosion at the toe of banks and levees, the flowline of the
main channel is subject to relatively high local velocities with associated erosion during
high flow events, particularly so when the main channel is constricted between, and
meanders around, the gravel bars. Comparison of the 1974 FEMA data to the 1962 design
channel supports the generally accepted occurrence of flowline erosion. Another common
trait of the flowline is that some level of natural armoring typically develops due to
transport of finer material away from the bottom of the channel.
A valid question is what, if anything, to do with the existing flowline of the channel
during design and construction. The preliminary recommendation is to retain the existing
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flowline without modification, provided erosion at the banks and levees is addressed as
described above. Retaining the existing flow line will promote re-deposition of gravel in
a pattern similar to present day conditions and allow for future monitoring of deposition
that is benchmarked to existing conditions.
Modifications of the flowline could include filling it in with riprap where scoured next to
the banks or relocating it to the centerline of a full width channel, in other words, a reconstruction of the 1962 design configuration. However, this approach would likely
result in future deposition having a pattern different than present day conditions and the
future constricted channel would erode banks and levees in locations not coincident with
any riprap placed for bank rehabilitation.
Staging and Hauling - Staging areas and haul roads for gravel extraction deserve
consideration during design. The south half of the work area (Figure 1) provides
opportunity for a haul road on the 1962 levee on the east bank of the river with staging
areas between the levee and I-15, subject to considerations of wetlands and the I-15 rightof-way. A private access road exists on the west bank and staging areas may be available,
subject to acquisition of easements.
The north half of the work area has limited opportunities for haul and staging from the
Danskin Canal diversion to the Porterville bridge, however, it also appears from
inspection of aerial photographs there is comparatively less deposition in this area.
Increased opportunities for staging and hauling exist upstream of the Porterville bridge to
focus on removal of deposition near the Rose Road overpass. All existing banks and
levees should be reviewed for suitability of heavy equipment traffic.
Monitoring and Maintenance
Reduction of flood hazards arising from gravel extraction is expected to be an ongoing
process. River systems typically evolve toward a relative state of equilibrium of sediment
transport and deposition. Therefore, gravel is expected to re-deposit in the years
following final steps of extraction, and in the absence of ongoing maintenance, deposition
can be expected to resemble present day conditions. Ideally, ongoing maintenance would
occur at intervals and in quantities that match gravel deposition.
Prediction of the frequency and quantity of ongoing gravel extraction can, in principle, be
obtained from analysis of the sediment budget of the river. Theoretical and empirical
equations are available in the literature for calculation of gravel transport and deposition.
An alternative approach is to measure deposition over time using river survey data
collected at repeated intervals. However, the data required for either approach is
relatively extensive, not now available, and the reliability of analytical results is
influenced by several factors including natural variations in annual river flows.
For the above reasons, it is more practical and cost effective to establish methods and
benchmarks for visual observation of gravel deposition. For example, ongoing
maintenance could be conducted when gravel deposition that appears during low water
conditions is some percentage of present day conditions. Maintenance removal at a
relatively low percentage of present day deposition will propagate the majority of benefit
in flood mitigation but repetitive costs of gravel removal including in-stream work may
be cost-prohibitive.
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The expected ongoing gravel extraction to maintain flood hazard reduction may require a
unique approach to regulatory permits for initial extraction or separate permits for each
successive gravel extraction. Permitting and construction of the initial extraction is
expected to provide a data set of experience to assist with streamlining future permitting
of maintenance removal.
Preliminary Opinion of Potential Costs
Estimated Costs - The attached Table 1 provides preliminary opinions of potential costs.
Estimated costs are provided in a range of “low” to “high”. Providing estimated costs in a
range is appropriate for several reasons: this preliminary analysis is of limited scope and
therefore limited effort to investigate and refine probable costs, probable costs will
change as the details of permitting requirements evolve, and the river response to initial
gravel extraction may require adjustments to design and construction.
Table 1 also includes assumptions made for purposes of estimating costs. Additional
information that develops during the course of the project may invalidate or change the
assumptions and therefore the estimated costs.
Table 1 indicates the total expected cost for removal of the estimated 500,000 cubic yards
of gravel is in the range of $10.7M to $13.6M and equates to $21/yard to $27/yard. Data
collection and analysis recommended in this report will refine the estimated total gravel
extraction needed to realize flood hazard reduction. The total 500,000 cubic yards is
based on a crude estimate that is more likely on the upper end rather than the low end of
actual gravel quantities. Grade control structures are excluded from the costs in Table 1
because the step-wise gravel removal is intended to avoid impacts to existing
infrastructure.
The total estimated project cost is dominated by construction cost. Construction costs
were based on experience, adjustment to costs of completed projects that are typically not
in river environments, and preliminary opinions offered by three contractors in the
general project area. The construction costs are heavily influenced by the need to work in
a river setting. The project site affords limited access, presents challenging conditions for
equipment working on the gravel bars, requires diversion or bridging of waterways along
with water quality control, is not yet defined with respect to permitting and design, and is
not without risk.
Table 1 indicates estimated costs for administration are in the range of $193K to $275K.
Data collection, analysis, permitting and design costs are in the range of $355K to
$590K. Taken together, administrative and professional services costs are in the range of
$548K to $865K and are approximately 5% to 8% of the lower range of construction cost
at $10.7M.
The administrative costs exclude unknown royalties as may be established by the State
Land Board. The administration costs include the performance bond for site restoration
required by the Idaho Department of Lands as a condition of approval of the mining
permit wherein it is assumed Bingham County is the applicant. The performance bond is
related to contractor activities and an alternate strategy is for the contractor to be the
applicant on the mining permit.
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Use of Extracted Gravel – Discussions at a conceptual level with Bingham County,
Whisper Mountain, and regulatory agencies considered two initial approaches for use of
the extracted gravel. One approach was for the gravel to be used for filling gravel pit(s)
operated by the Idaho Transportation Department (ITD). Locally known as the
“Moreland pits”, they are approximately 5 miles away from the gravel extraction site on
the river. The Moreland pits have a purported, but unverified, capacity to hold the
estimated 500,000 cubic yards of expected extraction.
Another concept is to sell the gravel to offset project costs. An economic analysis of
selling gravel is beyond the limited scope of this preliminary engineering report although
initial opinions, not based on research, are offered herein.
Extraction of gravel from a river environment carries inherent logistical challenges as
well as risk and drives production costs higher than dry land gravel pit mining. Gravel
extracted from the river has limited value because it is not suitable for use on
construction projects without processing to produce specified products such as washed
rock, road mix, sand, and crushed aggregate. A site for stockpiling, processing and retail
sales operations is required and adds to production costs. The time to sell 500,000 cubic
yards of raw material, and therefore cost of sales operations, are not now known. Based
on these considerations, it may be possible to sell the gravel and offset a portion of the
costs; however, substantial cost recovery is unlikely.
Maintenance Cost- The estimated costs in Table 1 can provide a budgetary allowance for
ongoing extraction of gravel to maintain reduction in flood heights and to mitigate
development of meanders around gravel bars with associated erosion potential at banks
and levees. Assuming that periodic gravel extraction events will be on the order of
100,000 cubic yards, most of the gravel removal will be in-stream work with a cost on the
order of $20/yard. A budgetary allowance of about 10% should also be made for
permitting of maintenance activities. Future observation of the river response and redeposition will provide information as to the frequency of maintenance removal but it is
not unreasonable to assume at this preliminary stage that ongoing maintenance may occur
every two to four years. Based on the foregoing assumptions, maintenance activities
could amount to $2M to $2.2M every two to four years.
Conclusions
This preliminary engineering report addresses reduction of flood hazards associated with
the Snake River near the City of Blackfoot in Bingham County, Idaho. The overall
approach is to improve carrying capacity of the river by extraction of gravel that has
deposited in a previously constructed channel. Recommendations for data collection and
analysis are provided to better define flood hazards arising from gravel deposition, to
better differentiate effects of gravel deposition from other potential sources of flood
hazards near the City of Blackfoot, and to define flood hazard reduction gained from the
proposed gravel extraction. An overview of presently known permitting requirements is
provided. Preliminary opinions of estimated cost that is based on a limited scope effort
yields total project costs in the range of $10.7M to $13.6M.
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Revised to include errata October 14, 2013
February 6, 2013
Mr. Craig Rowland, Bingham County
501 N. Maple Street
Blackfoot, Idaho 83221
Re:

Conceptual Overview
Reported Flooding Concerns, Possible Causes, Potential Mitigation
Snake River and Blackfoot Area

Mr. Rowland:
Purpose
The purpose of this letter is to provide a brief overview of reported flooding conditions
near the City of Blackfoot in Bingham County, identify potential causes of flooding and
suggest initial concepts for mitigation. The information provided herein is presented at
the conceptual level and is intended as a basis for further discussion.
A figure titled “Existing Conditions, Snake River, Flood Mitigation Area, Bingham
County, Idaho” accompanies this letter and illustrates existing conditions discussed
herein. The study area spans from the State Highway 26 bridge crossing of the Snake
River to the Rose Road overpass on Interstate-15, approximately 3.5 miles as measured
along I-15.
Reported Flooding Concerns
The flooding concerns summarized herein were reported by Bingham County and
Whisper Mountain Professional Services based on their knowledge and observations. No
direct evidence or documentation of flooding concerns is offered in this letter. The
reported flooding concerns are assumed for the purpose of this letter.
A general consensus opinion exists that water levels in the Snake River have increased
over time.
The commercial subdivision near the northeast corner of the State Highway 26
interchange at Interstate-15 reportedly experiences shallow groundwater conditions that
may be related to conditions in the Snake River.
Bingham County personnel have observed water leaking laterally through the east side of
I-15 road embankment and flowing toward the City of Blackfoot.
The easterly approach road of the Rose Road overpass at I-15 was washed out (date
unknown) by overbank flooding on the Snake River.
The SH-26 bridge was subject to significant flooding in 2011 and various agencies
considered breaching the bridge to relieve overall structural stress and high water levels
that posed a threat to the City of Blackfoot.
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History
The Snake River was channelized in 1962 as part of the Interstate-15 roadway
construction. Prior to that time, the river flowed, or had flood channels, on both sides of
I-15. The 1962 construction, between the Twin Bridges and SH-26, channelized the river
to the west side of I-15 and included a levee on the east bank of the river. Upstream of the
Twin Bridges on I-15, a levee was constructed along what is now the golf course to close
off the historic channels on the east side of I-15. Near the Rose Road overpass, the river
was channelized east of I-15 and the east side of the overpass, along with a levee on the
west bank of the constructed channel.
Jensen's pond was constructed (after 1962) to the east of I-15 in the historic river channel
area. A diversion from the river provides inflow to the north end of the pond. A diversion
from the south end of the pond connects to the lowland area between the river and I-15,
and a pipe through the 1962 levee connects to the river.
FEMA conducted a flood insurance study on the Snake River using survey data circa
1974. Initial FEMA maps were published in 1979.In the area between SH-26 and the
Twin Bridges, the FEMA maps delineated a floodway along the river with an easterly
boundary contained by the 1962 levee and a westerly boundary that extended beyond the
west bank of the river. The current 1998 FEMA maps appear to be based on the 1974
study but do not show a floodway west of the river. Also of note is that 100-year flood
elevations in the published FEMA maps account for the effects of ice jams that were
estimated by FEMA to increase 100-year water elevations near Blackfoot by an average
of approximately 1.6 feet.
According to the FEMA flood insurance study, the Teton dam failure in 1976 washed out
a portion of the 1962 levee that was later re-constructed. FEMA estimates the Teton flood
discharge at Blackfoot to have been approximately 60,000 cfs and would be comparable
to a natural flood event with a 1000-year return interval.
A shoulder levee along the west side of I-15 was constructed/improved on or about 2001.
The improvements included a drain trench inside the shoulder levee.
Preliminary Data Review
Site inspection conducted December 13, 2012 and review of aerial photographs from
1993 to 2011 reveal the presence of gravel bars in the Snake River in the study area. The
aerial photographs appear to indicate consistent locations and extent of the gravel bars
over the time span of the aerials. Note the time span of the aerials reviewed and
consistency of gravel bars therein includes a 100-year flood event (2011) and a 500-year
flood event (1997). The gravel bars were not part of the 1962 channelization project.
Analysis of data from the USGS gaging station at Collins Siding Road (old SH-26
alignment) indicates water levels in the Snake River at the gage site have increased over
time at comparable flow rates. The gage data spans from 1978 to present and indicates
water levels in the river have increased roughly 1.5 ft from 1982 to 2006 at
approximately equal flows of 21,600 cfs, which is comparable to the 22,500 cfs
developed by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) for a 10-year flood
event. Gage data also shows water levels have increased roughly 0.7 ft from 1994 to 2005
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at approximately equal flows of 9,500 cfs, which appears to be common for a spring
runoff event. Specific causes of the increased gage height readings are not conclusively
defined and no coordination with the UGSG was conducted to investigate conditions of
the gage. The higher gage readings may be related to reduction of channel capacity.
A limited hydraulic analysis of the Snake River was conducted using a reproduction of
the existing FEMA flood study including the circa 1974 survey data. The FEMA survey
data includes gravel bars that were not part of the 1962 channel design. A brief visual
comparison of the 1974 cross-sections to current aerial photographs reveals similarities in
gravel bar locations in the channel at some cross-sections and differences at other crosssections.
The limited study did not include current survey data. A review of available LIDAR was
conducted but no LIDAR data exists for the study area. A river survey is beyond the
scope of this concept study.
The limited hydraulic analysis investigated water levels in the river from the SH-26
bridge and upstream approximately 1 mile. The analysis predicted increased water levels
in the river in the range of 0.5 feet to 2 feet when comparing the 1962 channel design to
the 1974 survey data with gravel bars. The low-end of the range at 0.5 feet occurs near
the SH-26 bridge where the 1962 channelization begins. The upper end of the range
occurs in the middle of the study range. Comparison of water elevations at the upstream
end of the hydraulic study is not meaningful because the 1962 design channel invert is
almost 4 feet higher than the 1974 invert, and the 1962 invert is higher than the 1974
invert at the Twin Bridges. It is not known if the high invert on the 1962 channel design
was constructed.
Potential Causes and Initial Mitigation Concepts
Potential causes of reported flooding concerns are reviewed in this section. The causes
are inferred from a site inspection, analysis of aerial photographs and other available data
as described herein. No conclusive analysis or evidence of causation is offered at this
preliminary scoping level.
Initial mitigation suggested herein is at the concept level only. The mitigation concepts
do not include: analysis of efficacy of the mitigation measures, secondary effects of
implementing mitigation concepts, permitting requirements, operations and maintenance,
or estimated cost.
Gravel Accumulation
A reduction in river channel capacity due to gravel accumulation in the constructed 1962
channel would tend to raise water surface elevations in the river. Higher river elevations
could induce the reported higher ground water at the commercial development area by
way of what is presumed to be subsurface river gravels in the historic river channel and
meanders.
Higher water elevations in the river may also cause increased water levels in the lowland
area between the 1962 levee and I-15, thereby contributing to the reported lateral flow
through the east shoulder of I-15. The functionality of the seepage trench in the I-15
shoulder levee is not known and may also be a contributing factor to lateral seepage.
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With respect to the Rose Road washout, gravel accumulation in the river channel may
have also increased water elevations that contributed to overtopping of the 1962 levee on
the west bank of the relocated river. With overtopping of the levee and overbank flow
west of the river, the excavated gravel pits west of the river and upstream of the Rose
Road approach probably increased overbank velocity and erosion potential.
Review of 2009 aerial photography indicates the tops of gravel bars were roughly as high
as the 10-year water surface elevation. The gravel bars may exacerbate the effects of ice
jams that typically occur near the water surface.
A mitigation concept to remedy the apparent effects of gravel accumulation is to remove
gravel from the river channel to restore the river channel capacity toward the 1962 design
section and presumably lower water elevations in the river.
Piped Connections to the River
An existing 4 foot diameter pipe connects the north end of Jensen’s pond to the river and
appears to be used for inflow into the pond in combination with a diversion dam in the
river. An existing 4 foot diameter pipe connects the south end of Jensen’s pond to the
lowland area between I-15 and the 1962 levee, along with a piped connection to the river
that presumably allows for outflow from the pond. Canal gates are also present on the
piped connections and appear to be used for regulating flow.
Connections to the river could create conditions where inflow of water from the river to
the north end of pond without a balanced outflow back to the river may cause pond water
elevations to trend toward the river elevation at the north (upstream) end and raise the
pond relative to the river elevation on south (downstream) end. If these conditions occur,
the increased pond elevation could induce higher local shallow ground water as reported
at the commercial development area. Outflow from the pond into the wetland area
between the 1962 levee and I-15 may also contribute to the reported lateral seepage
across I-15.
A potential mitigation concept is to investigate and document operation of the pond,
piped connections and gates, and consider modification to operations as may be
warranted, particularly during high river levels.
It should also be noted that Jensen’s pond by itself, without any influence of connections
to the river, will trend toward a level water surface elevation. At the south end of the
pond, the pond level could be higher than ambient groundwater levels and contribute to
reported shallow groundwater at the commercial development area.
Development
Increased impervious area that accompanies development typically increases runoff
volume following storm events or snowmelt and could contribute to the reported higher
groundwater in the commercial area depending on the ultimate method of disposal.
Accumulation of stormwater into infiltration basins may increase groundwater levels.
Disposal of stormwater into the remnant slough near the commercial area may also
induce higher groundwater. It is not known from a limited data review whether the
remnant slough has a piped connection to the river.
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A mitigation concept includes review of stormwater management, investigation as to any
influence on reported shallow groundwater, and development of site-specific mitigation.
Site inspection on December 13, 2012 provided indication of fill or improvements to the
west bank of the river beginning near the SH-26 Bridge and upstream approximately 1
mile. Based on the limited data review, it is not known how the existing west bank
compares to the original 1962 channel construction or pre-1962 existing grade.
Therefore, it is not known if the apparent improvements on the west bank may be a
contributing factor to reported flooding concerns.
A mitigation concept is to better define existing conditions of the west bank and 1962
levee and investigate relocating either the west bank and/or 1962 levee to increase
channel capacity.
SH-26 Bridge Crossing
High water levels and flooding conditions were reported at the SH-26 Bridge during the
spring runoff of 2011. Date of the observation is not known. Gage data at the USGS
gaging station near Blackfoot showed a peak annual discharge of 32,700 cfs on May 29,
2011. The peak flow is higher than the FEMA defined 100-year event at 29,900 cfs.
Design requirements and design capacity of bridges across the river in the study area
were not reviewed. The FEMA flood insurance study profiles indicate the SH-26 bridge
should pass the FEMA predicted 100-year water elevations approximately 0.5 feet under
the low chord of the bridge, including the FEMA estimated effects of ice jams.
Reported high water observations at the SH-26 bridge in 2011 include verbal accounts of
driftwood and fallen trees that constricted the bridge opening. Debris effects are not
included in the FEMA study and are expected to increase upstream water heights.
Other factors that may contribute to increased water elevations at the SH-26 bridge could
include gravel accumulation in the river channel or near the bridge piers, tailwater effects
from potentially higher downstream water elevations, and development on the northwest
bank of the river. Determination of the effects, if any, of these factors is beyond the scope
of this conceptual analysis.
The mitigation concepts offered in this letter may provide improved hydraulic
performance of the bridge as alternatives to bridge replacement. However, further
investigation of cause and effect relationships is needed.
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Summary
This letter provides an overview of reported flooding concerns near the Snake River in
the Blackfoot area of Bingham County, Idaho. Potential causes and mitigation measures
were reviewed at the concept level. A common theme is gravel accumulation in
channelized sections of the river. Preliminary data review indicates increased that water
levels in the river may be correlated to gravel accumulation and suggests mitigation to
restore or increase channel capacity. Other potential causes of reported flooding include
development and piped connections to the river.
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Appendix B
Depth to Groundwater
Environmental Planning Group
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Attachment 2 Elected Officials/Public
Presentations
STATE OF IDAHO
County of Bingham

)
: ss.
)

September 11, 2013

THE BOARD OF BINGHAM COUNTY COMMISSIONERS MET IN REGULAR SESSION.
PRESENT WERE CHAIRMAN A. LADD CARTER, COMMISSIONER WHITNEY MANWARING
AND COMMISSIONER MARK R. BAIR. The following matters were considered:
FLOOD MITIGATION
The Commissioners met with Sheriff Craig Rowland, R. Scott Reese, Emergency Management, Richard
Monson, Road and Bridge, Rick Fawcett, Whisper Mountain, Ken Fagnant, Homeland Security, and Ed
Bala, Transportation Department, regarding Flood Mitigation. The Commissioners authorized Rick
Fawcett to seek grant funding and get the permits to remove rocks and debris in the river between the I-15
Bridge and the Highway 26 Bridge.

September 11, 2013 Bingham County
A public meeting was held with the Bingham County Commissioners on September 11,
2013. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss mitigation alternatives to the engineered
channel on the Snake River, west of the City of Blackfoot. The alternatives included the
complete removal of the deposited gravel down to the design capacity, the staged
removal of gravel over a five year period, or do nothing. The discussion focused on
removing the gravel to decrease the potential for flooding in the Blackfoot area around
the new business district. The gravel that would be removed would be placed in the ITD
owned gravel pit in Moreland, approximately four miles from the Snake River. The
commissioners agreed with the engineering proposal to remove gravel over a five year
period, essentially scraping or cutting the tops of the gravel bars annually above the low
water mark.
The commissioners passed a resolution directing Whisper Mountain Professional
Services to investigate appropriate funding and to apply in behalf of the County.
Agency

Representative

Position

Bingham County

Craig Rowland

Sheriff

Bingham County

R. Scott Reese

Emergency Management

Idaho BHS

Ken Fagnant

AFO

ITD

Ed Bala

District Engineer

Bingham County

Richard Monson

Road & Bridge

Bingham County

Ladd Carter

Commissioner

Bingham County

Whitney Manwaring

Commissioner

Bingham County

Mark K Bair

Commissioner
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A copy of the presentation and attendance roster is provided in Attachment 1.
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November 11, 2013 – Atomic City
A public meeting was held in conjunction with the Atomic City Council Meeting on
November 11, 2013. Rick Fawcett provided an over view of the Bingham County MultiJurisdiction All Hazard Mitigation Plan update and provided the hazard ranking for
Atomic City. The Mayor and Council agreed with the hazards as ranked.
The Council asked that three projects be added:
4. Purchase of a larger mower to maintain the City’s fire break,
5. Purchase of turnout gear for the Fire Department Volunteers,
6. Installation of fencing around the 2nd water well.
The attendance roster is presented below. The presentation made to the Council is
provided in Attachment 2. There was no meeting agenda provided by the City.
Agency

Representative

Position

Atomic City
Atomic City
Atomic City
Atomic City
Atomic City
Atomic City

Kelli Isaacs
D Dieherd
Connie Smith
D D Sortor
Lynn Field
Shelly Roy

Mayor
Council Member
Council Member
Council Member
Fire Chief
Citizen
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November 12, 2013 – City of Firth
A public meeting was held in conjunction with the City of Firth City Council Meeting on
November 12, 2013. Rick Fawcett provided an over view of the Bingham County MultiJurisdiction All Hazard Mitigation Plan update and provided the hazard ranking for the
City of Firth. The Mayor and Council agreed with the hazards as ranked. The Council
was asked if there were any projects that they would like to add to the Plan. They did not
have any but did comment that the Levee north of the Little Buckaroo Rodeo grounds
was repaired. This was a previously listed mitigation action.
The attendance roster is presented below.
Agency

Representative

Position

City of Firth
City of Firth
City of Firth
City of Firth
City of Firth
City of Firth
Forsgren Associates
City of Firth

Kent W. Burch
Drew Park
Vincent W. Larsen
Brandon Jolley
Barbara Johnson
Robert Dial
Dave Noel
Jared Ricks
Shelley Pioneer

City Council
City Council
Mayor
City Council
City Council
City Council
City Engineer
City Attorney
Reporter
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November 12, 2013 City of Shelley
A public meeting was held in conjunction with the City of Shelley City Council Meeting
on November 12, 2013. Rick Fawcett provided an over view of the Bingham County
Multi-Jurisdiction All Hazard Mitigation Plan update and provided the hazard ranking for
the City of Shelley. The Mayor and Council agreed with the hazards as ranked. The
Council was asked if there were any projects that they would like to add to the Plan. They
did not have any.
The attendance roster is presented below.
Agency

Representative

Position

City of Shelley
City of Shelley
City of Shelley
City of Shelley
City of Shelley
City of Shelley
City of Shelley
City of Shelley
City of Shelley
City of Shelley
Forsgren Associates
City of Shelley
City of Shelley
City of Shelley
City of Shelley
Shelley Pioneer

Sandy Gaydusek
BJ Driscoll
Eric R. Christensen
Earl Bettie
Kurt G. Russell
Stacy Pascom
Jeff Kelley
Kyle Jorgenson
Kailey Jorgenson
Alesha Jorgenson
David Noel
Kim Westergard
Dawn Lloyd
Chuck Lloyd
Rod l. Mohler
Shirley Thompson

City Clerk
City Attorney
Mayor
Councilman
Councilman
Councilman
Councilman
Citizen
Citizen
Citizen
City Engineer
Incoming Councilwoman
Recreation Director
Public Works Director
Chief of Police
Reporter
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December 4, 2013 City of Basalt
The elected officials and public briefing for the City of Basalt on the Bingham County
Multi-Jurisdiction All Hazard Mitigation Plan was held on December 4, 2013. The
presentation included the risk ranking for the City of Basalt, as well as the risk analysis
process. The City Council and Mayor concurred with the risk ranking and discussed
potential mitigation projects. The limiting factor for the City of Basalt in exploring
potential mitigation projects is cost. Most of the projects discussed would not yield an
acceptable benefit cost. There was no meeting agenda provided by the City.
Agency

Representative

Position

City of Basalt
City of Basalt
City of Basalt
City of Basalt
City of Basalt
City of Basalt
City of Basalt
Schiess & Associates

Debra Andersen
Larry R Russell
Kim Lockyer
Garth Campbell
Pam Croft
Kay L Kremin
Guy L Barrus
Paul Scoresby

City Clerk
Mayor
Council
Council
Council
Council
Maintenance and Works
Principal
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December 11, 2013 City of Blackfoot
A Bingham County Multi-Jurisdiction All Hazard Mitigation Plan briefing for the
Blackfoot City Council and general public was held on December 11, 2013 in the
Blackfoot City Council Chambers. The purpose of the briefing was two-fold; 1) To brief
the Council and Mayor on the mitigation alternatives for the engineered channel on the
Snake River, 2) To provide a briefing on the overall risk identified through the risk
analysis process undertaken as part of the mitigation plan update.
The history of the engineered channel on the Snake River was summarized, including the
creation of the channel which facilitated the 1962 completion of Interstate 15 on the west
side of Blackfoot. Since completion of the channel, several high water events including
the 1976 Teton Dam failure and the 1997 five hundred year flood event have decreased
the capacity of the channel by approximately 40%. The decrease in capacity has caused
flooding in the Jensen Grove and Walmart areas, and additionally has increased the
ground water levels between lanes of the Interstate and at the Blackfoot Airport. The
alternatives as discussed with the Bingham County Commissioners were presented with
concurrence given to the five year removal of gravel as the preferred alternative.
The Council and Mayor concurred with the overall risk ranking for the City of Blackfoot
as presented. The Council reviewed previous mitigation actions and agreed with the
addition of the Snake River gravel removal project as their highest priority.
Agency

Representative

Position

The Spot
Bill’s Home Repair Service
City of Blackfoot
City of Blackfoot
City of Blackfoot
Arm Security Inc.
City of Blackfoot
City of Blackfoot
City of Blackfoot
City of Blackfoot
City of Blackfoot
City of Blackfoot
City of Blackfoot
City of Blackfoot

Chris Kennedy
Bill Feliciano
Jan Simpson
Donna Paulnsef
Calvin Byington
Steven Sloan
Rex Orgill
Paul Loomis
Kurt Asmus
Christopher A Jensen
Mike Virtue
Layne Gardner
Rich Woodfin
Daniel R Acevedo

Owner
Owner
Council Elect
Planning & Zoning
Planning & Zoning
Sales Rep
Planning & Zoning/Building
Mayor Elect
Chief Police Department
Council
Mayor
Council
Council
City Attorney
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December 10, 2013 City of Aberdeen
The City of Aberdeen elected officials and public were provided a briefing on the
Bingham County Multi-Jurisdiction All Hazard Mitigation Plan as part of their regularly
scheduled city council meeting on December 10, 2013. The briefing included the process
for updating the Plan and the resulting risk ranking summary for the City of Aberdeen.
The Mayor and Council discussed the flooding hazard caused by Hazard Creek and
identified the area as a historic irrigation drain rather than a free-flowing stream. The
Council asked if the NFIP Map could be altered to remove City properties that had been
elevated above the flood plain. The process for a map revision was presented and
discussed. The City Council identified a new mitigation action which included both the
redrawing of the flood plain and a revision to remove the City’s Water Treatment Facility
from the flood plain.
The City Council and Mayor concurred with the risk ranking and with the addition of the
two projects mentioned above. They agreed to the mitigation action prioritization.
Agency

Representative

Position

City of Aberdeen
City of Aberdeen
City of Aberdeen
City of Aberdeen
City of Aberdeen
City of Aberdeen
City of Aberdeen
City of Aberdeen
City of Aberdeen
Aberdeen Times
City of Aberdeen

Mary Leisy
Lisa Pankau
A Morgan Andersen
Brian Schneider
Larry Barret
G Craig Wampler
Daniel R Acevedo
Linda Balls
Karalee Krehbiel-Bonzon
Kathy Blaker
Richard Mayer

City Council
City Council
Mayor
City Council
City Council
City Council
City Attorney
City Clerk/Treasurer
City Council Elect
Reporter
Public Works Director
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