Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan

Chippewa County, Wisconsin
2020-202 5

coordinate. partner, advocate. serve,






CHIPPEWA COUNTY
NATURAL HAZARD MITIGATION PLAN

PREPARED BY

Chippewa County Local Emergency Planning Committee
Chippewa County EmergencyManagement
Chippewa County communities

WITH ASSISTANCE BY

West Central Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission

ADOPTEDMONTH XX 2020
BY THECHIPPEWACOUNTYBOARD OFSUPERVISORS






<ADD FEMA APPROVAL LETTER HERE>



<ADD WEM APPROVAL LETTER HERE>



TABLE OF CONTENTS

SECTION 1. INTRODUGCTION ...t e e e e e et e e et e et e e e e e e aaeeeannaees 1
AL PLAN PURPOSE. ...ttt e e e e e e e e e et e et e e e e e e aaas 1

B. PLANNING PROGCESS ...ciuiiiiiiiiiiii ittt et e e et e et e et e et e et e et e et e et e et e et e et e et e et eeraernes 1

C. MULTI-JURISDICTIONAL PLANNING APPROACH ....ituiiieiieitee et e et e et et et e et e et e e e eaeeneens 3

D. COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT ...ittuieitieeitieeet e ettt ee st ee st e esatee st e esaaes st eessaasstneastnaessneestnaassnnns 5

E. INCORPORATION OF RELATED PLANS, STUDIES, REPORTS, AND DATA.......ccoeiviiiiiiiieeiieeeenn, 6
SECTION I1. COMMUNITY PROFILE T CHIPPEWA COUNTY ..t 8
A. GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION ...uuiuitttiittttttitiittiiittssssssssssbss bbb bbsbbsnbnnnbnsnnes 8

B. NATURAL FEATURES AND ENVIRONMENT . .uuiiiiii it ee e e e et e et e et e et e et e et e et e eaeeaaes 9

C. DEMOGRAPHIC, ECONOMIC, AND LAND USE PROFILE ....ucituiiieiieiiee e eeteeet et e et e et eaas 13

D. CRITICAL FACILITIES AND EMERGENCY SERVICES ....ccuuiiiiiiiieiieiiee e eee et e e e e e e 27

E. TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS ...iiiiiiiiiiiiieiieie ettt 32
SECTION lll.  ASSESSMENT OF HAZARD CONDITIONS ....coiiiiiiiiieiiiieecei e 34
A. HAZARD IDENTIFICATION . ... uituiitettette et e et ae et e et e st eet e et e et estesteesnaesnessnesneesneesneesnaesnns 34

i. Federal Disaster Declarations for Chippewa County ...........ccccccevvviieiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeee, 34

ii. Chippewa County Multi-Hazard Prioritization...........ccccccvvveviiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeee 35

iii. Natural Hazards of No Significant RiSK ..., 37

B. HAZARDS OF CONCERN ADDRESSED IN OTHER PLANS .......cooiiiiiiiite e 40

i. Communicable Disease and Public Health .............coociiiiiiiiiiiii e 40

i. Hazardous MaterialS SPillS..........oeoiiiiiiiiiiiie e a7

iii. ACHVE TRFALS ...ttt e e e e e s e st e e e e e e s s snnba e e e eeeeseannntrneeeeeens 53

V. CYDEI-ATIACK. ... ottt e e e e 58

C. RISK AND VULNERABILITY ASSESSMENT ..uuituiitueitueeteerneeteeseeteetaeetaeesaeesaeesaeesaeeraessaeennees 63

i. B0 1= Vo (o S PP PT TR UPPTPPPP 54

ii. Thunderstorms and High WINAS ... 80

iii. Winter Storms and EXIreme Cold.........ooueviiiiiiiiiieeee e 96

iv. Long-Term POWEr QULAJE..........ccce e 110

V. (o ToTo 11T H PO PRPPPPPRP 120

LY V1 o |1 =SOSR 143

Vil EXIFEME HEAL .....eeeiiiiii ettt e e e e s e e e e e e e s et e e e e e e e e annenneeeeeeeeeann 163

1YL B (o 18T | o | PSPPSR RP PP 171

D. CLIMATE CHANGE AND NATURAL HAZARD RISK.....ccuiitiiiiiiiieii et eaeeas 178
SECTION IV. CURRENT MITIGATION ACTIVITIES ...con oo 186
SECTION V. PROGRESS ON 2012 MITIGATION PLAN STRATEGIES .........ccoievieeenn. 195
SECTION VI.  MITIGATION GOALS AND STRATEGIES........ciiiiieeei e 200
A, IMITIGATION GOALS ..ouiiiiiiiieit ettt ettt et et e et e et e et e et e et e et e et e et e ete et sesnsetnsesnaesnaernaes 200

B. EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE MITIGATION STRATEGIES .. .cuuiiiiiii e eeieeieeieetne et e eiaeeans 201

C. RECOMMENDED MITIGATION STRATEGIES (ACTION PLAN). .............................................. 202

i. Severe Weather Mitigation Strat@giesS. .......cuueiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 202

ii. Flood Mitigation Strat@QIES. .......c..uriiiieiee ettt e e e e e e e e e naneeees 203

iii.  Wildfire Mitigation & Emergency ACCESS Srat@gi€s .......cooviiuiiiiiiieaii it 204

iVv.  Agriculture-Specific StrAt@QIES ......cuii i 204

V. Other Planning, Policy, & Coordination Strategies ..........cccceeiiiiiiiiiiiee e 205

vi.  Other Communication & Qutreach Strategies..........uueieiieiiiiiiiiiiieee e 206

vii.  City & Village (Multi-Jurisdictional) Strategies. ... 207

D. IMPLEMENTATION OF PRIORITY PROJECTS ...ttt et e et e et et e ete e et e et e eaeeaaa s 210

E. ADDITIONAL IMPLEMENTATION GUIDANCE ....uuuitiittiieeettieeeeetiseseeisseeeessnaesessnnseeessnnneaaees 212

Table of Contents i



SECTION VII.  PLAN ADOPTION AND MAINTENANCE PROCESS ..., 214

A, PLAN COORDINATION . .tuttutenttetteeee e e ee e ee e e e e e e e e ee e se e e s e et ea e eaeaeaeearerenreneeneenaenns 214
B. PLAN MAINTENANCE ...ttt ettt ettt e e ettt et e et e e e e e e e e et e ea e e e ea e e s e een s e e eneenaenns 215
(O I NI AN 0 [ = ] T 217

LIST OF APPENDICES

APPENDIX A. Adopting Resolutions and Letter of Participation ...............cccccvvvvviviiiiiiiniennne. 218
APPENDIX B. Flood Assessment Methodology .........cccoevvvviiiieiieeeeieiiiiinnnn.

APPENDIX C. Stakeholder Interview LiSt..........cccoeviiiiriiiiiiiiiii e, Page # will be
APPENDIX D. Notice Requesting Public Comment on Draft Plan ............... includd in
APPENDIX E. Vulnerability Assessment for Critical Facilities...................... final draft
APPENDIX F. Unique Risks and Vulnerabilities by Incorporated Communit

APPENDIX G. Hazard Mitigation Activities by Incorporated Community.........ccccccvvvvireiiiereeeennn.
APPENDIX H. Chippewa County Dam INVENTOTY...........couviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeieeeeeeeeee e
APPENDIX I.  Natural Hazard Mitigation TOOIDOX .........ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e
APPENDIX J. Feasibility Analysis of Alternative Mitigation Strategies ...........ccccccvvvvvvviiiiiiennnnn.
APPENDIX K. Potential State and Federal Grant Programs for Mitigations Projects...................
APPENDIX L. Summary of Plan Changes since the 2012 Plan .............cccccviiiieei e,

SPECIAL NOTE
REGARDING THE FEMA PRE-DISASTER MITIGATION (PDM) GRANT PROGRAM

The Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM) Grant Program has been a primary source of
mitigation grant funding in west-central Wisconsin for projects such as community safe
rooms, burying elevated power lines in areas prone to outages, and creating/updating

local mitigation plans. The PDM Program was recently replaced by the Building
Resilient Infrastructure and Communities (BRIC) Grant Program as a result of the
Disaster Relief and Recovery Act of 2018.

Like the PDM Program, proactively mitigating the impacts of natural hazards continues
to be the purpose of the BRIC Program and many aspects of the new program are
unchanged, including cost-share requirements. Potential grant projects must also

continue to align with a current local mitigation plan for local grant eligibility. The new

BRIC Program places greater emphasis on funding resilient infrastructure, mitigating
lifelines (critical facilities and services), and incorporating nature-based solutions.

Capability- and capacity-building activities, such as modernizing building codes, private-
public partnerships, and staff training, are also now explicitly eligible as a mitigation

grant project.
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SECTION 1.
INTRODUCTION

A. PURPOSE OF THE PLAN

The Chippewa CountWatural HazardMitigation Plan has been prepared as a result of the
Countyods appl i cat i eDmsasterdvitigatioa (POM) &rard Prdgram funds. Pr e
These funds are disbursed by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) through
Wisconsin Emergency Managent (WEM).

The primary focus of thePlan is to RUEKSERe RS EIRCVETIEES IS
evalulatd_e t he dCo_dun_ l ocal mitigation p
to natura Isasters an Ident s jurisdictionds comm

Cllel(v/ oyt SR LTSS RN EIED IS o1 ral hazards, serving as a guide for decision
Sl SUERETIVAGEIR R L ANELL makers as they commit resources to reducing the
limit the scope of this planning effort (R IR R E - R |

natural hazards at this time, though t
Plan conforms with Federal all hazard
mitigation planning requirements.

(44 CFR Part 201.6, pp 8851)

Development of th€lanwill help the County and its communities locate its areas of risk, assess
its risks and vulnerabilitiesand developlongterm strategies for reducing tee risks and
vulnerabilities Through this process, the County can address issues related to the protection of
life, property, and critical services, and the reduction of castscaated with disaster relief and
rescue effortsThe updatend approval of thBlanwill also continue to make Chippewa County

and participating jurisdictions eligible to apply for future hazard mitigation project funds through
the Federal Emergency Magement Agency.

B. PLANNING PROCESS

Chippewa County contracted with West Central Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission to
update its all hazards mitigation plan previouspdated anagdopted by Chippewa County in
August 2012and approved by FEMA in Jaary 2A.3. This updatedPlanidentifies strategies to
mitigate the risks and vulnerabilities associated waturalhazards in the County, including its
incorporated communitiesThe formerPlanthatis being updated will be referred to as tha 20

Plan

Development of th€hippewa CountiNatural HazardMitigation Planwas based on the planning
requirements and guidance provided by the Federal Emergency Management: AGEMAY)
and the Wisconsin Department of Military Affairs, Wisconsin Emergency ManagéniarsLch,

! Federal Emergency Management Agency, Hazard Mitigation Planning and Hazard Mitigation Grant Rtdgram,
CFER Parts 201 and 2@8vashington: Government Printing Office, February 26, 2002) &864.
2Wisconsin Emergency ManagemeResource Guide to All Hards Mitigation Planning in Wisconsimpril 2003.
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the Plan meets the requirements of the Disadtitigation Act of 2000. ThePlartb s scope i
inclusive of all of Chippewa County and is considered a Audisdictional plan under Federal
guidelines, with the exception of the City of Eau Claire. The City of Eau Claire primarily lies

within Eau ClaireCountyandrecently updated itswn hazard mitigation plan in coordination with

the Eau ClaireCounty plan update.Even so.County Emergency Management will continue to
coordinate with the Citpf Eau Claire ad Eau ClairecCountyEmergency Management oazard

mitigation issues as required.

To guide thePlartb s devel opment , the Countyds | ocal en
agreed to serve as the steering committee for this planning efforfals 1 shows, the LEPC

represents a range of interests and stakeholders from throughout Ghippemty. In addition to

bringing insight on their respective roles, the committee members are also very knowledgeable of
the issues and concerns of the Countyds resid
the development of th@lan providing input and review of information and materials, and
reviewing and approving the release of the dPédnprior to the start the adoption process.

Table 1. Chippewa County Local Emergency Planning Committee

Name Title/Organization
John Andersen Chairperson, Media Rep.
Dennis Brown Emergency Management
Jerry Clark UW Extension
Chad Gudis Highway Department
Edward Mishefske Citizen Representative
Bob Nelson Citizen Representative
Chuck Daly Industry Representative
Ron Krueger Citizen Amateur Radio Representative
John Bowe HazMat/Fire Department Representative.
Chris Cord EmergencyCommunications Center Dir.
Angela Weideman Public Health Officer
Brenda Nacke Mayo Clinic Health Systern Bloomer
Tom Thornton County Board Representative
Mark Anderson HSHS St. Josepho6s |
Marcy Trubshaw Emergency Management

Update of thé’lanbegan inAugust 2018.A total of five steering committee meetings were held

to discuss the Plard s devel opment , identi fy | ocal h a:
recommendations, and review the dmafan Additional correspondence, including a strategy
alternatives and prioritization survey, was distributed via mail.

The general stages$ Blandevelopmenaresummarized irFigure 1 at the end of this section. A

summary ofPlanchanges since the 2P Planis provided inAppendix L andincludes a brief
synopsis of how the steering committee reviewed and analyzed each sectioRlahthe

2 Chippewa County Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan
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The mapping work as part of the community profige¢tion 1) and assessment of hazard
conditions Gection Ill) was performed using the ArcGIS Geaghic Information System,
allowing greater manipulation and analysis due to the use of a consistent base map. Maps included
in thisPlanare for general planning purposes only and do not constitute legal documents or formal
surveys. The flood assessmeardgthodology is further detailed Appendix B.

A series of key stakeholder interviews, including both public and private sectors, was performed
by West Central Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission (WCWRPC) staff to further
complement the issue and sty identification process. These interviews included discussions
with emergency management personnel from adjacent couhtiemajority of these interviews

are listed inAppendix C, though additional correspondence, phone calls, and falfpemails

often took place. Additional input was received from local town, village, and city governments as
described withirSection I.C.below.

TheLEPC/steering committaeview the scope of the 20P2an considered recent severe weather
trends, and completed risk & vulnerability survey. The survey results were used by the
committee to determine tlanscope, which included the addition of extreme heat.

With the guidance provided by these interviews, meetings, and the previously described planning
stepsthe steering committee discussed and reviewed the changes tBlaashction since the

2012 Planand developed the updated goals and stratedietall 2019 the steering committee
released the draRlanfor public review and submittal to WisconsimErgency Management for
prereview.Fo |l | o wi n g -reké&videoupty Board considered and adoptexNhtural
HazardMitigation Planupdate at a duly called and noticed public meeting. A copy of the adopting
resolutionis included inAppendix A.

C. MULTI-JURISDICTIONAL PLANNING APPROACH

The Chippewa CountyNatural Hazard Mitigation Plan is a multijurisdictional plan and
encompasses all incorporated and unincorporated jurisdictions within Chippewa County, with the
exception of the City of Eau Claire as mentioned previously. All municipalities in Chippewa
County with 10@year floodplainsidentified on Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) are
participants in good standing in the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP), with the exception
of the Village of New Auburn who is working to address their-noompliance status.

All participating juisdictions in Chippewa County were actively involved in the planning process
through the following means:

1 The steering committee included representation from different areas in the County and
numerous organizations.

1 A customizedrisk assessment surveyith hazard risk map was mailed to each town to
identify hazards and potential mitigation strategies.

Introduction 3



I

1 A meeting was held with each participating village and city on the planning effort, and input
was obtained on issues or potential strategies. Umhigeardrelated issues or strategies for
each community were identified.

1 Additional follow-up contacts were made with local jurisdictions as neededall 2019,
draft strategiesind key, relevant sections of the Plagre sent to each village andycfor
further comment

The following jurisdictions have adopted tiknupdate by resolution:

Jurisdiction Adoption Date
Chippewa County (encompasses all unincorporated aread)2020
Village of Boyd m d, 2020
Village of Cadott m d, 2020
Village of Lake Hallie m d, 220
Village of New Auburn m d, 2020
City of Bloomer m d, 220
City of Chippewa Falls m d, 2020
City of Cornell m d, 2020
City of Stanley m d, 2020

Adopting resolutions for all ofhie above jurisdictions are ippendix A. Chippewa Valley

Electric Cooperative also participated in tlard s d e v eab dopumented by their letter in
Appendix A The cooperative is potentially eligible for FEMA hazard mitigation grant funding
muchlike a municipality. By actively participatinginthidard s devel opment, ther
potential for the electric cooperative to pursue mitigation grant funding for projects within
Chippewa County in the future.

4 Chippewa County Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan
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D. COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

The planning process included the following activities to encourage community input and
involvement:

1 Steering Committee Meetings.Thefive steering committee meetings were properly noticed
and open to the publidVieeting notice arepostedn the County courthousand online at the
County website.

1 Key Stakeholder Interviews. The community meetings anlley stakeholder interviews
identified inAppendix Cobtained input from many local public and private stakeholders who
are also communitgnembers.

1 Consideration of Related Plans.Local comprehensive plans, ordinances, and other pertinent
planning documents wereonsideredby the planning consultant and discussed with the
steering committeeand communitiesvhen available and pertinent. During stakeholder
interviews and meetings with the cities and villages, participants were asked to identify and
consider related plans and ordinances. The results of these discussions were integrated into
the appropriate aessment section or recommended strategies which were reviewed by the
steering committee, communities, and other stakeholders. A few examples of other planning
efforts considered and integrated into tRisn include the State Hazard Mitigation Plan,
WDNR wildfire assessments and management plan, the County continuity of government
planning effortand the Emergency Action Plaaisd maintenance plans foigh-hazard dams
and othedams

1 Town Government Input. As discussed previouslg, brief, customizedurveywas mailed
toeachtown o obtain | ocal input on hazard Ahotspo
strategies.

1 Request for Pblic Comment on the Draft Plan As documented in Appendix D, a public
notice was adyv es dfficid red/spaper requbséng public commeit on the
draft Plan which was available for download online or available for review at the County
Emergency Management offic@opies of the meeting notice, as well the dPddtnstrategies
and other selecteslections, were also sent to each municipality for commé&d. public
comments were received [or note iffhBfanwas modified based anycommentseceived.

1 Plan Adoption. Following conditional approval of th@lan by Wisconsin Emergency
Managementhis HazardMitigation Planwas adopted via resolution by the Chippewa County
Boardand the incorporated cities and villages of the Countiubt called and noticed public
meetings.

Introduction 5
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E. INCORPORATION OF RELATED PLANS, STUDIES, REPORTS,
AND DATA

This Planupdate includes information and incorporates recommendations from a wide variety of
sources, not limited to the following primary sources:

1 Section Il includes statistics from the U.S. Census Bureau, USDA Agricultural Census,
Wisconsin Departmenbf Revenue tax assessment data, Wisconsin Department of
Administration population estimates and projections, and EMSI.

1 Section lll includes NOAA National Climatic Data Center severe weather data as well as
climate and severe weather data from the Wiscongative on Climate Change. This
section also includes data and maps fromStage of Wisconsin Hazard Mitigation Plan
and theState of Wisconsin Homeland Security Council THIRA & $RRluced by
Wisconsin Emergency Management.

1 Section lll includes rierences to specific studies for various hazard types. For example,
the hazardous materials spillsulsection included BRRTS data from Wisconsin
Department of Natural Resourcasdreferences the 2012 MulGounty Commodity Flow
Study. The cybeattack ad active threats sections rely heavily on FBI and other federal
level data sources.

1 The GIS maps and GiBased analysis found in Sections Il and Il were largely produced
by WCWRPC with geageferenced data primarily from Chippewa County and Wisconsin
Depatment of Natural Resources.

1 Appendix C includes the list of meetings and stakeholder interviews completed during the
process. These interviews frequently yielded reports and additional data that were
incorporated into thi®lan

1 Sections Il and IMncorporate or reference municipal & County Emergency Operations
Plans and the County Public Health Preparedness Plan as well as various annexes, mutual
aid agreements, and partnerships. Thseatific plans are frequently referencedere
applicable sichas DanFlood Emergency Placomprehensive plans and local regulatory
policies are also referenced (e.g., floodplain zoning, stormwater management, driveway
regulations, festival permitting).

6 Chippewa County Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan
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Figure 1. Chippewa County Natural Hazard Mitigation
Planning Process Diagram

Plan Initiation

scope: local decisiorto proceedgcontract w/ WCWRPC Plan
County roles: mandate to proceed, establBteering Committee E
RPC roles: facilitate procesand preplanning Initiation
Cmte roles: initial meeting; discuss process and scope

Community Profiling

scope: datacollection phase (inventory, statsggstrends) ]
local roles: assist w/ data collection, including existing plans Communlty
RPC roles: data collection, analysis, & compilation Profilin
Cmte roles: review and discuss findings; additional direction if needed g
other issues: identification of criticalfacilities; initial contacts
Hazard Identification
scope: update data and-wonfirm key hazards
local roles: assist w/ data collection (historical records on events) H azard
RPC roles: data collection (w/ NOAA data) & facilitation o )
Cmte roles:  review and confirnkey hazards ldentification
Risk & Vulnerability Assessment
scope: identify risks (full history & trends), and vulnerabilities

(estimate potential losses to assets) .
local roles: identf y i ssues, concerns, and Ris &
RPC roles: data collection, malysis, & facilitation ili
Cmte roles: review and discuss findings; provide addition insights Vulnerablllty

Assessment

Mitigation Planning
scope: goals, objectives, strategies, & action plan
local roles: identify current activities and progress 2812 Han
RPC roles: facilitation, analysis & guidance on strategies ‘- .
Cmte roles: update goals; review and prioritizeategies Mltlgathn
other issues:  costbenefits analysjgesource/action plan P| anning
Plan Coordination & Maintenance
scope: relationship to other plans & futuRdanreview/updates
localroles: help identify links to other plans; vision for reviews
RPC roles: facilitation & suggestions Plan
Cmte roles: review & modify/amend recommendations . .
other issues: re-assess evaluation process Coordlnatlon

Plan Adontion & Maintenance
scope: Cmtédlocal agencyeview-> publiccomment period>

Cmtere-consideratiorf needed>Statepre-review->
County& local adoption> formal State & FEMA approval

local roles: facilitate public meetingsotifications,& adoption

RPC roles: assist w/ public hearings & modificationsRtan Plan
Cmte roles: consider public input & approve drdftan :
other issues:  special mailings; media AdOptIOﬂ
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SECTION Il.
COMMUNITY PROFILE T CHIPPEWA COUNTY

Thecommunity profile section of thelanprovides background data of the general characteristics
of Chippewa County. Included in this section is a description of natural and demographic
characteristics, general development trends, and an inventory of critical facilities.

A. GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION

Chippewa Countys in westcentral Wisconsin (seEigure 2) and has a total surface area of
666,428 acres, or about 1,041 square miles, of combined land and water area makind"it the 13
largest county in Wisconsin. The County is comprised of all orspart32 civil divisions,
consisting of 23 towns, four villages and five cities. The City of Chippewa Falls, population
14,035 is the county seat and largest community in the County. Chippewa County is part of the
Eau ClaireChippewa Falls Metropolitan &istical Area.

Figure 2. Geographic Location
Chippewa County

%

SAMPSON BIRCH CREEK LAKE HOLCOM

a

AUBURN BLOOMER CLEVELAND ESTELLA

Bloomer
COOKSVALLEY WOODM OHR EAGLE POINT ARTHUR COLBURN
HOWARD TILDEN GOETZ DELMAR
Boyd
Chippewa FaIIsF 4 Stanle
ott

ake Hallie

WHEATON Eaq Claire HALLIE LAFAYETTE SIGEL EDSON
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B. NATURAL FEATURES AND ENVIRONMENT

Chippewa County is part of the Western Upland and Northern Highland physiographic provinces

of Wi sconsi n. The regionds surface topograpl
escarpments. The glaciers pushed through this area leaving ontipa pbsouthwest Wisconsin,

southeast Minnesota, northdlimois, and northwest lowa untouched on their southward march.

As one moves south and southwest in the County, the drainage patterns become more defined with
fewer swamps and numerous shale amdistone outcrops. This area beyond the moraines is quite

l evel and comprises much of the Countyds best
highest elevation point, is 1,530 feet above sea level and is in the Town of Birch Creek in the
north-central part of the County. Approximately four percent of the County is open water and
another seven percent is wetlands.

I.  Watersheds
Shown inFigure 3are the watersheds that are wholly or partially located within Chippewa County.
A watershedisanraea of | and that drains or fAshedso it

Some watersheds encompass several hundred square miles, while others may be small, covering
only a few square miles that drain into a lake.

Figure 3. Chippewa County Watersheds

Major WaterSheds
and Basins
Lower Chipperwa
Fiver Basn

Upper Chigpewa
River Basn

25 s 10 Miies
4

— e Source: WAsDNR 1993
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Watersheds are important to understand since the effects of natural antha®activities in one

area can have a direct impact on other areas. For example, runoff from a heavy rainfall upstream
in a watershed will eventually reach tewnstreanpart ofthe watershed. Chippewa County
almost entirely drains into the Lower Chippewa River, with the exception of a small northern part
of the County which drains into the Upper Chippewa River Basin.

Ii. Surface Waters, Floodplains, and Wetlands

The Chippew River and greservoirs (Lake Wissota, Holcombe Flowage, Cornell Flowage) are

the Countyds most significant surface water f
south. Chippewa County has a total surface water area of 21,037 acresngpofik®, 335 acres

of lakes and 1,702 acres of rivers and streams as shawigure 4 on the following page. The

County also has 81 miles of trout streams. A number of dams on the Chippewa River maintain
reservoirs for hydrelectric power generation.Nearly all potable water in the County is
groundwater, though surface waters can be a major source of groundwater recharge. The rivers
and lakes of Chippewa County are important recreational resources and have attracted significant
shoreland developmeirt many areas.

Generally, the surface waters of Chippe/e
County are healthy. Three waters were deenfss .
by Wisconsin Department of Natural Resourclisss
(WDNR) as outstanding in water quality and fre
of pollutants, while seventeen others
exceptional water (high quality, but at risk).
But a number of surface waters, includi
various locations on the Chippewa River, ha|
been deemed impaired by WDNR due to wa
quality concerns (e.g., phosphoru
polychlorobiphenyls, mercury, sedimentation)

Wetland aeas within the watersheds can affect the water levels of rivers and creeks flowing

t hrough Chippewa County. Wetl ands are define
near, or above the land surface long enough to be capable of supporting aqbgtrophytic
(waterl ovi ng) vegetation and which has soils ind

seasonal or permanent and are commonly referred to as swamps, marshes, or bogs. Wetland plants
and soils have the capacity to store and fitellutants, replenish groundwater supplies, store
floodwaters, and maintain stream flows. The wetland areas within Chippewa County delineated
on Figure 4 are identified in the WDNR Wisconsin Wetlands Inventory last updated for Chippewa
County in 1996. Wiands less than five acres in size are generally not identified.

Figure 4 also shows the floodplain areas of Chippewa County as identified in the digital Flood
Insurance Rate Maps {BIRMS) which were made effective March 2010. The floodplain and
flood-hazardareas within the County associated with these water bodies are discussed within
Section Ill. Assessment of Hazard Conditionsf this report.

10 Chippewa County Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan
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Figure 4. Chippewa County Surface Waters, Floodplains & Wetlands
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Iv. General Climate

The climae of Chippewa County is classified as ratitude continental. Warm, humid summers

and cold snowy winters are the main characteristics. Many factors, such as location, topography,
vegetation, and water bodies can influence climate, but the followingtelidata collected at

Bl oomer City Hal/l is provided as a general de

At the Bloomer City Hall, the average monthly temperature ranged I28F in January to
70.7°F in July from 181-2010. Annual precipitation averag8d.55 inches, with the majority of

this occurring as rain. The average annual snowfall42a6inches, oveB0 percent occurring
during the months of December through Mardbhippewa County is susceptible to a range of
natural hazards, including flooding. A description of these hazards, along with historical trends
and current risks, is included 8ection Il of this report.

12 Chippewa County Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan
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C. DEMOGRAPHIC, ECONOMIC, AND LAND USE PROFILE

I.  Population
Chippewa County had a 28 estimategbopulation64,551 which is a3.4 percent increase since
2010. Since 1910, Chi ppewa Countyds popul ati

period of very little growth during the 1980ssiaable growth surge between 2000 and 2010.

Figure 5. Chippewa County Historical Population T 1900 to 2018
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60,000 ’_‘/’
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source: U.S. Census Bureau; Wisconsin Department of Administration
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Table 2 below provides population trends for 1960 to 2010 by munigipaBenerally, those
towns closest to theties of Chippewa Falls an@&au Claire, andomeof the towns along the
Chippewa River, grew fastest.

Table 2. Chippewa County Population Trends i 1960 to 2010

Percent Change

60 6M7/6 78 6 89 6 9®O 6 0D1

Towns

Anson 1,349 1,446 1,590 1,634 1,881 2,076 7.2l 10.0 2.8 151 104
Arthur 784 774 856 756 710 759 -1.3]  10.6] -11.7 -6.1 6.9
Auburn 418 408 456 474 580 697 2.4 118 39 224 202
Birch Creek 321 365 540 500 520) 517 13.7] 47.9 7.4 4.0 0.6
Bloomer 870 800 930 880 926] 1,050 -8.00 16.3 5.4 52 134
Cleveland 645 607 732 758 900 864 5.9  20.§ 3.6] 187 -4.0
Colburn 832 678 760 731 727 856 -18.5 12.1 -3.8 0.5 17.7
Cooks Valley 565 610 603 594 632 805 8.0 -11  -15 6.4 274
Delmar 1,123 1,079 1,062 994 941 936 -39  -1.6 6.4 5.3 0.5
Eagle Point 2,017| 2,224) 2,750 2,542 3,049 3,053 10.3] 23.7 -7.6]  19.9 0.1
Edson 1,167| 1,082 1,061 913 966 1,089 730 -19 -13.9 58 127
Estella 542 484 483 449 469 433 -10.7| -0.2 -7.0 4.5 7.7
Goetz 556 613 607 640 695 762 103 -1.0 5.4 8.6 9.6
Hallie 2,530 3,568 4,275 4,531 4,703 161| 41.0; 19.8 6.0 3.8 -96.6
Howard 702 643 660) 625 648 798 8.4 2.6 5.3 371 231
Lafayette 4,188 4,189 4,181| 4,448 5,199 5,765 0.00 -0.2 6.4 169 109
Lake Holcombe 564 648 791 920, 1,010 1,031 149 221 16.3 9.8 2.1
Ruby 504 469 514 464 444 494 -6.9 9.6 9.7 -39 108
Sampson 681 724 805 817 816 892 6.3 11.2 1.5 0.1 9.3
Sigel 703 654 782 736 825 1044 -7.00 19.6/ -59 121 26.5
Tilden 916 963 1,088 1,079 1,185 1,485 51 13.0 -0.8 9.8 253
\Wheaton 1,441 1,782 2,328 2,257 2,366/ 2,701] 23.7| 30.§ -3.0 48  14.2
\Woodmohr 827, 872 967, 991 883 932 5.4 10.9 25 -10.9 55
Subtotal: 24,245 25682 28,821 28,733 31,077| 29,200 59 122 0.3 8.2 -6.0
\Villages

Boyd 622 574 660) 683 680) 552 7.7 15.0 35 0.4 -18.8
Cadott 881 977| 1,247 1,328 1,345 1,437 109 27.6 6.5 1.3 6.8
Lake Hallie - - - - - 6,448 - - - - n.a,
New Auburn* 383 368 452 459 547 528 -39 228 15 19.2 -3.5
Subtotal: 1886 1919 2359 2470, 2572 8,965 1.7] 229 4.7 4.1 248.6
Cities

Bloomer 2,834 3,143 3,342 3,180, 3,347 3,539  10.9 6.3 -4.8 5.3 5.7
Chippewa Falls| 11,708] 12,351 12,270] 12,749 12,925 13,661 55 -0.7 3.9 1.4 5.7
Cornell 1,685 1,616 1,583 1,541 1,466 1,467 41| -2.0 2.7 -4.9 0.1
Eau Claire** 724 957 1,657 1,676/ 1,910 1,981 322 73.1 1.1  14.0 3.7
Stanley*** 2,014 2,049 2,095 2,011 1,898 3,602 1.7 2.2 -4.0 -5.60 89.8
Subtotal: 18,965 20,116 20,947| 21,157| 21,546| 24,250 6.1 4.1 1.0 1.8 125
Chippewa County* 45,096 47,717 52,127 52,360 55,195 62,415 5.8 9.2 0.4 54  13.1

source: U.S. Census Bureau
*Portion of New Auburn located in Chippewa County only. **The majority of the City of Eau Claire is loca@dppewa Countythe table
includes totals for the Chippewa County portion only. ***Portion of Stanley located in Chippewa County only
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At approximately & persons per square mile on average, Chippewa County remains rural overall.
With the incorporation of the Village of Lake Hallie and opening of the prison in Stanley, the
maj ority of Countyo6s popul ats, ratmertmo wincorpasaied e s i
towns.

The average age of Chippewa County residents increased from 37.6 years in 2010, to 41 in 2016.
Currently, the 517 age cohort makes up the largest portion of the population at 17.1 percent,
followed by the 454 ag at 14.4 percent.

Overall, Chi ppewa Countyod6s population is rel
population in the white, neHlispanic racial group in 2017. During the past decade, the population

in all racial groups increased, with the BlamkAfrican American and Hispanic or Latino groups
becoming the largest minority populations in Chippewa Coufitige County also has sizable

Amish and Mennonite populatienin particular in the New Auburn and Be$tianley areas.
Language and cultural barriers can pose challenges to education and outreach on weather
awareness, available shelters, agricultural best practices, regulations, istootable that the

Amish and Mennonite populations are very geliant and can be an important asset to their
neighbors following an extreme weather event, as was evident following the 2009 Kentucky Ice
Storm.

Figure6bel ow shows Chi ppewa Countrgup,seflegtingpthaetieet ed p
baby boomer generation is dramatically becomi
Between 2010 and 2040, the number of residents ages 65 and over is projected to nearly double.
This trend has serious future implices for services, housing, and the labor force.

Figure 6. Chippewa County Age Group Projections i 2010 to 2040
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Table 3. Chippewa County Population Projections i 2010 to 2040

‘ Census ‘ Est. Proj. ‘ Proj. Proj. Proj. Proj. % Change
Municipality 2017 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2010-2040
Towns
Anson 2,076 2,143 2,235 2,315 2,385 2,430, 2,460, 18.5
Arthur 759 751 800 820 830 835 835 10.0
Auburn 697 716 750 785 810 835 850 22.0
Birch Creek 517 388 535 540 545 540 535 3.5
Bloomer 1,050 1,112 1,120, 1,155 1,185 1,205 1,215 15.7
Cleveland 864 906 880 890 890 880 870 0.7
Colburn 856 806 940 980 1,020 1,045] 1,065 24.4
Cooks Valley 805 867 910 965 1,010 1,050 1,085 34.8
Delmar 936 1,168 965 970 975 965 955 2.0
Eagle Point 3,053 3,123 3,380 3,555 3,700 3,825 3,915 28.2
Edson 1,089 1,134 1,135 1,160 1,180 1,195 1,195 9.7
Estella 433 435 425 415 410 400 385 -11.1
Goetz 762 777 820 845 865 880 890 16.8
Hallie 161 149 185 195 200 210 215 33.5
Howard 798 783 855 890 920 940, 955 19.7
Lafayette 5,765 5,880 6,235 6,470 6,670 6,810 6,900 19.7
Lake Holcombe 1,031 926 1,085 1,105 1,1200 1,130 1,125 9.1
Ruby 494 452 500 505 510 505] 500 1.2
Sampson 892 884 950 975 1,000 1,010 1,015 13.8
Sigel 1,044 1,109 1,120 1,170 1,215 1,250 1,270 21.6
Tilden 1,485 1,637 1,650 1,735 1,815 1,880 1,925 29.6
Wheaton 2,701 2,769 2,935 3,060, 3,165 3,245 3,295 22.0
\Woodmohr 932 955 990 1,015 1,030 1,040 1,045 12.1
Subtotal:] 29,200 29,870 31,400 32,515 33,450 34,105 34,500 18.2
Villages
Boyd 552 542 545 535 525 510 495 -10.3
Cadott 1,437 1,481 1,500 1,525 1,545 1,555 1,550 7.9
Lake Hallie 6,448 6,603 7,395 7,845 8,245 8,580 8,835 37.0
New Auburn* 528 505 520 520 515 505 490 -7.2
Subtotal: 8,965 9,131 9,960 10,425 10,830 11,150 11,370 26.8
Cities
Bloomer 3,539 3,523 3,655 3,705 3,730, 3,735 3,710 4.8
Chippewa Falls 13,661 13,939 13,940 14,070 14,110 14,050, 13,880 1.6
Cornell 1,467 1,496 1,485 1,485 1,480 1,460 1,430 -2.5
Eau Claire* 1,981 1,783 2,025 2,045 2,055 2,045 2,020, 2.0
Stanley* 3,602 3,613 3,690 3,730, 3,745 3,730 3,690, 2.4
Subtotal: 24,250 24,354 24,795 25,035 25,1200 25,020 24,730 2.0
Chippewa County 62,415 63,355 66,155 67,975 69,400 70,275 70,600 13.1

source: U.S. Census Bureau & Wisconsin Department of Administration, Demographic Services Center, October 2008.
Projections arepre-release version for research and analysis purposes.

* The above table includes only those portions of cities and village located in Chippewa County. In 2018, an estimatiech&3NaddiAuburn
residents lived in Barron County and 6 additional &amésidents lived in Clark CountyAn additional 66,014 Eau Claire residents lie in Eau
Claire County; the City of Eau Claire in its entirety is included as part of the Eau Claire County hazard mitigation plan.
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li.  Housing

As residential growth occurs in Chippewa County, so does the value of improvements which could
potentially be vulnerable to hazard events. And the continued population growth in Chippewa
County has created a corresponding demand for additional housshgws inTable 4 below.

During the 1980s, population growth in the County was relatively unchanged, while the number
of housing units increased nearly 10 percent. Housing growth still outpaced population growth in
the 1990s, though thdifference narrowed (i.e., +8.5% vs +5.4%). These trends reflect, in part,
decreasing household sizes, but also likely reflect the significant seasonal housing development
during the past thirty years in some areas of the County.

Table 4. Chippewa County Housing Unit Change 11980 to 2016

vear Nur_nber of Numerical Percent
Housing Units Change Change

1980 19,203

1990 21,024 +1,821 +9.5%

2000 22,821 +1,797 +8.5%

2010 26,783 +3,962 +17.4%

2016 27,689 +906 +3.4%

Source: 1980, 199@000, &2010 Census. 2016 American Community Survey

Il n 2016, approxi mately 5.5 percent (or 1,536
seasonal unitsvhich is an increase from 1,442 units in 20%6asonal units atesed or intended

for use only during certain seasons (e.g., beach cottages and hunting cabins) or for weekend or
occasional use throughout the year. Seasonal units may also include quarters used for seasonal
workers such as loggers. In 2016, over 67 perokall seasonal units in Chippewa County were
concentrated in four towns:

Town of Sampson 423 units (28% of all units in the town)
Town of Lake Holcombe 260 units (17% of all units in the town)
Town of Birch Creek 183 units (12% of all units in éhtown)

Town of Eagle Point 172 units (11% of all units in the town)

Also of interest, 72.5 percent of all housing units in Chippewa County in 2016 were-owner
occupied (not rented). A total of 1,067 housing units (4.3% of all units) in 2016 wereemobil
homes with over 73.5 percent located in unincorpormeds.
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lii. Economic Overview

The economy of a county is an important determining factor driving land use and development.
Table 5 shows the employment trends between 2008 and 2018 by industioy iseChippewa
County. There are over 1,600 payrolled business locations in Chippewa County, resulting in
25,245 jobs.

From 2008 to 2018, jobs increased significantly by 12% in Chippewa County with the average
Earnings Per Job around $49,136 as conapiar¢he national average of $59,039. Industries with
the greatest job increases includdministrative and Support and Waste Management and
Remediation ServiceandEducational Serviceas shownn Table5.

Table 5. Chippewa County Establishments & Employment by Industry Sector

2018
Payrolled 2008 2018
Business Jobs Jobs

2008 - 2017
2018 % | Location
Change | Quotient

Industry Sector (2-digit NAICS)

Locations

Manufacturing 125 5,258 5,266 0% 2.53
Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas Extraction 7 <10 221 | Insf. Data 2.08
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting 52 191 387 103% 1.63
Retail Trade 182 3,257 3,486 7% 1.32
Construction 170 1,249 1,573 26% 1.31
Transportation and Warehousing 105 894 1,082 21% 1.24
Other Services (except Public Administration) 122 930 979 5% 0.98
Health Care and Social Assistance 221 2,593 3,103 20% 0.95
Government 95 3,875 3,821 (1%) 0.94
Accommodation and Food Services 164 1,649 1,955 19% 0.86
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation 26 214 296 38% 0.77
Wholesale Trade 71 595 632 6% 0.64
Utilities 1 <10 57 | Insf. Data 0.62
Educational Services 9 149 308 107% 0.47
Information 11 356 214 (40%) 0.46
Finance and Insurance 67 484 455 (6%) 0.44
Administrative and Sl_Jpport ar_1d Waste 58 266 653 145% 0.43
Management and Remediation Services

Management of Companies and Enterprises 9 146 160 10% 0.42
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services 90 359 522 45% 0.34
Real Estate and Rental and Leasing 26 67 74 10% 0.20

Totals 1,610 | 22,533 | 25,245 12%

Source: EMSI

The 2016 median household income in the County was $52,657 compared to the State median
household income of $54,610. Over 46 percent of residents worked within the County, while 54
percentof residents work outside the County in 2015.
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Iv. Agricultural Overview

Chippewa Countyarmers own and managg@proximately 409farms over 86,176 acres with

an average farm size of 270 acre€kis includes cropland, rangeland, pasture, tree farms and farm
forests. As stewards of the land, farmersageservation practices, such as crop rotation, nutrient
managementand integrated pest management, to protect environmental resources and provide
habitat for wildlife. Chippewa County ranks high among all Wisconsin counties in many
agricultural statistis including:

#1 Acres of rye harvested
#1 Number of bison farms
#2 Numberof turkeys

#4 Number ofbeecolonies
#5 Value of poultry and eggs
#6 Acres for apple orchards

Chippewa County is home to divers
agriculture with the dairy industryeing
the most prominent. Th@ounty is ranked (sales inmillions of dollars)
amongthe top ten in the number dair
herds and milk cows in the state. Itis in tl
top five percent in the nation in marke
value of dairy productignwith a large
cheese manufacturer located in tl
County. In addition to 60,551 cattle an
calves, other livestock in thé&ounty
includes 276,927 turkeys2,449 hogs,
2,384 goatsand 17,135 laying hens anc
broiler chickens

Figure 7. Top Commodities in the County

s6.5 574

. 8175 = Milk

A * Grain

= Poultry and eggs
Cattle and calves

* Other crops and hay

» All other commodities

ource: USDA 2017 CensusAdgriculture

Chippewa County ranks in the top five

Wisconsin counties in forage and hay production. Corn and corn silage production is also
prominent which complimens the dairy and livestock industry. Other important commodities
grown include cattle and calves, shempd goat, maple syrup, Christmas trees, fruits and
vegetables, poultnyand nursery and greenhouse products.

Onfarm production and milk sales account f@2$ million. Four plants process dairy products
in Chippewa Countyin 2017, Chippewa County ranké&D" in the State of Wisconsin for the total
market value of agricultural products sold at ov&t%million. This includes values of oveB8&
million in crops and ove$134 million in livestock, poultry, and their product&igure7 shows
the value of the top commaodities in Chippewa County.

The top five cropbased on land in acrésrvestedvere

1. Corn for grain 78,876acres
2. Soybeans for beans 69,850 acres
3. Hay andhaylage 51,889acres
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4. Corn for silage 16,414acres
5. Oats for grain 2,657acres

According to UWE x t e n €hippew® Gounty Agriculturé/alue & Economidmpact(2014),
agriculture provided 3,387 | obrse,of aound 3800 per c e

workers. Production jobs include farm owners and managers and farm employees. Agricultural
service jobs include veterinarians, crop and livestock consultants, feed, fuel and other crop input

suppliers, farm machinery dealers, barnldens and agricultural lenders, to name a few.
Processing jobs include those employed in food processing and otheaddkgindustries that

support food processors. Every job in agriculture generates an additional 0.56 jobs in the County.

Chippewa Conty agriculture generates $&illion in economic activity 12 percent of the

Countyds total economic activity. Every doll a
additional $0.37 of economic activity in othe
1 Onfarm milk production accounts for 979 jobs, and dairy processing accounts for 672

jobs.

1 Processing milk into dairy products generates another $238.2 million beyond the $164.8
million in on-farm production and milk sales.

At the County level, each dairy eogenerates $4,562 in darm sales to producers.

At the state level, each dairy cow generates over $34,000 in total sales.

The direct effect of agriculture equals $449.8 million and includes the sale of farm products
and valueadded products.

1 Purchasesfaagricultural and food processing inputs, services and equipment add another
$124.1 million in economic activity. For example, this includes busiteebsasiness
purchases of fuel, seed, fertilizéred,and farm machinery, as well as veterinary seryices
crop and livestock consultants and equipment leasing.

1 This busines$o-business activity then generates another $43.9 million in economic
activity when people who work in agriculturelated businesses spend their earnings in
the local economy.

Further, agriculture accounts for $205.3 mill

includes wages, salaries, benefits and profits of farmers and workers in agriceltted
businesses. Every dollar of agricultural income generatedditiomal $0.73 of County income.
Economic activity associated with Chippewa County farms and agriculture related businesses also
generate $.8 million in local and state taxe¥his figure does not include all property taxes paid
to support local schoaléf it did, the number would increase dramatically.

It is very unlikely that any single hazard would endanger all livestock or crops, though large
proportions could be atsk from a prolonged, severe drought or the introduction of a new a pest
or diseas. Largescale impacts to crops or livestock from a hazard can also have devastating

impacts on the local economy, related industries (e.g., food processing), and local service

providers. The state of the agricultural economy is tenuous for the local famdea hazard event
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may result in farmers making fewer purchases or getting out of the business altogether. Our local,
small town economies are already going through significant transitions with the decreases in the
number of farms. Additional farm loss&vould further impact local businesses (e.g., implement
dealers, feed stores, granaries, food processing, banks, and general goods). To compensate for
additional farm losses, the costs for such services may also be increased, or the local businesses
may dose, further burdening the remaining farmers in the area.

v. Property Values

A disaster event can result in impacts to the natural environment, life and safety, the economy,
structures, and personal property. This-sabtion provides insight into thaxable improvements

and personal property within Chippewa County.

According to the Wisconsin Department of Revenue,

aggregated assessed value for Chippewa County was ov Table 6. Chippewa County

billion.2 Table 6 at the right summarizes the 2017 Statem 'zl'ggl f‘/saffgied
of Assessments for the County. This reflects the overall r (not equalized)
nature of Chippewa County with a relatively high proporti

of the aggregate value in land and a much lower proportiq Land $1,259,781,400
personal property when comed to more urban areas. Improvements  $ 3,578,438,500

Real Estate $ 4,838,219,900

Personal Prty $ 123,082,090
From 2010 to 2017, t he C| aggregate Y $ 4961301990 |2S S €SS

improvements grew by over $651 million representing—
13.1% increasélable 7 on the following page further breaks
down the 2017 assessed values by primary land use andipality type.

Not included in values shown in Tableare taxexempt properties. Chippewa County has
approximately 68,533 acres of County and State, public resource lands, mostly forested, which are
tax-exempt. Governmental facilities, ngnofit institutions, and educational facilities constitute

the largest portion of those existing improvements not included in Talded 7 though other
facilities on taxexempt lands owned by ngmofit institutions (e.g., churches) are also not
included.

3 Wisconsin Department of Revenue, Bureau of Equaliza®ioh7 Statement of Assessmeriti)equalized assessed
values are used to best represent the actual value of improvements. Not all assessed values were available for all
categories.
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Table 7. Chippewa County Assessed Value by Land Use i 2017

Use # Parcels Improvements Total
Value parcels

All Cities
Residential 8,280| $129,475,40( 7,499 $690,405,50C $819,880,90C
Commercial 1,183 $59,343,100 970 $303,701,00C $363,044,10C
Manufacturing 126 $14,765,500 102 $135,263,000 $150,028,50C
Agricultural 79 $175,400 0 $0 $175,400
Undeveloped 69 $330,900 0 $0 $330,900
Ag Forest 10 $131,600 0 $0 $131,600
Forest 31 $628,300 0 $0 $628,300
Other 4 $26,300 4 $376,300 $402,600
Totals 9,782 204,876,500 8,575| 1,129,745,80( 1,334,622,30(
All Villages
Residential 3,952 $76,251,400 3,293 $381,302,40C $457,553,80(
Commercial 565 $56,578,300 386 $132,859,000 $189,437,30C
Manufacturing 24 $1,713,700 16 $12,994,700 $14,708,400
Agricultural 232 $648,700 0 $0 $648,700
Undeveloped 129 $721,200 0 $0 $721,200
Ag Forest 38 $452,700 0 $0 $452,700
Forest 47 $1,867,700 0 $0 $1,867,700
Other 26 $274,500 26 $2,306,200 $2,580,700
Totals 5,013 138,508,200 3,721 529,462,300 667,970,500
All Towns
Residential 14,268 $582,488,70( 12,453| $1,644,078,40( $2,226,567,10(
Commercial 630 $28,042,300 492 $91,926,500 $119,968,80C
Manufacturing 54 $8,281,400 24 $8,961,200 $17,242,600
Agricultural 12,005 $47,166,500 0 $0 $47,166,500
Undeveloped 9,248 $37,587,700 0 $0 $37,587,700
Ag Forest 4,272 $55,670,200 0 $0 $55,670,200
Forest 4,008| $140,270,800 0 $0 $140,270,80(
Other 1,769 $16,889,100 1,772 $174,264,30( $191,153,40(
Totals 46,254 916,396,700 14,741 1,919,230,40( 2,835,627,10(
All Municipalities
Residential 26,500 788,215,500 23,245| 2,715,786,30( $3,504,001,80(
Commercial 2,378 143,963,700 1,848 528,486,500 $672,450,20(
Manufacturing 204 24,760,600 142 157,218,900 $181,979,50C
Agricultural 12,316 47,990,600 0 0 $47,990,600
Undeveloped 9,446 38,639,800 0 0 $38,639,800
Ag Forest 4,320 56,254,500 0 0 $56,254,500
Forest 4,086 142,766,800 0 0 $142,766,80C
Other 1,799 17,189,900 1,802 176,946,800 $194,136,70(
Totals 61,049| 1,259,781,40( 27,037| 3,578,438,50( 4,838,219,90(

source: Wisconsin Department of Reven@817 Statement of Assessments
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vi. Land Cover and General Development Pattern

Chippewa County is located in the Eau Claieippewa Falls Metropolitan Statistical Areas
(MSA). The Census Bureau defines a Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) as a county or counties
with a central city of at leas0,000 people, a total population over 100,000 people, and significant
social and economic ties which exist between the central city and any outlying counties that are

included. The Countyds |l ocation withyiand t hi s
rail arterials and the distribution of surface waters in the County, have all greatly influenced the
Countyodos general devel opment pattern.

Figure 8 on the following page shows the general land cover in Chippewa County based on 2016
satellite imagery In 2010, the County had an overall population density of apéersons per

square mile, much lower than the 105 persons per square mile for the State of Wisconsin. Projected
growth for the County however indicates an increase in population demsippMards of around

70 persons per square mile by the year 2040. This growthessdbgment inherentlincrease

the vulnerabilities to hazard events and can impact natural drainage systems, resulting in increased
stormwater runoff and flooding if not ampriately planned for.

Residential land use accounts for approximately 15 percent of assessed land in Chippewa County.
About 31 percent of all residentimhproved parcels, and 4.4 percent of all resideiigiroved
assessed acreage in the Countygaésted within the Cities of Chippewa Falls, City of Eau Claire
(part),and Village of Lake Hallie. Residential development in unincorporated areas is typically at
low densities within the County, with some higher concentrations of residential development
occurring at the edge of forested areas and along or near rivers and lakes.

Commercial land use accounts for close to 1.5 percent of assessed land in the County with
manufacturing accounting for roughly 0.4 percent. Approximately 45 percent of all commer
parcels and just over 30 percent of commercial assessed acreage in the County is located within
the Cities of Chippewa Falls and Eau Claire and Village of Lake Hallie. Similarly, over 45 percent
of manufacturing parcels and over 41 percent of matudag assessed acreage is located in these
same three municipalities.

The most prevalent land use in Chippewa County is agriculture, with over 49 percent of the
assessed land in the County considered agriculture. As seen in Figure 8, the northeast quadrant of
the County is predominantly forested; the 33;8086e Chippewa Gmty Forest accounts for much

of these | ands. Over 10 percent of the Count
the acres of public natural resource lands, approximately 78 percent of the County is agricultural,
forest, wetlands, surface wateor is otherwise undeveloped.
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Figure 8. Chippewa County Land Cover
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Implications
ppewa Countyds demographic, economic, and

emergency services and hazard mitigation:

1.

Increases in population, housing, and other new development increases the vulnerabilities to
hazard risks. Growth and new development can also increase the risk of flooding by
increasing stormwater runoff, disrupting natural drainage systems, and rediocidg
storage.

The Countyds increasing population and deve
emergency services, which is a special challenge during current governmental budgetary
conditions and when some response providers are strugglatgact/retain volunteers.

There is significant geographic wvariabilit
trends. Emergency serviceds needs, mi ti ga
community and area. Outside the urban area, thenf@ is quite rural, though some rural

towns are growing faster than the cities and villages. For rural areas, costs to provide services
and emergency response times may be higher. In addition, communications and mitigating
potential impacts are oftenare challenging (e.g., warning systems, public storm shelters).

Chi ppewa Countyds population is aging. The
between 2010 and 2040. Demands for senior services in the County will only increase,
including for emergency response. The aging population poses unique challenges for
emergency preparedness and response services, such as shielgang, evacuation

strategies, and nurturing a new base of volunteer responders. Large numbers of seniors who
reside inrural areas may need special attention during a hazard event (e.g., transportation for
dialysis during a winter storm, access to medicine).

The County has growing populations of ethnic groups (e.g., Hispanic, Asian), largely
residing in the Chippewkau Claire urban area and Bloomer area, as well as sizable Amish
and Mennonite populations. These populations may have differing expectations of
emergency service levels, may not be aware of local emergency procedures or contacts, and
may not have knowledg# local hazard risks or event history. For some, English is a second
language.

Much of Chi ppewa Countydés population has a
friends or family to enabl e them toleaget t hr
up storm damage, and offer support to their neighbors and community. However, this can

also pose challenges for volunteer management andatesafety following an event.

The substantial number of seasonal or recreational housing has imp#idatidacal and
emergency services, as the demand for services increases sporadically in areas where this
type of housing is located. Seasonal units are used or intended for use only during peak times
throughout the year (e.g., lake cottages and hunéibhms) or for weekend or occasional use

and are often located in areas that may not haviiudl police, fire, or emergency medical
services available to respond to hazard events.

Local officials report that most singfamily residential homes havesements. In some
areas, there have been significant amounts of newoskgiade residential construction and
subdivisions during the past decade, especially for duplexes anefamuilif units. The lack
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of basements may allow development in margameas with a higher groundwater table and
poorer drainage. And without a basement, these housing units may not have access to a safe
room or storm shelter. In contrast, there has been very little new mobile home development,
though a significant numbef mobile homes do exist in the County with the majority located

in unincorporated towns.

9. Chippewa County has a diverse economy and the ChipgewaClaire urban area is a
critical service hub for the larger region. While Manufacturing continues tbebkrgest
part of the Countyd6s economy, significant n
care, retail trade, and governmental/education sectors. Establishments withpkarge
buildings, large concentrations of employees or customers, amddbas materials may
have higher risks or vulnerabilities to disaster threats.

10. Chi ppewa Countyodés many farming and agricult
vulnerabilities that should be considered, prepared for, and mitigated, if posHitddarge
amount of public and private forest lands and shoreland development, with associated
outdoor recreational uses and seasonal homes, also has unique risks and challenges.

11. A number of large events, fairs, and festivals in Chippewa Countyymogee risks and
vulnerabilities that require special preparedness plannifgst notably argéhe following,
which include orsite camping:

A Chippewa Valley Music Festival Grounds north of Cadott host Country Fest and
Rock Fest. Country Fest draws onrage 25,000 people a day over its thieg
event, while Rock Fest draws up to 35,000 people daily over itsdfpuevent.
During severe weather at Rock Fest 2019, it was reported that emergency protocols
worked well, though having enough emergency oasp personnel to manage the
situation can be a challenge.

A Northern Wisconsin State Fairgrounds in Chippewa Falls is host to not only the
Northern Wisconsin State Fair, but various smaller events such as Oktoberfest and
various shows. Total State Faitendance in 2016 surpassed 90,000

The annual tubing event on the Chippewa Riv
oneday tubing event andhas drawn upwards of 10,000 participants in some years.
Emergency notification and response can Ispecial challenge given that this is a water

based event that spans many miles
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D. CRITICAL FACILITIES & EMERGENCY SERVICES

For this hazard mitigation planning effort, a critical facility is defined as either:

(1) a facility in either the public oprivate sector that provides essential products or
services to the general public, is otherwise necessary to preserve the welfare and
quality of life in Chippewa County, or fulfills important public safety, emergency
response and/or disaster recovery fioms; or,

(2) a high potential loss facility (e.g., nuclear plant, military installation, extreme
hazardous materials plant) with possible substantial secondary impacts resulting from
a hazards event. No high potential loss facilities were identifietlipp8wa County.

The Chippewa County Emergency Management has been developing a G-b&tajese of the
critical facilities in the County. While substantial additions were made to this database during this
planning effort, not all facilities are yetapped. The primary critical facilitiesjost of which are
mapped inFigure 9 on the following page, include:

Mapped Potentially
Facilities In Floodplain

Government Buildings 12 many unmapped 0

4K through 12 Schools 24 0
Hospitals 4 0
CellTowers 16 0
Police 16 0
Fire Station 23 0
EMS 16 0
EOC 2 0
Prisons & Correctional Facilities 3 0
Longterm Care Facilitie@ursing & assisted living) 45 excludes adult family homes 1
Community drinking watewells 12 0
WWTP and Solid/aste 13 0
Mobile Home Parks 25 1
Airports 4 0
Warning/Storm Sirens 22 1

Un-Mapped Facilities

Licensed Child Cafi&/ wi Dept of Children & Families 50 unknown
Adult Family Homes 76 0
Power Plants 9 5
Substations 25 2
High Voltagdransmission Line (miles) 257

Natural Gas Pipeline (miles) 32
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Figure 9. Chippewa County Critical Facilities
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Not surprisingly, higher concentrations of facilities are located in the cities and vikaspesially

in the Chippewa Falls and Lake Hallie areé&some facilities, such as transmission lines and
substations, were not mapped here for security reasons. Facilities with large amounts of hazardous
materials, transportation systems, electric providers, and dams smabealconsidered critical
facilities, but are discussed in greater detail within other sections &l#nis

As reflected in the table, not all facilities have been mapped. For instance, only 12 governmental
buildings are mapped yet Chippewa County 3sity, village, and town governments, plus any
County, State, and Federal governmental buildiigsy care centemnd adult family homes have

also not been mappedit is for such reasons that the community meetings and key informant
interviews were gry important as part of tfélanupdate process.

The risk and vulnerability assessméaection I11.C.) further analyzes these critical facilities to
determine potential impacts by a hazard evEot.example, the flood assessment in Section III.C.
compares the locations of the mapped critical facilities with they#@0 floodplains and dam
shadows, when ailable.

For reference, the boundaries fioe department anémergencynedical grvices EMS) response
areaswithin Chippewa County are shown kigures 10 & 11. Input from these emergency
response agencies were sought out and included irPtamrsupdate. These agencies will be
actively involved in the implementation of many of the mitigation strategy recommendations in
Section IV.
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Figure 10. Chippewa County Fire Department Response Areas
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Figure 11. Chippewa County Emergency Services Response Areas

ST Db 7 o) aoy
L e e )
54 pacojon

=0 £ M5 S0 vy
g <

(2
1S S0 R 040 \ ) ‘rﬁ&w,

sigvan vsemrvammon [

n».. | EEGE R R TR
|

=(62 yrmaead ._..,..‘:.

4o
L.u l 1 68 SN e emadd

.ﬁ@‘)

N3 seapag-eospy plog

S otk D00n Hopes)

Inoon8

610z AInp

sajiepunog euonoipsunp
% deyy Aouaby SW3

fAwnod emaddnyd

31

Community Profil& Chippewa County



I

E. TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS

Providing an uninterrupted transportation network is critical to Chippewa County given that
residents often traveignificant distances for services, critical facilities, and employment. The
highway system serving Chippewa County links residents and businesses to the employment
centers and services Chippewa Falls, Eau Claire, and other area communities. In 2@&5c&B3t9

of employed residents commuted to places of employment outside Chippewa County. Increasing
commuter traffic is expected to continue to rise and significantly influence growth and
development in the County.

The Countyods si ze aehaldngefar sodd crevwslardsemerganty pbreonnel
during and after a hazard event (e.g., snow removal, downed trees, culvert washouts). Chippewa
County maintains over 48miles of county trunk highway (séégure 12), reflecting the largely

rural natureof much of the County. The 210 miles of highways with State jurisdiction reflect

Chi ppewa Countydés | ocation as an i mportant tr
The remaining 1,385miles of roads in the County are owned by the towngsciaind villages.

The County has a very high number of bridgasoit358), of whichnearly 100are owned by the

County and 135 owned by the State of Wisconsin. Seven U.S. and State highways, or portions
thereof, in Chippewa County are designated ag-tarck routes, in addition to portions of County
Highways S and Y.

Rail service in the County is operated by three compariggson Pacific, Canadian National, and
Progressive Rail, with the rail lines more or less paralleling USH 53 and STH 29. Tipewai

Valley Airport is located in the City of Eau Claire within Chippewa County and is an air
carrier/cargo facility with commercial passenger flights. A Basic Utfitgirport for smaller
aircraft and no commercial service is located east of CorReltreational transportation systems

in the County are increasing and include the Old Abe State Waith connects Lake Wissota
State Park near Chippewa Falls and to Brunet Island State Park in Cornell. The only public transit
service in the County ifi¢ Chippewa Falls Shared Ride Taxi system.
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Figure 12. Chippewa County Transportation System
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SECTION lIl.
ASSESSMENT OF HAZARD CONDITIONS

In order to effectively evaluate potential hazard mitigation alternatives and develop feasible
strategies to address the risks associated with the identified haza@sutitgmust:

1 identify and prioritizethe naturalhazards which are thought to pose freatest risk to
the residents of th€ounty,

profile the extent and severity of past hazard events that have affec@olihty, and

1 assess the vulnerability of the community to the risk of future hazard events.

A. HAZARD IDENTIFICATION

AlthoughChippewa Countgould potentially be at risk from a number of differeaturalhazards,
this Planwill attempt to narrow the scope of the hazards that will be addressed to those hazards
that pose the most substantial risks.

I.  Federal Disaster Declarations for Chippewa County
Since 1953, there have besix Presidential Declarations for a Major Disastieat included
Chippewa County

May 19691 Spring flooding due to one of the greatest snow melts of the past century impacted
large areas of Weonsin.

April 19731 Severe storms and flooding over much of Wisconsin.
July 198071 Severe storms and flooding in four counties in veesttral Wisconsin.

July 199371 Flooding and severe storms in Summer of 1993 resulted in a declaration for 47
counties. Statewide damages exceeded $740 million.

June 20041 A series of heavy rain events in May and June of 2004 resulted in widespread
river, urban, and agricultural flood damage exceeding $268.4 million statewide.

September 2016/ Ten Wisconsin counties were included in a declaration due to severe
storms, flooding, and mudslides with over $11.3 million in reported psblitor damages,
primarily to roads and bridges.

While the abovecatastrophic events were of sufficient setyetio warrant major Federal
assistance, there has also been a Presidential Emergency Declaration for drought in 1976 which
includedChippewa CountyDuring an emergency declaration, Federal assistance will supplement
State and local effortsAdditional agicultural drought declarations are discussed in the drought
assessment.
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Yet, relying on disaster declarations as a measure of risk can be misleading. To be declared a

Federal major disaster, damages must exceed a certain per capita thresholddantthée.qg.,

dollars in damages per totalunty population). It is not uncommon that a flood or storm can have

devastating impacts on a small area or community, but not meet the per capita threshold since it is

based on t he ¢ ountthisireason, the rsk andovolemability assessment latdf o r

in this section must consider other data sources.

For natural hazard event history, the Risk and Vulnerabi w0 AIMOSEy

Assessment in Section K0. relies heavily on National Climatic Dat ,3;‘\
$)
(o]
7

Center (NCDC)severe storm event data from the National Weat
Service (NWS). Tl NCDCdata describes past, reported weatl =
events and the resulting deaths, injuries, and damages associate %
these eventsNCDC data was further supplemented by other avail:
saurces, such as electric cooperative outage data, special repor
studies, community input, and key informant interviews.

ii.  Chippewa County Multi-Hazard Prioritization

At theOctober 201&teering Committee meetifgr thisPlanupdate thegeneral history of hazard

threds in Chippewa Countywas discussed and the scope of the22Mitigation Plan was
reviewed. It was discussed that thidanupdate would focus on natural hazards significant risk.
Committee members were then asked to participate in a hazard risk assessment survey to help
prioritize the hazard risks and vulnerabilities Chippewa County Identification of the hazards

for inclusion in the survey was based on the hazards identified iRekeurce Guide to All
Hazards Mitigation Planning in Wisconsprepared by WEM. This list was further amended
based on the previous review of historical dataGbippewa Countyand the scaop of the 202

Plan

e For each hazard, each Committee

member was asked to assign a risk

RISKVS. VULNERABILITY rating of 0 to 5 to reflect their

For purposes of this plan, the following definitions are used: opinion of which hazards pose the
greatest risks and vulnerabilities. A
composite overall average risk
rating for each hazard was then
VULNERABILITY:If the event occurs, what are the impact calculated by totalip the average
risk rating from each respondent
and dividing by the total number of
respondents. The compiled results of the updated survey are shoalvler8.

RISK: Probability and frequency of occurrenci
the future.

For reference, Tabl8 also includes the overall relative threat score from the 2018 Nesthw
Wisconsin Health Care Coalition Public Health Vulnerability Assessment (HVA) and indicates
whether the hazard was included in the 2012 Plan and its section.
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Table 8. Chippewa County Hazard Risk & Vulnerabilities Survey Results (October 2019)

Technological Hazards

: Vulner HVA | N :
Hazard Risk o Avg relative | 2012 | section of 2012 Plan
ability threat | Plan?
Riverine or Overbank Flooding 3.3 3.2 3.2 35% X flooding
Overland or Stormwater Flooding 3.1 3.2 3.2 59% X flooding
Heavy Snowstorm and Blizzards 4.0 3.3 3.7 33-73% X winter storms & extreme cold
Ice Storms and Sleet 3.7 3.5 3.6 26-50% X winter storms & extreme cold
Winter Kill of Crops 2.4 2.7 2.5 -- X winter storms & extreme cold
Extreme Cold 4.0 3.3 3.7 61% X winter storms & extreme cold
Forest Fire or Wildfire 3.1 3.3 3.2 38% X wildfire
Tornadoes 3.4 4.3 3.9 48% X tornadoes
High Winds 3.1 3.7 3.4 -- X thunderstorms & high winds
Thunderstorms, Lightning, Hail, etc. 3.9 2.8 3.3 35% X thunderstorms
Extreme Heat 2.6 3.0 2.8 56%
Drought 2.3 3.2 2.7 32% X drought
Livestock Flu and Diseases 2.0 3.2 2.6 --
Landslides or Sinkholes 1.0 2.5 1.8 37%
Earthquakes 0.3 2.2 1.2 24%
Pandemics/Public Health Disease 2.4 4.2 3.3 40-70% no; briefly referenced
Invasive Species & Diseases 1.7 2.5 2.1 --

Human-Induced Hazards

Haz Mat Incident - Fixed 2.4 3.3 2.9 55% X hazardous materials spills
Haz Mat Incident - Transportation 2.9 3.8 3.3 55% X hazardous materials spills
Groundwater Contamination 2.1 2.8 2.5 40% no; some in haz mat
Animal Waste Management 1.4 2.0 1.7 ==

Long-Term Power Outage 2.0 4.0 3.0 43% X long-term power outage
Nuclear Power Plant Incident 0.3 2.5 1.4 21%

Dam Failure Flooding 2.1 4.2 3.2 -- X flooding
Passenger Air or Rail Incident 2.1 3.5 2.8 37%

Targeted School Violence 2.4 4.3 3.4 --
Active Shooter (non-school) 2.4 4.5 3.5 73%
Terrorism, Domestic (all) 2.3 4.5 3.4 --
Terrorism, International (all) 1.9 4.0 2.9 --
Cyber Attacks 2.6 4.3 35 74%
Civil Unrest or Institutional Riot 1.3 3.3 2.3 27%
Terrorism i Critical Infrastructure 1.3 3.7 2.5 --

07 none; extremely low
17 low; minimal
21 some; of concern

31 moderate; substantial
471 high; serious
57 very high; extreme
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After a review of available data and consideration of the relationships between many of these
hazards, the Committee determirtdt thosénazards highlighted in yellow above would be the
focus of thePlanupdate assessment, goals, and strategies.

Extreme heat waadded to thi®lanand was not part doburhazametyfd 12 Pl
would be included more briefly, largely since there are typically not included as a naturabhazard
Communicable Disease, Hazardous Materials Spills, Active Threats, and Cyberattack.

Of the selectednatural hazards, only floodingwildfire, and, perhaps, power outageave
geographic areas or locations of higher risk, as willliseussedater in Section I1l.C. Most of
the hazards could occur anywhere irChippewa County and have no definable risk area,
making an event difficult to precti

lii.  Natural Hazards of No Significant Risk

Although there are other hazards that could potentially inthac@ounty, there are very few or

no records of the following events occurringGhippewa Countyn the NOAA database or the

local impacts were very low when such events have occurfiedmeet the comprehensive
requirements for developing an all hazard gaition plan, these other natural hazards are identified

and described below. It is important to note that these hazard events may still pose some threat to
the community, but they were considered by the Steering Committee as either: having a minimal
Chan(e of Qccurring, posing a minimal Figure 13. Landslide Hazards

widespread risk to the safety of residents c in Wisconsin

property, or only offering very limitedi
mitigation options. 1

Landslides & Land Subsidence e
The term landslide includes a wide rangej
ground movement, such as rock falls, d
failure of slopes, and shallow debris flowy
Although gravity acting on a steep slope is t_‘f-
primary reason for a landslide, there can esu
other contributing factors. Erosion by surfal -
waters or excess weight from rain, snow or mée-
made structures may efs weak slopes t(L
failure. Slope material that becomes satura_I ;
with water may develop a debris flow ¢ 1—ﬂ
mudflow.

d

,_1,_
The USGSLandslide Overview Map of the—-!—}’
Conterminous United States(excerpt for _!(-.J— TRy PSR
Wisconsin |nF|gure 13) identifies no Iarge source: U.S. Geologic Service. Landslide Overview Map of the
scale landslide risks for tl‘@hippewa County Conterminous _United States.  <http:/landslides.usgs.gov/
s e html_files/landslides/nationalmap/national.html|>.
area. Areas of steep slopes do exi€hippewa

4 U.S. Geological Survey. Landslide Overview Map of the Conterminous United States
<http://landslidesisgs.gov/html_files/landslides/nationalmap/national.htmI>
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County. Definitions of steep slopes can vary, though slopes of 12% or greater are generally
considered to be steep.

According to the USG topographic maps and U.S. Natural Resources Conservation Service soil
maps for Chippewa County, there are about 78,000 acres that potentially steep slopes, representing
about 12 percent of the total Chippewa County land area. The majority of thesslgpespare

located in the northern and western portions of the County. Additional localized asplesiifc
variations in topography and slope may exist. Past glacial activity has created some topography
in Chippewa County that scenic butmay alsdoe sensitive to development in some areas.

Whil e steeper areas exi st, the areads soil s |
sudden, largscale movement of ground associated with landslide hazards. Stormwater runoff

can result irseriots riverbank erosion and washouts concerns for some locations, which will be
discussed in the flooding assessmanildfire events in areas of steep slope or along waters can

also create landslide risks.

Land subsidence is an event in which a portiorhefland surface collapses or settles. Common
locations of subsidence are in areas having karst topography or in areas in which large quantities
of groundwater have been withdrawrChippewa Countyis not an area of significant karst
topography which couldontribute to land subsidence. There are no records of substantial damage
or injury from large landslides or land subsidence wilmppewa County

_ _ Earthquakes

Earthquake Hazard-Shaking Map Survey, there have been 19 earthquake
events in Wisconsin, with none noted for
westcentral Wisconsin. Where readings
are available, these events were
relatively small, most being 3.8.8 on
the Richter Scale in size anldetlargest
being an intensity of 5, which may be
strong enough to crack some plaster, but
not cause serious damage. Due to the
lack of recent events, some geologists
guestion whether many of these events
were true earthquakes, but rather quarry
collapsesblasts, etc.

) ) The nearest active earthquake fault
source: U.S. Geological Survey. Earthquake Hazard in the Heart of . . .. .
the Homeland. <http://pubs.usgs.gov/fs/fs-131-02/CUShazard.html>. outside of Wisconsin is the New Madrid
Fault which has a seismic zone that
stretches from northeast Arkansas to southern lllinois.Figsre 14 shows,Chippewa County
falls within the lowest earthquake hazaftbking aga, with the different colors representing the
levels of horizontal shaking that have #3150 chance of being exceeded in ayg@r period.
Similarly, the County falls within a 0%g peak ground acceleration (PGA) zone as shown on the
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USGS PGA values mdpr the United States with a 10 percent chance of being exceeded over 50
years;Chippewa Countys a noraffected areé.

University of WisconsirRiver Falls students and geologists have studied an ancient major fault
line which is located approximateB miles south of HudsonWI, and extends north towards
Willow River State Park and west towards Hastings, MN. Called the Hastings Fault, it has
characteristics similar to the New Madrid Fault; but there has been no evidence of any motion on
the Hastingg~ault for the last 400 million years. While an earthquake along the Hastings Fault
could be catastrophic, geologists estimate that no significant effects on this fault will likely occur
within the next fewmillions of years. As such,he earthquake thre& Chippewa Countys
considered very low.

Fog

Fog is lowlevel moisture that can reduce visibility. It can occur in isolatedlyavg areas or be

a widespread event that can cover several counties. In general, fog is often hazardous when the
visibility is reduced to 1/4 mile or less. Thick fog reduces visibility, creating a hazard to motorists
as well as to air traffic. Airports may close because of heavy fog. The intensity and duration of
fog varies with the location and type of fog. Generathprey winds tend to prevent fog formation.

In Chippewa Countyfog occurs infrequently and is typically a shiemtm weather event lasting

only for portions of a dayThe NCDC database has ddkippewa Countyecord for a dense fog

event, which occurred in November 2007 and included much of west central Wisconsin.

Coastal Hazards (Hurricanes, TsunamisTidal waves Waterspouts, etc.)

Coastal hazards can cause increases in tidal elevations (storm surges)indghand erosion

caused by tropical cyclones (such as hurricanes) or the sudden displacement of water (such as
tsunamis from earthquakesChippewa Countys located in the upper Midwest, approximately
1,000 miles from the Atlantic Ocean, 1,200 milesti the Gulf of Mexico, and 2,000 miles from

the Pacific OceanChippewa Countylso has no large inland lakes within its boundaries. Such
coastal hazards have no direct impabtppewa Countyand only occasionally indirectly impact

the region in the fion of thunderstorms which are discussed separately.

5 U.S. Geologic Service. Peak Acceleration (%g) with 10% Probability of Exceedance in 50 Yeansp.
<http://geohazards.cr.usgs.gov/eq/pubmaps/US.pga.050.map.gif> November 1996.
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B. HAZARDS OF CONCERN ADDRESSED IN OTHER PLANS

The hazards briefly described in this ssdxrtion pose a risk f@@hippewa County The Steering
Committee desired to bring attention to these hazardidiyinclusion here, but decided to not
include a full risk and vulnerability assessment within #l@n update for one or more of the
following reasons:

1 Most are not typically included in a coudgvel mitigation plan.

1 Most are largely addressed thrbugther intensive planning and preparedness efforts for
which Chippewa CountfEmergency Managemedbes not have a lead role. Instead of
duplicating and repeating these planning activities within Nhiggation Plan, this sub
section recognizes that tleegsks exist and refers to other existing plans and programming
to mitigate these risks.

1 The current risk foChippewa Countys relatively low.

This approach does not diminish the importance or the efforts to prepare for these other risks.

I. Communicable Disease and Public Health

According to the Federal Center for Disease Contrabnamunicable diseasés an illness caused

by an infectious agent or its toxins that occurs through the direct or indirect transmission of the
infectious agent dats products from an infected individual or via an animal, vector or the inanimate
environment to a susceptible animal or human hostepldlemicoccurs when a disease affects a
greater number of people than is usualpaihdemicis a global disease epiué.

Communicable Disease Risk and Vulnerability

The 2019 Health Vulnerability Assessment (HVA) prepared by the Northwest Wisconsin
Healthcare Emergency Readiness Coalition (N\MBRC), of which Chippewa County Public
Health is a member, rated a globaljananfectious disease outbreak as a 40% overall risk with a
moderate probability (3 events every 30 years), moderately high impacts, and substential
moderate available emergency management capabilities to deal with this threat (1.5). The threat
of alocal or regional infectious disease outbreak was ranked fourth highest among all threats with
a 70% overall risk with a significantly higher probability (4+ events/30 years), but more moderate
impacts. The HVA also identified pharmaceutical supply sigeris a relatively high overall risk

at 64%.

An influenza pandemic (or pandemic fluoccurs when a new influenza virus emerges for which
there is little or no immunity in the human population, begins to cause serious iliness, and then
easily spreadgeron-to-person worldwide. The potential risk of transmission, vulnerabilities, and
impacts can vary widely by type of virus and availability of vaccines. Viruses can also mutate and
increase in deadliness and spread more easily.
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Historically, the 20th centy saw three large pandemics
of influenza impacting the United States:

1 1918 influenza pandemic caused at least 675,00
U.S. deaths and up to 50 million deaths
worldwide.

T 1957 influenza pandemic caused at least 70,000
U.S. deaths and-2 million deaths wddwide.

T 1968 influenza pandemic caused about 34,000
U.S. deaths and 700,000 deaths worldwide.

Beginning in 2009, there was significantly increased
attention to pandemic flu at the state and regional lgvel
due tozoonotic diseasesapable of being transrtet
between animals and humanSwine Flu (HLN1)was
declared a pandemic by the World Health Organizatjon
(WHO) in June 2009 and resulted in about 17,000 deaths
worldwide before the pandemic was declared over in
August 2010. During the HIN1 outbreak from April
2009 through March 2010, an estimated883million
H1N1 cases and 192,098,000 H1Nirelated hospitalizations were estimated to have occurred
in the United States according to the Center for Disease Control (€ED@e CDC further
estimated that 8,720 to 18,050 HtNlated deaths occurredrihg the same timeframe. H1N1

in the United States continues to spread and there is some concern about ttermong
effectiveness of current vaccines. During the 22201 influenza season, five cases of Novel
Influenza A viruses were reported in theitdd States, including one in Wisconsin and two in
Minnesota, all patients fyllrecovered from their illness.

More recently, a highly pathogerawian influenza outbreak (H5N2)struck the United States in
April 2015. In adjacent Barron County, 650,006keys were euthanized as a result. A milder,
low pathogenic strain of HSN2 would occur in March 2017 requiring quarantine and monitoring
of poultry operations in the regiofthough the H5N1 virus usually does not infect people, rare
cases of human infeoh have been reported. There is no human immunity and no commercial
vaccine is availableA recent study showed that it is possible for avian flu viruses (and bacteria
like Salmonella) to enter groundwater from a large source of poultry fecal wastgh tiheurisk

of virus transmission from groundwater to people is not knbWa .date, there has been no known
humanto-human transmission of avian (or bird) flu.

As of August 2019, the United States was not experiencing an influenza pandemic according to
the U.S. Center for Disease Contra¢¢COVID-19discussion at the end of this subsedtiorhe
CDC state that it is impossible to predict when the next pandemic will occur or how bad a future

5 U.S. Center foDisease Control. CDC Estimates of 2009 HIN1 Influence Cases, Hospitalizations, and Deaths in
the United States, April 2008larch 13, 2010 http://www.cdc.gov/h1nlflu/estimates/ApMarch_13.htm

7 Borchardt, Mark A. et. alAvian Influenza Virus RNA in Groundwater Wells Supplying Poultry Farms Affected by
the 2015 Influenza OutbrealEnvironmental Science & Technology Letters. 2017, 4, giZ68
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