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Executive Summary

Natural disasters, such as earthquakes, wildfires, and severe weather events, pose significant danger to
life and property in Salt Lake County. Hazard mitigation planning is the process communities can use to
identify and assess the risks posed by these hazards and implement measures to reduce the potential
impacts of those hazards. It has been recognized that taking action prior to a natural disaster can
substantially reduce the damage caused by these hazards and increase the overall resilience of the
community to natural disasters.

Mitigation planning is a collaborative process that provides local governments a framework to reduce or
eliminate long-term risk from hazards. Salt Lake County has joined with 23 cities and towns, 2 school
districts, and 1 community college for this effort. The planning process includes establishing a planning
team to review data regarding past hazard events and possible future events, evaluate current
capabilities, and develop strategies to address hazards. To inform his process, participants from each
jurisdiction have collaborated with local emergency managers, planning and development departments,
floodplain managers, economic development staff, health and human services departments, public works,
city administrators, and geographic information system (GIS) specialists. Participants also consulted
existing planning documentation to integrate this plan with other community planning efforts.

Mitigation plans are updated every 5 years. This plan updates the 2019 Salt Lake County Hazard
Mitigation Plan and reaffirms the participant's commitment to reducing hazard risk. It is organized in two
volumes. Volume 1 contain comprehensive details on each step of the planning process, profiles of each
hazard identified by the planning team as having potential to affect the county, an evaluation of previous
mitigation strategies, and the mitigation strategies for the next 5-year planning cycle. Because each
community may face different hazards or have unique vulnerabilities to hazards, Volume 2 contains
annexes for individual participating jurisdictions. These annexes describe jurisdiction-specific hazard
histories and vulnerabilities, an evaluation of the status of previously identified mitigation actions, and new
mitigation strategies that have been identified.

This document will describe each stage of the planning process, which includes building the planning
team, creating an outreach strategy for identifying community stakeholders and seeking public input,
conducting a risk assessment, documenting capabilities, developing and prioritizing mitigation actions,
and establishing a strategy for implementing them. Once adopted, this plan makes communities eligible
for a variety of grant funding programs to implement identified mitigation actions. Twenty-five jurisdictions
participated in this planning update.
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Promulgation

This plan is promulgated as “Salt Lake County’s Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan.” It is designed
to comply with all applicable federal, state, and local ordinances and resolutions and provides guidance
for preparing for and mitigating hazards that threaten the community.

This plan has been constructed using the best available information and from a planning perspective. It is
recognized that as new information becomes available, decisions and actions may differ from those
envisioned when the plan was developed.

The County of Salt Lake fully supports the plan and urges all officials, employees, and others involved in
the total emergency management effort, individually and collectively, to do their share in making Salt Lake
County a disaster-resistant and resilient community.

This plan supersedes all previous hazard mitigation plans.

Promulgated this day of 2025.

Authority

Federal Authority

Public Law (PL) 93-288, as amended, established the basis for federal hazard mitigation activity in 1974.
A section of this act requires identifying, evaluating, and mitigating hazards as a prerequisite for state
receipt of future disaster assistance outlays. Since 1974, many additional programs, regulations, and laws
have expanded on the original legislation to establish hazard mitigation as a priority at all levels of
government. When the Stafford Act amended PL 93-288, several additional provisions were added that
provided for the availability of significant mitigation measures in the aftermath of presidentially declared
disasters. The current Stafford Act is the "Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance
Act," as amended in August 2016.

State Authority

e The Governor's Emergency Operation Directive

e The Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act, amendments to Public Law
93-288, as amended

o Title 44, Code of Federal Regulations, Federal Emergency Management Agency Regulations, as
amended

e State Emergency Management Act of 1981, Utah Code 53-2, 63-5

e Disaster Response Recovery Act, 63-5A
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e Executive Order of the Governor, Executive Order 11

e Emergency Interim Succession Act, 63-5B

Utah State Code

In Utah Code 53-2-104, it is stated that the Utah Division of Emergency Management shall prepare,
implement, and maintain programs and plans to provide for:

1. Prevention and minimization of injury and damage caused by disasters
2. Identification of areas particularly vulnerable to disasters

3. Coordination of hazard mitigation and other preventive and preparedness measures designed to
eliminate or reduce disasters

4. Assistance to local officials in designing local emergency action plans

5. Coordination of federal, state, and local emergency activities; Coordination of emergency operations
plans with emergency plans of the federal government; and

6. Other measures necessary, incidental, or appropriate to this chapter

Local Authority

Local governments play an essential role in implementing effective mitigation. For this plan, local
governments include cities, counties, and special service districts with elected boards. Each local
government will review all present or potential damages, losses, and related impacts associated with
natural hazards to determine the need or requirement for mitigation action and planning. In the cities
within Salt Lake County, the local executives are responsible for carrying out plans and policies, including
the county council and city or town mayors and administrators. Local governments must be prepared to
participate in the post-disaster hazard mitigation team process and pre-mitigation planning as outlined in
this document to effectively protect their citizens. All jurisdictions in Salt Lake County participated in the
development of this plan.
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Introduction

Purpose and Scope

The four purposes of this plan are:

1. To identify threats to the community
2. To create mitigation strategies to address those threats
3. To develop long-term mitigation planning goals and objectives

4. To fulfill federal, state, and local hazard mitigation planning obligations

Mitigation actions minimize conditions that have an undesirable impact on our citizens, the economy, the
environment, and the well-being of Salt Lake County and surrounding municipalities. This mitigation plan
is intended to enhance the awareness of elected officials, agencies, and the public of these hazards and
their associated threats to life and property. The plan also details what actions can be taken to help
prevent or reduce hazard vulnerability to each jurisdiction.

Hazard mitigation is often a neglected aspect of emergency management. When local governments place
a low priority on mitigation implementation activities relative to the perceived threat, some important
mitigation measures may be neglected in favor of higher-priority activities. Mitigation success can be
achieved, however, if accurate information is conveyed through complete hazard identification and impact
studies and followed by effective mitigation management. Hazard mitigation is the key to greatly reducing
long-term risk to people and property from natural hazards and their effects.

Salt Lake County and all participating jurisdictions, coupled with their respective citizens, stakeholders,
and partner agencies, prepared this local hazard mitigation plan intending to guide hazard mitigation
planning in reducing the casualties and costs of natural disasters by providing comprehensive hazard
identification, risk assessment, capability, and vulnerability analysis, mitigation strategies, and an
implementation schedule. This plan demonstrates the community’s commitment to reducing risks from
hazards and serves as a tool to help decision-makers direct mitigation activities and resources. This plan
was also developed to make Salt Lake County and participating jurisdictions eligible for certain federal
disaster assistance, specifically, the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) Hazard
Mitigation Grant Program, Building Resilient Infrastructure in Communities (BRIC), and Pre-Disaster
Mitigation program, and to earn points for the National Flood Insurance Program’s Community Rating
System (CRS), which could lower flood insurance premiums in CRS communities.

This mitigation plan is a revision of the 2019 Salt Lake County Multi-Jurisdictional Multi-Hazard Mitigation
Plan. The 2019 plan was reviewed to evaluate its strengths, weaknesses, and utility. The hazards,
vulnerabilities, and risks were examined regarding their impact, severity, and how they may affect the
population. Updates also describe hazard impacts that have occurred since the last plan revision. The
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planning team considered previously unidentified hazards to include in the plan update. A capabilities
assessment was conducted to identify potential mitigation needs and further align the mitigation plan with
other community planning efforts. The revision process also included a review of proposed mitigation
goals, objectives, and actions to determine their validity and how effective they have been or will be at
reducing vulnerability in the county. New priorities have been set to support the identified changes. The
mitigation plan was also evaluated to support the state mitigation plan goals and objectives and other
local planning efforts. Finally, an implementation strategy and timeline will assign the responsibility and
schedule for tracking the implementation of the identified mitigation actions. The mitigation plan will be
adopted through the regular legal process and establish authority and guide all mitigation activities
outlined in the plan.

This plan also utilized current county, city, and applicable private hazard mitigation, emergency
operations plans, census data, and available geographic information systems (GIS) and assessor’s data
as resources for the planning team. Salt Lake County Emergency Management staff, planning team
members, county, city, and applicable emergency managers/planners, subject matter experts, recruits
from other jurisdictions such as other local government units, the private sector, non-governmental
organizations, academia, airports, and the military were consulted during this planning activity. This plan
also demonstrates that the public and all community stakeholders have proactively offered opportunities
for participation in the planning process. Examples of participation include relevant involvement in any
planning process, attendance at meetings, contributing research, data, and other information, and
commenting on drafts of the plan.

This plan was developed in accordance with the requirements of the FEMA Section 322 regulations, 44
Code of Federal Regulations Part 201, the Utah Division of Emergency Management (UDEM), and local
planning agencies. FEMA regulations were followed during the development of this plan. Future
monitoring, evaluation, updating, and implementation will occur annually or following any natural disaster.
A major revision will occur every five years. Annual or any interim plan review, updates, and revisions will
be the responsibility of each adopting jurisdiction.

Background

Salt Lake County is vulnerable to natural and technological (human-caused) hazards threatening our
citizens' health, welfare, and security. Action taken to reduce or eliminate the long-term risk to human life
and property from these hazards is known as mitigation. The losses of life and property and the cost of
response to and recovery from potential disasters can be substantially reduced when attention is turned
to mitigation of the impacts and effects before they occur or re-occur.

Hazard mitigation planning is identifying hazard risks and vulnerabilities and establishing goals, policies,
and procedures to implement risk-reducing actions. This plan represents a collaborative effort of many
participants in our community with the mission to engage community stakeholders in developing a
comprehensive approach to reduce long-term hazard risk by identifying and implementing effective
mitigation strategies.
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Mitigation planning creates safer communities by reducing loss of life and property damage and
protecting community assets from the negative impacts of hazards. Implementing mitigation strategies
can also reduce the cost of disaster response and recovery by:

e |dentifying cost-effective actions that reduce risk

e Focusing resources on the greatest vulnerabilities

o Building partnerships between jurisdictions

e Increasing public awareness of hazards and risk

¢ Communicating planning priorities

e Aligning risk-reduction efforts with other community plans and objectives

e Establishing eligibility for mitigation grant programs

Hazard mitigation is any cost-effective action that reduces, limits, or prevents the vulnerability of people,
property, and/or the environment to potentially damaging, harmful, or costly hazards. Hazard mitigation
actions, which can be used to eliminate or minimize the risk to life and property, fall into three categories:
1. Those that keep the hazard away from people

2. Those that keep people, property, and structures away from the hazard

3. Those that do not address the hazard but rather reduce the impact of the hazard on the victims, such
as insurance

Local mitigation plans are required to be updated every five years. This plan will update the 2019 Salt
Lake County Multi-durisdictional Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan. This mitigation plan is a collaborative effort
that will serve all of Salt Lake County, including each of the participating jurisdictions and special service
districts within the county. The revision of this plan supports the State Hazard Mitigation Plan mission,
which is “to permanently reduce the region’s vulnerability to natural hazards.”

The plan is intended to promote sound public policy and protect or reduce the vulnerability of the citizens,
critical facilities, infrastructure, private property, and the natural environment within the region. The
framework of this plan will now serve as a tool to guide, plan, and allocate resources across multi-
jurisdictional boundaries. It will assist jurisdictions in assessing their resilience to disasters and
disruptions. It will serve as a guide to prioritize mitigation and preparedness efforts, allocate funding,
guide development in innovative ways, and effectively utilize and share scarce resources. It represents
the county’s commitment to reducing risks from natural hazards.

How to Navigate This Plan

This plan has been set up in two volumes so that elements that are jurisdiction-specific can be easily
distinguished from those that apply to the whole planning area:
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e Volume 1 includes all federally required elements of a disaster mitigation plan that apply to the entire
planning area. This includes the description of the planning process, public involvement strategy,
goals and objectives, countywide hazard risk assessment, countywide mitigation actions, and a plan
maintenance strategy. The following appendices at the end of Volume 1 include information or
explanations to support the main content of the plan:

> Appendix A: Acronyms and Definitions
> Appendix B: Plan Process and Development Documentation
> Appendix C: Public Participation Documentation
> Appendix D: Plan Adoption Resolutions from Planning Partners
> Appendix E: References
e Volume 2 includes all federally required jurisdiction-specific elements in the annexes of each

participating jurisdiction.

All planning partners will adopt Volume 1 in its entirety and their respective jurisdiction-specific annex
within Volume 2.
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Community Profile

Geography, Land Use, and Development

Geography

At approximately 807.37 square miles, including 65.09 square miles of water area, Salt Lake County is
the fifth smallest county in Utah by land area. Tooele County borders Salt Lake County to the west, while
Summit County borders it to the east. To the north lie Davis and Morgan Counties, with Utah County to
the south. The Great Salt Lake occupies much of the northwest corner of the county. The Wasatch and
Oquirrh Mountains form the eastern and western borders of the county, respectively (Figure 1).
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Salt Lake County Profile Map
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Land Use and Development

There are 17 cities within Salt Lake County: Alta, Bluffdale, Cottonwood Heights, Draper, Herriman,
Holladay, Midvale, Millcreek, Murray, Riverton, Sandy, Salt Lake City, South Jordan, South Salt Lake,
Taylorsville, West Jordan, and West Valley City. Five metro townships have been incorporated since the
last plan: Copperton, Emigration Canyon, City of Kearns, City of Magna, and White City. The Town of
Brighton was also incorporated in 2020. Several distinct nearby unincorporated areas with permanent
populations include Big Cottonwood, Camp Williams, Canyon Rim, Granite West, Mount Olympus,
Parley’s Canyon, Sandy Hills, Southwest, and Willow Canyon. Salt Lake County’s land ownership is
approximately 79.4% private, 6% federal, and 10% state. 4.6% of this area is water. Figure 2 shows the
locations of lakes, rivers, and canals in the county.
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A significant portion of Salt Lake County is currently zoned for low-density residential development. Some
higher densities are allowed in eastern Salt Lake City, while the southern areas of Salt Lake County are
zoned for lower housing density. Industrial land uses are planned for West Salt Lake City, along the I-15
corridor, northern West Valley City, the western portion of North Salt Lake, and the west side of Salt Lake
County. Areas primarily for commercial use include Salt Lake City’s central business district and along
primary transportation corridors, including 1-15, 1-215, State Street, 400 South, Highland Drive, 3500
South, 4500 South, and 7200 South.

Additional commercial land use nodes are dispersed throughout Salt Lake County to serve adjoining
residential communities. Many public and private lands remain undeveloped because of specific
environmental constraints, such as steep slopes or prime wetlands. Some areas currently used for
industrial or mining activity may be redeveloped for commercial and residential purposes. Kennecott Utah
Copper Corporation currently owns much of this land.
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Salt Lake County Land Cover

MORGAN

SUMMIT

T 60 ELsE

WASATCH

QAIE2R%5" §6" 575 0
e Viles

NLCD Land Cover Classification Legend I 51 Dwarf Scrub®

[ 11 Open Water [152 Shrub/Scrub

[]12 Perennial Ice/ Snow 171 Grassland/Herbaceous

121 Developed, Open Space [ |72 sedge/Herbaceous* IEM.

771 22 Developed, Low Intensity [777173 Lichens*

I 23 Developed, Medium Intensity [0 74 Moss*

I 24 Developed, High Intensity [[]81 Pasture/Hay

[[7131 Barren Land (Rock/Sand/Clay) [l 82 Cultivated Crops

[ 41 Deciduous Forest 190 Woody Wetiands NADS83 Utah State Plan Central

[ 42 Evergreen Forest [I7 95 Emergent Herb Wetland Diake Soiirces: Sait Laks Coninty

[ 43 Mixed Forest [ Ataska anly MRLC National Land Cover Database
Salt Lake County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan 2024 Date: 11/4/2024 4:00 PM

Figure 3: Salt Lake County Land Cover

10



SALT LAKE COUNTY MULTI-JURISDICTIONAL HAZARD MITIGATION PLAN

Climate and Weather

Table 1, Figure 4, and Figure 5 provide a climate overview, climate averages, and weather data for Salt
Lake County.

Table 1: Salt Lake County Climate Overview'

Salt Lake, Utah United States

Rainfall 19.6in. 38.11n.
Snowfall 54.2 in. 27.8in
Precipitation 90.2 days 106.2 days
Sunny 226 days 205 days
Avg. July High 91.4° 85.8°

Avg. Jan Low 22.8° 21.7°
Comfort Index (higher=better) | 7.1 7

UV Index 4.7 4.3
Elevation 5599 ft. 2443 ft.
Climate

January Low Temp.

July High Temp. 91.4F

S0F

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 a0 100
Temperature in Degrees

® Salt Lake County @ Salt Lake City Metro Utah State

Figure 4: Climate High and Low Temperature Comparison Chart?

" Bestplaces.net. “Salt Lake County Climate Overview.” 2024.
https://www.bestplaces.net/climate/county/utah/salt lake
2 |bid.

11


https://www.bestplaces.net/climate/county/utah/salt_lake

SALT LAKE COUNTY MULTI-JURISDICTIONAL HAZARD MITIGATION PLAN

Salt Lake City Climate Graph - Utah Climate Chart
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Figure 5: Salt Lake City Climate Graph-Utah Climate Chart®
Population

According to the United States Census, Salt Lake County continues to be the most populous county in
Utah, with a population of 1,185,813 in 2023. It has grown steadily over the past 13 years (see Table 2).4
The 2024 estimated population of Salt Lake County is 1,185,057, with a growth rate of -0.06% in the past
year, according to the most recent United States census data. The 2010 population was 1,032,997, which
has grown by 14.72% since then.®

Table 2: Salt Lake County Utah Population Growth Rates (2010-2023)¢

Year Population Growth Growth Rate
2023 1,185,813 -756 -0.06%

2022 1,186,569 257 0.02%

2021 1,186,312 -671 -0.06%

2020 1,186,983 28,398 2.45%

2019 1,158,585 9,636 0.84%

3 The blue line in the figure shows the average low temperature, and the red line shows the average high
temperature.

USClimateData.com. “Climate Salt Lake City — Utah.” 2024. https://www.usclimatedata.com/climate/salt-lake-
city/utah/united-states/usut0225

4 U.S. Census. “Quick Facts Salt Lake County Utah.” 2024.
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/saltlakecountyutah/HSG445222

5 World Population Review.com. “Salt Lake County, Utah Population 2024.” 2024.
https://worldpopulationreview.com/us-counties/utah/salt-lake-county

6 Ibid.
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Year Population Growth Growth Rate
2018 1,148,949 11,676 1.03%

2017 1,137,273 16,522 1.47%

2016 1,120,751 18,061 1.64%

2015 1,102,690 12,350 1.13%

2014 1,090,340 10,679 0.99%

2013 1,079,661 15,521 1.46%

2012 1,064,140 16,438 1.57%

2011 1,047,702 14,705 1.42%

2010 1,032,997 0 0%

Salt Lake County’s population increased in 10 of the 13 years between 2010 and 2023. The largest
annual population increase was 2.4% between 2019 and 2020. The county’s largest decline in growth
was between 2020 and 2021, when the population growth rate saw no increase. Between 2010 and 2022,
the county grew by an average of 1.2% per year (see Figure 6).7

7 USA Facts. “Our Changing Population Salt Lake County, Utah.” 2024. https://usafacts.org/data/topics/people-
society/population-and-demographics/our-changing-population/state/utah/county/salt-lake-
county/#:~:text=Salt%20Lake%20County%27s%20population%20increased%2010%200ut%200f,grew%20by%20an
%20average%200f%201.2%25%20per%20year
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Annual population change in Salt Lake County
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Figure 6: Salt Lake County Utah Population Growth Rates Graph (2011-2022)8

City Populations

Salt Lake County contains two of the largest cities in the state: Salt Lake City, which has a population of
approximately 209,593 (a 4.9% increase from 2020, when it was 199,723), and West Valley City, which
has a population of approximately 134,470 (-4.1% decrease from 2020, when it was 140,238), according
to the 2023 census data.® Figure 7 shows the current daytime population density throughout the county,
followed by the nighttime population in Figure 8 based on LandScan data from Oak Ridge National
Laboratory. LandScan data is the community standard for global population data. It is derived through the
use of available data and satellite imagery to map geographic areas with superimposed layers of
information to represent an “ambient” (24-hour average) population.

8 USA Facts. “Our Changing Population: Salt Lake County, Utah.” 2024. https://usafacts.org/data/topics/people-
society/population-and-demographics/our-changing-population/state/utah/county/salt-lake-
county/#:~:text=Salt%20Lake%20County%27s%20population%20increased %2010 %200ut%200f,grew%20by%20an
%20average%200f%201.2%25%20per%20year

9 U.S. Census. “Quick Facts Salt Lake City and West Valley City Utah.” 2024.
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/westvalleycitycityutah,saltlakecitycityutah/HSG44 5222
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Salt Lake County Daytime Population
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Figure 7: Salt Lake County Population Density
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Salt Lake County Nighttime Population
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Figure 8: Salt Lake County Nighttime Population

16



SALT LAKE COUNTY MULTI-JURISDICTIONAL HAZARD MITIGATION PLAN

Table 3 and Table 4 provide Salt Lake County population and household projections, indicating continued
growth of 55% from 2015 to 2065, as determined by The University of Utah’s Kem C. Gardner Policy
Institute. 10

Population Projections

Table 3: Salt Lake County Population Projections'!

County 2015 2025 2035 2045 2055 2065 Absolute Percent
Change  Change
2015- 2015-
2065 2065

Salt 1,094,650 | 1,249,961 | 1,361,099 | 1,470,574 | 1,594,804 | 1,693,513 | 598,863 | 55%

Lake

County

Table 4: Salt Lake County Household Projections'?

County 2015 2025 2035 2045 2055 2065 Absolute Percent
Change Change

2015- 2015-
2065 2065

Salt Lake 379,320 | 454,929 | 521,352 | 579,472 | 635,143 | 689,490 | 310,170 | 82%
County

0 Hanson, Janelle. “Utah in 2065.” The University of Utah, Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute. October 21, 2016.
https://attheu.utah.edu/facultystaff/utah-in-2065/

" |bid.
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Population by Age and Gender

Salt Lake County, Utah Population Pyramid 2024
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Figure 9: Salt Lake County Population by Gender and Age™?

Figure 9 provides the 2024 statistical population data for Salt Lake County based on age and gender,
indicating the median age is 33.4 (33 for males, 33.9 for females). Of the 872,565 adults, 133,703 are
seniors. There are 582,943 females (49.38%) and 597,700 males (50.62%).

3 World Population Review. “Salt Lake County, Utah Population 2024.” 2024. https://worldpopulationreview.com/us-
counties/utah/salt-lake-county
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Population by Race

Race
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Figure 11: Salt Lake County Population by Race'

Figure 11 illustrates the Salt Lake County population by race. Of the total population, 880,344, or 74.56%,
are white; 106,540, or 9.02%, identify as another race; 94,251, or 7.98%, identify as two or more races;
49,060, or 4.16%, are Asian; 21,531, or 1.82%; are Black or African American; 18,674, or 1.58%, are
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander; and 10,243, or 0.87%, are Native American.

14 1bid.
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Population by Educational Attainment
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Figure 12: Salt Lake County Population by Educational Attainment?®

Figure 12 illustrates the educational attainment levels of the Salt Lake County population. For residents
over 25 years old, 25,107 (or 3.33%) have less than a 9"-grade education, and 36,846 (or 4.88%)
attained a 9'"- to 12t"-grade education. High school graduates make up 22.34% of the population
(168,538 individuals). Some college, associate degree, bachelor's degree, and graduate degree
attainment totals 523,933, or 69.46%. ¢

Housing

For 2018-2022, the United States Census Bureau reports an owner-occupied housing unit rate for Salt
Lake County of 67.1%, with a total of 458,880 housing units, as of July 1, 2023. The median value of
owner-occupied housing units for 2018-2022 was $440,400. The median selected owner costs for a
monthly mortgage was $1,939, while the median gross rent was $1,394.17

15 |bid.

16 |bid.

7U.S. Census. “Salt Lake County Utah.” 2024.
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/saltlakecountyutah/HS G445222
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Economy

Employment

Salt Lake County is the backbone of Utah’s economy, making up approximately 39% of the labor force
and 47% of the non-farming job market. The trade and transportation industry, the largest employment
division within the county, supplies approximately 20% of the county’s employment share. Trade is the
second major source of employment, followed by government and education, health, and social services.
Salt Lake is a regional center for the finance, health care, and high-tech industries. Major employers
include the University of Utah, the State of Utah, Intermountain Healthcare, Granite School District,
Jordan School District, Salt Lake County, Wal-Mart, Discover Financial Services Inc., Delta Airlines, the
United States Postal Service, Salt Lake City School District, and Salt Lake City.

Table 5: Non-Farm Employment Report Salt Lake County (2023-2024"8

July 2023 June 2024 July 2024 % Change Over Year

798,540 817,886 815,309 2.1%

Table 6: Employment Share Within Salt Lake City Area (Non-Farming Jobs)'®

Salt Lake City Area Employment | July 2024 Change from July Change from July

(thousands) 2023 to July 2024 2023 to July 2024
(thousands)

Total Non-farm 841.8 24.3 3.0%

Trade/Transport/Utilities 161.1 1.9 1.2%

Prof/Business Services 149.8 3.9 2.7%

Government 116.4 5.3 4.8%

Education/Health/Social Services 99.5 5.2 5.5%

Leisure/Hospitality 72.7 24 3.4%

Financial Activities 64.3 0.6 0.9%

Manufacturing 66.4 23 3.6%

Mining, Logging, and Construction | 63.6 3.5 5.8%

Information 245 0.0 0.0%

Other Services 22.5 -0.8 -3.4%

The unemployment rate measures those people who reside in a county, are jobless and available to take
a job, and have actively sought work in the past four weeks. The unemployment rate is a proxy for the

8 Utah.gov. Department of Workforce Services. “Non-Farm Employment.” 2024.
https://jobs.utah.gov/wi/data/library/employment/countyemployment.html

19 United States Bureau of Labor Statistics. “Salt Lake City Area Economic Summary.” August 29, 2024.
https://www.bls.gov/regions/mountain-plains/summary/BLSSummary SaltLakeCity.pdf
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availability of labor. An unemployment rate between 4.0% and 4.8% may be considered balanced in
terms of excess, balance, and shortage.

According to the United States Bureau of Labor Statistics, the unemployment rate in Salt Lake County in
July 2024 was 3.6%, up from July 2023 at 2.6%.2°

Unemployment rates
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Figure 13: Comparison of Unemployment Rates in National and Selected Areas?’

Looking ahead, Table 7 shows the employed population within the county is projected to increase by 72%
from 2015 to 2065.22

Table 7: Salt Lake County Employment Projections?3

County 2015 2025 2035 2045 2055 2065 Absolute Percent
Change  Change

2015- 2015-
2065 2065

Salt Lake | 844,316 | 1,053,362 | 1,182,092 | 1,293,225 | 1,385,240 | 1,454,567 | 610,251 2%
County

20 Utah.gov. Department of Workforce Services. “Seasonal Adjusted Unemployment Rates.” 2024.
https://jobs.utah.gov/wi/data/library/employment/countyunemployment.html

21'U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. “Salt Lake City Area Economic Summary.” August 29, 2024.
https://www.bls.gov/regions/mountain-plains/summary/BLSSummary SaltLakeCity.pdf

22 Hanson, Janelle. “Utah in 2065.” The University of Utah, Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute. October 21, 2016.
https://attheu.utah.edu/facultystaff/utah-in-2065/

23 |bid.
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Income

According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, the average weekly wage for all industries within the Salt
Lake City area is $1,130.

Table 8: Average Hourly Wages for Selected Occupations?*

Occupation Salt Lake City United States
All Occupations $31.67 $31.48
Software Developers $58.13 $66.40
General and Operations Manager $55.06 $62.18
Training and Development Specialists $34.79 $34.60
Market Research Analysts and Marketing Specialists $32.15 $40.00
Electricians $29.38 $32.60
Paralegals and Legal Assistance $28.20 $31.95
Poverty

A measure of poverty takes income and family size into account and has both immediate and long-lasting
effects on health. Income assesses the financial resources available to individuals or families for
necessities (e.g., food, clothing, and healthcare) to maintain or improve their well-being. Persons living in
poverty are worse off than persons in more affluent households for many indicators tracked by the Utah
Department of Health and Human Services Public Health Indicator Base Information System (PHIBIS).
The Utah Public Health Data Resources reports poverty statistics based on the 2022 Model-based Small
Area Income & Poverty Estimates (SAIPE) for school districts, counties, and states. The poverty threshold
for a family of four, including two children, was $29,678 in 2022. Poverty thresholds are updated annually
using the Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers (CPI-U) to allow for changes in the cost of
living. They do not vary geographically. PHIBIS reports that the percentage of persons living in poverty in
Salt Lake County is 7.7%. In addition, Utah has a lower percentage of children in poverty than the U.S. as
a whole, 8.5% vs. 16.3% in 2022.25

Critical Facilities and Infrastructure

State-Owned Facilities

There are currently 1,463 state-owned facilities within Salt Lake County, with a total insured value of
approximately $7.3 billion.

24 U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. “Salt Lake City Area Economic Summary.” August 29, 2024.
https://www.bls.gov/regions/mountain-plains/summary/BLSSummary SaltLakeCity.pdf

25 Utah.gov. “Health Indicator Report of Utah Population Characteristics: Poverty, Children Age 17 and Under.” Utah
Department of Health and Human Services, Public Health Indicator Based Information System (IBIS). 2022.
https://ibis.utah.gov/ibisph-view/indicator/view/ChldPov.html
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Table 9: Count of Critical Facilities by Jurisdiction

Police Schools

Stations

Emergency Fire

Hospitals County

Operations Stations Facilities

Centers

Alta 1 0 0 1 0 1

Bluffdale 1 2 0 2 7 1

Brighton 0 1 0 0 0 0
Copperton 0 1 0 0 0 1

Cottonwood Heights 1 2 0 1 7 10
Draper 1 3 1 1 21 7
Emigration Canyon 0 1 0 0 0 0
Herriman 1 2 0 1 12 6
Holladay 1 1 0 1 16 8
Kearns 0 1 0 1 11 11
Magna 0 2 0 1 7 8
Midvale 1 2 0 1 15 10
Millcreek 0 3 2 1 20 14
Murray 1 4 2 2 28 16
Riverton 1 3 1 1 12 10
Salt Lake 2 14 5 9 85 32
Sandy 1 5 2 1 35 7
South Jordan 1 3 0 1 22 9
South Salt Lake 2 3 1 3 24 16
Taylorsville 1 2 0 2 17 16
Unincorporated 0 1 0 0 3 3
West Jordan 1 5 1 1 42 15
West Valley 1 6 1 2 37 16
White City 0 0 0 0 1 1

Transportation

As of 2023, the Salt Lake County International Airport was the 21st busiest airport in the United States,
operating as a major hub for Delta Air Lines and SkyWest Airlines. Although not visible in the image
below, the South Valley Regional Airport, located in West Jordan, is also available for public use.

Salt Lake County can be traversed on several interstate highways, including I-15, 1-80, and 1-215.
Numerous other freeways, expressways, and significant arterial routes interconnect within the county,
including SR-68, SR-201, and SR-154. The county also contains numerous bike paths for active

transportation.
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Salt Lake County Railroads

! | &
A DAVIS ) b
;L,,.,\ MORGAN
i
T
- J,r/' ’\ 1 PN
i J ] i
[ #EM\GRATION i =
MAGNA i. /" CANYON ¢ SRt
= AR
; ATV )
Ve - SUMMIT
: h’k\ WESTVALLEY " MILLCREEK —'
| ! " | UNINCORPORATED
\ TAYLORSVILLE g "HOLLADAVS"
O\ [ KEARNS ) MURRAY \_ —
L = g . = [
L M| &l __n) {8 ] g! ; ~& Y|
d LY ~¢ r
UNINCORPORATED j QWDVALE :\.»COTTON\,-VOOLE)J ] BRICHTON
- WEST JORDAN R J R~ HEIGHTS o~
TOOEXE Cis BN I f'rr\—y
{/ 4§ ALTA
N COPBERTON |7
— Q\SOUTHJORDAN . %
: 8 IS R p
[ = ) " RIVERTON  * @ ;f{ /
o ¥ DRAPER/ | }
-‘ 2 \ \
HERRIMAN \ BLUFFRRLE BF Y,
i ‘l_v \ ~ \ o /
g 2 WA . ,,.’
L "\ . )
( 9.4 UTAH \BWASATCH
‘ o T o R 7 Y
P - -:—:—wws
pa
& TRAX Stations TRAX Routes
@ Front Runner Stations Blue Line @ IEM
—+— Railroads Red Line "
Front Runner ~ Green Line
Railroad Bridges
NAD83 Utah State Plan Central
Data Sources: Salt Lake County
UGRC, HIFLD
Salt Lake County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan 2024 Date: 11/18/2024 8:27 PM

Figure 14: Salt Lake County Railways

The county is also heavily networked with bus and commuter rail lines operated by the Utah Transit
Authority (UTA) (Figure 14 and Figure 15). The FrontRunner commuter rail line, TRAX light rail system,
and numerous bus routes are all used for public transportation throughout Salt Lake County.
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Figure 15: 2023 Salt Lake County Transit System Map
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Water Control Structures

According to the 2024 Utah Enhanced State Hazard Mitigation Plan, there are approximately 282 dam
structures within Salt Lake County. The largest concentration of high and significant hazard dams is
within the Wasatch Front counties, including the Salt Lake City metropolitan area. The Wasatch Front is a
region in north central Utah of mostly contiguous cities and towns along the Wasatch Mountains. It
stretches from Santaquin in the south to Pleasant View in the north. The Wasatch Front is the most highly
populated region in Utah, with 80% of its residents living in this area. The National Levee Database also
maps five levee systems (160 levee structures) within the county.

Pipelines

The National Pipelines Mapping System has a public map viewer that can be used to view gas
transmission and hazardous liquid pipelines within Salt Lake County (Figure 16).
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Figure 16: Salt Lake County Pipeline Map
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Communications

The major newspapers within the county include the Salt Lake County Tribune and Deseret News,
although numerous others are in circulation within the county. There are approximately 17 full-power

television stations in the Salt Lake City market. There are also approximately 30 trunked radio systems in

Salt Lake County (Table 10).

Table 10: Salt Lake County Trunk Radio Systems List 26

System Name Type City

Snowbird Ski Resort DMR Conventional Networked Alta

South Valley Sewer District DMR Motorola Capacity Plus Multi-Site Bluffdale
(TRBO)

Progressive Leasing DMR Motorola Capacity Plus Single Site Draper
(TRBO)

Herriman City DMR Motorola Capacity Plus Single Site Herriman
(TRBO)

Kennecott Utah Copper DMR Motorola Capacity Plus Multi-Site Magna

(Capacity Plus) (TRBO)

Kennecott Utah Copper DMR Motorola Connect Plus (TRBO) Magna

(Connect Plus)

Kennecott Utah Copper (P25) | Project 25 Phase |l Magna

Northrop Grumman Systems DMR Motorola Capacity Plus Single Site Magna
(TRBO)

Enbridge Gas DMR Tier 3 Standard Multiple

National Security Agency Project 25 Phase I Multiple

Data Centers

Peak Wireless Services NXDN NEXEDGE 9600 Multiple

Geneva Rock and Cement DMR Motorola Capacity Plus Multi-Site Orem
(TRBO)

Brigham Young University DMR Motorola Connect Plus (TRBO) Provo

Staker Parson Construction DMR Motorola Capacity Plus Single Site Riverton
(TRBO)

Alpha Communication DMR Motorola Connect Plus (TRBO) Salt Lake City

Brian Leifson Motorola Type Il Smartnet Salt Lake City

Church of Jesus Christ of Project 25 Phase Il Salt Lake City

Latter-Day Saints

City Creek Center

DMR Motorola Capacity Plus Single Site
(TRBO)

Salt Lake City

Delta Airlines

DMR Motorola Capacity Plus Single Site
(TRBO)

Salt Lake City

Henkel Corporation

LTR Standard

Salt Lake City

26 RadioReference.com. https://www.radioreference.com/
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System Name

Hogle Zoo

Type

DMR Motorola Capacity Plus Single Site
(TRBO)

City
Salt Lake City

Hyatt Regency Salt Lake City

DMR Motorola Capacity Plus Single Site
(TRBO)

Salt Lake City

Intel Corporation

Motorola Type Il

Salt Lake City

Intermountain Health Care
Hospitals

NXDN NEXEDGE 4800

Salt Lake City

Little America

DMR Motorola Capacity Plus Multi-Site
(TRBO)

Salt Lake City

Mcintosh Communications
(DMR)

DMR Motorola Capacity Plus Multi-Site
(TRBO)

Salt Lake City

Mcintosh Communications
(Ensign Peak)

LTR Standard

Salt Lake City

My Patriot Supply

DMR Motorola Capacity Plus Single Site
(TRBO)

Salt Lake City

RPAI Southwest Management

DMR Motorola Capacity Plus Single Site
(TRBO)

Salt Lake City

Salt Lake City Public Safety

Motorola Type Il

Salt Lake City

Salt Lake County Public
Works

Motorola Type Il Smartnet

Salt Lake City

Salt Palace Convention
Center

DMR Motorola Capacity Plus Single Site
(TRBO)

Salt Lake City

Sun Communications

DMR Motorola Capacity Plus Single Site
(TRBO)

Salt Lake City

Tesoro Companies

DMR Conventional Networked

Salt Lake City

Tesoro Refinery

DMR Motorola Capacity Plus Single Site
(TRBO)

Salt Lake City

UCS Wireless (900) DMR Motorola Capacity Plus Multi-Site Salt Lake City
(TRBO)
UCS Wireless (UHF) DMR Motorola Capacity Plus Multi-Site Salt Lake City

(TRBO)

Unified Fire Authority

Project 25 Phase |l

Salt Lake City

Unified Fire Authority (BD10)

Motorola Type Il

Salt Lake City

United Parcel Service

DMR Tier 3 Capacity Max

Salt Lake City

University of Utah Hospitals

NXDN NEXEDGE 4800

Salt Lake City

Utah Transit Authority

MPT-1327 Standard

Salt Lake City

Wasatch Front T-3

DMR Tier 3 Capacity Max

Salt Lake City

eBay Data Center

DMR Conventional Networked

South Jordan

Sunroc Construction

DMR Motorola Capacity Plus Multi-Site
(TRBO)

Spanish Fork

Utah Communications Project 25 Phase Il Statewide
Authority (P25)
Hill Air Force Base Project 25 Phase |l Various
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System Name Type City

Kilgore Companies NXDN Icom IDAS Type C Various

Peak Wireless Services (DFA) | NXDN NEXEDGE 4800 Various

Utah Communications Motorola Type Il SmartZone Omnilink Various

Authority

Jordan School District DMR Motorola Capacity Plus Single Site West Jordan
(TRBO)

South Valley Water DMR Motorola Capacity Plus Single Site West Jordan

Reclamation (TRBO)

Discover Cardtronics DMR Motorola Capacity Plus Single Site West Valley City
(TRBO)

Frito Lay Plant DMR Motorola Capacity Plus Single Site West Valley City
(TRBO)

United Parcel Service Delivery | DMR Motorola Capacity Plus Single Site West Valley City
(TRBO)

Planning for the Future

Salt Lake County anticipates continued population growth over the next 30 years, reaching almost 5
million by 2050. This growth necessitates the development of key infrastructure guided by long-range
planning. To that end, the Wasatch Front Regional Council (WFRC) is responsible for coordinating the
transportation planning process for the region. WFRC is an association of governments comprised of
elected officials from Box Elder, Davis, Morgan, Salt Lake, Tooele, and Weber Counties. The WFRC has
facilitated the development of the Wasatch Choice 2050 Plan, which is the communities’ shared vision for
transportation investments, development patterns, and economic opportunities. The Wasatch Choice
2050 Plan envisions transportation investments and inter-related land and economic development
decisions that achieve desired local and regional outcomes.?’

Four key strategies represent the overarching themes in the Wasatch Choice 2050 Plan and help achieve
the regional goals. The key strategies of the Wasatch Choice 2050 Plan are as follows.

e Provide Transportation Choices: Help us have real options for getting around and increase the
number of easily reached destinations.

e Support Housing Options: Support affordable housing types and locations that work best for our
lives.

o Preserve Open Space: Preserve sufficient and easily accessible open lands that provide
recreational opportunities.

e Link Economic Development with Transportation and Housing Decisions: Create a synergy
between these three key building blocks. Enable shorter and less expensive travel to afford us more

27 Wasatch Choice 2050 Plan. “Goals and Strategies.” https://wasatchchoice.org/
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time and money. Efficiently utilize infrastructure to save taxpayer dollars. Provide housing options and
increase housing affordability. Improve the air we breathe by reducing auto emissions.

Wasatch Choice is implemented through the Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy, Local
Planning, and Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The maps below from the 2019-2050 RTP show the
region’s vision for future transportation and land use.
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Figure 17: Wasatch Choice Map — Roads and Transit?®

The regionally significant land uses include a hierarchy of centers (Figure 18). Centers are the hearts of a
community and are locations where communities anticipate welcoming more buildings, even as they may
maintain lower levels of density elsewhere. The locations vary in scale but, in all cases, are denser than
their surrounding area, walkable, and offer a mix of uses. Because of these traits, residents within or near
centers drive shorter distances and are likelier to walk, bike, and ride transit. Overall, this reduces traffic
congestion and air emissions. In addition, they are typically good candidate locations for providing various
housing options, including units that impact housing affordability.

28 \Wasatch Choice 2050 Plan. “Transportation Map.”

https://wasatchchoice.org/vision-
map/#mapList=vision.transportation.landuse.econdev.recreation.olympics&selectedMap=vision&sideBarClosed=false
&x=-12450274&y=4979018&scale=288895
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Salt Lake County Wasatch Choice Centers
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Figure 18: Wasatch Choice Map — Land Use?°

The economic development map (Figure 19) shows several important regional policy and geographic
considerations: Utah State Economic Clusters, Opportunity Zones, Community Development Areas

29 Wasatch Choice 2050 Plan. https://wasatchchoice.org/vision-
map/#mapList=vision.transportation.landuse.econdev.recreation.olympics&selectedMap=landuse&sideBarClosed=fal

se&x=-124502748&y=49790188&scale=288895
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(CDA) and Regional Development Areas (RDA), and Transit Oriented Developments (TODs). Utah’s
industry clusters are aerospace and defense, energy, financial services, life sciences, outdoor products
and recreation, and software and IT. Nurturing industry clusters helps the state and Salt Lake County
sustain a competitive business advantage. Opportunity Zones are areas determined by the U.S. census
as “low-income communities.” Designated Opportunity Zones incentivize private sector investments in
housing and economic development in these areas by providing tax incentives. CDAs and Community
Reinvestment Areas (CRAs) are public financing tools. They temporarily use the increase in tax revenue
spurred by land reinvestment to pay for infrastructure improvements. By doing so, they further encourage
land reinvestment. TODs refer to housing, jobs, and commercial developments centered around transit.
Development that is well integrated with transit choices provides additional transportation choices and
positively impacts the economy through increased accessibility to jobs and housing. TODs help reduce
household transportation costs, congestion, and air pollution.
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Figure 19: Wasatch Choice Map-Economic Development3?

The Wasatch Front region is a stunning natural setting. As growth continues, one challenge is to ensure
residents have sufficient open space and recreational opportunities that are easy to access. Open space
can manifest itself in several ways: natural, untouched landscapes; mountain trails; bird sanctuaries;
rivers and lakes; places of solitude; playgrounds; paved urban trails; neighborhood pocket parks; regional
urban parks; sports complexes; and community gathering places, among many more. In addition to the

30 Wasatch Choice 2050 Plan. “Economic Opportunities.” https://wasatchchoice.org/vision-
map/#mapList=vision.transportation.landuse.econdev.recreation.olympics&selectedMap=landuse&sideBarClosed=fal

se&x=-124502748&y=49790188&scale=288895
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mental and physical health benefits for people using these spaces, open space is critical green

infrastructure.

Salt Lake County Recreation Map
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Figure 20: Recreation in Salt Lake County
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As the region grows, diverse open space and recreation opportunities must be planned to maintain the
quality of life that many residents enjoy. Setting local goals for park space per household is one way to
focus attention on providing recreational spaces in growth areas. Parks are becoming even more
important as the region densifies with high rates of multifamily residential development. Establishing goals
and intentions is a great step, but energy and funding must also be put into making new parks become a
reality.

In addition, recreation planning should look to enhance access to these spaces via walking and biking.
This can be accomplished by linking these spaces through a biking and walking network such as the 100-
mile Golden Spoke network of off-street paved pathways consisting of the Provo River Parkway, Murdock
Canal Trail, Jordan River Parkway, Legacy Parkway Trail, Denver & Rio Grande Western Trail, and
Ogden River Trail.
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Planning Process

Hazard mitigation plans serve as the foundation of an effective mitigation program. A robust whole-
community planning process is important for gathering vital stakeholder input and building partnerships to
implement mitigation actions. An inclusive planning process ensures that local jurisdictions and county-
wide participants are involved and can provide meaningful input. By soliciting information from a broad
range of stakeholders, the plan update meets the requirements outlined by FEMA in the Local Mitigation
Planning Policy Guide. It reflects the plan participants' unique risks, vulnerabilities, goals, and strategies.

This section describes each stage of the planning process used to develop the 2025 Salt Lake County
Multi-durisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan (MJHMP). This process provided a framework for document
development. It included organizing resources, assessing risk, developing the mitigation plan, drafting i,
reviewing and revising it, and adopting and submitting the plan for approval.

Plan Update Approach

Hazard mitigation planning in the United States is guided by the statutory regulations described in DMA
2000 and implemented through 44 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 201 and 206. FEMA’s
guidelines outline a four-step planning process for developing and approving hazard mitigation plans.

To develop the MJHMP, a planning process was created based on the various federal guidance
documents and regulations, including FEMA’s Local Mitigation Planning Handbook, which shows that the
MJHMP planning process includes four core components: organizing resources, assessing risk,
developing the mitigation action strategy, and adopting and implementing the plan.

Salt Lake County Emergency Management (SLCo EM) gathered letters of commitment from the
participating jurisdictions during the summer of 2024. Once participating jurisdictions were identified, IEM
facilitated the Kickoff Meeting with SLCo EM staff and jurisdictional planning partners to address the
purpose of the mitigation plan and the planning process, establish a schedule for future meetings, and
explain the importance of public and stakeholder involvement. In addition, they identified project
objectives and data needs, refined plan boundaries, collected background information, identified project
issues and challenges, discussed networking with essential partners, and facilitated discussion of the
public outreach strategy and project management. This meeting also emphasized the need for public
outreach, particularly to vulnerable populations.

Following the Kickoff meeting, the SLCo EM staff facilitated two presentations with executive leaders of
participating jurisdictions, one with the Salt Lake County Council on October 15 and another with the
Council of Mayors on October 17. These meetings were an opportunity to introduce the purpose of the
mitigation plan and the planning process and explain the importance of public and stakeholder
involvement.
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Figure 21: Salt Lake County Government Center Mitigation Plan Announcement

The Risk Assessment Review Meeting provided plan participants with an opportunity to provide input
about past and potential hazard impacts to each jurisdiction. The Mitigation Strategy Meeting provided
plan participants with the opportunity to discuss the approach to mitigation across the planning area and
included a brainstorming session to propose measures to reduce the current and future vulnerabilities
described in the risk assessment stage of the plan. Plan participants were also invited to attend the Final
Review and Plan Adoption Meetings, as well as an Executive Leadership Meeting to conduct the closeout
proceedings.

s

Figure 22: Salt Lake County HMP Kickoff Meeting
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Local Jurisdiction Plan Participation

The 2025 Salt Lake County MUHMP update was developed with support from many agencies,
organizations, and individuals. The Unified Fire Authority provided funding for this plan update. SLCo EM
hired IEM International, Inc. (IEM) to update the 2019 plan. IEM provided technical and outreach
assistance throughout the planning process, including updating the base plan, facilitating meetings, and
developing and incorporating forms to garner stakeholder input. Salt Lake County was joined by the
Cities, Towns, and Special Districts listed in Table 11.

The IEM team worked with each participating jurisdiction throughout the planning process to identify
hazards of concern and mitigation actions specific to each jurisdiction. The county representatives worked
with available county staff, as appropriate, outside of meetings to obtain feedback and provide input about
specific concerns, capabilities, and actions for each jurisdiction.

The County also supported smaller, previously unincorporated jurisdictions that were not full participants
in the prior plan, assigning the Salt Lake County Emergency Management Municipal Planner to oversee
the planning process for the newly incorporated Cities of Magna, Copperton, and Kearns. Table 11
outlines the schedule of activities for plan participation, detailing the levels of involvement from all
participating jurisdictions. It indicates which jurisdictions aim to meet the optional High-Hazard Potential
Dams (HHPD) element. Those jurisdictions marked as pursuing this element are in areas designated as
HHPDs. Special districts are labeled as N/A since they are encompassed within a specific city, and that
city will fulfill the requirements for the HHPD element. 3"

Table 11: Participating Jurisdictions

Jurisdiction Participating Participating Seeking to Meet
Jurisdiction in 2019 Jurisdiction in 2025 Optional HHPD
Plan Plan Element

Town of Alta Yes Yes No

City of Bluffdale Yes Yes Yes

Brighton Yes Yes Yes

Copperton Yes Yes No

Cottonwood Heights Yes Yes No

Draper City Yes Yes Yes

Emigration Canyon Yes Yes No

Herriman City Yes Yes Yes

City of Holladay Yes Yes Yes

City of Kearns Yes Yes No

Magna City Yes Yes No

Midvale City Yes Yes Yes

31 National Inventory of Dams, “Salt Lake County.”
https://nid.sec.usace.army.mil/#/dams/search/sy=@countyState:salt%20lake%20@hazardld:(4)&viewType=map&res
ultsType=dams&advanced=false&hideList=false&eventSystem=false
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Jurisdiction Participating Participating Seeking to Meet
Jurisdiction in 2019 Jurisdiction in 2025 Optional HHPD
Plan Plan Element

City of Millcreek Yes Yes No

City of Murray Yes Yes No

Riverton City Yes Yes Yes

Salt Lake City Yes Yes Yes

City of Sandy Yes Yes Yes

City of South Jordan Yes Yes Yes

City of South Salt Lake | Yes Yes Yes

City of Taylorsville Yes Yes No

West Jordan City Yes Yes No

West Valley City Yes Yes No

White City Yes Yes No

Salt Lake Community Yes Yes N/A

College

Salt Lake County Yes Yes Yes

Jordan School District No Yes N/A

Canyons School No Yes N/A

District

Organizing Resources

As part of this step, the IEM team reviewed and incorporated, as appropriate, various existing plans,
studies, reports, and other technical data/information into the MUHMP update. Suggestions for important
data to include were collected from the participating jurisdictions and stakeholders. Relevant information
from the following documents and other sources has been incorporated in the MJHMP update, especially
in the hazard profiles (Table 12).

Table 12: Organizing Resources

Existing Resource Used in Plan

UTAH 2024 State Hazard Climate Change sections of Hazard Profiles, maps, and figures

Mitigation Plan relevant to sections

Salt Lake County 2019 Pre- To update all sections of the plan

Disaster Mitigation Plan

Federal Emergency How-to Guidelines for each section of the plan

Management Agency

National Weather Service Each natural hazard profile includes statistical data related to

(NOAA/NCEI) previous occurrences of disasters in the jurisdictions that were
reported.

National Climate Data Center Statistics and research information for each jurisdiction relating to

drought and severe weather conditions as part of the hazard
profiles’ previous occurrence sections
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Existing Resource

Utah Division of Emergency
Management

Used in Plan

Geographical Information Systems (GIS) data, flood data, Hazus
data for floods, and earthquake data added to various sections of
the hazard profiles

Utah Geologic Survey

GIS data, geologic information added to various sections of the
hazard profiles

Utah Division of Forestry Fire
and State Lands

State Wildfire information and statistical data added to various
sections of the hazard profiles.

Utah Avalanche Center

Snow and Avalanches and statistical data added to various
sections of the hazard profiles

Utah Department of
Transportation

Traffic, accidents, and hazardous materials transportation
information and statistical data added to various sections of the
hazard profiles

Utah Geospatial Resource
Center

GIS data and statistical data added to various sections of the
hazard profiles

University of Utah Seismic
Station

Earthquake data and statistical data added to various sections of
the hazard profiles

Utah State University

Climate data and statistical data added to various sections of the
hazard profiles

Salt Lake County and
Municipalities Emergency
Operations Plan

Histories, mitigation actions, public input; GIS, assessor,
transportation, property, and infrastructure data

Earthquake Safety in Utah

Identification of potential earthquake mitigation actions and
statistical data added to various sections of the hazard profiles

Utah Natural Hazards Handbook

Identification of natural hazard risks for Salt Lake County and
statistical data added to various sections of the hazard profiles

Utah Statewide Fire Risk
Assessment Project

Evaluation of fire risk assessment for Salt Lake County and
potential mitigation actions and statistical data added to various
sections of the hazard profiles

A Strategic Plan for Earthquake
Safety in Utah

Identification of potential earthquake mitigation actions and
statistical data added to various sections of the hazard profiles

State of Utah Wildfire Plan 2008

Prior wildfire mitigation action review

State of Utah Drought Plan 2007

Prior wildfire mitigation action review

|dentifying the Hazards

Hazard identification was initiated through an extensive process that utilized the following multi-
disciplinary cross-sector representation:

e Salt Lake County Emergency Management o

e Consulting Planning Team
e Local Emergency Managers

e Local Emergency Planning Committee o

e Public Works Staff
e Community Stakeholders

Public individuals

e Elected officials

e Special Service Districts

Utah Division of Emergency Management
e Utah Geological Survey

e Utah Geospatial Resource Center
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The hazard identification process was aided by FEMA’s how-to guidance documents, FEMA 386-1,2,3,7,
FEMA Post Disaster Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance DAP-12, the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000,
44 CFR Parts 201 and 206, the Interim Final Rule, and the Local Mitigation Plan Review Tool. The risk
assessment process also drew on assistance from local Geographical Information Systems (GIS)
departments using the best available data.

The identification process for each participating jurisdiction encompassed natural hazards that
consistently affected each area before and during the planning process based on the history of
occurrences, future probability, and risk. These specific hazards were identified based on a hazard
identification risk assessment that identified the natural hazards listed below as being the most prevalent
and posing the most potential risk to the County. While it is recognized that dam failure is not a natural
hazard, the potential impact to Salt Lake County from a catastrophic dam failure would likely be so severe
that inclusion into the Plan was warranted. Municipal jurisdictions contributed to the risk assessment
analyses performed for the County when located within an identified hazard boundary. Upon initial review
of this plan, specific hazards associated with severe weather were renamed and split into separate
hazards to identify better and address their unique considerations per DEM and FEMA recommendations.

The 2025 MJHMP addresses the 19 natural and man-made hazards most applicable to Salt Lake County
and includes the following:

NATURAL HAZARDS

e Avalanche e Flood e Heavy Rain

e Earthquake e Landslide/Slope Failure o Wildfire

e Lightning e Tornadoes e Drought

e Extreme Heat e High Wind e Heavy Snow/Blizzard

o Extreme Cold e Radon e Public Health Epidemic-Pandemic

MAN-MADE HAZARDS

e Dam Failure e Terrorism and Cyberterrorism
e Hazardous Materials e Civil Disturbance

Assessing Risk and Vulnerabilities

Each hazard identified was profiled with the most current available information and data, including the
occurrence and probability ranking of future hazard events and a summary of each jurisdiction’s
vulnerability to each hazard. In profiling hazards, IEM researched hazards with the plan participants to
review all-natural and community-identified hazards and occurrences. All possible resources for
information and data were considered, such as the current MJHMP, Master/General/Comprehensive
Plans, Community Wildfire Plans, Strategic Plans, and other similar sources. IEM provided Hazus models
for the risk assessment.
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IEM developed hazard profiles of each jurisdiction’s vulnerability to specific hazards based on hazard
assessments. This assessment identifies critical facilities and infrastructure by type and hazard area,
describes land use and development trends to inform future land use policy and decisions, and explains
how potential climate variation may impact the jurisdiction’s current and future vulnerability for each
hazard.

Evaluating Participant Capabilities

This update documents the effectiveness of the county’s efforts to integrate mitigation into other planning
efforts since the previously approved plan. IEM conducted a capability assessment to inventory existing
plans, policies, procedures, programs, and other initiatives that are currently in place to support hazard
mitigation. Jurisdictional participation in the NFIP was analyzed by working with local and state floodplain
managers and NFIP administrators to collect information. Collecting and assessing this information
identifies high-risk areas, properties, and populations and allows jurisdictions to determine mitigation
actions that will most efficiently and effectively protect the community. The Plan Participants formulated
and wrote a community description for the plan, utilizing past plans, current and past studies, and the
institutional knowledge of stakeholders, municipalities, and the public.

Developing Mitigation Goals and Actions

The Mitigation Strategy was evaluated, and updated goals and objectives were outlined in existing
mitigation plans. This step is particularly important as Salt Lake County has experienced changes in risk
severity and increased frequency of hazard events.

Maintaining the Plan

The plan implementation section identifies ways to incorporate mitigation strategies into existing planning

practices, policies, and programs to institutionalize hazard mitigation in Salt Lake County’s program. The

plan maintenance process will also clearly indicate the method and schedule to be used over the next five
years to monitor, evaluate, and update the plan, including timelines and responsibilities.
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Table 13: Plan Participation Schedule of Activities

Meetings and
Assignments

City of Bluffdale
Brighton

Copperton
Cottonwood Heights
Draper City
Emigration Canyon
Herriman City

City of Holladay

City of Kearns

Magna City

Midvale City

City of Millcreek

City of Murray
Riverton City

Salt Lake City

City of Sandy

City of South Jordan
City of South Salt Lake
City of Taylorsville
West Jordan City
West Valley City
White City

Salt Lake Community
Jordan School District
Canyons School
District

>
e
(=
=]
[}
(&)
(]
3
©
-l
=
©
n

Town of Alta

9/5/2024 HMIP X - - X X X X X - X X X X X X X X X X X X X X - X X X
Kickoff
Meeting
9/30/2024 X - - - - X - - X X X - - X - - X - - X - - - - - - -
Public
Information
Officer HMP
Information
Meeting
10/2/2024 X X - X X X - X - X X X X X - - X - X X X X - - X X -
Risk
Assessment
Meeting
10/21/2024 X X - X X - - X X X X X X - - X X - - X X X - - - X X
Mitigation
Strategy
Meeting
Letter of X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Intent
Submitted
Public X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Outreach
Activities
Completed X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X

Planning
Process
Form
Submitted X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Mitigation
Actions
Status
Update
Submitted X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Risk
Assessment
Form
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Stakeholder Engagement

One of the first steps in the planning process was to identify and invite key agencies and stakeholders to
participate in the plan update. Per the Local Mitigation Planning Policy Guide, stakeholders were
categorized in the following ways:

Local and regional agencies involved in hazard mitigation activities.

Examples include public works, emergency management, local floodplain administration, and GIS
departments.

Agencies that have the authority to regulate development.

Examples include zoning, planning, community, and economic development departments, building
officials, planning commissions, or other elected officials.

Neighboring communities

Examples include adjacent local governments, including special districts, such as those affected by
similar hazard events or that may share a mitigation action or project that crosses boundaries.
Neighboring communities may be partners in hazard mitigation and response activities or where
critical assets, such as dams, are located.

Representatives of businesses, academia, and other private organizations.
Examples include private utilities or major employers that sustain community lifelines.

Representatives of nonprofit organizations, including community-based organizations, that work
directly with and/or support underserved communities and socially vulnerable populations.

Examples include housing, healthcare, and social service agencies.

Another factor that was considered while developing the list of participants to engage in this plan update
was community lifelines. Community lifelines are the most fundamental services in the community that,
when stabilized, enable all other aspects of society to function (Figure 23). A thorough understanding of
lifelines allows decision-makers to identify key priorities, understand the root causes of the issues, and

implement effective measures to reduce risk and respond to a catastrophic incident.
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Figure 23: FEMA Community Lifelines32

For this plan update, each jurisdiction was asked to identify internal and external stakeholders who could
support the plan update. The IEM team also helped identify stakeholders, including those representing
underserved and vulnerable populations. These stakeholders were provided multiple opportunities to
participate through meetings, a dedicated stakeholder digital survey, phone calls, and reviewing the draft
plan. Finally, IEM conducted meetings directly with the participating jurisdictions to ensure that all
information included in the plan was identified. A list of stakeholders provided the opportunity to
participate is included in Table 14. The stakeholder types have been adapted to preserve space and/or
improve clarity.

Table 14: Stakeholders Given the Opportunity to Participate

Jurisdiction/Agency/ Type of Stakeholder Description

Organization

Greater Salt Lake Municipal Floodplain/Stormwater Management, Local and regional

Services Municipal Administrative Services for agencies involved in

newly incorporated cities and towns hazard mitigation activities.

Utah Division of Emergency | State Emergency Management Local and regional

Management agencies involved in
hazard mitigation activities.

Salt Lake County Emergency | County Emergency Management Local and regional

Management agencies involved in
hazard mitigation activities.

Utah Division of Water State Dam Safety Agency Agencies that have the

Rights Dam Safety Section authority to regulate
development.

Millcreek Emergency Local Emergency Management Local and regional

Management agencies involved in
hazard mitigation activities.

Taylorsville - Bennion Water Utility Company Representatives of

Improvement District businesses, academia, and

other private organizations.

32 FEMA. “Community Lifelines.” https://www.fema.gov/emergency-managers/practitioners/lifelines
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Jurisdiction/Agency/

Organization

Type of Stakeholder

Description

Jordan Basin Improvement
District

Public Sanitary Sewer Service

Representatives of
businesses, academia, and
other private organizations.

City of Riverton Emergency
Management

Local Emergency Management

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation activities.

City of Taylorsville
Emergency Management

Local Emergency Management

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation activities.

Murray City Fire Department

Local Fire Department

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation activities.

West Jordan City
Emergency Management

Local Emergency Management

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation activities.

Utah Department of
Transportation

State Transportation Agency

Agencies that have the
authority to regulate
development.

Summit County Emergency
Management

Local Emergency Management

Neighboring Community.

National Weather Service
Weather Forecast Office Salt
Lake City

Warning Coordination Meteorology

Representatives of
businesses, academia, and
other private organizations.

Tooele County

County Government

Neighboring Community.

Utah County

Local Emergency Management

Neighboring Community.

Salvation Army

Disaster Non-Governmental
Organization

Nonprofit Organization
serving underserved
populations.

American Red Cross

Disaster Non-Governmental
Organization

Nonprofit Organization
serving underserved
populations.

Salt Lake Valley Emergency
Communication Center

Unified Emergency Communication
System

Representatives of
businesses, academia, and
other private organizations.

Salt Lake County Health
Department

Public Health Agency

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation activities.

Salt Lake County Human
Services

Human Services Department

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation activities.

Murray City Emergency
Management

Local Emergency Management

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation activities.

Murray City Department of
Public Works

Public works Department

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation activities.
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Jurisdiction/Agency/

Organization

Type of Stakeholder

Description

Salt Lake County Animal
Services

County Animal Shelter

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation activities.

Salt Lake County Facilities
Management

County Buildings and Facilities

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation activities.

Draper City Fire Department
and Emergency
Management

Local Fire Department and Emergency

Management

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation activities.

Salt Lake County
Information Technology
Department

County Information Technology

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation activities.

Salt Lake County Geospatial
Information Systems

County GIS

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation activities.

Salt Lake County Office of
Regional Development

County Development

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation activities.

Salt Lake County Public
Works

Public Works Department

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation activities.

Salt Lake County Flood
Control

Public Works Department

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation activities.

Utah Transit Authority

Public Transportation

Agencies that have the
authority to regulate
development.

Salt Lake County Aging and
Adult Services

Social Service Agency

Nonprofit Organization
serving underserved
populations.

Granger Hunter
Improvement District

Water Utility Company

Representatives of
businesses, academia, and
other private organizations.

Rocky Mountain
Power/Pacific Corporation

Electric Utility Company

Representatives of
businesses, academia, and
other private organizations.

Herriman City Emergency
Management

Local Emergency Management

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation activities.

South Salt Lake Emergency
Management

Local Emergency Management

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation activities.

West Valley City Emergency
Management

Local Emergency Management

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation activities.
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Jurisdiction/Agency/

Organization

Type of Stakeholder

Description

Utah Earthquake
Program/Division of
Emergency Management

State Emergency Management

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation activities.

Utah State Floodplain
Management

State Flood Management

Agencies that have the
authority to regulate
development.

Davis County Emergency
Management

Local Emergency Management

Neighboring Community.

Utah Department of Health
and Human Services

Social Services Agency

Agencies that have the
authority to regulate
development.

Salt Lake County Deputy
Mayor of Regional
Operations

Local County Government

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation activities.

White City Water
Improvement District

Water Utility Company

Representatives of
businesses, academia, and
other private organizations.

Copperton Improvement
District

Water Utility Company

Representatives of
businesses, academia, and
other private organizations.

Big Cottonwood Canyon
Improvement District

Water Utility Company

Representatives of
businesses, academia, and
other private organizations.

Cottonwood Improvement
District

Water Utility Company

Representatives of
businesses, academia, and
other private organizations.

Metropolitan Water District
of Salt Lake & Sandy

Water Utility Company

Representatives of
businesses, academia, and
other private organizations.

Emigration Improvement
District

Water Utility Company

Representatives of
businesses, academia, and
other private organizations.

Magna Water Co. (an
improvement dist.)

Water Utility Company

Representatives of
businesses, academia, and
other private organizations.

Jordan Valley Water
Conservancy District

Water Utility Company

Representatives of
businesses, academia, and
other private organizations.

Murray Power

Electrical Power Utility Company

Representatives of
businesses, academia, and
other private organizations.

Murray Wastewater

Wastewater Treatment Plan

Representatives of
businesses, academia, and
other private organizations.
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Jurisdiction/Agency/

Organization

Type of Stakeholder

Description

Murray Water

Water Utility Company

Representatives of
businesses, academia, and
other private organizations.

Salt Lake City Corporation

Local Government Utility and Dam
Owner

Agencies that have the
authority to regulate
development.

University of Utah,
Information Technology

State University System

Representatives of
businesses, academia, and
other private organizations.

Salt Lake City Public Utilities

Local Government Utility and Dam
Owner

Agencies that have the
authority to regulate
development.

Sandy City Dam

Local Government Utility and Dam
Owner

Agencies that have the
authority to regulate
development.

South Despain Ditch
Company

Private Dam Owner

Representatives of
businesses, academia, and
other private organizations.

Draper Irrigation Company

Private Dam Owner

Representatives of
businesses, academia, and
other private organizations.

Kennecott Utah Copper LLC

Private Dam Owner

Representatives of
businesses, academia, and
other private organizations.

Daybreak Community
Association

Private Dam Owner

Representatives of
businesses, academia, and
other private organizations.

Herriman City Dam

Local Government Public Dam Owner

Agencies that have the
authority to regulate
development.

Riverton City Dam

Local Government Public Dam Owner

Agencies that have the
authority to regulate
development.

Salt Lake City Urban
Forestry

Local Government Forestry Service

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation activities.

Further, IEM and Salt Lake County met with Amy Van Horn, the Bureau of Reclamation's (BOR)
emergency management coordinator, to discuss the dam failure hazard profile. Data sources and current
draft maps were evaluated, and BOR’s feedback was considered when determining how best to profile
this hazard.
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Coordination with Other Agencies, Partners, and Stakeholders

A main priority was updating the plan to meet the mitigation planning requirements outlined in FEMA'’s
Local Mitigation Planning Policy Guide. This included an increased emphasis on stakeholder
engagement, evaluating the impacts and potential mitigation measures for community lifelines,
addressing climate change, and expanding mitigation actions to address all hazards profiled in the plan.

The following agencies and partners were instrumental in the update process:

e American Red Cross (vulnerable population engagement)

o VOAD, Salvation Army Region 2 (disadvantaged and underserved population engagement)
e Federal Emergency Management Agency (How-to Guides)

¢ National Weather Service (hazard profile)

¢ National Centers for Environment Information (hazard profile)

e Sewer Districts

o Utah Division of Emergency Management (GIS data, flood data, Hazus data for floods and
earthquakes)

e Utah Geologic Survey (GIS data, geologic information, various hazard reports)

o Utah Division of Forestry, Fire and State Lands (fire data)

e Utah Avalanche Center Snow and Avalanches (annual reports)

o Utah Department of Transportation (traffic data and information)

e University of Utah Seismic Station (earthquake data)

e Utah State University (climate data)

e Salt Lake Valley Emergency Communications Center (Emergency Alert Systems)

e Salt Lake County Departments and municipalities (Emergency Operations Plans, histories, mitigation
actions, public input, GIS, assessor, transportation, property and infrastructure)

While a multitude of stakeholders were given the opportunity to participate, not all were able to. The
stakeholders listed in Table 15 participated directly in the plan by attending meetings, completing the
digital stakeholder survey, and/or reviewing the draft plan. This stakeholder outreach was considered a
success because of the broad range of stakeholders that participated and their active engagement and
participation in the planning process.
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Table 15: Stakeholders That Participated in the Planning Update

Dan Blanchard

Safety and Emergency

Agency/Jurisdiction

Utah Department of

Type of Stakeholder

Local and regional

Meteorologist

Manager Corrections agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Kevin Barjenbruch Warning Coordination NOAA/National Local and regional

Weather Service Salt
Lake City

agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Mason Kemp

Mitigation Planning

Utah Division of

Local and regional

Liaison

Lead Emergency agencies involved in
Management hazard mitigation
activities
Tal Ehlers Emergency Utah Transit Authority Agencies that have the
Management Program authority to regulate
Manager development
Tina Brown Public Information Unified Fire Authority Agencies that have the
Officer authority to regulate
development
Martin Webb Emergency Manager Salt Lake Valley Local and regional
Emergency agencies involved in
Communication Center | hazard mitigation
(SLVECC) activities
Tim Tomer Facilities/Safety Salt Lake County Aging | Nonprofit Organization
Program Manager and Adult Services serving underserved
population
Carly Sands Community Support Utah Division of Local and regional

Emergency
Management

agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Brian Buckhout

Emergency
Management Municipal
Planner

Salt Lake County
Emergency
Management (SLCo
EM)

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Alex Rudowski

Grading, Floodplain,
and Stormwater
Manager

Greater Salt Lake
Municipal Services
District

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Jamie Petersen

Region 1 Liaison

Utah Division of
Emergency
Management

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Stephanie Rennick

Emergency Manager

Salt Lake County
Health Department

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities
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Agency/Jurisdiction

Type of Stakeholder

Dan McDougal

Director of Risk and
Asset Management

Taylorsville-Bennion
Improvement District

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Jason Draper

Chief Engineer
Floodplain
Administrator

Salt Lake City Public
Utilities

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

David Bullock

Facilities Manager

Jordan School District

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Jay Ziolkowski

Emergency Manager

City of Taylorsville

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Jeffory Mulcahy Emergency Manager City of West Jordan Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Jason Jones Emergency Riverton City Local and regional

Manager/Police agencies involved in
Department hazard mitigation

activities

Leon Berrett

Operations Associate
Director

Salt Lake County
Public Works

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Michael Yei

Internal Emergency
Management Manager

Salt Lake County

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Captain Gary Carter

Planning Section Chief

Salt Lake City Fire
Department

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Kelly Colopy

Director

Salt Lake County
Human Services

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Ryan Jakeman

Facility Coordinator

Canyons School
District

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Ty Shepherd

Division
Chief/Emergency
Manager

Salt Lake City

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities
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Ember Herrick

Emergency Manager

Agency/Jurisdiction

Davis County

Type of Stakeholder

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

SALT LAKE COUNTY MULTI-JURISDICTIONAL HAZARD MITIGATION PLAN

William Reyes

Emergency
Management Planning
Coordinator

Herriman City

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Chet Ellis

Division Chief/Deputy
Director

SLCo EM

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Robert Lambert

Battalion Chief

Draper City

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Mike Barker

City Manager

Draper City

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Kellie Challburg

Assistant City Manager

Draper City

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Karen Burnett

Geographic Information
Systems (GIS) Director

Draper City

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Steve Pearson

Deputy Fire Chief

Draper City

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Rich Ferguson

Police Chief

Draper City

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Scott Cooley

Public Works Director

Draper City

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Dustin Willie

Police Lieutenant

Draper City

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Robert Markle

Deputy Public Works
Director

Draper City

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities
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Agency/Jurisdiction

Type of Stakeholder

Jared Bunch

City Engineer

City of Holladay

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Leon Barrett

Associate Director of
Public Works

Salt Lake County

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Jon Teerlink

Director of Community
and Economic
Development

City of Holladay

Agencies that have the
authority to regulate
development

Ann Garcia

Economic Development
and Housing Manager

City of Holladay

Representatives of
businesses, academia,
and other private
organizations

Darren Shepherd

Manager

Holliday Water
Company

Neighboring
communities;
Representatives of
businesses, academia,
and other private
organizations

Dean Ayala

Mt. Olympus
Improvement District

Neighboring
communities;
Representatives of
businesses, academia,
and other private
organizations

Wade Skinner

Emergency Manager
Program Manager

Rocky Mountain
Power/Pacificorp

Representatives of
businesses, academia,
and other private
organizations

Jeff King

Emergency Manager
Coordinator

Jordan Valley Water
Conservation District

Neighboring
communities;
Representatives of
businesses, academia,
and other private
organizations

Roger Brooks

Emergency Manager

Granite School District

Representatives of
nonprofit organizations,
including community-
based organizations,
that work directly with
and/or provide support
to underserved
communities and
socially vulnerable
populations
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Agency/Jurisdiction

Type of Stakeholder

Randy Porter

Police Chief

Granite School District
Police

Representatives of
nonprofit organizations,
including community-
based organizations,
that work directly with
and/or provide support
to underserved
communities and
socially vulnerable
populations

Greg Anderson

Manager

Kearns Improvement
District

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Levi Hughes

Chief

Unified Police
Department Kearns
Precinct

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Colin Hilton

Director

Olympic Oval

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Kevin Schmidt

Director

Kearns Oquirrh Park

Agencies that have the
authority to regulate
development

Roger Snow

Chair

Kearns Community
Council

Neighboring
communities

Matt Dahl

City Manager

City of Midvale

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

John Miller

Director of Public
Works

Millcreek City

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Cheri Jackson

Council Member

Millcreek City

Representatives of
nonprofit organizations,
including community-
based organizations,
that work directly with
and/or provide support
to underserved
communities and
socially vulnerable
populations
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Agency/Jurisdiction

Type of Stakeholder

Michael Lasko

Community Member

Millcreek City

Representatives of
nonprofit organizations,
including community-
based organizations,
that work directly with
and/or provide support
to underserved
communities and
socially vulnerable
populations

Tim Bachman

Community Emergency
Response Team
Coordinator

Millcreek City

Representatives of
nonprofit organizations,
including community-
based organizations,
that work directly with
and/or provide support
to underserved
communities and
socially vulnerable

Captain

populations
Ty Shepherd Emergency Salt Lake City Local and regional
Management (EM) agencies involved in
Division Chief hazard mitigation
activities
Gary Carter EM Preparedness Salt Lake City Local and regional

agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Tom Simons

EM Ops Captain

Salt Lake City

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Tess Alexander

EM Community
Preparedness

Salt Lake City

Representatives of
nonprofit organizations,
including community-
based organizations,
that work directly with
and/or provide support
to underserved
communities and
socially vulnerable
populations

Matt Wilson

EM Planning
Coordinator

Salt Lake City

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Eric Witt

EM Training Specialist

Salt Lake City

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities
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Agency/Jurisdiction

Type of Stakeholder

Audrey Pierce

EM Critical
Infrastructure

Salt Lake City

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Jason Draper

Chief Engineer — Public
Works

Salt Lake City

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities; Agencies that
have the authority to
regulate development

Carmen Bailey

Deputy Director —
Public Lands

Salt Lake City

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities; Agencies that
have the authority to
regulate development

Chad Korb

Deputy Director —
Information
Management Services

Salt Lake City

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Debbie Lyons

Director — Sustainability

Salt Lake City

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Chris Bell

Deputy Director —
Sustainability

Salt Lake City

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Steve Wooldridge

Police Lieutenant

Salt Lake City

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Julie Crookston

Deputy Director —
Public Services

Salt Lake City

Agencies that have the
authority to regulate
development

Robert Stafford

Fire Department
Assistant Chief

Salt Lake City

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Aaron Sainsbury

Emergency Manager

South Jordan City

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Tereza Bagdasarova

Board of Directors

South Salt Lake
Chamber of Commerce

Representatives of
businesses, academia,
and other private
organizations
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Agency/Jurisdiction

Type of Stakeholder

Zach Stevens

Mount Olympus

Representatives of
businesses, academia,
and other private
organizations

Isaac Talbot

Emergency Manager

Central Valley

Representatives of
businesses, academia,
and other private
organizations

Shazelle Terry

General Manager

Jordan Valley

Representatives of
businesses, academia,
and other private
organizations

Tom Holstrom

Assistant Manager

Central Valley Water

Representatives of
businesses, academia,
and other private
organizations

Ben White City Engineer Taylorsville Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Mark McGrath Long-range Planner Taylorsville Local and regional

agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Richard Bell

Deputy Chief

West Jordan Police

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation

Development

activities
Chris Trevino Deputy Chief West Jordan Fire Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities
Brian Clegg Director West Jordan Public Local and regional
Works agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities
Greg Davenport Director West Jordan Public Local and regional
Utilities agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities
Cory Fralick Director West Jordan Public Local and regional
Services agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities
Scott Langford Director West Jordan Agencies that have the
Community authority to regulate

development
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Type of Stakeholder

Marie Magers

Public Information
Officer

West Jordan Public
Affairs

Local and regional
agencies involved in
hazard mitigation
activities

Korban Lee

Chief Administrative
Officer

West Jordan
Administration

Agencies that have the
authority to regulate
development

Paul Jerome

Assistant Chief
Administrative Officer

West Jordan
Administration

Agencies that have the
authority to regulate
development

Jeffory Mulcahy Emergency Manager West Jordan Local and regional
Emergency agencies involved in
Management hazard mitigation
activities
Scott Thomas ASB Director Jordan School District Neighboring

communities

Dave Rostrom

Facility Services

Jordan School District

Neighboring

Director communities

lan Roberts Capital Outlay Manager | Jordan School District Neighboring
communities

David Bullock Inspector Jordan School District Neighboring

communities

Neighboring counties (Davis County, Utah County, Tooele County, and Summit County) were granted
access to the Plan for review and feedback. An additional e-mail with a link to the draft plan was sent to
the designated emergency manager for each county. Additionally, hazard mitigation plans for the
adjacent counties (specifically Davis County and Tooele County and the Mountainland Pre-Disaster
Hazard Mitigation Plan) and the planning for all other nearby counties were reviewed to determine region-
wide risks and mitigation opportunities. Public input from those who reside in surrounding counties but
indicated they commute and work in the County was also analyzed and compared to residents who
indicated they live in Salt Lake County.

Public Outreach

Public participation is a vital planning requirement for a FEMA-approved hazard mitigation plan. The
public outreach strategy engaged the whole community throughout the planning process. It gave
decision-makers access to diverse perspectives, knowledge, and individual lived experiences to
incorporate into the final MJ-MHMP. IEM developed and shared the public outreach strategy with the
county planning working groups that engaged the public and assessed their understanding of the
identified risks and their interest in mitigation opportunities. Specifically, the public outreach strategy
provided opportunities for vulnerable populations and underserved communities to be involved in the

plan’s development. For example, the County Office for New Americans shared the survey with immigrant
and refugee communities.

61



SALT LAKE COUNTY MULTI-JURISDICTIONAL HAZARD MITIGATION PLAN

The IEM planning team drafted and shared a public survey in English and Spanish. Each participating
jurisdiction reviewed and shared the survey on multiple occasions in different venues and in-person and
online formats (see Figure 24). In addition to posting links to the survey on county and city websites and
sharing via social media, the survey was also announced via a radio announcement on KUER on October
19, 2024. A news article was published by KSL.com on October 30 that also announced the mitigation
plan to the public and provided a link to the survey.3® A half-page announcement about the plan update
and a link to the survey were also included in the City Journal Community Newspaper, which was mailed
to residents in 13 participating cities.

E E WE NEED YOUR FEEDBACK TO
UNDERSTAND OUR COMMUNITY’S
NATURAL HAZARD RISK

X sait Lake County
[Emergency Management

ENTENDER LOS RIESGOS NATURALES
ST LAk DE NUESTRA COMUNIDAD

The Salt Lake County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan is being updated.

El Plan de Mitigaciéon de Riesgos del Condado de Salt Lake esta actualizadose.

Figure 24: Social Media Graphic for Public Outreach Survey

The public survey asked the public about their hazards of concern, assessed their understanding of the
assets at risk, solicited information on what areas or community assets are more vulnerable, what they
are doing in terms of mitigation, what mitigation actions they would support the community undertaking
and any specific suggestions for mitigation actions. Engaging socially vulnerable populations and
disadvantaged communities was an important component of the public survey process. Each plan
participant selected the population they wanted to focus on, but in general, non-English speaking
populations, the elderly, youth, and low-income individuals were engaged.

Salt Lake County and IEM facilitated a meeting with the participating jurisdictions' Public Information
Officers (PIOs) to help engage them in the public outreach efforts. The PIOs helped post the survey on
city social media pages, which significantly boosted community engagement with the survey. More details
on outreach can be found in the jurisdictional annexes.

SLCo EM participated in the Salt Lake County Senior Expo on October 11. This was a key opportunity to
engage with one of the county's vulnerable populations. SLCo EM staff discussed the planning process

33 KSL.com. “Utah residents need to prepare for these 5 kinds of emergencies.” October 30, 2024.
https://www.ksl.com/article/51160262/utah-residents-need-to-prepare-for-these-5-kinds-of-emergencies
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and hazard concerns with attendees, and they also had reference materials and access to the public.
Information was also shared at a community event in Copperton.
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Figure 25: Salt Lake County Senior Expo and Copperton Public Outreach
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Table 16: Public Outreach Conducted by Jurisdiction

Jurisdiction Description of Outreach Efforts

Salt Lake County Posted notification of Hazard Mitigation Plan update and access to survey on
County website and social media page

Cottonwood Posted notification of Hazard Mitigation Plan update and access to survey on

Heights City city social media page

Draper City Reposted Salt Lake County Emergency Management social media post of
Hazard Mitigation Plan update and access to survey

Midvale City Posted notification of Hazard Mitigation Plan update and access to survey on
city social media page

Salt Lake City Reposted Salt Lake County Emergency Management social media post of
Hazard Mitigation Plan update and access to survey

South Salt Lake Posted notification of Hazard Mitigation Plan update and access to survey on

City city social media page

West Valley City Posted notification of Hazard Mitigation Plan update and access to survey on

city social media page

Feedback from the Public Survey

After several months of public outreach in Salt Lake County, approximately 564 community members
responded to the Salt Lake County MJHMP Public Survey. The following summarizes the responses and
comments received.

LEVEL OF CONCERN ABOUT SPECIFIC HAZARDS

When participants were asked about specific natural hazards that may impact Salt Lake County, they
were most often very concerned about earthquakes and drought.
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Avalanche

| N N

Prought I —
Earthquake N e |
Extreme Cold N
Extreme Heat I |
Flooding e
Heavy Rain [ |
Heawy Snow/Blizzard I N
High Wind B . .
Landslide/Slope Failure I e .
Lightning I N
Radon N
Tornado I D
Wildfire ..

100% 0% 100%

Figure 26: Concerns About Specific Hazards, Survey Results

Among the technical and human-made hazards identified, 327 respondents were somewhat or very
concerned about radon, 156 were somewhat or very concerned about dam failure, 346 were somewhat or
very concerned about terrorism, 478 were somewhat or very concerned about cyberterrorism, and 424
were somewhat or very concerned about a potential hazardous materials incident.

HAZARD INSURANCE COVERAGE

Question #10 asked respondents what residential insurance coverage they currently have for natural
hazards; 286 stated they have fire insurance, 131 have windstorm insurance, 173 have earthquake
insurance, 89 have flood insurance, and 20 have landslide insurance.
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10. What insurance coverage for natural hazards do you have? This may be found in your home or renters insurance policy.

@ Flood insurance 89 I
@ Earthquake insurance 173 |
@ Landslide insurance 20 ]
® Fire insurance 286 I
@® Windstorm insurance 131 ]
| do not have natural hazard insurance
o 39 I
coverage
° I do not know if I have natural hazard insurance 183 ]
coverage

Figure 27: Hazard Insurance Coverage, Survey Results

WHERE DO RESPONDENTS LIVE OR WORK?

Question #14 asked where respondents lived or worked at the time of the survey. Results can be sorted
to determine if there are geographic trends in responses to the other questions.
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Salt Lake County - Unincorporated 61 ]
Town of Alta 7 m
City of Bluffdale 6 [
Town of Copperton 1 |
City of Cottonwood Heights 41
Draper City 102
Emigration Canyon 1 —
Herriman City 27 I
City of Holladay 31 o
City of Kearns 20 I
Magna City 9 =
Midvale City 10 [ ]
City of Millcreek 28 [
City of Murray 25 _
Riverton City 21 _—
Salt Lake City 115
I
City of Sandy 28
City of South Jordan 26 —
South Salt Lake City 19 —
City of Taylorsville 47 o
West Jordan City 40 .
West Valley City 4 ]
White City & ]
Qutside of Salt Lake County 22 ]
Other 18 u
.
.
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Figure 28: Where Respondents Live and Work
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VULNERABLE POPULATIONS

Question 13 invited respondents to identify if they belonged to one or more vulnerable population
categories. The intent of this question was to determine whether vulnerable populations were reached by
the survey and had an opportunity to voice their unique concerns about natural hazards.

@ |am age 65 or older. 149 ]
@® | am age 18 or younger. 20 [
@ |am aveteran. 26 m
@ | have a disability. 65 —
Py | primarily speak a language other than 10
English at home. [ |
@® | am an immigrant. 3 |
@® | am asingle parent. 35
I
@ | do not have stable housing. 9
!
@ | am a woman. 339
_
@ | am a person of color. 20
@ | am a member of a tribe. 3 =
Py | represent a socially vu nerable or 59 |
underserved population.
@ |identify as LGBTQIA+. 54 -
Py My incame is less than $46,200 for a one- 55 | ]
person household. -
. My hausehold income is less than $52,800 . |
for a two-person househald. =
My hausehold income is less than $59,400 - [ ]
® 17
for a three-person househaold.
My hausehold income is less than $65,950 ||
] 14
for a four-person househald.
My hausehold income is less than $71,250 - [
] i B
for a five-person household.
Py | identify with one or more of these groups 1 1
but prefer not to specify.
i P -
@ None of the above. i
/T
0 100 200 300 400

Figure 29: Vulnerable Populations

PARTS OF THE COMMUNITY MOST AT RISK

Question #4 asked, “What parts of your community (including buildings, people, economic activities and
events, and natural areas) are most at risk of these hazards?” Of the 563 respondents, 101 identified
“people” as most at risk, with buildings and homes also frequently selected.
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MITIGATION IDEAS

Question #8 asked, “What other types of hazard mitigation activities would you support your community in
taking? Be specific if you know an area or structure that needs mitigating.” Of the 558 respondents, 43
said they would support “community activities” and water and earthquake mitigation activities.

PROTECTION FROM FUTURE DISASTERS

Question # 5 asked, “What at-risk areas (including structures, infrastructures, and natural areas) or
people in your community would you like to see protected from future disasters? Be specific, if known.” Of
the 560 response respondents, 78 answered protecting natural areas from future disasters and homes
and buildings.
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Risk Assessment

The Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment (HIRA) measures the potential impact on life, property,
and economic impacts of natural hazards. It intends to identify, as much as practicable, given the existing
or available data, a community's qualitative and quantitative vulnerabilities. The risk assessment results
provide a clearer understanding of the impacts of natural hazards on the community. They also serve as
a foundation for developing and prioritizing mitigation actions see Section 6: Mitigation Strategy aimed at
reducing damage from natural disasters. This includes increased preparedness, faster response times,
and improved allocation of resources to the most vulnerable areas.

This risk assessment followed the methodology described in the FEMA Local Mitigation Planning
Handbook 2023, which outlines a five-step process:

1. Identify Hazards: This step helps clarify the potential hazards that may occur in the planning area.

2. Describe Hazards: This step includes gathering more information about the hazards, including
where they can happen, the impact of past occurrences, and the potential frequency and intensity of
future occurrences.

3. Identify Community Assets: This step evaluates which assets are most vulnerable to loss during a
disaster, considering any development changes since the previous plan was created.

4. Analyze Impacts: This step describes how each hazard could affect the assets of each community.

5. Summarize Vulnerability: This step synthesizes all the analyses and uses the risk assessment to
draw conclusions. Based on these conclusions, the planning team can develop a strategy to increase
the resilience of residents, businesses, the economy, and other vital assets.

Methodology

The information gathered during the Multi-durisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan (MJHMP) planning
process related to the above five steps has been incorporated into the following discussions in this
chapter:

o Hazard ldentification: This involves identifying and prioritizing the natural hazards that threaten Salt
Lake County, including assets in other jurisdictions, such as levees and upstream dams, that can also
affect yours. The reasoning for omitting some hazards from further consideration is also provided in
this discussion.

e Hazard Profiles: each natural hazard that threatens Salt Lake County has a separate hazard profile
that includes its location, extent/magnitude/severity, previous occurrences, and likelihood of future
events. The previous plan identified severe weather as a hazard. This plan has broken this category
into separate hazards—heavy rain, high wind, extreme heat, and lightning—to provide more detail on
each and additional information on events since the last plan update. Extreme cold has been
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separated from severe winter weather and is now presented as a stand-alone hazard profile. No other
new hazards have been added since the last plan.

o Identify Assets: Identify the assets in Glenn County, Willows, and Orland at risk of hazards.
Information includes people, structures, community lifelines, and other critical facilities; natural,
historic, and cultural resources; and the economy and other activities that have value to the
community.

e Analyze Impacts: Overlaps between Identifying where hazards overlap with and assets are
identified, including descriptions of the asset vulnerabilities and describing potential impacts.

e Summarize Vulnerability: Information from hazard profiles, vulnerability assets, changes in
development, potential impacts, and losses are summarized to help Glenn County, Willows, and
Orland understand the most significant risks and vulnerabilities.

ldentifying Hazards

According to FEMA guidance, identifying hazards is the first step in developing a risk assessment. Salt
Lake County plan participants reviewed previously prepared hazard mitigation plans and relevant
documents to determine potential natural hazards that could affect the county. Based on a review of the
prior plan and consideration of recent events, 19 different hazards were identified.

Table 17: Hazards ldentified for 2024 Hazard Mitigation Plan

Avalanche Flooding Public Health Dam Failure
Epidemic/Pandemic

Drought Heavy Rain Radon Civil Disturbance

Earthquake High Wind Severe Winter Storm Hazardous Materials
Incident

Extreme Cold Landslide/Slope Failure | Tornadoes Terrorism/
Cyberterrorism

Extreme Heat Lightning Wildfire

The following info