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June 30, 2026

The Honorable Bob Ferguson
Governor of the State of Washington
P.O. Box 40002
Olympia WA  98504-0002

Dear Governor Ferguson:

Emergency management in Washington is at a turning point.

For decades, Washington’s emergency management system has relied on strong partnerships 
among local governments, Tribes, the state, and the federal government to prepare for, respond 
to, and recover from disasters affecting communities, infrastructure, and the economy.

Today, disasters are increasing in frequency, complexity, and severity while emergency manage-
ment responsibilities continue to expand. At the same time, uncertainty surrounding federal 
disaster policy and long-term Department of Homeland Security (DHS) and Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) funding is placing growing pressure on state and local capabilities.

This report identifies several strategic risks requiring sustained state attention, including cata-
strophic earthquake risk, escalating wildfire impacts, climate-driven disasters, declining local 
emergency management capacity, cybersecurity threats, and the growing need for state-level 
disaster recovery capability.

Recent disasters have demonstrated that many jurisdictions now rely heavily on state support 
to manage even moderate incidents. Without deliberate action, increasing demands, workforce 
strain, and unstable funding will continue to erode statewide capability and resilience. This 
report outlines recommendations to strengthen preparedness, improve recovery outcomes, 
support local and Tribal partners, and modernize Washington’s emergency management system 
to meet future challenges.

We appreciate your continued support of the Emergency Management Council’s work and wel-
come feedback on the recommendations included in this report.

Sincerely, 

Kirk Holmes
Chair, Washington State Emergency Management Council
Director of Emergency Services, Perteet Engineering 
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RCW 38.52.040 lists the membership of the EMC as follows: 
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Sheriffs and Police Chiefs

County Coroners and Medical Examiners

Washington State Patrol

Washington State Military Department

Washington State Department of Ecology

State and Local Fire Chiefs

Seismic Safety Experts

State and Local Emergency Management Directors

Search and Rescue Volunteers

Medical Professions with Expertise in Emergency Medical Care

Building Officials

Private Industry

Washington State Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction

Eastern Washington Tribes

Western Washington Tribes

Two Members at Large

Washington Emergency Management CouncilWashington Emergency Management Council
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Executive Summary Executive Summary 
Washington’s emergency management system is operating in an increasingly complex and 
demanding environment. Disasters are becoming more frequent, severe, and interconnected, 
while the responsibilities assigned to emergency management agencies continue to expand 
across areas including cybersecurity, infrastructure resilience, civil support operations, and 
many more.

At the same time, the instability in federal disaster policy and uncertainty surrounding DHS 
grant funding are placing growing pressure on state and local emergency management 
capabilities. Many local jurisdictions, particularly rural and under-resourced communities, 
experience chronic staffing and funding shortfalls that limit their ability to independently 
manage even moderate disaster incidents.

Recent events, including the 2023 Gray Road and Oregon Road fires in Spokane County, the 
December 2024 Bomb Cyclone response, the December 2025 floods, and the 2026 Nippon 
Dynaware chemical tank implosion demonstrate the increasing reliance of local jurisdictions on 
state support during emergencies. These incidents also highlight broader systemic pressures 
facing Washington’s emergency management enterprise, including workforce strain, recovery 
funding gaps, escalating wildfire risk, and growing demands on coordination systems.

The Emergency Management Council identified several priority areas requiring sustained state 
attention and investment:

•	 Federal funding instability and increasing uncertainty surrounding FEMA support 
•	 The need for scalable state-level disaster recovery and infrastructure assistance 

programs 
•	 Escalating wildfire risk and expansion of the wildland–urban interface 
•	 Declining local emergency management capacity 
•	 Cascadia Subduction Zone earthquake and tsunami risk 
•	 Climate-driven extreme weather impacts 
•	 Increasing cybersecurity threats to critical infrastructure 
•	 Emerging risks associated with disruptive drone activity 

Collectively, these issues reflect a widening gap between growing disaster risk and the 
resources available to manage it. Without deliberate action, Washington risks reduced response 
capability, slower recovery timelines, increased local fiscal strain, and greater impacts on lives, 
infrastructure, and communities during future disasters.

The recommendations contained in this report are intended to modernize and strengthen 
Washington’s emergency management system through sustained investment, enhanced state 
capability, stronger local and Tribal partnerships, improved resilience planning, and more 
reliable recovery mechanisms. Together, these actions will help ensure Washington is prepared 
to meet the increasingly complex emergencies of the future.
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In accordance with RCW 38.52.040, this report fulfills the Washington State Emergency 
Management Council’s (EMC) responsibility to provide an annual assessment of statewide 
emergency preparedness to the Governor and the Adjutant General of Washington’s Military 
Department. This report covers the period of July 2025 through June 2026 and contains 
recommendations the EMC believes will improve the state’s preparedness, resilience, response 
capability, and recovery capacity.

Washington remains one of the most disaster-prone states in the nation and continues to face 
an increasingly complex emergency management environment. Communities across the state 
are subject to a broad range of hazards, including earthquakes, severe winter storms, flooding, 
wildfires, extreme climate-driven weather, cybersecurity incidents, civil unrest, and threats to 
critical infrastructure. At the same time, emergency management responsibilities continue to 
expand while uncertainty surrounding federal disaster policy and long-term federal funding 
places increasing pressure on state and local capability.

During the reporting period, local, Tribal, state, and federal emergency management partners 
responded to severe weather, floods, a significant wildfire season, ongoing recovery operations, 
planning for FIFA World Cup 2026, the Nippon Dynawave paper mill disaster, as well as other 
emerging threats. These efforts included responses that resulted in multiple Fire Management 
Assistance Grants and a request for federal disaster assistance tied to the December 2025 
severe storm and floods. These incidents further demonstrated the growing demands placed 
on Washington’s emergency management system and the increasing reliance on coordinated 
statewide support.

The EMC identified and analyzed several critical issue areas for this report, including sustainable 
emergency management funding, state disaster recovery capability, wildfire risk in the 
Wildland-Urban Interface, Cascadia Subduction Zone preparedness, and other emerging threats 
affecting statewide resilience. The recommendations contained in this report are intended 
to highlight strategic opportunities where sustained attention, investment, and coordination 
could significantly improve preparedness, response, recovery, and long-term resilience across 
Washington.

This report is not intended to serve as a comprehensive assessment of all emergency 
management activities statewide, nor does it supersede recommendations included in prior 
EMC annual reports. Rather, it focuses on key areas where additional action and resources could 
provide substantial benefit to Washington’s residents, communities, infrastructure, and economy 
in the years ahead.

IntroductionIntroduction
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Stabilize and Modernize Washington’s 
Emergency Management Funding System

Issue
Washington’s emergency management system is facing a convergence of growing disaster risk, 
structural local fiscal constraints, and increasing instability in federal disaster funding. Together, 
these pressures are eroding the ability of local, Tribal, and state emergency management 
organizations to effectively prepare for, respond to, and recover from disasters.

For decades, local and Tribal emergency management programs have relied heavily on DHS 
grant funding to sustain staffing, planning, training, mitigation, and regional coordination 
activities. However, recent federal policy shifts, delayed reimbursements, increasing 
administrative complexity, and uncertainty regarding future federal disaster assistance have 
created significant instability across Washington’s emergency management ecosystem.

At the same time, many local governments across Washington continue to face long-
term structural fiscal pressures driven by constrained revenue growth, rising personnel 
and infrastructure costs, inflation, and increasing demand for public services. Property tax 
limitations and volatile sales tax revenues leave many jurisdictions unable to sustainably fund 
emergency management programs without external assistance.

As federal expectations increasingly shift greater responsibility for disaster preparedness, 
response, and recovery to states and local governments, Washington faces a widening gap 
between growing disaster risk and the resources available to manage it. Without proactive 
action, the state risks continued erosion of local and Tribal emergency management capability 
at a time when threats are becoming more frequent, complex, and costly.

Background 
Historically, the federal government has played a substantial role in supporting state, local, and 
Tribal emergency management programs through the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and 
Emergency Assistance Act, DHS preparedness grants, hazard mitigation funding, and disaster 
recovery assistance programs. These investments enabled jurisdictions of all sizes to build 
capabilities across prevention, preparedness, mitigation, response, and recovery.
Washington has made significant progress in developing a coordinated statewide emergency 
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management system through mutual aid agreements, adoption of the National Incident 
Management System (NIMS), investments in interoperable systems, and regional planning 
partnerships. However, much of this capability remains dependent on unstable federal pass-
through funding.

At the local level, emergency management programs often generate little to no direct revenue 
and are therefore particularly vulnerable during periods of fiscal constraint. Property tax 
revenue — the most stable funding source for counties — is limited to one percent annual 
growth and frequently fails to keep pace with inflation, population growth, and rising service 
demands. Sales tax and Real Estate Excise Tax (REET) revenues are more volatile and fluctuate 
significantly with economic conditions.

Initial post-pandemic fiscal pressures were temporarily offset through one-time federal funding 
sources, many of which have now expired. As those resources diminish, jurisdictions across 
Washington are increasingly confronting entrenched structural deficits while simultaneously 
facing increasing disaster demands.

At the same time, disaster costs nationwide continue to rise faster than federal appropriations. 
Federal disaster assistance programs have become increasingly competitive, administratively 
complex, and reimbursement-driven, placing additional strain on state, local, and Tribal 
governments that often lack the staffing and financial capacity to navigate those systems 
efficiently.

Evaluation of Issue
The consequences of this funding instability are already emerging and will continue to intensify 
without intervention. Some local and Tribal jurisdictions have already paused capability 
expansion efforts, deferred planning and mitigation work, reduced staffing, or lost positions 
historically responsible for regional coordination, training, and preparedness activities.
These losses occur at a time when Washington faces increasing disaster frequency and 
complexity. In recent years, the state has experienced severe flooding, windstorms, drought, 
wildfires, extreme heat, and tsunami warnings. Washington is also preparing for globally 
significant events such as FIFA World Cup 2026, which has increased demands on regional 
coordination, public safety, infrastructure resilience, and emergency preparedness.

Emergency management organizations are increasingly responsible for coordinating complex, 
multi-jurisdictional responses to emerging threats including cybersecurity incidents, 
disinformation, political unrest, infrastructure failures, and complex coordinated attacks. These 
threats require sustained investment in planning, coordination, communications, logistics, and 
operational readiness.

Smaller, rural, and Tribal jurisdictions remain particularly vulnerable due to limited staffing 
capacity and structural barriers to accessing federal grants and reimbursement programs. 
Without stable baseline funding, many jurisdictions struggle to maintain even minimum 
emergency management capability.

Emergency management also faces a persistent challenge in public budgeting processes 
because its successes are often measured by disasters mitigated, coordinated effectively, 
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or prevented from escalating. The absence of visible failure can obscure the importance of 
sustained investment until critical capabilities are lost and consequences become unavoidable.
Washington must prepare for a future in which federal disaster assistance may be delayed, 
reduced, or more restrictive, while preserving strong federal partnerships wherever possible. 

Reliance on unstable federal funding for core emergency management capability is increasingly 
unsustainable.

Recommendations
1. Establish Protected State Funding for Emergency Management

•	 Develop and fund a dedicated, sustainable state funding mechanism to support baseline 
emergency management capability at the state, local, and Tribal levels. Funding should 
support staffing, regional coordination, planning, training, exercises, continuity of 
operations, and catastrophic incident readiness

•	 Reduce reliance on federal pass-through grants for core operational capability.

2. Define Foundational Emergency Management Capabilities
•	 Develop a standardized statewide framework defining the minimum emergency 

management capabilities all jurisdictions must maintain. Similar to the Foundational 
Public Health Services model adopted in public health, this framework would establish a 
clear baseline for capability expectations, resource planning, and funding support.

3. Expand Direct State Investment in Local and Tribal Capacity
•	 Establish state-administered, non-competitive grant programs that provide direct 

support to counties, cities, and Tribes for:
◊	 Staffing and continuity of operations 
◊	 Planning, training, and exercises 
◊	 Public alert and warning capability 
◊	 Community preparedness and outreach 
◊	 Regional coordination activities 

•	 Prioritize equitable distribution to historically under-resourced jurisdictions.

4. Sustain Statewide Coordination and Resilience Systems
•	 Continue investments in interoperable communications, situational awareness systems, 

logistics coordination, mutual aid systems, and capabilities aligned with the National 
Incident Management System (NIMS).

•	 Strengthen partnerships with the private sector, nonprofit organizations, and 
community-based organizations to support a whole-community approach to resilience.

5. Enable Sustainable Local Funding Options
•	 Authorize local governments to pursue voter-approved or council-related funding tools 

dedicated to emergency preparedness, response, recovery, and resilience activities.
•	 Provide model policy guidance to support statewide consistency and equity in 

implementation.
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Deliver Faster Recovery for Washington 
Communities Through State Action

Issue
As federal disaster assistance becomes less predictable in availability, timing, and sufficiency, 
Washington must strengthen its own capacity to support disaster survivors and restore public 
infrastructure. The absence of a fully funded state Individual Assistance (IA) program and a 
developed, scalable state Public Infrastructure Assistance (PIA) program leaves critical gaps—
resulting in delayed aid to households, unmet recovery needs, and growing fiscal strain on local 
governments.

Background
Historically, Washington has relied heavily on federal disaster declarations to unlock federal 
IA and Public Assistance (PA) through FEMA. These programs provide essential support for 
individuals, households, and public infrastructure recovery following major disasters. However, 
not all disasters meet federal thresholds, and even when they do, assistance can be delayed, 
limited in scope, or insufficient to meet actual recovery needs. Additionally, even when the state 
meets disaster thresholds, individual counties may not, meaning some impacted communities 
may not qualify for federal assistance, despite experiencing significant impacts.

Recent disasters—including flooding events that impacted communities across the state—
have highlighted persistent gaps. Survivors often face delays in receiving direct assistance, 
while local jurisdictions shoulder significant costs for debris removal, infrastructure repair, and 
emergency protective measures without timely reimbursement. Smaller and mid-sized disasters 
are particularly challenging, as they frequently fall below federal declaration thresholds but 
still impose substantial local impacts. Washington has taken initial steps toward addressing 
these gaps through statutory authority for a state IA program. However, the program remains 
unfunded and therefore unavailable at scale. Similarly, while discussions and early planning for 
a state PIA program have begun, no comprehensive framework or funding mechanism currently 
exists.

Without state-level solutions, communities remain dependent on uncertain federal support, 
creating inequities in recovery outcomes and increasing long-term economic and infrastructure 
risks.

Evaluation of Issue
The lack of a robust state disaster assistance framework has several measurable consequences:

•	 Delayed Household Recovery: Survivors experience prolonged displacement, housing 
instability, and financial hardship when assistance is unavailable or delayed.
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•	 Unmet Recovery Needs: Costs for debris removal, road and bridge repair, and public 
facility restoration often exceed local capacity, particularly in rural and resource-
constrained jurisdictions.

•	 Local Fiscal Pressure: Cities and counties must absorb unreimbursed disaster costs, 
leading to budget shortfalls, deferred maintenance, and reduced public services.

•	 Inequitable Outcomes: Communities with fewer financial reserves—often rural or 
historically underserved—face disproportionate recovery challenges.

•	 Increased Long-Term Costs: Delayed or incomplete recovery efforts can exacerbate 
damage, increase future risk, and ultimately require more costly interventions.

Other states have successfully implemented state IA and PIA programs to bridge federal gaps, 
demonstrating improved recovery timelines and reduced local fiscal stress. Washington is well-
positioned to build on these models but must take deliberate action to operationalize and fund 
its programs.

Recommendations
To ensure timely, equitable, and effective disaster recovery, Washington should take the 
following actions:

1. Fund the State Individual Assistance Program
•	 Provide sustained funding to maintain essential staffing levels so the program can rapidly 

activate and deliver direct assistance to disaster survivors immediately following an 
event.

•	 Establish a dedicated, ongoing funding source to enable rapid deployment following 
disasters.

•	 Prioritize flexible assistance that addresses housing, essential needs, and recovery 
stabilization for individuals and households.

2. Develop and Implement a State Public Infrastructure Assistance Program
•	 Define clear eligibility criteria, cost thresholds, and prioritization frameworks.
•	 Align program design with, but not dependent on, federal Public Assistance structures.
•	 Ensure scalability to address both small- and large-scale disasters.

3. Create a State Disaster Recovery Fund
•	 Establish a dedicated fund to support both IA and PIA programs.
•	 Enable the state to bridge gaps when federal assistance is delayed, denied, or 

insufficient.
•	 Provide predictability for budgeting and rapid response.

4. Build Rapid Deployment and Delivery Mechanisms
•	 Develop pre-established processes, contracts, and staffing models to activate assistance 

quickly.
•	 Leverage existing emergency management systems while expanding recovery-specific 

capacity.

5. Strengthen Data, Planning, and Coordination
•	 Collect and analyze data on unmet disaster needs to inform program design and funding 

levels.
•	 Coordinate closely with local governments, Tribes, and community organizations to 

ensure programs meet real-world recovery challenges.
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Reduce Wildfire Impacts with Strategic WUI 
Investment
Issue
Wildfire risk in Washington is increasingly concentrated in the Wildland-Urban Interface (WUI), 
where homes and infrastructure meet forests and vegetation. More communities are exposed 
to fire hazards as development occurs in suburban and non-urban areas and this trend is 
intensified by longer, hotter fire seasons driven by climate change. 

Focusing mitigation efforts on the WUI is essential for protecting lives and property while 
improving community resilience. Efforts such as Washington’s development of statewide WUI 
maps – expected to be incorporated into a broader Hazard Map by the state Department 
of Natural Resources – along with building codes and grant programs for local planning, 
demonstrate a growing recognition that targeted intervention can significantly reduce wildfire 
impacts.

Ultimately, the expansion of the WUI in Washington highlights a critical tradeoff between 
growth and risk. Without a stronger and more coordinated focus on WUI mitigation, continued 
development in fire-prone areas is likely to amplify both the frequency of human-caused 
ignitions and the severity of wildfire impacts. Addressing this issue is essential not only for 
reducing immediate risks but also for shaping more sustainable and fire-adapted communities 
across Washington.

Background
Over the past decade, increased investment has supported the expansion of Community 
Wildfire Protection Plans, fuels reduction projects, and local preparedness efforts. These 
investments have demonstrated that targeted funding and coordinated planning can 
significantly reduce wildfire impacts. 

At the same time, WUI funding and planning are increasingly shaped by instability in public 
budgets and shifting policy priorities. This uncertainty raises concerns about staffing cuts, 
reduced support for local partners, and the potential loss of prevention tools such as early 
detection systems.
  
While there is growing recognition of its importance and clear evidence of successful mitigation 
outcomes, inconsistent funding creates a cycle in which progress in building fire-adapted 
communities can be slowed or reversed by budget fluctuations, even as wildfire risk continues 
to rise. As a result, long-term WUI strategies in Washington must increasingly account not only 
for environmental and development pressures, but also for the volatility of the funding systems 
that support them.
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Evaluation of Issue
The growing focus on the WUI in Washington reflects a necessary shift toward risk-based 
wildfire management, but its effectiveness depends on sustained coordination, funding, and 
public buy-in. Evidence from recent investments shows that targeted mitigation—especially in 
high-risk WUI areas—can significantly reduce fire severity and protect communities. However, 
these gains remain uneven across the state, with rural and lower-capacity jurisdictions often 
lacking the resources to fully implement planning or maintain long-term mitigation projects. 

Key strengths and limitations of the current WUI approach include:

Strengths
•	 Improved cross-agency coordination and data tools (e.g., mapping and risk 

assessments).
•	 Proven success of fuels reduction and defensible space programs in lowering fire 

intensity.
•	 Increased public awareness and access to grant funding for local mitigation.

Limitations
•	 Unstable and inconsistent funding which disrupts long-term planning and staffing. 
•	 Rising development pressures that continue to expand the WUI faster than 

mitigation efforts. 
•	 Equity gaps, as smaller or lower-income communities struggle to compete for 

funding or implement requirements. 

Ultimately, prioritizing the WUI is not a complete solution on its own. Without more 
stable funding mechanisms, stronger integration with land-use policy, building codes, and 
broader community participation, WUI-focused efforts risk becoming reactive rather than 
transformative. Addressing these gaps will be essential if Washington aims to keep pace with 
increasing wildfire risk while supporting sustainable growth in fire-prone landscapes.

Recommendations
1.	 Establish stable, long-term funding mechanisms

Create dedicated state funding streams for WUI mitigation that are insulated from 
short-term budget fluctuations. This could include multi-year appropriations or trust 
funds to ensure continuity for planning, staffing, and implementation. 

2.	 Strengthen land-use planning and development standards
Integrate wildfire risk more directly into local zoning and comprehensive plans, limiting 
high-risk expansion while requiring fire-resistant design in new WUI development. 
Aligning growth management policies with wildfire risk reduction is critical. 

3.	 Expand support for Community Wildfire Protection Plans (CWPPs)
Increase technical and financial assistance to help all at-risk communities develop, 
update, and implement CWPPs, with a focus on smaller or under-resourced jurisdictions 
that may lack planning capacity. Support the creation and sustainment of community-
led Wildfire Coalitions to increase the efficacy of the planning strategies included in 
CWPPs.
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4.	 Invest in defensible space and home hardening programs
Provide grants, rebates, or tax incentives for homeowners to retrofit structures with 
ignition-resistant materials and maintain defensible space, reducing structure loss 
during wildfire events. 

5.	 Prioritize development of evacuation standards
Increase support for local jurisdictions to ensure updated, accessible evacuation plans 
for all WUI areas.

6.	 Prioritize fuels reduction and forest restoration in high-risk WUI areas
Scale up thinning, prescribed burning, and other vegetation management practices near 
communities to reduce fire intensity and improve ecosystem health.

 
7.	 Enhance early detection and rapid response capabilities

Invest in technologies such as remote sensing, camera networks, and initial attack 
resources to detect and contain fires quickly, especially in WUI zones where response 
time is critical. 

8.	 Improve equity in funding distribution
Develop targeted grant programs or set-asides to ensure rural, tribal, and lower-income 
communities can access WUI mitigation funding and are not left behind due to limited 
administrative capacity. 

9.	 Promote public education and community engagement
Expand outreach campaigns to increase awareness of wildfire risk and encourage 
preparedness actions, fostering a culture of shared responsibility in WUI areas. 

10.	Incorporate climate adaptation into wildfire planning
Ensure that WUI strategies account for projected changes in fire behavior, drought, and 
vegetation patterns, supporting more forward-looking and resilient planning decisions. 

11.	Monitor and evaluate program effectiveness
Establish clear performance metrics and reporting systems to track the outcomes 
of WUI investments, enabling continuous improvement and better justification for 
sustained funding.



Issue
Washington faces one of the most devastating natural hazard threats in the United States: 
a Cascadia Subduction Zone (CSZ) earthquake and tsunami. The next CSZ event could cause 
more than 50,000 casualties in Washington and inflict severe damage statewide to buildings, 
transportation and maritime infrastructure, coastal communities, military installations, the 
economy, and natural resources. Recovery from a catastrophe of this scale would take decades. 
The sooner Washington invests in mitigation and preparedness, the more resilient the state will 
be when the next CSZ earthquake and tsunami occurs. 
 
Background
Washington has the second-highest earthquake risk in the United States and one of the nation’s 
highest tsunami risks. The state’s more than 3,000 miles of shoreline are vulnerable to tsunami 
impacts. There is an estimated 10 to 30 percent chance that a catastrophic Cascadia Subduction 
Zone earthquake of magnitude 8.0 or greater will occur within the next 50 years. Secondary 
hazards associated with such an event include tsunamis, landslides, liquefaction and lateral 
spreading, coastal subsidence, urban fires, and hazardous materials spills. Aftershocks could 
cause additional damage and trigger further secondary hazards in the days, weeks, and months 
that follow.
 
Washington is already taking important steps to prepare for this event. Recent reports 
including:  CSZ tsunami loss estimates, WA State Bridge Resiliency Assessment, tsunami vertical 
evacuation structure assessment, and tsunami maritime strategies have identified key priorities 
for mitigation and preparedness. Ongoing work, such as the statewide unreinforced masonry 
building survey and the functional recovery study required under HB 2153, will further advance 
these efforts. Additional infrastructure loss estimates are still needed for both earthquake 
and tsunami hazards, particularly for maritime infrastructure, such as ports and marinas, and 
military infrastructure. 
 
Evaluation of Issue 
Significant work remains to strengthen resilience at the state level. This includes seismically 
retrofitting schools, government buildings, and other critical facilities, as well as hardening 
transportation systems and other community lifeline infrastructure. Coastal communities also 
need stronger tsunami evacuation routes and construction of an estimated 58 to more than 80 
additional tsunami vertical evacuation structures to save lives. Completing tsunami maritime 
strategies for all major ports and marinas in Washington would improve the resilience of 
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Reduce Catastrophic Risk from a Cascadia 
Subduction Zone Earthquake and Tsunami

https://mil.wa.gov/tsunami-resources#losses
https://wsdot.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=030c578820454709938ac966957069dc
https://mil.wa.gov/tsunami#vertical
https://mil.wa.gov/tsunami#vertical
https://mil.wa.gov/tsunami#education


maritime infrastructure and strengthen response and recovery planning. 
State support for local resilience efforts is essential. State and federal funding advances 
local mitigation projects, including tsunami vertical evacuation structures, seismic retrofits, 
evacuation route improvements, and maritime infrastructure upgrades. Outreach and education 
are equally important. State participation in community events, updated resources informed by 
the latest science and best practices, and access to physical and digital educational materials can 
build local capacity and strengthen trust and coordination among the public and local, Tribal, 
and state governments. The state can also strengthen local disaster response and recovery 
capabilities by supporting response plan development and expanding opportunities for training 
and exercises.

Consideration must also be given to the planning and resilience efforts of central and eastern 
Washington counties, as both state and FEMA Region CSZ response plans identify the eastern 
two-thirds of the state as response and recovery hubs, responsible for coordinating and 
supporting response logistics, as well as providing sheltering, medical care, and other human 
needs to disaster zone evacuees.  
 
Recommendations 

1.	 Establish a Dedicated Cascadia Resilience Implementation Program
Allocate sustained state funding to complete priority seismic and tsunami mitigation 
actions, including seismic retrofitting of schools and critical facilities, completion of 
statewide inventories of unreinforced masonry (URM) and other high-risk buildings, 
construction of 58 to 80+ tsunami vertical evacuation structures in high-risk coastal 
communities, and hardening of critical lifeline infrastructure.

2.	 Prioritize Lifeline, Maritime, and Evacuation Infrastructure Resilience
Prioritize funding and implementation of projects that strengthen critical lifeline systems 
to support response and recovery following a Cascadia Subduction Zone event. This 
includes hardening key transportation corridors; completing tsunami evacuation route 
mapping, signage; finalizing tsunami maritime strategies for all major ports and marinas; 
and conducting comprehensive loss estimates for earthquake and tsunami hazards, with 
focus on infrastructure, maritime, and military installations.

3.	 Expand Catastrophic Preparedness, Mass Care, and Local Capacity
Invest in statewide catastrophic preparedness by developing mass care systems for 
sheltering, food, water, and commodity distribution; supporting local and Tribal response 
planning, training, and exercises; expanding continuity of operations and recovery 
planning, including maritime recovery; and enhancing public outreach and education to 
promote two-week household preparedness.

2025-26 EMC Annual Report Page | 15



Issue
Washington’s disaster risks are growing. Not just because individual hazards are intensifying, but 
because climate change is creating new sequences and combinations of hazards that current 
planning structures are not designed to handle. Wildfire followed by debris flows, atmospheric 
rivers triggering landslides on already saturated slopes, drought compounding wildfire fuel 
conditions, and accelerating glacial retreat, increasing flood risk on major river systems. These 
compound and cascading hazard events are becoming Washington’s new normal and are placing 
an additional burden on communities. Addressing them requires a structural shift in how the 
state plans for, funds, and coordinates resilience. 

Background 
Washington’s State Enhanced Hazard Mitigation Plan (SEHMP) provides a strong foundation, 
with approximately $1.5 billion in identified funding to support pre-disaster mitigation and 
post-disaster recovery. The state’s Hazard Analysis and Resilience Planning (HARP) unit, hazard 
mapping programs, and local mitigation planning support represent meaningful progress. 
However, these efforts largely address hazards in isolation. In 2025, Washington experienced 
repeated atmospheric river flooding events, extended wildfire smoke seasons, drought-driven 
low snowpack, and increased landslide activity, frequently in sequence and in combination. 
Glacial retreat on Mount Rainier, Mount Baker, and Glacier Peak is increasing the risk of glacial 
lake outburst floods in populated river valleys. Coastal communities face simultaneous threats 
from erosion, king tide flooding, and tsunami exposure. These events are no longer anomalies; 
they reflect the new hazard reality that climate projections indicate will accelerate over the 
coming decades. 

Evaluation of Issue 
Washington’s current planning and funding structures were designed for a hazard landscape 
that no longer reflects on-the-ground conditions. Local hazard mitigation plans and the SEHMP 
itself are largely built around single-hazard scenarios, leaving communities and agencies 
underprepared for cascading failures that result from compound events. 

Vulnerable populations bear the greatest risk, often facing higher compound-hazard exposure 
with less access and fewer resources to avoid, cope with, or adapt to hazards. Small jurisdictions 
often lack the staffing and technical capacity to plan effectively for cascading hazard sequences 
without state support. Additionally, compounded hazards like wildfire smoke and extreme heat 
are resulting in excess hospitalizations and deaths in Washington. These events will increasingly 
co-occur, increasing the risk of poor health outcomes and strain on the state’s public health 
system.

Address Compound and Cascading Climate-Driven 
Disaster Risks
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Meanwhile, continued development in hazard-prone areas, driven in part by land use guidance and 
hazard disclosure practices that reflect historical rather than projected risk, is expanding Washington’s 
exposure faster than mitigation investments can offset it. The incorporation of climate change in 
the Growth Management Act may offset this issue in future development and land use, but those 
outcomes are not yet known.
 
Recommendations 

1.	 Address compound and cascading climate hazards in state and local planning. 
Emergency Management, in coordination with the Departments of Ecology, Natural Resources, 
Transportation, Commerce, and Health, could formally incorporate compound and cascading 
hazard scenarios into the SEHMP, state emergency management plans, and local hazard 
mitigation plan guidance. 

•	 Provide counties and cities with updated climate-hazard exposure layers (e.g., flood, 
drought, extreme heat, wildfire, smoke and poor air quality, landslide, coastal erosion) 
as part of local hazard mitigation planning support.  

•	 Support the development of tools that allow hazard mitigation planners to assess 
future conditions beyond a single-hazard scenario (e.g., wildfire) to evaluate potential 
impacts from compounded or cascading hazards (e.g., wildfire → post-fire flooding → 
erosion → debris flow → road and bridge failure).  

•	 Explore legislative options for hazard disclosure requirements in real estate 
transactions, particularly for properties in areas where climate-driven hazard exposure 
is increasing but not currently reflected in flood or fire risk designations. 

2.	 Close the gap between planning and on-the-ground resilience building. 
Washington has a strong hazard mitigation planning infrastructure, but translating those plans 
into funded, implemented mitigation actions remains inconsistent. A specific implementation 
program could be developed that connects SEHMP and local HMP priorities to state and 
federal funding streams, provides technical assistance to local jurisdictions, and tracks progress 
toward measurable resilience outcomes over time. This could be achieved in collaboration 
with Commerce’s Climate Planning group and the DOH Washington Tracking Network. 

Annual reporting could include: 
•	 Trends in compound hazard events and associated losses. Include unhealthy air quality 

(wildfire smoke) and extreme heat, independently and combined, as increasingly 
impactful hazards to monitor.   

•	 Status of critical infrastructure vulnerability assessments. 
•	 Progress on local hazard mitigation plan updates incorporating climate projections. 
•	 Equity metrics: which communities are reducing compound/cascading hazard 

exposure, and which are not. 

3.	 Direct funding towards compound and cascading hazard resilience. 
Establish a dedicated fund to support new hazard risk modeling, critical infrastructure 
interdependency assessments, and investment in community resilience hubs, particularly 
in rural, Tribal, and coastal communities with high exposure and limited adaptive capacity. 
This fund should fill the gap between project-specific federal/state mitigation grants and the 
broader systemic investments resilience requires. The HARP unit is well-positioned to lead 
compound hazard analysis but may require more capacity and access to do so at the scale the 
problem demands. 

•	 Multi-hazard analysis: Funding for compound/cascading risk modeling, scenario 
planning, and updated risk maps that reflect climate trajectories. 

•	 Community resilience hubs: Hardening or designating facilities in high-risk communities 
to serve as resilience anchors across multiple hazard types. 

•	 Critical infrastructure interdependency assessment: Identifying where climate-driven 
hazard sequences create cascading infrastructure failures (e.g., transportation, water 
systems, and energy). 



Issue   
Washington’s cybersecurity agencies have moved from planning to implementation, 
advancing key elements of the Enterprise IT Security Strategic Plan and strengthening the 
governance needed to manage cyber risks across state agencies, local governments, and 
critical infrastructure partners. This progress occurred against a backdrop of rapid change in 
the national (federal) cybersecurity landscape. The expiration of statewide participation in the 
Multi-State Information Sharing and Analysis Center (MS-ISAC) and the anticipated end of the 
Nationwide Cybersecurity Review (NCSR) removed critical federal mechanisms for coordinated 
threat detection and for measuring cyber program maturity. These changes, coupled with 
broader reductions in federal cybersecurity funding, marked a shift of operational responsibility 
from the federal government to the states. For Washington, this transition has underscored the 
need for a self-sustaining, state-managed cybersecurity model.  

Background   
The statewide threat landscape is consistent with previous years, with particular emphasis on 
ransomware, phishing, business email compromise, and the exploitation of exposed or outdated 
systems. Adversaries increasingly blend traditional intrusion techniques with social engineering, 
supply chain compromises, and the exploitation of misconfigured cloud services, and use 
artificial intelligence to automate targeting, craft highly tailored social-engineering campaigns, 
and accelerate exploitation workflows. 

Washington’s critical infrastructure sectors experience the same broad threats as the rest 
of the nation, but with several important state specific nuances. Many of the state’s water 
systems, school districts, ports, transit agencies, and healthcare providers operate in rural or 
geographically isolated areas. These entities often lack in house or dedicated cybersecurity staff 
and rely on a combination of local IT generalists, vendors, and state level shared service, and 
are frequently underfunded, under resourced, and under supported relative to the threats they 
face. 

Evaluation of Issue  
Key threats to Washington’s critical infrastructure include: 

•	 Ransomware and extortion operations targeting hospitals, K 12 school districts, and local 
governments, seeking to disrupt operations and extract payments. 

•	 Compromise of email and collaboration platforms, leading to business email 
compromise, payroll diversion, and fraudulent wire transfers. 

Protect Washington Communities Through State 
Cybersecurity Investment
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•	 Exploitation of internet facing systems, including virtual private networks, remote 
desktop services, and legacy web applications. 

•	 Attacks on water and wastewater utilities, including attempts to access control systems 
and disrupt chemical dosing or pumping operations. 

•	 Persistent scanning and probing of election related systems, as well as attempts to 
leverage misinformation and social engineering to undermine confidence in election 
processes. 

•	 Risks created when multiple local governments and districts rely on the same outside 
vendors or managed service providers. A problem with one vendor can affect many 
organizations at once. 

 
In 2025, Washington took deliberate steps to strengthen its cybersecurity foundation, advance 
risk governance, build response capacity, and formalize collaboration between state agencies, 
local governments, and critical infrastructure operators. Recognizing that 85 percent of 
Washington’s critical infrastructure is privately owned, WaTech and the Emergency Management 
Division continue to strengthen engagement with private sector partners. This past year, 
collaboration expanded through the Washington State Fusion Center’s Infrastructure Protection 
program and the Northwest Cybersecurity Consortium. These partnerships enhance two-way 
information sharing, coordinated incident response, and sector-specific risk awareness.  

Key gaps remain. Fragmented audit management, legacy systems, inconsistent patching, 
and resource disparities across local governments continue to expose the state to elevated 
risk. Sustained investment, formalized governance, and legislative support will be critical to 
closing these gaps and ensuring that Washington’s cybersecurity strategy remains viable and 
measurable. 

Cybersecurity is now an essential public service. Washington’s success will depend on unity of 
effort across every organization which forms part of the state’s interconnected digital ecosystem.  
 
Recommendations  

1.	 Develop a sustainable alternative to restore MS-ISAC capabilities and statewide 
threat intelligence services. Provide recurring funding beginning in FY2027 to reestablish 
and sustain MS-ISAC membership or an equivalent capability. This ensures uninterrupted 
statewide access to essential threat intelligence, monitoring, and response coordination. 
Without this funding, the vulnerability will persist in future risk reporting cycles.

 
2.	 Establish sustainable state funding to offset federal withdrawal. Develop long term 

state funding mechanisms to replace or supplement federal programs that are being 
reduced or concluded, including MS ISAC subsidies, portions of the State and Local 
Cybersecurity Grant Program (SLCGP), and related federal technical assistance programs. 
Structure these mechanisms to support critical infrastructure sectors and under 
resourced entities explicitly.

 
3.	 Develop and adopt sector specific cybersecurity action plans for all critical 

infrastructure sectors. Create action plans for additional sectors in alignment with 
previous work conducted for the water sector, prioritizing energy, transportation, 
healthcare, and communications, regardless of federal enforcement or sponsorship. 
Ensure these plans integrate emergency management, regulatory requirements, and the 
capabilities of statewide cyber defense systems. 
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4.	 Strengthen non-punitive incident reporting and clarify Public Records Act exemptions
Ensure that critical infrastructure operators can report incidents and receive assistance 
without fear that their information will be used against them or exposed in ways that 
increase risk. Advance policies and, where necessary, legislation to protect sensitive 
cybersecurity incident information from inappropriate disclosure under the Public 
Records Act.

5.	 Preserve, and where possible, bolster existing state funding for cyber initiatives, 
including the State Auditor’s Office cybersecurity audits and SLCGP. Continue, and 
if needed, replace SLCGP-type funding through the remaining federal grant years and 
ensure matching funds are provided. If federal SLCGP funding is reduced or discontinued, 
establish a state level successor program to preserve focus on rural, Tribal, and 
educational entities and critical infrastructure resilience. Request funding to continue 
State Auditors Office’s capacity to perform cybersecurity audits and penetration tests 
for both state agencies and local governments. Prioritize testing of critical infrastructure 
operators and shared service environments to identify systemic weaknesses and inform 
statewide mitigation strategies. 
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Issue  
Hostile or unauthorized unmanned aerial systems (UAS) present an increasing challenge during 
emergency response. Drones can disrupt wildfire aviation, create safety hazards for responders, 
and raise surveillance concerns near critical infrastructure. Without clear coordination pathways 
or mitigation authority, these incidents can delay response efforts and increase risks to 
responders and the public. 
 
Background  
Drone use has expanded rapidly, making UAS common in recreational and commercial settings. 
This growth has introduced new risks, including interference with emergency operations and 
intentional misuse. Washington’s UAS Threats and Hazards Preparedness Framework identifies 
drone activity as a persistent hazard requiring coordinated, whole-of-government action. 

Wildfire response highlights the risk. Unauthorized drones have repeatedly forced the grounding 
of aerial firefighting resources across the U.S., delaying water and retardant drops during 
critical periods. Even a single drone sighting in restricted airspace can halt aviation operations, 
increasing fire spread and community risk.
 
Beyond wildfires, drones near critical infrastructure, large events, or emergency scenes can 
create surveillance concerns or indicate malicious intent. Incidents may involve careless 
operators, deliberate disruption, or more sophisticated threats.
 
Mitigation authority is limited. The Federal Aviation Administration controls U.S. airspace, and 
only a few federal agencies can use counter-UAS technologies. State and local agencies are 
largely restricted to coordination, reporting, and consequence management, even when drones 
pose clear hazards.
 
As a result, Washington has focused on preparedness and coordination, including development 
of its UAS preparedness framework and partnerships with federal and local agencies. 
 
Evaluation of Issue  
Drone incursions are frequent and expected to increase as technology becomes more accessible. 
While many incidents are minor, their cumulative effect creates ongoing operational challenges.
 

Address Coordination and Authority Gaps from 
Malicious UAS Activity During Emergency Response
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The most immediate impact is aircraft grounding, especially during wildfire response, where 
delays can have cascading consequences. Drones with cameras or sensors also introduce 
surveillance risks around critical infrastructure and response operations. 

These risks are compounded by limited mitigation authority. State and local agencies cannot 
disable or intercept drones, even during active interference. Tools like Temporary Flight 
Restrictions rely heavily on voluntary compliance and are ineffective against bad actors. 
Coordination gaps further complicate response. Reporting pathways are not standardized, and 
information sharing between local, state, and federal partners can be inconsistent. This reduces 
situational awareness and limits the ability to identify patterns or escalate incidents.
 
Communities most affected include wildfire-prone areas, regions with critical infrastructure, 
and jurisdictions hosting large events, where even small disruptions can have significant 
consequences. 
 
Recommendations 

1.	 Pilot detection capabilities
Test drone detection technologies in high-risk areas such as wildfire zones, infrastructure 
corridors, and large events to identify scalable solutions. 

2.	 Standardize reporting 
Develop consistent UAS incident reporting protocols across law enforcement, emergency 
management, and the State Fusion Center to improve situational awareness.

 
3.	 Strengthen coordination

Enhance information-sharing pathways between local jurisdictions, the State Emergency 
Operations Center, and federal partners for unified response. 

4.	 Expand public messaging
Increase public education that unauthorized drone use during emergencies is dangerous 
and illegal to reduce non-malicious incidents.

 
5.	 Advocate for federal authority

Support expanded federal authorities or pilot programs allowing limited counter-UAS 
capabilities for state and local partners during emergencies. 

 
Focusing on detection, coordination, and advocacy will help Washington better manage drone-
related risks while operating within current legal constraints. 
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Issue
The 2025 wildfire season and the historic December 2025 floods are not anomalies, but instead 
are indicators of a new normal. Increasingly frequent and severe hazard events are colliding 
with continued development in high-risk areas, compounding exposure and potential losses. At 
the same time, federal investment in hazard mitigation and resilience is declining. This creates a 
widening gap between increasing risk and decreasing capacity to manage that risk. 

Background
Despite these challenges, state agencies in 2025 continued to advance resilience through 
coordinated, statewide efforts:
 

State Enhanced Hazard Mitigation Plan (SEHMP) Update
The interagency Hazard Mitigation Working Group (HMWG) has initiated the update to the 
2023 SEHMP, led by EMD’s Hazards Analysis & Resilience Planning Program (HARP). This 
update includes: 

•	 Expanded participation across state agencies  
•	 Continued emphasis on climate-driven hazards such as wildfire and flooding  
•	 Integration of the State Climate Resilience Strategy  
•	 Increased alignment with local and Tribal hazard mitigation plans  
•	 FEMA approval by September 30, 2028  

Coastal Hazards Organizational Resilience Team (COHORT) 
Since 2023, COHORT has delivered measurable results through community- and Tribal-
centered resilience efforts. Their first biennium included: 

•	 350 outreach and engagement events  
•	 5,500+ individuals engaged  
•	 67 resilience projects supported  
•	 $85 million in federal funding secured  
•	 $150 million in project proposals developed  

Statewide Hazard Mitigation Planning 
Local and Tribal partners continued to prioritize mitigation despite reduced federal support 
this year: 

•	 Multiple counties and Tribes completed updated, multi-jurisdictional hazard 
mitigation plans  

•	 Plans reflect growing risks and identify actionable mitigation strategies  

Build Disaster Resilience as Risks Accelerate
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State Climate Resilience Strategy Implementation
State agencies advanced implementation of the 2024 strategy: 

•	 44 funding requests developed  
•	 27 funded (most at reduced levels)  
•	 Actions include wildfire smoke coordination, post-fire recovery, agricultural 

resilience, and local planning support 

Evaluation
Demand for state support is increasing, especially from local governments and Tribes while 
EMD’s capacity for proactive support is decreasing. 

•	 Federal funding is no longer reliable  
•	 State resources have not scaled to match rising risk  
•	 Local and Tribal partners lack the funding and technical capacity to develop actionable 

plans and implement identified mitigation projects  

Without additional investment, Washington will continue to operate in a reactive cycle spending 
more on response and recovery while risks continue to grow. 

Conclusion
Investing in hazard mitigation reduces long-term costs, protects critical infrastructure, and saves 
lives. Without action, Washington will face higher disaster recovery costs, increased strain on 
already limited state resources, and disproportionate impacts on vulnerable communities. 
With strategic investment, however, the state can shift from a reactive cycle of response and 
recovery to a proactive approach that reduces risk, strengthens resilience, and better protects 
communities across Washington. 

Recommendations
To meet this moment, Washington must strengthen its investment in proactive resilience. 

1.	 Expand Planning and Risk Assessment Capacity. 
Federal grants historically funded planning and risk analysis but are no longer reliable. 
To be ready for future disasters, an increase in funding for EMD to support statewide 
hazard mitigation planning, data analysis, and risk modeling, allowing the state to 
provide assistance to under-resourced communities and Tribes. 

2.	 Accelerate Hazard Mitigation Project Implementation. 
Provide dedicated funding to local communities to move priority mitigation projects 
from scoping and planning to construction, reducing risk before disasters occur. 

3.	 Backfill Federal Funding and Technical Assistance Gaps. 
As federal responsibilities shift to states, funding and technical assistance have declined. 
Establish reliable state funding mechanisms to replace declining federal support and 
ensure continuity of resilience efforts. 
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The Revised Code of Washington, Chapter 38.52.040(2), requires an annual assessment of 
coordination of hazardous materials planning and response activities as part of the EMC Annual 
Report. This section is intended to fulfill that requirement.

The State Emergency Response Commission (SERC), a subcommittee of the EMC, coordinates 
hazardous chemical planning and carries out the mandate of the federal Emergency Planning 
and Community Right-to-Know Act (EPCRA), which provides guidance to communities in 
planning for chemical emergencies.

The SERC is comprised of representatives from private industry, state, and local agencies. 
Currently, SERC membership includes 26 individuals who represent the interests of state and 
local government, emergency services, industry, and the environment.  
  
In 2025, the SERC met regularly and below are highlights:  
 
Hazardous Material Response Summary  
The Department of Ecology received reports of 3,198 oil incidents, 1,398 hazmat incidents, 
54 commercial vessel incidents, and 17 drug labs for a total of 4,667 incidents in 2025. Each 
incident was investigated and either received a field response or phone follow-up from Ecology. 
In 2025, Ecology also responded to 21 significant oil and hazmat spill incidents that were multi-
day responses with support from federal, state, local, and Tribal response partners. 
 
Hazardous Material Training 
Due to the reduction in federal funding, and the delay in securing grant funding, the State Fire 
Marshal’s Office hazardous materials training program was temporarily  paused in October 
2025. Training will resume once funding is secured.  In the calendar year of 2025, the program 
provided training to 696 responders and Local Emergency Planning Committee (LEPC) members.
   
Following SSB 5812, the Electric Vehicle Fire Study signed into law on March 19, 2024, the State 
Fire Marshal’s Office (SFMO) convened a working group with the Department of Ecology, local 
fire agencies, a representative of the tow and recovery industry, and other entities to examine 
the hazards of electric vehicle (EV) fires.  This included responses to EV fires, impacts on the 
environment, health impacts on firefighters and responders, and the proper clean-up and 
disposal process.  This study was submitted to the State Legislature in December of 2024. 

In July of 2025, the State Fire Marshal’s Office was tasked with establishing a “Clean Energy 
Research and Training Section.” This section focuses on researching emerging clean energy 
technologies in Washington, as well as developing and conducting training to all public safety 
disciplines.  This initiative involves all types of clean energy programs, including solar, battery 
energy storage systems (BESS), electric vehicles (EV/Hybrid, Plug-in Hybrid EV (PHEV), wind 
turbines, and small modular reactors (SMR).   

Since July 1, 2025, the Clean Energy Section has provided training to over 1,700 responders 
including LEPC groups and local government officials. This training covered topics ranging from 
energy awareness to regulatory codes relevant to local officials involved in energy project 
development. Our outreach efforts have identified several areas of concern for local responders 
and officials, such as proper procedures for responding to an energy incident, applicable 

Hazardous Materials Report
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fire and building codes, appropriate tools and equipment for responses, and other topics of 
interest.  This is a two-year project which will conclude on June 30, 2027, unless the legislature 
determines there is a need to continue the project longer. Our goal is to provide sufficient 
justification for extending this initiative.
 
Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know (EPCRA) Compliance 
More than 5,500 Washington businesses submit annual Tier Two Emergency & Hazardous 
Chemical (Tier Two) reports as required under EPCRA. These reports provide information 
about types, quantities, and locations of hazardous chemicals, as well as each site’s emergency 
contacts.  
  
State and local planners use collected Tier Two information to identify potential chemical 
hazards within their jurisdictions to develop community emergency response plans. First 
responders depend on Tier Two information to safely respond to incidents at these businesses 
and to other community emergencies. EPCRA information was used by the State Emergency 
Operations Center (SEOC) to provide situational awareness before and during the historic 
atmospheric rivers and winter storms that caused widespread flooding throughout the state in 
December 2025. It was also used to address specific concerns where new or additional flooding 
was anticipated in Skagit County and the Kent Valley area of King County.  
  
First responders can access Tier Two information through the Department of Ecology’s 
EPCRA Viewer app. Ecology collects and manages EPCRA information, pursuant to Chapter 
70A.415.020 RCW and WAC 118-40. 
 
LEPC Planning Status 
In accordance with EPCRA, Public Law 99-499, and RCW 38.52.040(3), the State Emergency 
Response Commission (SERC) was established and adopted guidelines under WAC 118-40. 
SERC designates Local Emergency Planning Districts and reviews Local Emergency Planning 
Committee (LEPC) plans, with 41 LEPCs currently established in Washington. LEPCs are required 
to develop and annually review hazardous materials emergency response plans, conduct 
training and exercises, and update plans every five years to support continuous improvement 
in preparedness. Currently, 35 of the 41 LEPCs maintain plans that meet or exceed EPCRA 
planning requirements. EMD staff are providing planning assistance, statewide EPCRA education 
and outreach, coordination of an annual LEPC-TEPC Conference, quarterly newsletters, virtual 
learning, and other direct technical support to LEPCs statewide to help them achieve and 
maintain compliance.
 
Hazardous Material Capability Gap 
Washington continues to face a hazardous materials response capability gap driven by 
inconsistent federal funding and limited local and state investment. Hazardous Materials 
response is considered an “extra-ordinary” cost for fire agencies.  The costs for the required 
equipment and training are not typically included in Fire agency budgets, nor are they included 
in Fire/EMS levies funding rural fire districts. When federal funding is delayed or reduced, 
critical training for first responders is paused, impacting certifications and overall readiness. 
While most LEPCs in Washington remain active, they are limited in their ability to expand 
capabilities, relying on an all-hazards approach and increasingly unreliable federal grant 
funding. The absence of a sustainable state funding structure results in uneven capability and 
ongoing challenges in training, coordination, and preparedness. 

Page | 26



2025-26 EMC Annual Report

Additional 2025/26 Notes
The following items highlight additional issues, initiatives, and areas of ongoing review identified 
by the Emergency Management Council (EMC) for inclusion in this report. These topics 
include planned reviews of existing administrative rules and other matters that may warrant 
further analysis, stakeholder engagement, or future policy development. Collectively, these 
efforts reflect the EMC’s continued focus on maintaining a modern, coordinated, and resilient 
statewide emergency management system capable of adapting to evolving risks, operational 
demands, and fiscal realities.

Opportunities to Bridge Public Alerting and Warning System Gaps
Washington’s public alerting system is decentralized, relying on tools such as the Integrated 
Public Alert and Warning System (IPAWS), Wireless Emergency Alerts (WEA), and the Emergency 
Alert System (EAS), which can result in uneven capabilities across jurisdictions. Differences in 
staffing, training, coordination, and system integration may affect the timeliness and clarity of 
alerts. While the state’s Alert and Warning Center provides added redundancy, its capacity could 
be limited during large, multi-county incidents. Additional considerations include increasing 
redundancy, standardizing protocols and training, and enhancing accessibility, particularly for 
access and functional needs populations. Looking ahead, the EMC may explore opportunities to 
strengthen coordination, expand multilingual messaging, and enhance regional and state-level 
support to promote more consistent and effective public alerting.

Upcoming Washington Administrative Code Reviews
Chapter 118-11 State Disaster Individual Assistance Program
The Emergency Management Council (EMC) intends to establish a dedicated work group 
to conduct a comprehensive review of Chapter 118-11 WAC. The work group will evaluate 
the rule’s current structure, authorities, and operational relevance to ensure alignment 
with contemporary emergency management practices, evolving statewide preparedness 
priorities, and lessons learned from recent incidents and disasters. The review process is 
expected to include participation from local, Tribal, state, and other stakeholder partners, 
with a focus on identifying opportunities to clarify roles, improve coordination, modernize 
provisions, and support an effective, scalable statewide emergency management system.

Chapter 118-40 Hazardous Chemical Emergency Response Planning and Community Right-
To-Know Reporting
The Washington Military Department’s Emergency Management Division, in coordination 
with SERC support staff from partner agencies, is leading an update to WAC 118-40, 
scheduled for completion by the end of 2026. The purpose of this update is to align the rule 
with the federal Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act (EPCRA), current 
state statutes, and federal requirements adopted since the last revision in 1998. The update 
clarifies roles and responsibilities among the State Emergency Response Commission (SERC), 
Local Emergency Planning Committees (LEPCs), and partner agencies, and strengthens 
accountability by reinforcing SERC’s oversight of local hazardous materials emergency 
planning, while maintaining a practical framework for local implementation. 
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The following EMC recommendations are representative of important issues affecting statewide 
disaster preparedness in 2025-26. This is not an exhaustive list and rather serves as a guide for 
the Governor, the Adjutant General, and the Legislature to assist the state in bridging these 
identified gaps.

Recommendation Recaps

Issue Recommendations

Stabilize and Modernize Washington’s Emergency 
Management Funding System

Synopsis: Washington’s emergency management 
system faces growing strain from increasing disaster 
risks, unstable federal funding, and long-term local 
fiscal constraints. Reliance on uncertain federal 
grants, combined with limited local revenue capacity, 
is weakening preparedness, response, and recovery 
capabilities across state, local, and Tribal jurisdictions. 
Without sustained investment, Washington risks 
losing critical emergency management capacity 
as disasters and emerging threats become more 
frequent and complex. The report recommends 
establishing stable state funding, defining 
foundational capabilities, expanding direct support 
to local and Tribal jurisdictions, and strengthening 
statewide resilience and coordination systems.

1.	 Establish Protected State Funding for Emergency 
Management
•	 Develop and fund a dedicated, sustainable 

state funding mechanism to support baseline 
emergency management capability at the 
state, local, and Tribal levels. Funding should 
support staffing, regional coordination, 
planning, training, exercises, continuity 
of operations, and catastrophic incident 
readiness.

•	 Reduce reliance on federal pass-through 
grants for core operational capability.

2.	 Define Foundational Emergency Management 
Capabilities 	
•	 Develop a standardized statewide framework 

defining the minimum emergency 
management capabilities all jurisdictions 
should maintain. Similar to the Foundational 
Public Health Services model adopted in 
public health, this framework would establish 
a clear baseline for capability expectations, 
resource planning, and funding support.

3.	 Expand Direct State Investment in Local and 
Tribal Capacity
•	 Establish or expand state-administered, 

non-competitive grant programs that provide 
direct support to counties, cities, and Tribes 
for:
◊	 Staffing and continuity of operations
◊	 Planning, training, and exercises
◊	 Public alert and warning capability
◊	 Community preparedness and outreach
◊	 Regional coordination activities 

•	 Prioritize equitable distribution to historically 
under-resourced jurisdictions.
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Issue Recommendations

4.	 Sustain Statewide Coordination and Resilience 
Systems 
•	 Continue investments in interoperable 

communications, situational awareness 
systems, logistics coordination, mutual aid 
systems, and capabilities aligned with the 
National Incident Management System 
(NIMS).

•	 Strengthen partnerships with the private 
sector, nonprofit organizations, and 
community-based organizations to support a 
whole-community approach to resilience.

5.	 Enable Sustainable Local Funding Options
•	 Authorize local governments to pursue 

voter-approved or councilmanic funding 
tools dedicated to emergency preparedness, 
response, recovery, and resilience activities.

•	 Provide model policy guidance to support 
statewide consistency and equity in 
implementation.

Issue Recommendations

Deliver Faster Recovery for Washington 
Communities Through State Action

Synopsis: Washington must strengthen its ability to 
deliver timely disaster recovery assistance as federal 
support becomes more uncertain and insufficient to 
meet community needs. The lack of fully funded state 
Individual Assistance (IA) and Public Infrastructure 
Assistance (PIA) programs leaves survivors and 
local governments vulnerable to delayed recovery 
and financial strain. Recommendations include 
establishing dedicated state recovery funding, 
creating rapid deployment mechanisms, and 
strengthening coordination with local governments, 
Tribes, and community organizations. These 
actions would accelerate recovery, reduce reliance 
on uncertain federal aid, and improve long-term 
community resilience.

1.   Fund the State Individual Assistance Program
•	 Provide sustained funding to maintain 

essential staffing levels so the program can 
rapidly activate and deliver direct assistance 
to disaster survivors immediately following an 
event.

•	 Establish a dedicated, ongoing funding 
source to enable rapid deployment following 
disasters.

•	 Prioritize flexible assistance that addresses 
housing, essential needs, and recovery 
stabilization for individuals and households.

2.	 Develop and Implement a State Public 
Infrastructure Assistance Program
•	 Define clear eligibility criteria, cost thresholds, 

and prioritization frameworks.
•	 Align program design with, but not dependent 

on, federal Public Assistance structures.
•	 Ensure scalability to address both small- and 

large-scale disasters.
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Issue Recommendations

3.	 Create a State Disaster Recovery Fund
•	 Establish a dedicated fund to support both IA 

and PIA programs.
•	 Enable the state to bridge gaps when federal 

assistance is delayed, denied, or insufficient.
•	 Provide predictability for budgeting and rapid 

response.
4.	 Build Rapid Deployment and Delivery 

Mechanisms
•	 Develop pre-established processes, contracts, 

and staffing models to activate assistance 
quickly.

•	 Leverage existing emergency management 
systems while expanding recovery-specific 
capacity.

5.	 Strengthen Data, Planning, and Coordination
•	 Collect and analyze data on unmet disaster 

needs to inform program design and funding 
levels.

•	 Coordinate closely with local governments, 
tribes, and community organizations to 
ensure programs meet real-world recovery 
challenges.
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Issue Recommendations

Reduce Wildfire Impacts with Strategic WUI 
Investment 

Synopsis: Wildfire risk in Washington is increasingly 
concentrated in the Wildland–Urban Interface 
(WUI), where expanding development and longer 
fire seasons are placing more communities and 
infrastructure at risk. While investments in fuels 
reduction, defensible space, and local planning have 
reduced wildfire impacts in some areas, inconsistent 
funding and limited local capacity continue to 
hinder progress. Washington should strengthen 
long-term resilience through stable WUI funding, 
wildfire-informed land-use planning, fuels reduction, 
evacuation planning, home hardening programs, and 
expanded public education. These efforts will help 
build more fire-adapted communities and reduce the 
long-term impacts of wildfire statewide.

1.	 Establish stable, long-term funding mechanisms. 
Create dedicated state funding streams for WUI 
mitigation that are insulated from short-term 
budget fluctuations. This could include multi-year 
appropriations or trust funds to ensure continuity 
for planning, staffing, and implementation. 

2.	 Strengthen land-use planning and development 
standards. Integrate wildfire risk more directly 
into local zoning and comprehensive plans, 
limiting high-risk expansion while requiring 
fire-resistant design in new WUI development. 
Aligning growth management policies with 
wildfire risk reduction is critical. 

3.	 Expand support for Community Wildfire 
Protection Plans (CWPPs). Increase technical and 
financial assistance to help all at-risk communities 
develop, update, and implement CWPPs, with a 
focus on smaller or under-resourced jurisdictions 
that may lack planning capacity. 

4.	 Invest in defensible space and home hardening 
programs. Provide grants, rebates, or tax 
incentives for homeowners to retrofit structures 
with ignition-resistant materials and maintain 
defensible space, reducing structure loss during 
wildfire events. 

5.	 Prioritize development of evacuation standards. 
Increase support for local jurisdictions to ensure 
updated, accessible evacuation plans for all WUI 
areas.

6.	 Prioritize fuels reduction and forest restoration 
in high-risk WUI areas. Scale up thinning, 
prescribed burning, and other vegetation 
management practices near communities to 
reduce fire intensity and improve ecosystem 
health. 
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7.	 Enhance early detection and rapid response 
capabilities. Invest in technologies such 
as remote sensing, camera networks, and 
initial attack resources to detect and contain 
fires quickly, especially in WUI zones where 
response time is critical. 

8.	 Improve equity in funding distribution. 
Develop targeted grant programs or set-asides 
to ensure rural, Tribal, and lower-income 
communities can access WUI mitigation 
funding and are not left behind due to limited 
administrative capacity.

9.	 Promote public education and community 
engagement. Expand outreach campaigns 
to increase awareness of wildfire risk and 
encourage preparedness actions, fostering a 
culture of shared responsibility in WUI areas.

10.	Incorporate climate adaptation into wildfire 
planning. Ensure that WUI strategies account 
for projected changes in fire behavior, 
drought, and vegetation patterns, supporting 
more forward-looking and resilient planning 
decisions. 

11.	Monitor and evaluate program effectiveness. 
Establish clear performance metrics and 
reporting systems to track the outcomes 
of WUI investments, enabling continuous 
improvement and better justification for 
sustained funding.
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Reduce Catastrophic Risk from a Cascadia 
Subduction Zone Earthquake and Tsunami

Synopsis: Washington faces one of the nation’s 
most significant natural hazard threats from a 
potential Cascadia Subduction Zone earthquake and 
tsunami, which could cause catastrophic casualties, 
infrastructure damage, and decades-long recovery 
impacts. While the state has advanced preparedness 
through seismic studies, infrastructure assessments, 
and resilience planning, substantial work remains to 
strengthen critical facilities, transportation systems, 
ports, evacuation infrastructure, and other lifelines. 
Increased investment in mitigation, preparedness, 
public education, and response capability will be 
essential to reducing impacts and strengthening 
Washington’s long-term resilience to a future 
Cascadia event.

1.	 Establish a Dedicated Cascadia Resilience 
Implementation Program. Allocate sustained 
state funding to complete priority seismic and 
tsunami mitigation actions, including seismic 
retrofitting of schools and critical facilities, 
completion of statewide inventories of 
unreinforced masonry (URM) and other high-
risk buildings, construction of 58 to 80+ tsunami 
vertical evacuation structures in high-risk coastal 
communities, and hardening of critical lifeline 
infrastructure.

2.	 Prioritize Lifeline, Maritime, and Evacuation 
Infrastructure Resilience. Prioritize funding and 
implementation of projects that strengthen 
critical lifeline systems to support response and 
recovery following a Cascadia Subduction Zone 
event. This includes hardening key transportation 
corridors; completing tsunami evacuation route 
mapping, signage; finalizing tsunami maritime 
strategies for all major ports and marinas; 
and conducting comprehensive loss estimates 
for earthquake and tsunami hazards, with 
focus on infrastructure, maritime, and military 
installations.

3.	 Expand Catastrophic Preparedness, Mass 
Care, and Local Capacity. Invest in statewide 
catastrophic preparedness by developing mass 
care systems for sheltering, food, water, and 
commodity distribution; supporting local and 
Tribal response planning, training, and exercises; 
expanding continuity of operations and recovery 
planning, including maritime recovery; and 
enhancing public outreach and education to 
promote two-week household preparedness.
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Address Compound and Cascading Climate-Driven 
Disaster Risks

Synopsis: Washington faces increasing disaster risk 
as climate change drives more frequent compound 
and cascading hazards, including wildfire followed 
by debris flows, flooding, landslides, drought, and 
glacial retreat. Current planning and funding systems 
are largely built around single-hazard scenarios and 
are not keeping pace with evolving risks, particularly 
for vulnerable communities and small jurisdictions. 
The state should modernize hazard planning, improve 
climate-risk mapping and disclosure, strengthen 
resilience implementation and reporting, and invest 
in multi-hazard modeling, critical infrastructure 
analysis, and community resilience hubs to better 
prepare for future climate-driven disasters.

1.	 Address compound and cascading climate 
hazards in state and local planning. Emergency 
Management, in coordination with the 
Departments of Ecology, Natural Resources, 
Transportation, Commerce, and Health, could 
formally incorporate compound and cascading 
hazard scenarios into the SEHMP, state 
emergency management plans, and local hazard 
mitigation plan guidance.
•	 Provide counties and cities with updated 

climate-hazard exposure layers (e.g., flood, 
drought, extreme heat, wildfire, smoke and 
poor air quality, landslide, coastal erosion) 
as part of local hazard mitigation planning 
support.  

•	 Support the development of tools that allow 
hazard mitigation planners to assess future 
conditions beyond a single-hazard scenario 
(e.g., wildfire) to evaluate potential impacts 
from compounded or cascading hazards (e.g., 
wildfire → post-fire flooding → erosion → 
debris flow → road and bridge failure).  

•	 Explore legislative options for hazard 
disclosure requirements in real estate 
transactions, particularly for properties in 
areas where climate-driven hazard exposure is 
increasing but not currently reflected in flood 
or fire risk designations.

2.	 Close the gap between planning and on-the-
ground resilience building. Washington has a 
strong hazard mitigation planning infrastructure, 
but translating those plans into funded, 
implemented mitigation actions remains 
inconsistent. A specific implementation program 
could be developed that connects SEHMP 
and local HMP priorities to state and federal 
funding streams, provides technical assistance 
to local jurisdictions, and tracks progress toward 
measurable resilience outcomes over time. 
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This could be achieved in collaboration with 
Commerce’s Climate Planning group and the DOH 
Washington Tracking Network. Annual reporting 
could include:

•	 Trends in compound hazard events and 
associated losses. Include unhealthy air 
quality (wildfire smoke) and extreme heat, 
independently and combined, as increasingly 
impactful hazards to monitor.   

•	 Status of critical infrastructure vulnerability 
assessments. 

•	 Progress on local hazard mitigation plan 
updates incorporating climate projections. 

•	 Equity metrics: which communities are 
reducing compound/cascading hazard 
exposure, and which are not. 

3.	 Direct funding towards compound and cascading 
hazard resilience. Establish a dedicated fund 
to support new hazard risk modeling, critical 
infrastructure interdependency assessments, 
and investment in community resilience hubs, 
particularly in rural, Tribal, and coastal communities 
with high exposure and limited adaptive capacity. 
This fund should fill the gap between project-
specific federal/state mitigation grants and the 
broader systemic investments resilience requires. 
The HARP unit is well-positioned to lead compound 
hazard analysis but may require more capacity and 
access to do so at the scale the problem demands. 
•	 Multi-hazard analysis: Funding for compound/

cascading risk modeling, scenario planning, 
and updated risk maps that reflect climate 
trajectories. 

•	 Community resilience hubs: Hardening or 
designating facilities in high-risk communities 
to serve as resilience anchors across multiple 
hazard types. 

•	 Critical infrastructure interdependency 
assessment: Identifying where climate-
driven hazard sequences create cascading 
infrastructure failures (e.g., transportation, 
water systems, and energy). 
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Protect Washington Communities Through State 
Cybersecurity Investment

Synopsis: Washington has made significant 
progress in strengthening statewide cybersecurity 
governance, coordination, and response 
capabilities as federal cybersecurity support 
and funding decline. Increasingly sophisticated 
threats, including ransomware, phishing, attacks 
on critical infrastructure, and AI-enabled cyber 
campaigns—continue to target state agencies, 
local governments, schools, healthcare systems, 
utilities, and election infrastructure, particularly 
in under-resourced rural communities. To protect 
Washington’s interconnected digital ecosystem, the 
state should establish sustainable funding, restore 
statewide threat intelligence capabilities, strengthen 
partnerships and incident reporting protections, and 
expand sector-specific cybersecurity planning and 
audit capacity to ensure long-term resilience and 
operational continuity.

1.	 Develop a sustainable alternative to restore 
MS-ISAC capabilities and statewide threat 
intelligence services. Provide recurring funding 
beginning in FY2027 to reestablish and sustain 
MS-ISAC membership or an equivalent capability. 
This ensures uninterrupted statewide access to 
essential threat intelligence, monitoring, and 
response coordination. Without this funding, 
vulnerability will persist in future risk reporting 
cycles. 

2.	 Establish sustainable state funding to offset 
federal withdrawal. Develop long term state 
funding mechanisms to replace or supplement 
federal programs that are being reduced or 
concluded, including MS ISAC subsidies, portions 
of the State and Local Cybersecurity Grant 
Program (SLCGP), and related federal technical 
assistance programs. Structure these mechanisms 
to support critical infrastructure sectors and 
under resourced entities explicitly. 

3.	 Develop and adopt sector specific cybersecurity 
action plans for all critical infrastructure sectors. 
Create action plans for additional sectors in 
alignment with previous work conducted for the 
water sector, prioritizing energy, transportation, 
healthcare, and communications, regardless 
of federal enforcement or sponsorship. Ensure 
these plans integrate emergency management, 
regulatory requirements, and the capabilities of 
statewide cyber defense systems.  

4.	 Strengthen non-punitive incident reporting and 
clarify Public Records Act exemptions. Ensure 
that critical infrastructure operators can report 
incidents and receive assistance without fear 
that their information will be used against them 
or exposed in ways that increase risk. Advance 
policies and, where necessary, legislation 
to protect sensitive cybersecurity incident 
information from inappropriate disclosure under 
the Public Records Act.  
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5.	 Preserve, and where possible, bolster existing 
state funding for cyber initiatives, including 
the State Auditor’s Office cybersecurity audits 
and SLCGP. Continue, and if needed, replace 
SLCGP-type funding through the remaining 
federal grant years and ensure matching funds 
are provided. If federal SLCGP funding is reduced 
or discontinued, establish a state-level successor 
program to preserve focus on rural, Tribal, and 
educational entities and critical infrastructure 
resilience. Request funding to continue SAO’s 
capacity to perform cybersecurity audits and 
penetration tests for both state agencies and 
local governments. Prioritize testing of critical 
infrastructure operators and shared service 
environments to identify systemic weaknesses 
and inform statewide mitigation strategies.

Address Coordination and Authority Gaps from 
Malicious UAS Activity During Emergency Response 

Synopsis: Unauthorized and hostile drone activity 
is creating growing risks for emergency response, 
critical infrastructure, and public safety in 
Washington. Drone incursions can ground wildfire 
aircraft, disrupt operations, and create surveillance or 
security concerns, while state and local agencies have 
limited authority to mitigate threats. As drone use 
expands, Washington should strengthen detection 
capabilities, standardize reporting and information 
sharing, improve coordination with federal partners, 
expand public education, and advocate for limited 
counter-UAS authorities to better manage risks and 
protect responders and communities.

1.	 Pilot detection capabilities: Test drone detection 
technologies in high-risk areas such as wildfire 
zones, infrastructure corridors, and large events 
to identify scalable solutions. 

2.	 Standardize reporting: Develop consistent 
UAS incident reporting protocols across law 
enforcement, emergency management, and 
the State Fusion Center to improve situational 
awareness. 

3.	 Strengthen coordination: Enhance information-
sharing pathways between local jurisdictions, the 
State Emergency Operations Center, and federal 
partners for unified response. 
•	 Expand public messaging: Increase public 

education that unauthorized drone use during 
emergencies is dangerous and illegal to 
reduce non-malicious incidents. 

•	 Advocate for federal authority: Support 
expanded federal authorities or pilot 
programs allowing limited counter-UAS 
capabilities for state and local partners during 
emergencies. 
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Build Disaster Resilience as Risks Accelerate

Synopsis: Washington is experiencing increasingly 
severe disasters, including major wildfires and historic 
flooding, while federal resilience funding declines 
and development in high-risk areas continues. 
State agencies, Tribes, and local governments have 
advanced hazard mitigation and climate resilience 
planning, but growing demand is outpacing available 
resources and technical capacity. To reduce future 
disaster losses and protect communities, Washington 
must expand state investment in hazard mitigation 
planning, risk analysis, and project implementation 
while replacing declining federal support with reliable 
long-term resilience funding.

1.	 Expand Planning and Risk Assessment Capacity. 
Federal grants historically funded planning and 
risk analysis but are no longer reliable. To be 
ready for future disasters, an increase in funding 
for EMD to support statewide hazard mitigation 
planning, data analysis, and risk modeling, 
allowing the state to provide assistance to under-
resourced communities and Tribes. 

2.	 Accelerate Hazard Mitigation Project 
Implementation. Provide dedicated funding to 
local communities to move priority mitigation 
projects from scoping and planning to 
construction, reducing risk before disasters occur. 

3.	 Backfill Federal Funding and Technical Assistance 
Gaps. As federal responsibilities shift to states, 
funding and technical assistance have declined. 
Establish reliable state funding mechanisms to 
replace declining federal support and ensure 
continuity of resilience efforts.
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