RESOLUTION NO.: R-2021-113

Adopting the All Natural Hazards Risk Assessment and Mitigation Plan for the
Central Midlands Region of South Carolina Update

WHEREAS, the City of Columbia, South Carolina (“Columbia”) recognizes the threat that natural hazards
pose to people and property; and,

WHEREAS, undertaking hazard mitigation actions before disasters occur will reduce the potential for harm
to people and property and save taxpayer dollars; and,

WHEREAS, an adopted all hazards mitigation plan is required as a condition of future grant funding of
mitigation projects; and,

WHEREAS, Columbia participated jointly in the planning process with the other units of government in the
Central Midlands region of South Carolina to prepare an all hazards mitigation plan; and,

WHEREAS, Columbia is aware that revision and updating of the plan is critical for active and effective
hazard mitigation and that Columbia will monitor and record hazard related data and events that can be used to update
the all natural hazards mitigation plan; NOW, THEREFORE,

BE IT RESOLVED, that the City of Columbia, South Carolina, hereby adopts the update to the All Natural
Hazards Risk Assessment and Mitigation Plan for the Central Midlands Region in its entirety as an official plan and
will undertake annual recording of hazard events, their impact duration and cause.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Central Midlands Council of Governments, accepting the All
Natural Hazards Risk Assessment and Mitigation Plan form the Central Midlands Regional Risk Assessment and
Hazard Mitigation Committee, will submit on behalf of the participating counties and municipalities the adopted All
Natural Hazards Plan to the Federal Emergency Management Agency officials for final review and approval.
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Natural Hazard
Community Assets
Impacts
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Vulnerability

Hazard Mitigation

List of Commonly Utilized Acronyms

Central Midlands Council of Governments
Environmental Protection Agency

Federal Emergency Management Agency
Geographic Information System

Hazard Mitigation Grant Program

Hazard Mitigation Plan

National Flood Insurance Program

National Weather Service

South Carolina Emergency Management Agency

Useful Definitions

A source of harm or difficulty created by a meteorological,
environmental, or geological event.

People, structures, facilities, and systems that have value to
the community.

Consequences or effects of a hazard on the community and
its assets.

Potential for damage, loss, or other impacts created by the
interaction of natural hazards with community assets.
Characteristics of community assets that make them
susceptible to impacts from a given hazard.

A sustainable action or structure that reduces or eliminates
long-term risk to life and property



Executive Summary

Natural hazards, such as flooding, tornadoes and winter weather, threaten the Central Midlands Region of
South Carolina. These natural events endanger the health and safety of residents and property, jeopardize
the economic vitality of the region, and imperil environmental quality. Minimizing or neutralizing the
impacts of these events before they occur is a cost-effective method of saving lives, protecting property,
and fomenting economic development in areas of high-hazard risk and vulnerability.

The Central Midlands Council of Governments (CMCOG), in close collaboration with local stakeholders,
initiated a hazard mitigation planning process in 2004 to improve awareness, increase community
resilience, and minimize vulnerabilities to natural hazards. This plan represents an update of the 2016
“Central Midlands Hazard Mitigation Plan” and includes new hazard and vulnerability assessments,
recommendations for new strategies, as well as a status update of past hazard mitigation actions. In
addition to natural hazard information and analysis requirements, this plan update includes non-natural
hazard information, such as that of chemical hazards.

This Hazard Mitigation Plan is designed to be a general emergency management and planning document
to aid decision makers and the general public in:

1) Describing the natural hazards that have historically had the most impact in each county

2) Assessing vulnerable populations and assets within each county

3) Assessing risk and severity of consequences within each county

4) Identifying and evaluating goals, actions and projects that reduce the impacts of identified hazards

5) Devising an action plan for prioritizing, implementing, and administering recommended mitigation
actions and projects

6) Monitoring and evaluating progress of the plan recommendations

7) Understanding the process which participating organizations could use to incorporate plan
recommendations into local plans and capital improvements programs

8) Ensuring continued public involvement in the ongoing mitigation planning process

Xvil



1. Introductionand Purpose
1.1 Introduction

As part of the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000, the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
requires all counties to create and maintain a Hazard Mitigation Plan (from now on referred as the HMP).
A HMP includes an assessment of the historical impacts of natural hazards, used to determine high risk
areas and identify vulnerabilities. Based on this assessment, organizations identify and prioritize mitigation
actions for reducing risk and protecting their constituents from the impacts of natural hazards.
Demographic and economic information is tied to these assessments to make the most effective
emergency management decisions.

A FEMA approved and locally adopted HMP is a requirement to solicit federal grant funds under the
Hazard Mitigation Assistance (HMA) program. Mitigation strategies listed in this HMP are eligible for
the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP), the Building Resilient Infrastructure and
Communities (BRIC) grant, and the Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA) grant. It is crucial for
organizations to participate in the hazard mitigation planning process not only as a planning exercise, but
as an important instrument for securing financial resources to safeguard the lives and properties of their
constituents.

This document presents a comprehensive five-year update of the 2016 Central Midlands Hazard
Mitigation Plan. The HMP provides distinct hazard, vulnerability, and mitigation information for each
participating organization and incorporates new data sources and analyses across the entire planning time
period, going beyond the addition of new information for the period between plan updates. In addition,
the COVID-19 pandemic prompted multiple organizations to request the addition of non-natural hazard
data and mitigation strategies to supplement the utility of the HMP in their emergency management
activities.

The Central Midlands Council of Governments (CMCOG) is the designated lead agency to coordinate
jurisdictions, compile information, and develop the HMP for the region. The CMCOG is a South Carolina
state agency that provides a regional forum for local governments in the Central Midlands region of
Fairfield, Lexington, Newberry, Richland counties and offers technical assistance and planning services in
the area. This HMP covers the Central Midlands region of South Carolina, which comprises the counties
of Fairfield, Lexington, Newberry and Richland along with their constituent municipalities (Figure 1).




2. Plan Objectives and Process

The HMP is primarily intended for use by planners and emergency management officials to support the
reduction or elimination of risk, and safeguard life and property. It consolidates disparate information
sources into a single document, provides an extensive list of hazard mitigation activities, and identifies at-
risk areas, infrastructure and vulnerabilities.

The objectives of the HMP are as follows:
1) Coordinate regional resources and personnel to raise natural hazard awareness, collect the
most up-to-date information on their impacts, and recommend relevant mitigation strategies.
2) Utilize state-of-the-art scientific techniques to analyze natural hazard impacts, estimate the
degree to risk and vulnerability
3) Provide an easy-to-read document that supports evidence-based planning and decision making.

2.1 Reading thisPlan

The initial chapters of the HMP provide an administrative background on the creation and utilization of
the plan. This is followed by general physical and socioeconomic characteristics of the region. Subsequent
sections are county-specific, containing the local hazard, vulnerability and capability assessments. Each
county-specific section ends with a list of mitigation strategies provided by participating organizations.
Methodology, historical hazard data, and supplemental plan administration information and tools are
found in the Appendices.

The digital version of the HMP is hyperlinked, allowing readers to skip to sections of interest.
2.2 Planning Methodology

The CMCOG assembled local planning committees for each of the
four participating counties (i.e. Fairfield, Lexington, Newberry, and This section addresses
Richland) in the Central Midlands region. Each committee consisted FEMA HMP requirement
of jurisdictional representatives, county emergency managers, and 201.6(c)(1) and 201.6(d)(3)
other organizations that participate in emergency management
activities. These planning committees were essential in coordinating
and communicating with local stakeholders.

The CMCOG worked with each planning committee to discuss general emergency management
priorities, compile updates on natural hazard activities since the 2016 plan update, and identify new
mitigation strategies. Organizations were contacted by phone, virtually, or in person if they were unable to
attend a county committee meeting. Table 1 presents all outreach activity by the CMCOG in the
development of this plan update. Mitigation strategies and other stakeholder requirements were finalized
through individual correspondence, with a final meeting held for each county to discuss strategies
between stakeholders and present updated a natural hazard analyses.

Table 1 - Stakeholder meetings and outreach efforts by CMCOG staff for plan update.

Meeting or Presentation Dates
SCEMD Coordination Calls 8/Jan/2020, 21/0ct/2020
Regional Committee Kickoff #1 29/Jul/2020
Regional Committee Kickoff #2 5/Aug/2020
FC Committee Mitigation Workshop 13/0ct/2020
LC Committee Mitigation Workshop 15/0ct/2020
NC Committee Mitigation Workshop 20/0ct/2020
RC Committee Mitigation Workshop 22/0ct/2020
Lexington County EMD Coordination Meeting 29/0ct/2020
Town of Chapin Coordination Calls 6/Nov/2020; 16/Nov/2020
City of Cayce Coordination Calls 16/Dec/2020; 5/Mar/2021




Meeting or Presentation Dates
Town of Winnsboro Coordination Call 16/Dec/2020
Northside (FC+NC) Committee Spring Update 16/Mar/2021
LC Committee Spring Update 18/Mar/2021
NC County Coordination Call 23/March/2021
RC Committee Spring Update 25/Mar/2021
County Emergency Manager Meeting 10/September/2021
Public input was integrated into the HMP through a public opinion . i
survey and a public comment period. Due to the COVID-19 This section addresses
pandemic, there was an extended survey response period from FEMA HMP requirements
October 2020 to February 2021. The CMCOG hosted the survey on 201.6(b) & 201.6(c)(4)

its website, coordinating with other stakeholders to increase its

distribution (Figure 2). The online survey asked respondents which natural hazards they perceived as
priorities, and which were their preferred mitigation actions. Respondents were recruited via the planning
committees, and the survey publicized through stakeholder home pages and social media. A total of 276
Central Midlands region residents completed the survey, the results of which were shared with the county
committees and incorporated into the natural hazard risk assessments for each county in the region. A
copy of the survey results can be found in Appendix|l of this HMP.

A public comment period will be established for the final draft of the HMP from X to Y. This period will be
advertised on local newspapers, and stakeholder agency websites and social media. Due to safety
concerns surrounding the COVID-19 pandemic, the draft HMP will be shared and open for comment on
X, 2021 during a virtual public meeting. A digital copy of the HMP will be shared on the CMCOG website,
and stakeholder agency websites and social media. A physical copy of the draft HMP will be made
available in the CMCOG building. Copies of the advertisements will be included in Appendix VI.
Comments received will be integrated into the final draft of the plan before adoption by local government
stakeholders.

While neighboring local governments and regional councils of government maintain their own county-
specific or regional HMP’s (e.g. Orangeburg County Hazard Mitigation Plan, Santee-Lynches Hazard
Mitigation Plan), CMCOG will provide them access to the draft plan and solicit their input. This includes
the following local and regional councils of governments:

e Santee-Lynches Council of Governments

e Aiken County

e Calhoun County

e Chester County

e Greenwood County

e Laurens County

e Lancaster County

e Orangeburg County

e Union County
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Figure 2 - Screenshot of HMP Public Survey Announcement posted on CMCOG and participating County web pages.



2.3 Stakeholders Involved

Table 2 presents participating stakeholders in the hazard mitigation i -
planning process of the 2021 HMP update. Due to the COVID-19 This section addresses
pandemic, public interactions were fully transitioned to virtual and FEMA HMP requirement

socially distanced methods beginning on March 2020.

Table 2 - Stakeholders Contacted during the Planning Process.
State and Federal Agencies

Agency Name & Title

SCEMD Charlotte Foster (Hazard Mitigation Specialist)
Lindsey McCoy (Hazard Mitigation Planning Coordinator)

CMCOG Gregory Sprouse (Director of Research, Planning, and

Development)
Guillermo Espinosa (Senior Planner)

Fairfield County

Agency Name & Title
Fairfield County Emergency Management Brad Douglas (Director)
Department
Fairfield County Chris Clauson (Community Development Director)
Mid - County Water Company Herb Rentz (Manager)
Town of Winnsboro Cyndi Gawronski (Grants Administrator)
Town of Ridgeway Vivian Case (Town Clerk)
Lexington County
Agency Name & Title
Lexington County Emergency Preparedness Division Wendy Jeffcoat (Director of Emergency Management),
Chase Woods (Assistant Emergency Manager)
City of West Columbia Wayne Shuler (Director of Planning & Zoning)
City of Cayce Wade Luther (Planning Director)

Robert Hawks (GIS Analyst)
Monique Ocean (GIS Analyst/Technician)
Town of Batesburg— Leesville Ted Luckadoo (Town Manager)

Jay Hendrix (Assistant Town Manager)
Josh Frye (Fire Chief)

Town of Gilbert Fred Taylor (Zoning Administrator)
Town of Chapin lan Ashford (Zoning Administrator)
Town of Springdale
Town of Irmo Whitt Cline (Public Services Director)
Townf of Lexington Britt Poole (Town Manager)
Wesley Crosby (Assistant Town Administrator)
Town of Swansea Jerald Sanders (Mayor)
Newberry County
Agency Name & Title
Newberry County Emergency Preparedness Agency Tommy Long (Director)
Newberry County Anne Peters (Planning and Zoning Director)
City of Newberry Matt Dewitt (City Manager)
Town of Whitmire Billy Hollingsworth (Town Supervisor)
Richland County
Agency Name & Title
Richland County Emergency Services Department Michael Kalec (Emergency Manager),
Richland County Clayton Voignier (Planning Director)
City of Columbia Harry Tinsley (Emergency Management Director)

Missy Caughman (Budget Director)
John Fellows (Planning Administrator)

City of Forest Acres Shaun Greenwood (City Manager)
Town of Arcadia Lakes Mark Huguley (Mayor)
Town of Blythewood Carroll Williamson (Town Administrator)
Town of Eastover Philip Gunter (Mayor)

CMCOG also reached out to private entities and other stakeholders with a mission-critical interest in
hazard mitigation planning (e.g. colleges, utilities). Jurisdictions which did not send representatives to the



2021 HMP update planning process, but were participants of the 2016 HMP, were encouraged to
collaborate in regional hazard mitigation activities with their respective County emergency management
agencies. Local government jurisdictions with limited staff capacity to managed mitigation planning
activities, and therefore not including their information in this HMP update, were also encouraged to do
the same.

2.4 Procedure for Stakeholder Input

This section addresses FEMA

Stakeholders have multiple opportunities and methods to HMP requirement 201.6(b)(2)

provide input in the HMP throughout the hazard mitigation
planning process:

e Stakeholders share their mitigation goals and strategies as part of the HMP participation
requirements. These goals are meant to reflect their hazard mitigation priorities by utilizing a
Benefit Cost Analysis (BCA) methodology to determine project effectiveness and plausibility. A
template for providing mitigation goals is provided in Appendix VIIl - A. Stakeholders provide a
“"Capabilities Assessments”, which are reports of their available facilities and personnel resources
dedicated to hazard mitigation and disaster relief. These reports include mitigation plans and
actions currently in effect for a particular jurisdiction.

e Stakeholders may share their recommendations at the various county committee meetings held
as part of the plan update process. Changes requested to their provided information will be
reflected in the final draft. Requested changes to the plan document as a whole will be taken
under consideration and discussed with planning committees where appropriate.

e Stakeholders have opportunities to comment on plan drafts before submittal for approval by
FEMA and before approval by their jurisdiction.

e An amendment process is required after plan approval, whereas FEMA must review major
changes before they become an official part of the plan. Requested and approved alterations of
the plan will be reflected in the planning timeline.

2.5 Plan Adoption Procedure

The HMP is submitted to participating organizations for adoption by This sectlon addresses

for_ma_l _resolution. Copie_s of plan_ adoption resolutions for each FEMA HMP requirement
jurisdiction are located in Appendix IV. A template letter for plan 201.6(c)(5)

adoption may be found in Appendix VIl — B of this document.

2.6 Plan Update Procedure
This section addresses FEMA

Emergency management and hazard mitigation are a continuous HMP requirement

process. According to the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000, regional
planning for hazard mitigation must incorporate a method and schedule of monitoring, evaluating, and
updating hazard mitigation processes and results within a five-year cycle. The HMP shall be a working
document and reflect changes to demographics, economy and progress on mitigation goals on an
ongoing basis. The CMCOG’s regional planning team will coordinate with, but not restricted to,
established committees to monitor local efforts and achievements in hazard mitigation.



Procedures for yearly monitoring and evaluation, citizen participation and updating the HMP are as
follows:

A. Monitoring

CMCOG will coordinate with county emergency managers and communicate update requests
regarding the status of mitigation actions to every participating jurisdiction annually. Reporting
periods will track changes to mitigation actions on a fiscal year basis. A sample form to be used by
a regional planning team and county risk assessment and hazard mitigation committees to
undertake the annual evaluation process is provided in Appendix VIl - C.

B. Evaluation

The CMCOG will compile action updates and revise the HMP accordingly. In addition, the
CMCOG will highlight mitigation success stories on its website, through social media, and other
outreach efforts. The updates will also address the following points:

e Evaluating the goals and objectives to ensure they address current and expected
conditions.

e Determining if the nature or magnitude of risk has changed.

e Evaluating whether the current resources are adequate for implementing action plans.

e Documenting any implementation problems such as technical, political, legal or
coordination issues with other agencies.

e Documenting agency and other partner participation in reacting to hazard events.

e Documenting progress toward involving new local governments in the regional plan as
participating jurisdictions.

If there are significant updates, a digital copy of the annually revised HMP will be made available
to each of the implementing agencies, the SCEMD, the South Carolina Adjutant General, and
FEMA. Moreover, a notice of availability for the revised HMP will be published in a newspaper of
general circulation in each county in the region.

C. Citizen Participation

The following procedure is recommended for all participating jurisdictions to ensure that the
public has an opportunity to make meaningful input in the planning process:

1. After preparation of a draft annual revision, a notice of review shall be published in a
newspaper of general circulation either as a legal or a display ad. The CMCOG will utilize
social media to further publicize the revision. Every jurisdiction is encouraged to also
utilize their social media capabilities.

2. The general public shall be able to review the annual revision for a period of not less than
14 working days prior to its adoption by resolution of a participating organization. The
time, date and place of the governing body as well as the proposed action on the
adoption shall be advertised either in the measures specified in this paragraph or in an
optional additional article or legal notice.

3. During the preparation of the comprehensive five-year revision of the HMP, the public
shall be offered an opportunity to attend the meetings of the county committee to give
input and also to comment on the action plan of each local jurisdiction prior to its
inclusion in the regional plan. A digital copy of the draft plan update shall be made
available to share on the CMCOG website.

4, Notices of the time, date, and place of meeting for adopting the HMP by resolution shall
be published as an article of general interest news or as a legal notice in a newspaper of



general circulation not less than 14 working days prior to passage of the adopting
resolution.

Local jurisdictions are encouraged to take additional measures to involve the public in the
planning and evaluation process but should consider the above listed measures as minimum steps
to afford the public an opportunity to be involved in the document preparation and update
process.

D. The Comprehensive Update

The HMP will be updated every five years. For the Central Midlands Region, this means that the
next comprehensive revision will be completed in 2026. The update shall reflect changes in data
and analysis techniques critical to making hazard mitigation decisions and evaluated according to
items listed under section 3.5 B (Evaluation). CMCOG will initiate the process and coordinate
with emergency management agencies to form committees, coordinate data collection and
analysis, develop the HMP document, and facilitate public input.

2.7 Incorporating this Plan into Local Jurisdiction Plans

Much of the information in the HMP may be used by participating
jurisdictions when updating their comprehensive plans. State law
identifies a minimum of nine elements for inclusion in a
comprehensive plan. Below are examples of those different elements
present in this plan and how that information could be integrated into
other plans:

This section addresses
FEMA HMP requirement
201.6(c)(4)(ii)

Population: information such as population estimates and the location of vulnerable populations
within jurisdictions can help emergency services agencies plan for potential needs.

Natural Resources: accurately depicting flood hazard areas is critical information for land use
planners, as it helps guide future development out of flood prone areas.

Housing: having an understanding of the number of structures and property values is important
to determine vulnerability in the event of a natural hazard. This information could be combined
with the location of flood prone areas to determine potential risk to those structures.

Community Facilities: the critical facilities identified in this document provide a list of
infrastructure in place important for disaster relief efforts.

Transportation: the transportation system information plays an important role in planning
evacuations prior to natural hazard events and in providing access to emergency services before
and after an event.

Land use: analyzing the location of the hazard events, particularly the flood prone zones, can help
jurisdictions identify areas of higher risk.

Resilience: the Disaster Relief and Resilience Act of 2020 amended Section 6-29-510 (D) of the
SC Local Government Comprehensive Planning Enabling Act to require the development of a
separate resiliency element for the Comprehensive Plan. Per the requirements of the act, the
element should consider the impacts of flooding, high water, and natural hazards on individuals,
communities, institutions, businesses, economic development, public infrastructure and facilities,
and public health, safety and welfare. The element should also promote, resilient planning, design
and development, be coordinated with adjacent jurisdictions and agencies, and be coordinated
with the other elements and integrated into the goals and strategies.

All units of local government adopt comprehensive plans pursuant to the procedures outlined in state
planning legislation. If they wish to add elements from this plan to their comprehensive plans, either
through amendments or during updates required by state law every five years after adoption, then they

must abide the process outlined by state law:



e The planning commission duly established, appointed and elected must undertake a
comprehensive revision of the HMP that should from this time forward include a natural hazards
assessment and mitigation element. This 2021 update to the Central Midlands Hazard Mitigation
Plan should serve as the basis for the natural hazard mitigation and resiliency element, and any
subsequent mitigation implementation documents for the comprehensive plan.

e After preparation, the revision must be advertised to the public by legal notice at least 15 days
before the public hearing. The planning commission shall adopt the HMP revision by resolution
and then submit the document to the governing council, which must hold two readings before
adopting by ordinance. The procedure for preparation and revision of comprehensive plans is the
same for counties, except that three readings must be held prior to county council adoption by
ordinance.

e Zoning and land development ordinances are the principal tools for implementing a
comprehensive plan. Zoning ordinances implement land use policies by guiding the location of
development. The land development ordinances set standards for how that development occurs,
particularly the installation of facilites such as water, sewer and roads. Zoning and land
development ordinances must be prepared by the appropriate planning commission and then
submitted to the public for a 15-day review and comment period prior to the recommendation of
the planning commission to the governing council. Amendments are processed in the same
manner. It bears repeating, county councils must have three readings to implement an ordinance
or ordinance change.

e Many of the action items in this document require capital improvements to facilities. Capital
improvement plans are prepared by planning commissions working with government staffs. Upon
preparation of a draft, the document is submitted to the governing council as a working
document. It is usually not formally adopted but is a reference tool for budgeting and prioritizing.

e Taxation and spending issues are usually incorporated into the budget cycle. These vary annually
by jurisdiction, but usually involve a suggestion of spending priorities by municipal and county
departments. These items are reviewed with the administrator, who then works with the finance
director regarding revenue sources and budget estimates for the coming year(s). A budget is then
fashioned and presented to the council finance committee for reworking prior to presentation to
the entire council. This budget is advertised for a 15-day public comment period and then
adopted after two readings, if a municipality, or three readings if a county. The inclusion of hazard
related items would arise from department input and from the government's capital
improvements budget and program, if one has been developed and properly updated.

Examples of documents which integrated information and recommended actions from the 2016 Update
of the Central Midlands Hazard Mitigation Plan:
e Comprehensive Plans
o City of Forest Acres 2018 Comprehensive Plan
e Other Plans
o Richland County Community Development Block Grant Mitigation (CDBG-MIT) Action
Plan 2020As



3. Regional Physical, Demographic and Economic Characteristics for the Central Midlands
3.1 Physical Setting and Location

The Central Midlands region, located near the geographical center of the State, is comprised of the four-
county area of Fairfield, Lexington, Newberry, and Richland. The region is 76 miles wide and 64 miles
long, covering an approximate area of 2,885 square miles and accounting for nine percent of the State's
total area (Table 3).

Table 3 - Area extent of the four counties comprising the Central Midlands region.

County Area - inAcres | Area - in Square Miles
Fairfield 453,996 709.37
Lexington 484,672 757.30
Newberry 413,966 646.82
Richland 493,513 77111
Total 1,846,147 2884.60

The Central Midlands region is located approximately equidistant between the Blue Ridge Mountains and
the Atlantic Coast. It boasts a diverse geomorphological regime, falling within two broad physiographic
provinces: the Southern Piedmont and the Atlantic Coastal Plain. In the Midlands, the Coastal Plain can
be further divided into the Carolina-Georgia Sandhills and the Southern Coastal Plain.

The Southern Piedmont has gently undulating to rolling land surfaces that are bisected by numerous
streams, typically with dendritic drainage patterns. The Piedmont terrain in the Midlands has gently to
moderately steep slopes. The elevations range from 300 feet above Mean Sea Level (MSL) near the
Coastal Plain to 810 feet above MSL at the top of Little Mountain in Newberry County. The uppermost
portions of Lexington and Richland Counties and all of Fairfield and Newberry Counties are within the
Southern Piedmont area.

The remainder of the region, with the exception of the southernmost portion of Richland County, is
considered Carolina-Georgia Sandhills. This area is characterized by excessively drained sand with gentle
to moderate slopes. The elevations range from approximately 250 to 300 feet above MSL. The lowest
portion of Richland County is considered Southern Coastal Plain. Elevations normally occur in the 100 to
270 feet range; the lowest occurring in the Congaree Swamp with an elevation of 80 feet above MSL. The
topography is gently sloping.

Climate in the Central Midlands is humid and subtropical, with long, hot summers and short, mild
winters. On average, temperatures range in Columbia from 32°F to 55°F degrees in January and from
70°F to 92°F in July. The state receives, on average, 49 inches of precipitation annually, mostly as rain.

3.2 Hydrologic Features

The Central Midlands region is bisected north-to-south by the Broad and Congaree Rivers (Figure 3).
Meeting west of the capitol city of Columbia, the rivers run for approximately 103 miles and delineate
much of the county boundaries. They are considered significant drivers of economic development and
tourism.

Other rivers of significant impact in the region are the Saluda, Enoree, Wateree, and North Fork of the
Edisto Rivers. The Saluda River feeds into Lake Murray, a man-made freshwater reservoir that covers
approximately 50,000 acres of land. Located on the northwest fringe of the Columbia urban area, it
provides up to 207 MW of hydroelectric power to the region and is an important potable water source.
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Additional lakes include Lake Greenwood, the southeastern tip of which touches the western extremity of
Newberry County. Lake Wateree, another reservoir, was created on the eastern edge of Fairfield County
by damming the Wateree River. Lake Monticello has been constructed on a tributary to the Broad River in
western Fairfield County, serving as a reservoir to the V.C. Summer Nuclear Power Plant.

3.3 Land Use and Land Cover

Land Use and Land Cover (LULC) is the typical term utilized to bundle landscape classifications. Land
cover refers to the natural physiographic and ecological features present in a landscape. It is typically
defined as the unaltered biophysical cover on the earth’s surface!. Land use, in contrast, refers to the
utilization and possible alteration of land cover for various socioeconomic purposes® Land cover guides
the kind of land use that is environmentally and economically feasible in an area, but socio-economic and
political factors tend to determine what kind of land use takes place®.

LULC classifications, such as forest land cover or urban land use, can have significant impacts on hazard
mitigation planning. For example, large areas of impervious surfaces, typically related with urban land use,
can increase flooding risk by decreasing the rate of water infiltration®. On the other hand, forest land

Gregorio & Jansen, 1998)
Eurostat, 2001)

Turner et al., 1995)
Alberti et al., 2007)
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cover can help with reducing flooding risk by serving as a buffer between urbanized areas®. Certain LULC
compositions, along with other geographical features, may significantly impact the implementation of
emergency management and natural hazard mitigation actions.

Table 4 shows the distribution of LULC classes for each county, utilizing the U.S. Department of
Agriculture National Land Cover Database (NLCD) classification system®. According to this 2016 dataset,
the Central Midlands region is considered mostly forested (51.8%). Fairfield County is the single most
heavily forested county in the state, with approximately 616.3 mi? (86.9%) of the county area considered
forested or some type of vegetative cover. A relatively small proportion of the Central Midlands region is
dedicated to urban land use (13.9%); with Lexington and Richland counties more urbanized than Fairfield
and Newberry counties. Please refer to the US EPA for more information on the NLCD classification
system’.

There are extensive federal land holdings in the region. Ft. Jackson, encompassing approximately 82 mi?
lies within the City of Columbia jurisdictional boundaries. The Enoree Division of the Sumter National
Forest in Newberry and Fairfield Counties comprise 88.4 mi? in Newberry County and 17.3 mi? in Fairfield
County. Important state owned recreational areas in the region are the 0.5 mi®> Dreher Island Recreational
Area on Lake Murray in Newberry County, the 2.2 mi? Sesquicentennial State Park, the 34.6 mi?
Congaree Swamp National Park, and the 3.4 mi? Harbison State Forest.

Table 4 - Land Use and Land Cover Distribution in the Region. Source: NLCD 2016.

Land Use and Land County Land Use and Land Cover Area (Square Miles/Percentage)
Cover Type Fairfield Lexington Newberry Richland Region Totals
Open Water 25.9 3.7% 60.1 7.9% 17.3 2.7% 16.3 2.1% 119.6 4.1%
Urban; Open Space 254 3.6% 73.0 9.6% 29.9 4.6% 66.7 8.6% 195.1 6.8%
Urban; Low Intensity 5.8 0.8% 56.6 7.5% 9.6 1.5% 61.1 7.9% 133.0 4.6%
Urban; Med. Intensity 1.3 0.2% 21.6 2.8% 2.1 0.3% 30.1 3.9% 55.1 1.9%
Urban; High Intensity 0.9 0.1% 6.8 0.9% 0.7 0.1% 9.6 1.2% 18.0 0.6%
Barren Land 2.0 0.3% 5.3 0.7% 1.2 0.2% 2.7 0.3% 11.1 0.4%
Deciduous Forest 61.7 8.7% 36.0 4.7% 46.3 7.2% 35.0 4.5% 178.9 6.2%
Evergreen Forest 3515 49.5% 168.7 22.3% 268.4 41.5% 185.1 24.0% 973.6 33.7%
Mixed Forest 104.2 14.7% 59.0 7.8% 101.4 15.7% 78.2 10.1% 342.8 11.9%
Shrub/Scrub 35.3 5.0% 50.6 6.7% 31.3 4.8% 16.2 2.1% 133.4 4.6%
Grassland/Herbaceous 48.5 6.8% 47.4 6.3% 29.1 4.5% 58.1 7.5% 183.1 6.3%
Pasture/Hay 313 4.4% 71.9 9.5% 80.1 12.4% 23.7 3.1% 207.1 7.2%
Cultivated Crops 0.8 0.1% 43.8 5.8% 12.2 1.9% 35.1 4.6% 91.8 3.2%
Woody Wetlands 14.6 2.1% 55.1 7.3% 16.7 2.6% 147.3 19.1% 233.8 8.1%
Fmergent tlerbaceots 1 o5 01% | 18 | 02% | 06 | 01% | 61 | 08% | 91 | 03%

The spatial distribution of LULC classes has a significant impact on ecosystem and human behavior
(Figure 4). For example, urban settlements in the region tend to congregate near water sources. The
negative impacts of urban land use on water sources (e.g. increased sedimentation and pollution) increase
the closer a development is to water. Roads and highways fragment forest ecosystems, which have been
shown to be significant factor in habitat disruption.

(Zhang & Schilling, 2006).
(Homer, Fry, & Barnes, 2012)
(Dewitz, J., National Land Cover Database (NLCD) 2016, 2019)
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3.4 Demographic and Economic Trends®
A) Population Distribution Estimates

The Central Midlands region represents a mayor population center within the state. According to U.S.
Census Bureau 2018 American Community Survey (ACS) 5yr estimates, the regional population is around
755,359, a 4.2% increase from the 2014 ACS 5yr estimate data utilized in the 2016 HMP. Around 15% of
the state population resides in the Central Midlands, a continuing trend since the 2010.

The population distribution tends to be similar to the state-wide distribution. As seen from the population
pyramids (Figure 5 and Figure 6), which illustrates age and gender distributions, the region has higher
teenage and young adult population (from the 15 to 34 year old cohorts), which makes up 30.4% in the

® This section portrays demographic, housing and economic information for the Central Midlands

region. Unless otherwise noted, these data were acquired from the U.S. Census Bureau American
Community Survey (ACS). In contrast with the decennial census, the ACS is a rolling survey that
samples 5% of the population every year. While the margin of error for the yearly ACS is higher
than in a decennial census, the Census Bureau utilizes these data to generate five year
estimates. The population data for the region utilized in this HMP comes from the 2013 - 2018 ACS
five year estimates to better correspond with the natural hazard data time periods
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region’s population (compared to 26.8% state-wide). The region has a slightly lower elderly population (65
years old and over cohorts) of 12.0% (compared to 14.7% for the state).

County specific distributions and trends are fairly similar (Table 5). Richland County is the most populous
county in the region. The estimated population for the county is 408,263, or 8.2% of State population.
Lexington County continues to experience steady population growth. At an estimated population of
286,316 residents, Lexington County currently has 5.7% of the State population. Populations in Lexington
and Richland counties showed a net population increase of 5.6% and 3.6%, respectively, during the time
period of 2014 to 2018.

Newberry County, with 38,068 residents, had a slight population increase of 1.2% in the time period of
2014 to 2018. In contrast, with 22,172 residents, Fairfield County continues a slow, but currently steady,
trend of population decrease of 2.9% in the same time period. Fairfield County and Newberry County
currently host 0.5% and 0.8% of the State population, respectively. The racial composition of the Central
Midlands region is estimated at around 56% White, 34% Black or African American, 5% Hispanic or
Latino and 2% Asian, with other groups such as American Indians making up 2% or less of the total
regional population. This is a continuing trend from the 2014 5yr estimates.

But county-specific distributions, as seen in Table 5, display variations to this trend. Lexington and
Newberry Counties have primarily White populations, and also have proportionally higher Hispanic
populations than the rest of the region. Richland and Fairfield Counties have majority Black or African
American populations. Asian populations are currently concentrated between Lexington and Richland
Counties. Other minorities are evenly spread out throughout all counties, in proportion to their estimated
population. As some of these county estimates meet Title VI Limited English Proficiency communication
requirements, this is an important rubric to account where it relates to communicating hazard mitigation
actions to residents.

Table 5 - Central Midlands region estimated population demographic distribution. Source: Census ACS 2018 5yr estimates.

Race Fairfield County Lexington County Newberry County Richland County
Hispanic or Latino 471 2.1% 16,998 5.9% 2,797 7.3% 20,733 5.1%
White alone 8,629 | 38.0% 215,302 75.2% | 22,808 59.9% 174911 | 42.8%
B'a/i':n%rr@g:fa” 12,710 | 56.0% 41,302 14.4% 11,997 31.5% 188,510 | 46.2%
American Indian and 58 0.3% 742 0.3% 162 0.4% 660 0.2%

Alaska Native
Asian 74 0.3% 5,019 1.8% 61 0.2% 11,416 2.8%

Native Hawaiian and

0, 0, 0, 0,
Other Pacific Islander 0 0.0% 275 0.1% 9 0.0% 471 0.1%
Some other race 0 0.0% 363 0.1% 66 0.2% 1,267 0.3%
Two or more races 770 3.4% 6,315 2.2% 168 0.4% 10,289 2.5%
Total Population 22,712 286,316 38,068 408,263
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B) Education

The region has several public and private higher education institutions, such as Piedmont Technical
College (with over 700 students in Newberry County), Midlands Technical College (over 10,000 students
in the region) and Benedict College (over 16,000 students). The University of South Carolina system is a
significant influence in the Columbia metro area, and has over 30,000 students throughout the state.

The educational attainment of residents in the region has steadily increased in the past decades. The
percentage of residents with less than 9th grade education has decreased from 9.1% to 4.0%. About 84%
of residents have a high school degree or higher (State average: 85.0%, Table 6). Females in the region
tend to have a higher proportion of graduate or professional degrees than males.

County-specific distributions show differences in education attainment, but general steady improvement
since the 2014 ACS 5y estimates. Fairfield and Newberry Counties have a higher proportion of residents
with less than 9™ grade education (5,5% and 6.6%, respectively), compared to Lexington and Richland
Counties (3.5% and 2.7%, respectively). Lexington and Richland Counties also have a larger proportion of
higher education attainment (bachelor's degree or higher) than Fairfield and Newberry Counties, and
higher than the South Carolina estimates, as shown in Table 6.

Table 6 - Central Midlands Region Education Attainment Estimates for population 25 y/o and older.
Source: Census ACS 2018 5yr estimates.

Education Fairfield Lexington Newberry Richland South
Attainment County County County County Carolina
Less than 9" Grade 5.5% 3.5% 6.6% 2.7% 4.2%
High School o o o o o
Graduate or Higher 82.5% 89.6% 81.0% 91.1% 87.1%
Bachelor's Degree 17.0% 30.1% 17.1% 37.7%% 27.4%
or Higher

C) Economic and Employment Information

According to U.S. Census Bureau ACS 2018 5yr estimates, regional household income has been steadily
increasing since the 2014 ACS 5yr estimates (Table 7), the data utilized in the 2016 HMP update. Income
generally kept up or ahead of the cumulative inflation rate in the time period from 2014 to 2018 (i.e.
6.1%), with Newberry County being the biggest exception. This effectively reduced the spending power of
Newberry County residents in that time period. Neither County’s income kept up with statewide income
trends, ranging from 16% to 28% lower than South Carolina median, mean, or per capita income.
Lexington and Richland County, in contrast, was 3% to 14% higher than statewide income trends.

Table 7 - Median, Mean, and Per Capita Income for Central Midlands counties and South Carolina, including percent change
since the 2014 ACS. Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2018 ACS 5yr estimates.

Income Fairfield County Lexington County Newberry County Richland County South Carolina

Median* $36,294 (+0.2%) $59.593 (+9.1%) $42,765 (+1.9%) $53,922 (+9.7%) $51,015 (+11.7%)

Mean* $54,010 (+8.7%) $76,343 (+10.6%) $57,692 (+3.3%) $73,371(+10.1%) $70,093 (+12.7%)
Per Capita* $22,527 (+6.8%) $30,316 (+10.9%) $23,344 (+5.4%) $29,010 (10.7%) $27,986 (+13.5%)

The Columbia metro area is the largest urban complex in the region and hosts the state capital, which
contributes to the higher socioeconomic status in Richland and Lexington Counties. Table 8 shows the
civilian workforce of 16 years and older according to U.S. Census 2018 5yr ACS estimates. According to
these estimates, Richland County had a labor force of 209,230 people, followed by Lexington County with
147,214, Newberry County at 17,729 and Fairfield County at 9,361. Fairfield and Newberry Counties
experienced small decreases in total civilian labor force since the 2014 ACS (-11.4% and -1.3%,
respectively), while Lexington and Richland Counties experienced small increases (+3.6% and +4.2%,
respectively).
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According to U.S. Census 2018 ACS b5yr estimates, Fairfield County had the highest -civilian
unemployment rate at 7.9%, followed by Newberry and Richland Counties, with 7.2% and 6.8%
unemployment, respectively. Lexington County experienced the lowest unemployment rate in the State,
with 5.7% compared to the statewide 6.4% unemployment rate. The same dataset shows that South
Carolina has an estimated 16% of its population living in poverty. Lexington County’s poverty rate was
12.7%, while Fairfield County had the highest rate at 22.9%. Newberry and Richland Counties fall in
between these extremes, at 18.7% and 16.3%, respectively.

Table 8 shows county workforce estimates according to 2018 ACS 5yr estimates, including comparisons
to 2014 ACS data used in the 2016 HMP. Since, the regional workforce has increased by about 24,500
people, or a 6.8% increase. Regionally, Production, Transportation, and Material Moving occupations
experienced the most growth (i.e. +22.6%), followed by Management, Business, Science and Art
occupations (i.e. +7.7%), then Service occupations (i.e. +5.5%), then Natural Resource, Construction,
and Maintenance occupations (i.e. +1.3%), with Sales and Office occupations had a slight workforce
reduction (i.e. -0.4%).

Table 8 - Civilian Employed Population Over 16 years of Age for the Region, including percent change since the 2014 ACS.
Source: Census ACS 2018 5yr estimates.

Occupations Fairfield County Lexington County Newberry County Richland County
Management,
business, science, 2,101 (-10.1%) 51,945 (10.2%) 3,948 (-8.3%) 75,650 (7.4%)
and arts
Service 1,903 (10.8%) 20,992 (4.0%) 3,131 (17.2%) 36,588 (5.0%)
Sales and office 1,907 (11.4%) 32,900 (-4.5%) 3,399 (-5.9%) 48,316 (2.3%)
Natural resources,
construction, and 874 (-33.0%) 14,349 (0.5%) 2,213 (-4.2%) 11,255 (6.1%)
maintenance
Production,
transportation,and | 1,841 (-9.9%) 18,666 (23.4%) 3,768 (12.2%) 23,173 (26.3%)
material moving
Total Employed 8,626 (-3.0%) 138,852 (6.6%) 16,459 (2.3%) 194,982 (7.9%)

D) Population Projections

Population projections provide stakeholders with demographic trends in their particular jurisdictions,
guiding planning and policy decisions. Values in this section were provided by CMCOG, which created its
own set of population projections for the region. Information on the methodology of this dataset can be
found in the “Central Midlands Region Population Projection Report 2020-2050"°. Table 9 shows
population projections by county in five-year intervals up to the year 2050.

The Census Bureau ACS 2018 5yr estimates show a population estimate related to the analysis period of
this Plan update. The projections were made with data from the decennial Census. As the decennial
Census is meant to be a population wide survey, and not an estimate like the ACS, it more accurately
reflects actual population values and projections. Projections are still “best guess” assumptions, reflecting
past observations from the previous decennial Census and their accuracy depending on how future
events unfold. Figure 7 presents the geographic distribution of this population growth by Census tract.

According to this report, Lexington County is expected to experience the greatest percentage of growth
(39.6%) over the next 25 years. This is followed by Richland County (30.1%), Newberry County (15.0%)
and Fairfield County (6.8%). The Central Midlands region is projected to have a population increase of
35.1%, adding around 475,000 people to the region, totaling nearly 1,365,000 residents by the year 2050.
Figure 7 shows 2050 population projection maps for all counties in the Central Midlands region.

° (CMCOG, 2018)
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Table 9 — County Population Counts, Estimates, and Projections. Source: Census ACS 2018 5yr Estimates, CMCOG.

2018 ACS

County : 2025 2030 2035 2040 420 s
Estimates Projection Projection Projection Projection Projection Projection

Fairfield 22,347 25.085 25,321 25,576 25,865 26,501 26,924

Lexington 298,750 350,852 386,044 424,979 468,910 520,278 581,135

Newberry 38,440 42,663 44,362 45,984 47,401 48,822 50,251

Richland 415,759 494,141 532,702 571,854 613,854 658,841 706,818
Total 775,296 887,681 988,429 1,068,393 1,156,030 1,254,442 1,365,128
Tovruia Caunty )

Popersce Prjctse

Pogrewses Pojecsors

Wichiasd Canrig
Popawtes Prapctuse
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4. Fairfield County

4.1 Historical Hazard Assessment for Fairfield County

Summary of Historic Impacts

This section addresses
FEMA HMP requirement

201.6(c)(2)(i)

Fairfield County experiences an array of natural hazards. Prior to the 2015 flash flood disaster, tornadoes
posed the highest risk to Fairfield County. Flood damage used to rank low. Heat and drought pose serious
threats to the county that are difficult to capture in loss figures or maps since their impacts tend to be
vastly underreported (lack of data, secondary and/or prolonged effects on agriculture, public health, etc.).
The most frequent hazards in Fairfield County are cold and thunderstorms (incl. lightning, hail, and wind).
While thunderstorm, lightning, wind and hail damage is non-catastrophic, their cumulative impact and
high frequency is still significant (around $12.75 million, 38 people injured/killed, 26%). When overlaying
the risk from all hazards, western and central Fairfield County exhibits the highest level of risk (Figure 8).

In the future, the frequency and possible damage from thunderstorms and other meteorological and
hydrological hazards is very likely to increase. Based on climate projections, it is anticipated that the
number of cold days and perhaps also winter storms will decrease (Table 10).

Table 10 - Summary of natural hazards and their impacts on Fairfield County since 1960 (adj. to 2019 USD).

I(Dlg:ce)g;rligs;ﬁz Tom}'ﬂggﬁ?ﬁig P | Direct Injl.Jr_ies #Coafuls_icr’fgs- Frequency Recurrence Interval (in|] Future

Crop) Payout and Fatalities Events years) Changes
Flooding $2,244,852 n/av 0 27 5% 0.19 A
Hurricane $12,679,061 n/av 0 8 0.9% 11 A
Tornadoes $5,464,397 n/av 27 14 1.8% 0.56 A
Thunderstorm $1,729,127** $8,594 2 127 26% 0.04 A
Lightning $325,420 n/av 1 41 1.1* <0.05 days* A
Wind $5,217,611 n/av 12 164 7.2% 0.14 A
Hail $5,461,144 n/av 13 54 2.4% 0.41 A
Fog n/av n/av n/av n/av 0.06%* 17 days* <
Winter Storm | $21,703,596*** n/av 13 87 0.77% 1.3 v
Cold***** $14,852,528 $1,420 4 41 60% 0.02 v
Heat $12,746,647 $3,197 1 8 20% 0.05 A
Drought $16,069,921 $20,531 0 16 .58% 1.7 A
Wildfire $419,611 n/av 0 4 0.04%* 11 days* A
Earthquake 0 n/av 0 0 <0.05% 20 <

TOTAL $84,061,387 $33,742 79 550

*daily frequency/recurrence calculations instead of years
**coastal storms combined with thunderstorms/severe storms
***no 2004 ice storm losses reported by NWS
****hazards with n/av have no event records that resulted in USDA Crop Indemnity Payouts

**x**cold hazard totals already included in winter storm totals

A indicates that future increase in occurrence and/or impacts is likely
V indicates that future decrease in occurrence and/or impacts is likely
4P indicates that either no change in future occurrence or impacts is expected or that a
determination of future changes cannot be made.
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Composite Hazard Threat, Fairfield County
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Figure 8 - Comprehensive risk profile of Fairfield County.
A) Flooding

What to expect: Flood damage in Fairfield County is mostly the result of localized heavy precipitation
leading to flooding along smaller creeks and tributaries to the Broad and Catawba Rivers as well as flash
flooding due ponding and/or inadequate drainage (Table 11). Virtually every building in Fairfield County is
at some risk from flash flooding due to drainage issues and ponding. While most buildings are not at risk
from flood waters reaching first floor levels, many homes may, however, experience flooded crawl spaces,
driveways, etc. or experience secondary problems such as mold issues. In addition, the 2015 floods
revealed a high risk from small pond dam failures—particularly when simultaneous and cascading dam
failures occur in the same watershed.

Geographic Extent: Flooding in Fairfield County is not restricted to the 100-year and 500-year
floodplains (Figure 10). Based on past occurrences, Fairfield County is very susceptible to flash flooding in
low-lying areas and areas downstream from small dams. The Flash Flood Potential Index identifies areas
north of Jenkinsville, east of Winnsboro, and north of Ridgeway as having a higher risk of flash flooding
(Figure 11).

Prior to the record-breaking event of October 2015, statistics for Fairfield County were as following:

Number of Loss-Causing Events: 27
Frequency of Occurrence: 5%
Recurrence Interval: 69 days
Expected changes to frequency and recurrence| Increased likelihood of occurrence and
interval in the future: shortening of return periods
Frequency Year Range: 2008 - 2018
Loss Events on Record: 1960 - 2019
Flood-related Presidential Disaster Declarations: DR-4241 (2015)
Total Losses: $2,244,852
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Total Fatalities: 0
Deadliest Event: n/av
Most Property Damage: $546,700 (October 4, 2015)
Most Crop Damage: $546,700 (October 4, 2015)
Highest USDA Crop Indemnity Payout: n/av*

*No flooding events caused a USDA Crop Indemnity Payout

October 1-5, 2015 (DR-4241)!%";

Over a five-day period, an upper low-pressure system combined with the remnants of Hurricane Joaquin
streamed tropical moisture into South Carolina (Figure 9). Fairfield County experienced a record-setting
5-day rainfall total of up to 14.5 inches in Longtown!. This record rainfall caused catastrophic flash
flooding and countless road and bridge closures. Fairfield County received both individual and public
assistance funding through FEMA. Overall damage estimates range from $1 billion'? to $12 billion*® for the
entire impact area in South Carolina. Richland County received both individual and public assistance
funding through FEMA.

Radar-Estimated Storm Total Rainfall
Friday 7pm to Sunday 7pm

aE

Figure 9 - Total rainfall amounts for the 2015 flood event. Source: NWS.

1" Note: The historic record for all hazards in this plan covers the time period from 1960

through 2014. An exception is flooding. Given the catastrophic, and record-setting devastation
from the 2015 floods, an event narrative was included since many of the proposed flood mitigation
actions in this plan are an outgrowth of this recent disaster.
Hn NWS, 2015. Historic rainfall and flooding, October 2015. Available at
http://www.weather.gov/cae/HistoricFloodingOct2015.html
" NOAA National Centers for Environmental Information, 2016. Billion-Dollar Weather and Climate
Disasters. Available at http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/billions/events

Burris, Roddie. SC Floods’ Damage: $12 billion, Economists say. The State [Online], Columbia,
SC, December 1, 2015 Available at http://www.thestate.com/news/local/article47471060.html
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Fairfield County 100-Year Flooding Threat

Newberry County
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Figure 10 - Flood threat in Fairfield County.

Fairfield County Flash Flood Hazard Threat, 2002-2018
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Figure 11 - Flash flood threat in Fairfield County.



Table 11 - Record of loss-causing flood events in Fairfield County since 1960 (adj. to 2019 USD).

. Property Crop [Mag.* . i
Start Date | End Date | Inj. | Fat. Damage Damage | (in.) Location Description
3/1/1964 3/31/1964 0 0 $909 $909 Statewide Flooding
3/1/1966 3/5/1966 0 0 $8,694 $8,694 Statewide Flooding
12/14/1972 | 12/17/1972 0 0 $1,409 $1,409 Northern 2/3rds of SC Heavy Rains & Flooding
2/3/1973 2/3/1973 0 0 $6,344 $6 1-3" Statewide Flooding
6/8/1973 6/25/1973 0 0 $10,063 | $1,006,347 Southern & Central SC Heavy Rains & Flooding
6/16/1973 | 6/22/1973 | 0 | © $1,006 $101 Central, Northern, & | 1o Rains & Flash Flooding
Eastern SC
3/12/1975 3/18/1975 0 0] $5,236 $524 Statewide Heavy Rains & Flooding
7/13/1975 7/18/1975 0 0 $669 $66,903 Eastern & Central SC Rain & Flooding
10/17/1975 | 10/17/1975 0 0 $1,853 $0 Northwestern SC Rains & Flash Flooding
10/9/1976 | 10/19/1976 0 0 $49,506 $49,506 Statewide Flood
1/25/1978 1/26/1978 0 0 $43,204 $4 2-4" Statewide Wind & Flash Flood
1/26/1978 1/31/1978 0 0 $4,320 $0 Statewide Flooding
3/15/1980 3/31/1980 0 0 $3,419 $3,419 Statewide Flood
8/8/1980 8/8/1980 0 0 $3,419 $342 Statewide Wind & Flood
Along Saluda, Broad,
Congaree, Wateree, .
1/1/1982 1/14/1982 0 0 $610 $61 Lynches, & PeeDee Flooding
Rivers
Central, Northeastern, & . . .
4/27/1982 4/27/1982 0 0 $707 $0 Eastern SC Lightning & Flooding
3171983 | 31771983 | 0 | 0 | $28282 | $2,828 Statewide Flooding, Sv'f,‘:ﬁge Storm, &
Western, Northern, & .
12/6/1983 12/6/1983 0 0 $3,336 $33 Central SC Wind & Flood
2/27/1984 2/27/1984 0 0 $2,711 $27 Statewide Rain, Wind, & Flood
7/26/1984 | 7/26/1984 0 0 $2,711 $27 Statewide Rain, Wind, & Flood
11/22/1985 | 11/22/1985 0 0] $201 $0 SCz003 Flash Flooding
8/7/1988 8/7/1988 0 0 $110 $0 Winnsboro Urban Flooding
1/1/1993 1/31/1993 0 0 $19,494 $389,893 Statewide Flooding
The remnants of Tropical
8/26/2008 | 8/26/2008 | 0 | 0 | $6,018 $0 Winnsboro SHEI (32 M OEC Ve i
area and produced severe
weather and flooding.
Heavy rain from a Gulf Flow
across the Midlands and Pee
12/25/2009 | 12/25/2009 | O 0] $12,080 $0 2-5* Mitford Dee region causing
considerable areal flooding
and some flash flooding.
10/4/2015 10/4/2015 0 0 $546,700 | $546,700