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1.1 OVERVIEW OF STUDY
1.1 PURPOSE

The purpose of this appendix is to display the economic analysis conducted on Rocky
Creek for the Augusta, Georgia Flood Risk Management Study.

1.1.1 General Legislation

The 1936 Flood Control Act established the nationwide policy that flood control, now
known as flood risk management, on navigable waters and their tributaries is in the
interest of the general public welfare and is, therefore, a proper activity of the Federal
Government in cooperation with the states and local entities. This act, as well as
subsequent Water Resource Development Acts (WRDAS), has established the scope of
the Federal interest to include consideration of all alternatives in managing flood waters,
reducing the susceptibility of property, and reducing human and financial losses to flood
risks.

Reduction in inundation damages is the primary benefit category for the U.S. Army Corps
of En g i n gerpskflood risk management studies. These benefits include reducing
flood damages to structures and contents, savings in cleanup costs, savings in production
losses, and savings in costs attributable to fighting floods, evacuation, and traffic
rerouting.

1.1.2 Specific Authorization
This study is authorized under Section 205, 1948 FCA (P.L. 80-858), as amended.

Section 105 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (Public Law 99-662, as
amended) specifies that cost sharing requirements are applicable to the study.
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1.2 LOCATION

Richmond County is located along the Savannah River in the State of Georgia as can be
seen in Figure 1. It is situated 133 miles north of Savannah, Georgia. Richmond County
is bordered by Aiken County, South Carolina to the east, Columbia County, Georgia to the
north, McDuffie County to the northwest, Jefferson County to the southwest, and Burke
County to the South. The City of Augusta is the main population center in the county and
forms the principal city for the Augusta-Richmond County, GA-SC Metropolitan Statistical
Area (MSA). Other incorporated population centers within Richmond County are the
Towns of Hephzibah and Blythe in conjunction with the Fort Gordon Military Installation
that encompasses about 21 percent of the land area of the county. Richmond County is
located in Georgia's 12th Congressional District, represented by Mr. Rick Allen. Senators
David Perdue and Johnny Isakson represent the State of Georgia.

1.3 PROBLEMS AND OPPORTUNITIES

The Augusta area has a chronic flooding history. Large storm fronts lasting two to four
days produce enough rainfall to cause flooding. Summer thunderstorms, that occur about
60 days a year, sometimes have high rainfall intensities that cause flash flood events.
Additionally, every few years the area is vulnerable to heavy rainfall from storms
associated with hurricanes and tropical storms or depressions that move through the area
in late summer and early fall. These events result in extensive property damage and
even closing and requiring extensive repair of Interstate I-20.

Numerous federal agencies maintain a variety of records regarding losses associated with
natural hazards but no single source is considered to offer a definitive accounting of all
losses. The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) maintains records on
federal expenditures associated with declared major disasters. The Corps and the
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) collect data on losses during the course
of some of their ongoing projects and studies. Additionally, the National Climatic Data
Center of the National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration collects and
maintains certain data in summary format, indicating injuries, deaths, and costs. The
basis of the cost estimates, however, is not identified.

In the absence of definitive data on some of the natural hazards that may occur in
Augusta, illustrative examples are useful. Drawing on several sources of data, Table A-1
provides brief descriptions of particularly significant natural hazard events occurring in the
c i trgcénshistory. Data on Presidential Disaster Declarations characterize some
natural disasters that have affected the area. In 1965, the Federal Government began to
maintain records of events determined to be significant enough to warrant declaration of a
major disaster by the President of the United States. Two major flood disasters have
been declared in Augusta.
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Table A-1. Selected Recent Floods and Declared Disasters

Date & Disaster (DR) Nature of Event
October, 1990 Flood: Flooding caused by convergence of Tropical Storms Klaus and
(DR 880) Marco, causing two days of rain, with amounts as much as 1 5measured in

places. Estimates of damage exceeded $150 million.

October, 1990

Flood: Localrainfall exceeded 8.5 inches, producing flooding characterized
as the 100-year flood.

August 1992

Flood: Intense rain caused rapid local flooding of homes and numerous
roads, resulting in evacuations in the Hollywood Subdivision.

August, 1994

Flood: The Weather Bureau reported 4.2 inches in a 24-hour period.

September, 1995

Flood: 3.75inches of rain, characterized as a 10-year storm, caused
flooding, resulting in evacuations of 12 families in the Hollywood Subdivision
and traffic accidents along Rocky Creek.

March, 1996

Flood: Thunderstorms in the Augusta area send several streams over their
banks and into homes, including the Hollywood Subdivision. The flash
flooding also closed several major highways, which were under water.
Rainfall amounts of 2-4 inches occurred in a six to nine hour period over
southern Columbia and northern Richmond counties.

December, 1997

Flood: Flash flooding along several creeks flooded several highways
including Richmond Hill road.

March, 1998 Flood: Raes Creek flooded low lying areas and approached some homes
but no flooding in homes was reported.

March, 1998 Flood and Winter Storm: More than 3-inches of rain fell on saturated ground,

(DR 1209) resulting in approximately 10-year flooding; residential and road flooding in

the Rocky Creek area.

September, 1998

Flood: EPD reported 8.5 inches of rain from Tropical Storm Earl over a 14-
hour period caused flash flooding along several streams. About five people
were evacuated from two subdivisions, several streets were closed, and one
shelter was opened to house 82 people.

June, 2000 Flood: After a prolonged dry period, more than 3-5 inches of rain fell over the
area, flooding 1-20 and other streets, forcing sewage backups; and
inundating many homes along Rocky Creek and Raes Creek.

May, 2002 Flood: The Augusta Emergency Operations Center reported several streams

flooding with water covering roadways and stranding cars.

Sources: NCDC Online (1950-2003; some data gaps and few descriptions); NWS Local
Climatological Data; Ci t 1998 Mitigation Plan; FEMA records
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Figure A-4 depicts the inundated area from a 100-year (1 percent chance exceedance)
flood event along the Rocky Creek.
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2.1 SOCIO-ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS

The socioeconomic characteristics of the study area are important to understand in the
process of alternative formulation and making choices among the alternatives. This
section provides a qualitative and quantitative description of selected socioeconomic
resources in the study area. The forecast of the future without-project condition provides
the basis for formulating and assessing the impacts of alternatives that are proposed for
reducing flood risks and enhancing recreation opportunities.

For socioeconomic analysis, the study area is defined as all five-digit zip code tabulation
areas ( i Z C Tthab averlap the 500-year floodplain. These include ZCTA5 30906,
30904, 30909, and 30901. National and state figures are presented selectively for the
purpose of comparison.

2.1 POPULATION

The American Community Survey estimated the 2014 population of Richmond County
to be 201,244. This represents a growth of 0.74 percent from the population determined
by the 2000 census. In the study area, the 2014 population was estimated to be
145,084. This constitutes a decrease of 1.52 percent from the population determined by
the 2000 census. Table A-2 compares population characteristics of the study area,
Richmond County, and the state of Georgia.

Table A-2: Population Development: 2000 - 2014

8,186,453 9,907,756 1,721,303 21.03%
199,775 201,244 1,469 0.74%
59,540 60,111 571 0.96%
28,323 25,656 -2,667 -9.42%
35,295 40,507 5,212 14.77%
21,926 16,609 -5,317 | -24.25%
145,084 142,883 -2,201 -1.52%

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census
Richmond County population projections offer insight into the course of future

population changes in the study area. The Georgia Go v e r ©ffice 6f$lanning and
Budget 2015 population projections are displayed in Figure A-5.
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Figure A-5: Richmond County Population Projections: 2015 - 2050
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After steadily rising in the years leading into 2030, Richmond C o0 u n tpgpudagion is
projected to plateau at 210,404. This is expected to be followed by a period of decline
that will be most pronounced in the years between 2040 and 2045. By 2050, the

C 0 u n popuiaton is projected to return to within 300 of its 2015 population.

2.1.1 RACIAL COMPOSITION

American Community Survey 2014 one-year estimates concerning population race or
Hispanic origin are presented in Table A-3, Table A-4, and Figure A-6. Notably, this
data describes race alone or in combination with one or more races. As such, multi-
racial individuals are accounted within each racial group from which they attest
ancestry.

Table A-3: Population Totals by Race and Hispanic Origin

White 20,607 | 13,310 | 22,175 1,864 57,956
Black or African American 39,274 11,773 17,060 14,641 82,748
American Indian and Alaska Native 395 227 264 119 1,005
Asian 1,046 604 1,468 84 3,202
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific

Islander 186 0 284 16 486
Some other race 357 133 505 44 1,039
Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 1,605 1,007 1,728 385 4,725

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census
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Figure A-6: Population Totals by Race and Hispanic Origin

Table A-4: Percent Total Population by Race

White 34.3% 51.9% 54.7% 11.2% 40.6%
Black or African American 65.3% 45.9% 42.1% 88.2% 57.9%
American Indian and Alaska Native 0.7% 0.9% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7%
Asian 1.7% 2.4% 3.6% 0.5% 2.2%
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific

Islander 0.3% 0.0% 0.7% 0.1% 0.3%
Some other race 0.6% 0.5% 1.2% 0.3% 0.7%
Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 2.7% 3.9% 4.3% 2.3% 3.3%

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census

1 The largest racial group in the study area was Black or African American, with an
estimated 82,748 people or 57.9 percent of the population claiming ancestry. It
was likewise the largest racial group in Richmond County, where Black or African
American was estimated to constitute 56.5 percent of the population. These
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percentages are well above state and national averages of 32.0 and 13.7 percent
respectively.

1 The second largest racial group in the study area was White, which had an
estimated 57.956 people or 40.6 percent of the population claiming ancestry. It
was likewise the second largest racial group in Richmond County, with 41.6
percent of the population. These rates are notably below the state and national
averages of 62.1 and 76.3 percent respectively.

1 Hispanic or Latino ancestry is non-specific in terms of race. In the study area, an
estimated 4,725 people or 3.3 percent of the population fell into this group. This
is below the Richmond County rate of 4.4 percent. Both Richmond County and
the study area are significantly rates are significantly below state and national
averages of 9.1 and 16.9 percent respectively.

2.2 HOUSING CHARACTERISICS

Table A-5 and A-6 provide 2014 housing characteristics from the 2014 American
Community Survey estimates for the study area. Percentages presented by Table A-6
concern only occupied housing units. A location map of the study area with special
attention to the property use, including residential housing, is given in Figure A-7.

Table A-5: Housing Units

Total Housing Units 23,118 13,277 21,174 8,483 66,052
Occupied Housing Units 20,018 10,177 17,290 6,291 53,776
Owner-Occupied 11,874 4,908 8,179 1,771 26,732
Renter-Occupied 8,144 5,269 9,111 4 520 27,044
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census
Table A-6: Percent Owner and Renter-Occupied Housing Units

Owner-Occupied 59.3% 48.2% 47.3% 28.2% 49.7%
Renter-Occupied | 40.7% 51.8% 52.7% 71.8% 50.3%

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census

1 In the study area, there were 66,052 housing units. Of these, 53,776 were
occupied, equating to 81.4 percent. The remaining 12,276 housing units were

vacant, which constitutes a vacancy rate of 18.6 percent.

1 Of the occupied units, 49.7 percent were owner-occupied, while 50.3 percent

were renter-occupied
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Figure A-7: Socioeconomic Study Area
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