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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

OVERVIEW  

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) announced that the State of South Carolina will 

receive $150,354,000 in funding to support long-term recovery efforts following Hurricane Helene (FEMA DR-4829-

SC) through the South Carolina Office of Resilience (SCOR). Community Development Block Grant-Disaster 

Recovery (CDBG-DR) funding is designed to address needs that remain after all other assistance has been 

exhausted. This plan details how funds will be used to address the remaining unmet need in South Carolina.  

HUD has allocated $150,354,000 in CDBG-DR funds to the State of South Carolina in response to Hurricane Helene 

(FEMA DR-4829-SC) through the Allocation Announcement Notice published in the Federal Register at 90 FR 4759 

dated January 16, 2025. This allocation was made available through the Disaster Relief Supplemental 

Appropriations Act of 2025 (Public Law 118-158). To meet disaster recovery needs, the Appropriations Act making 

CDBG-DR funds available have imposed additional requirements and authorized HUD to modify the rules that 

apply to the annual CDBG program to enhance flexibility and facilitate a quicker recovery. 

DISASTER-SPECIFIC OVERVIEW 

CƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǊŜŎƻǊŘ ƻŎŜŀƴƛŎ ƘŜŀǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ DǳƭŦ ƻŦ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀΣ IǳǊǊƛŎŀƴŜ IŜƭŜƴŜ ŦƻǊƳŜŘ ƻƴ {ŜǇǘŜƳōŜǊ нрΣ нлнпΣ ŀƴŘ ǊŀǇƛŘƭȅ 
ƛƴǘŜƴǎƛŬŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ǘǊƻǇƛŎŀƭ ǎǘƻǊƳ ǘƻ ŀ /ŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ п ƘǳǊǊƛŎŀƴŜ ǿƛǘƘ мпл ƳƛƭŜǎ ǇŜǊ ƘƻǳǊ όƳǇƘύ ǿƛƴŘǎ ōȅ ƭŀƴŘŦŀƭƭ ŀǘ tŜǊǊȅΣ 
CƭƻǊƛŘŀ ƻƴ {ŜǇǘŜƳōŜǊ нсτǘƘŜ ǎǘǊƻƴƎŜǎǘ ƻƴ ǊŜŎƻǊŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ .ƛƎ .ŜƴŘ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ ƻŦ CƭƻǊƛŘŀΦ DƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘƻǊƳΩǎ ƭŀǊƎŜ 
ŘƛŀƳŜǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ǳƴǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ Ŧŀǎǘ ŦƻǊǿŀǊŘ Ƴƻǝƻƴ ŀǘ ом ƳǇƘΣ IŜƭŜƴŜΩǎ ŎŜƴǘŜǊ ǊŜƳŀƛƴŜŘ ŀǘ ƘǳǊǊƛŎŀƴŜ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘ ŀǎ ŦŀǊ 
ƛƴƭŀƴŘ ŀǎ aŀŎƻƴΣ DŜƻǊƎƛŀΣ ǎǇǊŜŀŘƛƴƎ ƘǳǊǊƛŎŀƴŜπŦƻǊŎŜ ǿƛƴŘ Ǝǳǎǘǎ ǿŜƭƭ ƛƴǘƻ {ƻǳǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀ ƻƴ {ŜǇǘŜƳōŜǊ нтΦ  

 

 
Figure 1: National Weather Service Summary of Hurricane Helene Advisories 
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Lƴ ǘƘŜ Řŀȅǎ ǇǊƛƻǊ ǘƻ IŜƭŜƴŜΩǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΣ ǇŀǊǘǎ ƻŦ ƴƻǊǘƘŜǊƴ {ƻǳǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ млπмр ƛƴŎƘŜǎ ƻŦ ǊŀƛƴΣ1 
ǇŀǊǝŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ .ƭǳŜ wƛŘƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǳǇƭŀƴŘ tƛŜŘƳƻƴǘ ǊŜƎƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΣ ƛƴ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛȊŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ άǇǊŜŘŜŎŜǎǎƻǊ 
Ǌŀƛƴ ŜǾŜƴǘέτŀ ƳŜǘŜƻǊƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǘŜǊƳ ŦƻǊ ǳƴǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ ƘŜŀǾȅΣ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŜŘ ǊŀƛƴŦŀƭƭ ǎƻƳŜǝƳŜǎ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ƭŀƴŘŦŀƭƭƛƴƎ 
ƘǳǊǊƛŎŀƴŜǎΦ  

 

¢ƘŜ ǊŀƛƴŦŀƭƭ ǇǊŜŎŜŘƛƴƎ IǳǊǊƛŎŀƴŜ IŜƭŜƴŜΩǎ ŀǊǊƛǾŀƭΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ŀǎ ƳǳŎƘ ŀǎ мл ƛƴŎƘŜǎ ƴŜŀǊ hǊŀƴƎŜōǳǊƎ /ƻǳƴǘȅΣ2 ǎŜǘ ǘƘŜ 
ŎƻƴŘƛǝƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ŜȄǘǊŜƳŜ ƅƻƻŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǘŜƴǎƛǾŜ ǘǊŜŜ ŘŀƳŀƎŜ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘƻǊƳΩǎ ǇŜǊǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛƴŘ ŬŜƭŘ ƳƻǾŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ 
!ǇǇŀƭŀŎƘƛŀƴ aƻǳƴǘŀƛƴǎΦ !ƴŜƳƻƳŜǘŜǊǎ ǊŜŎƻǊŘŜŘ ттπƳǇƘ ǿƛƴŘ Ǝǳǎǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ tƛŜŘƳƻƴǘ ŀǘ [ŀǳǊŜƴǎ ό[ŀǳǊŜƴǎ /ƻǳƴǘȅύΣ 
{/Σ трπƳǇƘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻŀǎǘŀƭ Ǉƭŀƛƴǎ ŀǘ .ŜŀǳŦƻǊǘ ό.ŜŀǳŦƻǊǘ /ƻǳƴǘȅΤ ƴƻǘŀōƭȅΣ Ƴŀƴȅ ǿŜŀǘƘŜǊ ǎǘŀǝƻƴǎ ŦŀƛƭŜŘ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǇŜŀƪ 
ǎǘƻǊƳ ŎƻƴŘƛǝƻƴǎύΣ {/Σ тоπƳǇƘ ŀǘ {ŀǎǎŀŦǊŀǎ aƻǳƴǘŀƛƴ όtƛŎƪŜƴǎ /ƻǳƴǘȅΣ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ŜƭŜǾŀǝƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜύΣ {/Σ тнπƳǇƘ ŀǘ 
!ƴŘŜǊǎƻƴ ό!ƴŘŜǊǎƻƴ /ƻǳƴǘȅύΣ {/Σ ŀƴŘ суπƳǇƘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ DǊŜŜƴǾƛƭƭŜπ{ǇŀǊǘŀƴōǳǊƎ LƴǘŜǊƴŀǝƻƴŀƭ !ƛǊǇƻǊǘ όDǊŜŜƴǾƛƭƭŜ 
/ƻǳƴǘȅύΦ3  

 
Figure 2: National Weather Service Rainfall Before and During Helene 9/24/24 to 9/28/24 

 

1 https://www.nhc.noaa.gov/data/tcr/AL092024_Helene.pdf  

2 https://abcnews4.com/newsletter-daily/wind-floods-and-tornadoes-how-helene-ravaged-the-midlands  

3 https://www.nhc.noaa.gov/data/tcr/AL092024_Helene.pdf  

https://www.nhc.noaa.gov/data/tcr/AL092024_Helene.pdf
https://abcnews4.com/newsletter-daily/wind-floods-and-tornadoes-how-helene-ravaged-the-midlands
https://www.nhc.noaa.gov/data/tcr/AL092024_Helene.pdf
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{ǘǊƻƴƎ ǘǊƻǇƛŎŀƭ ǎǘƻǊƳπŦƻǊŎŜ ǿƛƴŘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ {ƻǳǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀΣ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ǇƻǿŜǊ ƻǳǘŀƎŜ 
ŀƳƻƴƎ ŀƭƭ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ŀũŜŎǘŜŘ ōȅ IŜƭŜƴŜΣ ǿƛǘƘ ƴŜŀǊƭȅ мΦп ǘƻ мΦс Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǝƴƎ ƻǳǘŀƎŜǎΦ4Σ5 !ǎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘƻǊƳ 
ƳƻǾŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎƻǳǘƘŜǊƴ !ǇǇŀƭŀŎƘƛŀƴ aƻǳƴǘŀƛƴǎΣ ƻǊƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ǳǇƭƛƊτŜǎǎŜƴǝŀƭƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ ŦǊƛŎǝƻƴŀƭ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǝƻƴ ƻŦ 
ŀǘƳƻǎǇƘŜǊƛŎ ǿŜŀǘƘŜǊ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ ŜƭŜǾŀǝƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǳƴŘ ŀƴŘ ƳƻǳƴǘŀƛƴǎτŎŀǳǎŜŘ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ у ǘƻ нп ƛƴŎƘŜǎ 
ƻŦ ǊŀƛƴŦŀƭƭ ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘǎ ƻŦ ǳǇǎǘŀǘŜ {ƻǳǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀΣ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ ƅƻƻŘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǎƻƳŜ ŀǊŜŀǎΦ6 !ǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ нмΦсс ƛƴŎƘŜǎ ƻŦ Ǌŀƛƴ 
ŦŜƭƭ ƴŜŀǊ {ǳƴŬǎƘ aƻǳƴǘŀƛƴ ƛƴ DǊŜŜƴǾƛƭƭŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΦ7  

 

Figure 3: Regional Rainfall Totals from Helene 

¢ƘŜ ǿƛŘŜǎǇǊŜŀŘ ƘŜŀǾȅ ǊŀƛƴŦŀƭƭ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ IǳǊǊƛŎŀƴŜ IŜƭŜƴŜ ŎŀǳǎŜŘ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴǝŀƭ ƅƻƻŘƛƴƎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ƳǳŎƘ ƻŦ 
{ƻǳǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀΦ Wǳǎǘ ǿŜǎǘ ƻŦ DǊŜŜƴǾƛƭƭŜΣ {/Σ ǘƘŜ {ŀƭǳŘŀ wƛǾŜǊ ǊŜŀŎƘŜŘ ŀ ƴŜǿ ǊŜŎƻǊŘ ŎǊŜǎǘ ƻŦ нлΦнс ŦŜŜǘ ƻƴ {ŜǇǘŜƳōŜǊ 
нуΣ нлнпΣ ƴŜŀǊƭȅ с ŦŜŜǘ ŀōƻǾŜ ƳŀƧƻǊ ƅƻƻŘ ǎǘŀƎŜΦ8 hƴ {ŜǇǘŜƳōŜǊ олΣ ƭƻǿπƭȅƛƴƎ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƅƻƻŘŜŘ ƛƴ /ƻƭǳƳōƛŀΣ {/Σ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ 

 

4 https://www.dnr.sc.gov/climate/sco/Publications/Helene-OFR.pdf  

5 https://www.nhc.noaa.gov/data/tcr/AL092024_Helene.pdf p. 19  

6 https://sc.edu/uofsc/posts/2024/10/conversation-hurricane-helene-deadly-disaster-six-states.php  

7 https://www.nhc.noaa.gov/data/tcr/AL092024_Helene.pdf  

8 https://water.noaa.gov/gauges/gsls1  

https://www.dnr.sc.gov/climate/sco/Publications/Helene-OFR.pdf
https://www.nhc.noaa.gov/data/tcr/AL092024_Helene.pdf
https://sc.edu/uofsc/posts/2024/10/conversation-hurricane-helene-deadly-disaster-six-states.php
https://www.nhc.noaa.gov/data/tcr/AL092024_Helene.pdf
https://water.noaa.gov/gauges/gsls1


8 | P a g e 

 

/ƻƴƎŀǊŜŜ wƛǾŜǊ ŎǊŜǎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ƳŀƧƻǊ ƅƻƻŘ ǎǘŀƎŜ ŀǘ Ƨǳǎǘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ом ŦŜŜǘτǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀōƻǳǘ ƻƴŜ Ŧƻƻǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŜŀƪΣ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ 
ƅƻƻŘǎ ƛƴ нлмрΦ9   

 

 

Figure 4: Congaree River Level Data ς Helene Response Phase 

Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǝƻƴ ǘƻ ŎƭƻǎƛƴƎ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ флл ǊƻŀŘǎ ŀƴŘ ōǊƛŘƎŜǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΣ10 ǘƘŜ {ŀƭǳŘŀΣ wŜŜŘȅΣ ŀƴŘ .ǊƻŀŘ wƛǾŜǊǎ 
ǊŜŀŎƘŜŘ ǊŜŎƻǊŘ ŎǊŜǎǘǎΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ .ǊƻŀŘ wƛǾŜǊ ŀǘ !ƭǎǘƻƴ ǎŜǩƴƎ ŀƴ ŀƭƭπǝƳŜ ǊŜŎƻǊŘ ƻŦ нфΦпу ŦŜŜǘ ƻƴ {ŜǇǘŜƳōŜǊ олΦ11 
¢ƘŜ .ǊƻŀŘ wƛǾŜǊ ŀƭǎƻ ǎŜǘ ŀ ǊŜŎƻǊŘ ƴŜŀǊ .ƭŀŎƪǎōǳǊƎΣ {/Σ ŎǊŜǎǝƴƎ ŀǘ нсΦно ŦŜŜǘΣ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ н ŦŜŜǘ ŀōƻǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŎƻǊŘ ǎŜǘ 
ƛƴ нлнлΦ12 ¢ƘŜ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǝƻƴ ƻŦ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘŜŘ ǎƻƛƭǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ǿƛƴŘǎ ǊŜǎǳƭǘŜŘ ƛƴ ŜȄǘŜƴǎƛǾŜ ǘǊŜŜ ŘŀƳŀƎŜ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ {ƻǳǘƘ 
/ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǝƳōŜǊ ƭƻǎǎŜǎ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŜȄŎŜŜŘ Ϸнлл ƳƛƭƭƛƻƴΦ13 CǳǊǘƘŜǊΣ ƭƻǎǎŜǎ ǘƻ ǳǊōŀƴ ǘǊŜŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ŎŀƴƻǇȅ 

 

9 https://water.noaa.gov/gauges/COLS1  

10 https://www.scdot.org/inside/SCDOTPress/2024/SCDOT-FHWA-Helene-Road-Update.html  

11 https://www.thestate.com/news/local/environment/article295992319.html  

12 https://www.weather.gov/gsp/20240926-20240927_flood_eventSum  

13 https://www.navigatehousing.com/housing-recovery-begins-in-areas-hit-hard-by-hurricane-helene/  

https://water.noaa.gov/gauges/COLS1
https://www.scdot.org/inside/SCDOTPress/2024/SCDOT-FHWA-Helene-Road-Update.html
https://www.thestate.com/news/local/environment/article295992319.html
https://www.weather.gov/gsp/20240926-20240927_flood_eventSum
https://www.navigatehousing.com/housing-recovery-begins-in-areas-hit-hard-by-hurricane-helene/
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ŀƴŘ ŘŜōǊƛǎ ǊŜƳƻǾŀƭ ƛǎ ŜǎǝƳŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ Ϸсл ƳƛƭƭƛƻƴΦ14 bǳƳŜǊƻǳǎ ƘƻƳŜǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ DǊŜŜƴǾƛƭƭŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅ 
ǿŜǊŜ ŘŀƳŀƎŜŘ ōȅ ŦŀƭƭƛƴƎ ǘǊŜŜǎ ŀƳƛŘǎǘ IŜƭŜƴŜΩǎ Ǝǳǎǘȅ ǿƛƴŘǎΦ15  

 

 

Figure 5: Maximum Recorded Wind Gusts from Helene 

IǳǊǊƛŎŀƴŜ IŜƭŜƴŜ ŀƭǎƻ ƭŜŘ ǘƻ ŀ ǿƛŘŜǎǇǊŜŀŘ ƻǳǘōǊŜŀƪ ƻŦ ǘƻǊƴŀŘƻŜǎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ {ƻǳǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀΦ !ǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ нм ǘƻǊƴŀŘƻŜǎ 
ǿŜǊŜ ŎƻƴŬǊƳŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŬŜŘ ŀǎ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ 9Cπл όмрύ ǿƛǘƘ ǿƛƴŘǎ ǳǇ ур ƳǇƘ ƻǊ 9Cπм όрύ ǿƛǘƘ ǇŜŀƪ ǿƛƴŘ Ǝǳǎǘǎ ǳǇ ǘƻ ммл 
ƳǇƘΦ16 ¢ƘŜ bŀǝƻƴŀƭ IǳǊǊƛŎŀƴŜ /ŜƴǘŜǊ ƴƻǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ ǘǿƻ ǘƻǊƴŀŘƻŜǎ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀ ǿŜǊŜ ǇŀǊǝŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ 
ǳƴǳǎǳŀƭΥ ƻƴŜΣ ŀƴ 9Cπм ǘƻǊƴŀŘƻΣ ƘŀŘ ŀ ŦƻǊǿŀǊŘ ǎǇŜŜŘ ƻŦ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ рт ƳǇƘ ŀƴŘ ǿŀǎ ŀǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ улл ȅŀǊŘǎ ǿƛŘŜΤ ǘƘŜ 
ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ƴƻǘŀōƭŜ ǘƻǊƴŀŘƻΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ 9Cπм ŦǳƴƴŜƭΣ ƴƻǿ ǎǘŀƴŘǎ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǿƛŘŜǎǘ ǘƻǊƴŀŘƻ ƻŦ ǊŜŎƻǊŘ ŀǘ мΣмлл ȅŀǊŘǎ 

 

14 https://columbiabusinessreport.com/how-did-hurricane-helene-affect-south-carolinas-economy-picture-still-

emerging/  

15 https://www.nhc.noaa.gov/data/tcr/AL092024_Helene.pdf  

16 https://www.dnr.sc.gov/climate/sco/Publications/Helene-OFR.pdf  

https://columbiabusinessreport.com/how-did-hurricane-helene-affect-south-carolinas-economy-picture-still-emerging/
https://columbiabusinessreport.com/how-did-hurricane-helene-affect-south-carolinas-economy-picture-still-emerging/
https://www.nhc.noaa.gov/data/tcr/AL092024_Helene.pdf
https://www.dnr.sc.gov/climate/sco/Publications/Helene-OFR.pdf
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ǿƛŘŜΣ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǝǊŜ ŘŀǘŀōŀǎŜ ƻŦ ¦{ ǘǊƻǇƛŎŀƭ ŎȅŎƭƻƴŜ ǘƻǊƴŀŘƻŜǎΣ ŘŀǝƴƎ ǘƻ мффрΦ17 !ƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǘƻǊƴŀŘƻ ǊŜŎƻǊŘŜŘ ƴŜŀǊ 
{ǳƳǘŜǊΣ {/ ǿŀǎ ƴŜŀǊƭȅ мΣллл ȅŀǊŘǎ ǿƛŘŜΦ  

!ǎ ŀ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜƴǎŜ ǿƛƴŘǎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ {ƻǳǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ IǳǊǊƛŎŀƴŜΣ ǘƘŜ bŀǝƻƴŀƭ IǳǊǊƛŎŀƴŜ /ŜƴǘŜǊ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ 
ǘƘŀǘ нп ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǇŜǊƛǎƘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΤ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ bI/ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ н ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŘƛŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƻŦ ƛƴƭŀƴŘ ƅƻƻŘƛƴƎ ƛƴ 
{ƻǳǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀΦ18 LƴŘƛǊŜŎǘ ŎŀǎǳŀƭǝŜǎ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀΣ ǊŜǎǳƭǝƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ƘŜŀǊǘ ŀǧŀŎƪǎΣ ŎŀǊ ŀŎŎƛŘŜƴǘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ 
ƳŜŘƛŎŀƭ ƛǎǎǳŜǎΣ ŀǊŜ ǎǳƳƳŀǊƛȊŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ bŀǝƻƴŀƭ IǳǊǊƛŎŀƴŜ /ŜƴǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ но ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ƻƴŜ 
ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ŘŜŀǘƘ ƛǎ ǳƴƪƴƻǿƴΣ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǘƻǘŀƭ ƻŦ рл ŘŜŀǘƘǎ ŀǧǊƛōǳǘŜŘ ǘƻ IǳǊǊƛŎŀƴŜ IŜƭŜƴŜΦ  .ȅ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴΣ IǳǊǊƛŎŀƴŜ 
IǳƎƻΣ ƛƴ мфуфΣ ŎŀǳǎŜŘ мо ŘŜŀǘƘǎ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƘǳǊǊƛŎŀƴŜΣ ŀƴŘ нн ŘŜŀǘƘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƛƴŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘΦ  IǳǊǊƛŎŀƴŜ 
IŜƭŜƴŜ ŜȄŎŜŜŘŜŘ IǳǊǊƛŎŀƴŜ IǳƎƻ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǘǊŀƎƛŎ ŘŜŀǘƘǎΣ C9a!πŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘŜŘ LƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ !ǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ όL!ύ 
ŎƻǳƴǝŜǎ όнп ŦƻǊ IǳƎƻ ŀƴŘ ну Ǉƭǳǎ ǘƘŜ /ŀǘŀǿōŀ LƴŘƛŀƴ bŀǝƻƴ ŦƻǊ IŜƭŜƴŜύΣ ŀƴŘ ŜƭƛƎƛōƭŜ L! ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǝƻƴǎ όнфΣфул ŦƻǊ 
IǳƎƻ ŀƴŘ ƻǾŜǊ прмΣллл ŦƻǊ IŜƭŜƴŜύΦ 

 

19 

Figure 6: Estimated Peak Wind Gusts from Helene 

IǳǊǊƛŎŀƴŜ IŜƭŜƴŜ ƛǎ {ƻǳǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀΩǎ ŦƻǳǊǘƘ ƳŀƧƻǊ ŘƛǎŀǎǘŜǊ ƛƴ ǘŜƴ ȅŜŀǊǎΦ CƻǊ ǘƘŜ нлмрΣ нлмсΣ ŀƴŘ нлму {ƻǳǘƘ 

Carolina disasters, FEMA received approximately 170,000 valid Individual Assistance registrants. In 2024, that 

number nearly tripled at over 440,000. For the previous three Presidentially declared disasters, the total CDBG-DR 

grant funding amounted to $293,859,000, and for 2024 Hurricane Helene, the CDBG-DR funding is $150,354,000, 

or just over half of the three previous disasters. 

 

17 https://www.nhc.noaa.gov/data/tcr/AL092024_Helene.pdf p. 16 

18 https://www.nhc.noaa.gov/data/tcr/AL092024_Helene.pdf p. 17 

19 https://www.weather.gov/images/gsp/20240926-20240927_flood/Wind_Analysis.png  

https://www.nhc.noaa.gov/data/tcr/AL092024_Helene.pdf
https://www.nhc.noaa.gov/data/tcr/AL092024_Helene.pdf
https://www.weather.gov/images/gsp/20240926-20240927_flood/Wind_Analysis.png
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Table 1: CDBG-DR funding announcements for 2015-2024 disasters affecting South Carolina. 

Disaster Year 
(Name) 

 

Grantee 

PL 114-113 
81 FR 39687 

PL 114-254 
82 FR 5591 

PL 115-31 
82 FR 36812 

PL 115-254 

PL 116-20 

85 FR 4681 

PL 118-158 

90 FR 4759 

 

2015 
(Joaquin) 

Lexington County, SC $16,332,000  $5,038,000   

Columbia, SC $19,989,000  $6,166,000   

Richland County, SC $23,516,000  $7,254,000   

State of South Carolina $96,827,000  $29,871,000   

2016 

(Matthew) 

State of South Carolina  $65,305,000 $29,781,000   

2018 

(Florence) 

State of South Carolina    $72,075,000  

2024          

(Helene) 
State of South Carolina     $150,354,000 

 

The following impact and unmet needs assessment evaluates the impacts of Hurricane Helene on South Carolina 

through the lens of the HUD CDBG-DR framework, focusing on impacts across three broad categories: housing, 

infrastructure, and economic revitalization. The assessment evaluates data pertaining to the 28 counties declared 

for FEMA Individual Assistance, notated in Table 2: List of Declared IA Counties included in Assessment. 

Table 2: List of Declared IA Counties included in Assessment 

Abbeville**  Cherokee** Jasper Orangeburg** 

Aiken* Chester Kershaw Pickens** 

Allendale Edgefield** Laurens* Richland 

Anderson* Fairfield  Lexington Saluda** 

Bamberg Greenville* McCormick** Spartanburg* 

Barnwell Greenwood* Newberry Union** 

Beaufort Hampton Oconee** York 

*HUD MID   ** Grantee MID 

MOST IMPACTED AND DISTRESSED (MID) AREAS 

HUD IDENTIFIED MID AREAS 

HUD has identified the following areas as Most Impacted and Distressed (MID): Aiken County, Anderson County, 

Greenville County, Greenwood County (ZIP code 29646), Laurens County (ZIP code 29325), and Spartanburg 

County. For Greenwood County and Laurens County in which a zip code was determined as most impacted and 

distressed, South Carolina has elected to expand the MID designation to the entire county for both respective 

counties. 80% of funds will be spent in support of these six counties as HUD-designated MID counties.  

 



12 | P a g e 

 

GRANTEE-IDENTIFIED MID AREAS 

South Carolina has elected to designate 9 additional counties as grantee-identified MID areas. These nine counties 

are: Abbeville, Cherokee, Edgefield, McCormick, Oconee, Orangeburg, Pickens, Saluda, and Union. These nine 

counties will be eligible to benefit from a maximum of 20% of the total allocation.  

Abbeville County 

Of its 2,668 Manufactured Housing Units (MHUs), 1,383 (52%) were impacted by Hurricane Helene. 36% of the 

ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ŀǊŜ ǳƴŘŜǊ ул҈ !ǊŜŀ aŜŘƛŀƴ LƴŎƻƳŜΦ Low to moderate income (LMI) residents of Abbeville 

County are unlikely to fully recover from the impacts of Hurricane Helene without help from CDBG-DR funds. 

Cherokee County 

пс҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ŀǊŜ ǳƴŘŜǊ ул҈ !ǊŜŀ aŜŘƛŀƴ LƴŎƻƳŜΣ ŀƴŘ мс҈ όуΣуфсύ ƻŦ C9a! ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ [aLΦ 

With an average FEMA Verified Loss (FVL), for homeowners, of $17,447, Cherokee County LMI residents will need 

CDBG-DR funds to begin to recover. 

Edgefield County 

Edgefield had a portion of a zip code with more than $1,000,000 in FEMA verified real property loss (RPFVL). The 

average FVL for homeowners in Edgefield County is $21,820, landing it in the top ten FVL counties. 1,625 (57%) of 

9ŘƎŜŦƛŜƭŘΩǎ нΣуто aI¦ǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘŜŘ ōȅ IǳǊǊƛŎŀƴŜ IŜƭŜƴŜΦ 30% of FEMA applicants in this county are LMI. 

Edgefield will need CDBG-5w ŀǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǊŜŎƻǾŜǊ ŦǊƻƳ IǳǊǊƛŎŀƴŜ IŜƭŜƴŜΩǎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎΦ 

McCormick County 

сн҈ ƻŦ aŎ/ƻǊƳƛŎƪ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ мΣмрн aI¦ǎ were impacted by Hurricane Helene. !ŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅΣ пн҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ 

households are under 80% Area Median Income. Without additional resources, McCormick County will have 

difficulty recovering from Hurricane Helene. 

Oconee County 

пл҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ŀǊŜ ǳƴŘŜǊ ул҈ !ǊŜŀ aŜŘƛŀƴ LƴŎƻƳŜΦ ²ƛǘƘ ŀƴ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ C±[ ƻŦ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ ϷмлΣлллΣ 

Oconee County will need additional help recovering from the impacts of this disaster. 

Orangeburg County 

Orangeburg had a portion of a zip code with more than $1,000,000 in FEMA verified real property loss (RPFVL) and 

an average FVL, for homeowners, of $44,008. 26% of its MHUs were impacted by Hurricane Helene. This county 

needs additional help to recover from the effects of this disaster. 

Pickens County 

The average FVL for homeowners in Pickens County is $18,936, and 41% of its 10,173 MHUs were impacted by 

Hurricane Helene. 40% of FEMA applicants in this county are LMI. They will likely not be able to fully recover 

without CDBG-DR assistance. 
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Saluda County 

¢ǿƻ ȊƛǇ ŎƻŘŜǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ {ŀƭǳŘŀ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ŀǊŜ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ƘƛƎƘ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ǊŜŀƭ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ƭƻǎǎΦ оф҈ ƻŦ {ŀƭǳŘŀ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ 

2,892 MHUs were impacted by this disaster, and 44% of its households are under 80% Area Median Income. 

Union County 

bŜŀǊƭȅ ƘŀƭŦ όпу҈ύ ƻŦ ¦ƴƛƻƴ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ нΣфлф aI¦ǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘŜŘ ōȅ IǳǊǊƛŎŀƴŜ IŜƭŜƴŜΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ по҈ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ 

are under 80% Area Median Income. Union County will face a difficult time recovering from the impacts of this 

disaster without CDBG-DR funding. 

OVERVIEW OF THE IMPACTS OF THE QUALIFYING DISASTER 

 

 

Figure 7: Presidentially Declared Hurricane Helene Counties in South Carolina (Source: https://www.fema.gov/disaster/4829/designated-

areas)  

28 Counties and the Catawba Indian Reservation were declared for FEMA Individual Assistance and Public 

Assistance. An additional five counties were declared for FEMA Public Assistance only.  

 

 

https://www.fema.gov/disaster/4829/designated-areas
https://www.fema.gov/disaster/4829/designated-areas
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Table 3: Disaster Overview  

Disaster Summary 

Qualifying Disaster:  Hurricane Helene, DR-4829 

HUD-identified MID Areas: Aiken County; Anderson County; Greenville County; Greenwood County; 
Laurens County; Spartanburg County 

Grantee-Identified MID Areas: Abbeville County; Cherokee County; Edgefield County; McCormick 
County; Oconee County; Orangeburg County; Pickens County; Saluda 
County; Union County 

 

The combination of HUD-identified and Grantee-identified MIDs (Figure 8) more closely focuses the path of Helene 

(Figure 1). Winds on the eastern side of IǳǊǊƛŎŀƴŜ IŜƭŜƴŜΩǎ ǇŀǘƘ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ŘŜǾŀǎǘŀǘƛƴƎ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ ƻƴ {ƻǳǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀΩǎ 

western most counties, including Abbeville, Aiken, Anderson, Cherokee, Edgefield, Greenville, Greenwood, 

Laurens, McCormick, Oconee, Orangeburg, Pickens, Saluda, Spartanburg, and Union. 

 

Figure 8: IA Declared and MID Counties 
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Table 4: Allocation Overview  

CDBG-DR Allocation Overview 

CDBG-DR Allocation: $130,743,000 

CDBG-DR Mitigation Set Aside: $19,611,000 

Total Allocation: $150,354,000 

 

C9a!Ωǎ ht9b data20 provides a broad summary of disaster survivors, damage, and funding at the zip code level 

ŀŎǊƻǎǎ {ƻǳǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀΩǎ IŜƭŜƴŜ LƳǇŀŎǘ !ǊŜŀ ƻŦ Interest (AOI).  Aggregating individual applicant information to the 

zip code level enables a visual depiction of Helene damage from various perspectives, including: total applicants, 

total Real Property FEMA Verified Loss (RPFVL), average loss, and counts of FEMA applicants with any REFVL.  

These four distinct perspectives on the same dataset can help identify not only where disaster survivors were 

impacted but ŀƭǎƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŀ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜƴǎƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƎƴƛǘǳŘŜ ƻŦ IŜƭŜƴŜΩǎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǘƘŜ !hLΦ 

An initial inspection of total FEMA Individual Assistance applicants can show us where people reached out for 

Federal assistance following Hurricane Helene.  Here, the northwest and west central portions of the state have 

the highest number of zip codes with more than 1,500 FEMA IA applicants each (Figure 9). 

 

Figure 9: FEMA Individual Assistance Applicants by Zip Code 

 

20 https://www.fema.gov/openfema-data-page/individuals-and-households-program-valid-registrations-v1 
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Total losses clearly depict where the greatest amount of damage occurred across the Helen declared counties but 

may not provide a complete picture of the impacts in terms of the number of damaged structures and the relative 

intensity of damage.  To pinpoint where higher relative damage occurred and identify those areas with more 

damaged housing requires an assessment of the RPFVL data in two additional ways, namely: damage assessed 

through averages and damage assessed through counts of applicants impacted.   

Narrowing down the aperture to focus only on applicants with inspected real property loss provides a slightly 

different perspective on impacts.  Here, 51 zip codes across all but eight (8) IA declared counties have (>100) 

applications with some inspected real property damage.   

 

Figure 10: FEMA Individual Assistance Applicants with Real Property Loss by Zip Code 
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An assessment of total damage indicates that northwest and west central South Carolina absorbed the brunt of 

IǳǊǊƛŎŀƴŜ IŜƭŜƴŜΩǎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘΦ  IŜǊŜΣ но ȊƛǇ ŎƻŘŜ ƛƴ ǘƻǘŀƭΣ ǎƻƳŜ ǎǇŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ I¦5 ŘŜŎƭŀǊŜŘ aL5 ŀǊŜŀǎΣ 

including Aiken (n=5), Anderson (n=3) Greenville (n=5), Greenwood (n=3), Laurens (n=4), Spartanburg (n=4) had 

more than $1,000,000 in total FEMA verified real property loss.  Beyond these, both Edgefield and Orangeburg 

each have at least a portion of a zip code with more than $1,000,000 in FEMA verified real property loss (RPFVL).  

 

Figure 11: Total Real Property Loss for FEMA Individual Assistance Applicants with Real Property Loss by Zip Code 

Here, mapping places by average RPFVL (Figure 11) pinpoints 17 zip codes across 10 counties spanning from the 

upstate through the midlands (Lexington and Richland).  Here, Newberry (n=4), Greenville (n=3), and Anderson, 

Spartanburg, Laurens, Saluda each with two zip codes are classified as having high average real property loss. 
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Figure 12: Average Real Property Loss for FEMA Individual Assistance Applicants with Real Property Loss by Zip Code 

IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛȊŜ ǘƘŀǘ C9a!Ωǎ ǊŜŀƭ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ƭƻǎǎ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜǎ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ άǘƻǘŀƭ ƻŦ ŘŀƳŀƎŜέ ŎǊŜŀǘŜǎ ŀ 

false ceiling for damage totals that should be ǘƘŜ άƳƛƴƛƳǳƳ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜŘ ŘŀƳŀƎŜέ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭΦ  C9a!Ωǎ 

regularly underestimates damage for a variety of reasons, including:  

¶ FEMA only considers essential living spaces in a home21 often not accounting for disaster related damages 

ƛƴ ǊƻƻƳǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ άǊŜƎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ƻŎŎǳǇƛŜŘέΤ  

 

21 An essential living space is a room within a home that serves the function of a bedroom, bathroom, kitchen, and/or living room 

that is regularly occupied or used by one or more members of the household and requires repair to bring its functionality back to 

the home (e.g., kitchens are considered essential as long as there is not another undamaged kitchen in the home). 
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¶ C9a!Ωǎ ƭƻǎǎ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƻŦǘŜƴ ƭƻǿŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ {mall Business Administration (SBA) estimates for both real 

property and personal property losses because of the type of assessments undertaken by FEMA and the 

ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ άŦƛŜƭŘ ƛƴǎǇŜŎǘƻǊǎέΦ   

!ǎ ǎǳŎƘΣ C9a!Ωǎ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜǎ ƻŦ ǳƴƳŜǘ ƴŜŜŘ Ŏŀƴ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ƻǊ ȊŜǊƻ ǳƴƳŜǘ ƴŜŜŘ when compared 

against support providedΦ  LŦΣ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ŀ ƘƻƳŜΩǎ ŘŀƳŀƎŜ ǿŀǎ ǳƴŘŜǊŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜŘ ōȅ C9a! ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭƭȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ 

estimated properly by an insurance company the difference between what FEMA indicated was damaged and the 

amount received would be negative.  For these reasons, one must recoƎƴƛȊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǳǎƛƴƎ C9a!Ωǎ ŘŀƳŀƎŜ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜǎ 

as the total of damage creates a false ceiling for damage totals that should be ǘƘŜ άƳƛƴƛƳǳƳ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜŘ ŘŀƳŀƎŜέ 

rather than the total. 

Accordingly, combining these four perspectives ƻƴ IŜƭŜƴΩǎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ǇŜǊƘŀǇǎ ǘƘŜ clearest representation of 

where more people sought help from FEMA, where the inspected damage was located, where that damage was 

higher (on average), and where there were more damaged housing units.  Creating a composite RPFVL score ranging 

from 0 ς 12 clearly indicates the impacts to vast areas of northwest, north central, and central South Carolina.  These 

places (symbolized in red in Figure 13: Composite FEMA Individual Assistance Applicant Score (Applicants + RPFVL 

Applicants + RPFVL Total + RPFVL Average) contain disaster survivors who had higher damages in greater numbers 

than the remainder of the South Carolina AOI. 

Figure 13: Composite FEMA Individual Assistance Applicant Score (Applicants + RPFVL Applicants + RPFVL Total + RPFVL Average) 
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Recognizing that some populations will have a harder time recovering from disaster such as Hurricane Helene than 

others, it is important to assess the impact data through a different lens that moves beyond simply where the 

damage was and captures the capacity, or lack thereof, for people and places to recover on their own.  Here, The 

Social Vulnerability Index (SoVI) provides a replicable, science-based and a-political approach to understanding 

where the populations least able to prepare for, respond to, and rebound from disasters live.  Figure 14: Tract level 

{ƻŎƛŀƭ ±ǳƭƴŜǊŀōƛƭƛǘȅ LƴŘŜȄ ōȅ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ŦƻǊ IǳǊǊƛŎŀƴŜ IŜƭŜƴŜΩǎ {ƻǳǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀ !ǊŜŀ ƻŦ LƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ, provides a visual of 

social vulnerability (2020) based on Cutter et al. (2003)22 across the AOI.   

 

Figure 14Υ ¢ǊŀŎǘ ƭŜǾŜƭ {ƻŎƛŀƭ ±ǳƭƴŜǊŀōƛƭƛǘȅ LƴŘŜȄ ōȅ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ŦƻǊ IǳǊǊƛŎŀƴŜ IŜƭŜƴŜΩǎ {ƻǳǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀ !ǊŜŀ ƻŦ LƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ 

Here, a different pattern begins to emerge where more socially vulnerable census tracts appear both inside urban 

areas and across large swaths of more rural South Carolina.  .ŜŎŀǳǎŜ ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴκŦŀƳƛƭȅΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǊŜŎƻǾŜǊ ƛǎ ƳƻǊŜ 

than simply their income (or LMI level), this perspective on underlying conditions is well suited to support program 

development that is suited to specific disaster recovery needs of survivors. People living in these areas of high 

social vulnerability would likely fall into the HUD caǘŜƎƻǊȅ ƻŦ άaƻǎǘ 5ƛǎǘǊŜǎǎŜŘέ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ǎƻ ǎǳǎŎŜǇǘƛōƭŜ ǘƻ 

shocks such as major disasters and will have difficulty recovering without significant support if they are negatively 

impacted by an event such as Helene. {/hwΩǎ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ ǳǘƛƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ {ƻ±L ŦƻǊ ǘŀǊƎŜǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǊǳǊŀƭ ŀǊŜŀǎ Ƙŀǎ ǇǊƻǾŜƴ ǘƻ 

 

22 https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-6237.8402002 
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ōŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƛƴ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎ [aL ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎ ŜƭƛƎƛōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ŀǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜƴ ǾŀƭƛŘŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƻŦ {/hwΩǎ 

three recent CDBG-DR grants, allowing for timely deployment, completion of construction, and grant closeout. 

 

Figure 15: Bivariate map displaying Average Real Property Loss and Social Vulnerability 

Combining social vulnerability (Figure 14Υ ¢ǊŀŎǘ ƭŜǾŜƭ {ƻŎƛŀƭ ±ǳƭƴŜǊŀōƛƭƛǘȅ LƴŘŜȄ ōȅ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ŦƻǊ IǳǊǊƛŎŀƴŜ IŜƭŜƴŜΩǎ 

South Carolina Area of Interest) with the composite RPFVL score (Figure 13: Composite FEMA Individual Assistance 

Applicant Score (Applicants + RPFVL Applicants + RPFVL Total + RPFVL Average) creates a bivariate representation 

of the most-impacted and distressed areas.  Here, a focus on dark burgundy (Figure 15) would provide assistance 

to places with the overall greatest impact and the highest social vulnerability.  These places would likely benefit 
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from rebuilding programs funded through CDBG-DR aimed at supporting full recovery for the most impacted and 

distressed residents there.  Conversely, the medium blue areas show where low social vulnerability intersects with 

high disaster losses.  In areas like these, people likely have the means to help themselves recover but could benefit 

from matching or incentive programs aimed at making their homes more resilient as they rebuild.  

It is also important to contemplate the low-to-moderate income (LMI) population impacted by the disaster. 

Amongst FEMA Individual Assistance applicants, the pool that were LMI varies across the HUD and Grantee MID 

areas. 21% of the applicants within the HUD MID were LMI. 16% of the Grantee MID applicants were LMI. These 

percentages could potentially indicate that the LMI population is underrepresented amongst the FEMA applicants 

since the total percentage of LMI population is closer to 42% of the total as indicated by Table 5.  

Table 5: LMI Population Summary by Area of Interest 

Area Total Population 
Total LMI (80% AMI) 

Persons 
Percentage LMI (80% 

AMI) Persons 

State Total 4,956,359 2,075,344 42% 

MID Total 2,222,435 923,545 42% 

HUD MID Total 811,505 336,990 42% 

Grantee MID 
Total 

1,410,930 586,555 42% 

 

Table 6: LMI Populations Impacted by Area of Interest 

Area 
Total Population (of 
Disaster Declared 

Counties)  

Total LMI Disaster 
Applicant Household 

Composition 
Percentage LMI 

State Total 3,201,334 447,598 14% 

MID Total 1,801,042 350,245 19% 

HUD MID Total 1,360,318 280,494 21% 

Grantee MID Total 440,724 69,751 16% 
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Figure 16: Low-Moderate Income Populations 

Incorporating the final layer of low-to-moderate income category provides an effective targeting tool for the 

implementation of the CDBG-DR programs to achieve the HUD goal of providing a minimum of 70% of the benefit 

to the LMI community. Figure 17: Bivariate map displaying Average Real Property Loss and LMI Category helps to 

illuminate where program resources can be targeted to serve the LMI community with the greatest disaster unmet 

need. By focusing outreach efforts on the burgundy and dark purple areas of the map, the South Carolina Office of 

Resilience can maximize the benefit to the LMI community. 
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Figure 17: Bivariate map displaying Average Real Property Loss and LMI Category 
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UNMET NEEDS AND MITIGATION NEEDS SUMMARY 

Table 7: Unmet Needs and Proposed Allocations 

9ƭƛƎƛōƭŜ /ƻǎǘ 
/ŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ 

¦ƴƳŜǘ bŜŜŘ ҈ ƻŦ ¦ƴƳŜǘ bŜŜŘ ҈ ƻŦ CǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ 
ōŜ 9ȄǇŜƴŘŜŘ ƛƴ 
I¦5 ŀƴŘ DǊŀƴǘŜŜ 
LŘŜƴǝŬŜŘ aL5  

/5.Dπ5w 
!ƭƭƻŎŀǝƻƴ 
!Ƴƻǳƴǘ 

!ŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǝƻƴ όр҈ 
ŎŀǇύ 

  млл҈ ϷтΣрмтΣтлл 

tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ όмр҈ ŎŀǇύ   bκ! Ϸл 

wŜƴǘŀƭ IƻǳǎƛƴƎ ϷсумΣслпΣнру ом҈ млл҈ ϷтΣрллΣллл 

hǿƴŜǊπhŎŎǳǇƛŜŘ 
IƻǳǎƛƴƎ  

ϷмΣлссΣлфуΣфсу рл҈ млл҈ ϷммрΣтнрΣолл 

LƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ϷмфнΣуммΣфпр ф҈ bκ! Ϸл 

9ŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ 
wŜǾƛǘŀƭƛȊŀǝƻƴ 

ϷннпΣтлтΣтон мл҈ bκ! Ϸл 

tǳōƭƛŎ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜ όмр҈ 
ŎŀǇύ 

Ϸл л҈ bκ! Ϸл 

9ȄŜƳǇǘ tǳōƭƛŎ 
{ŜǊǾƛŎŜ όƴƻ ŎŀǇύ  

Ϸл л҈ bκ! Ϸл 

¢ƻǘŀƭ ϷнΣмсрΣнннΣфло млл҈     

 

 

 



 

 

UNMET NEEDS ASSESSMENT  

EVALUATING THE IMPACTS OF THE THREE CORE ASPECTS OF RECOVERY 

South Carolina evaluated the impacts of Hurricane Helene and the financial support to combat these impacts 

across the three major sectors as required by the Department of Housing and Urban Development: housing, 

infrastructure, and the economy. The unmet needs assessment has identified housing unmet needs of 

$1,747,703,226 (81%), infrastructure unmet need of $192,811,945 (9%), and economic unmet need of 

$224,707,732 (10%). The total unmet need identified from the impacts of Hurricane Helene is estimated to be 

$2,165,222,903 after accounting for a 30% resiliency factor across the three major sectors to account for increased 

resilience in construction methods.  

SUMMARY IMPACT AND UNMET NEED 

Table 8: Summary Impact and Unmet Needs by Sector 

Summary of 
Impacts/Support 

Housing Infrastructure Economy Total 

Amount of Estimated Impact $2,888,133,929  $1,129,469,741  $606,309,492  $4,623,913,162  

Amount of Funds Available $1,140,430,703  $936,657,796  $381,601,759  $2,458,690,258  

Unmet Needs (impact-
Available Funds) + 
Resiliency Costs 

$1,747,703,226  $192,811,945  $224,707,732  $2,165,222,903  

Percent of Total Unmet 
Needs  

81% 9% 10% 100% 

 

 

Figure 18: Summary Impact and Unmet Needs by Sector 
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HOUSING EVALUATION 

The following summary provides a breakdown of the housing analysis of the unmet needs assessment. To derive 

the final unmet needs estimate for housing, the data for 442,683 FEMA registrants was analyzed, representing 

both owners and renters that applied for FEMA Individual Assistance for all counties that were declared for FEMA 

Individual Assistance. 

Housing unmet need was calculated using the HUD methodology of evaluating FEMA Individual Assistance 

information broken into five categories. The categories are: 

¶ Minor-Low: Less than $3,000 of FEMA-inspected real property damage 

¶ Minor-High: $3,000 to $7,999 of FEMA-inspected real property damage 

¶ Major-Low: $8,000 to $14,999 of FEMA-inspected real property damage and/or 1 to 3.9 feet of flooding 

on the first floor 

¶ Major-High: $15,000 to $28,800 of FEMA-inspected real property damage and/or 4 to 5.9 feet of flooding 

on the first floor 

¶ Severe: Greater than $28,800 of FEMA-inspected real property damage or determined destroyed and/or 6 

or more feet of flooding on the first floor 

Through this lens, the impacts were analyzed to account for an estimated total loss by damage category and home 

types (mobile homes, single family homes, condos, townhomes, etc.) to arrive at the total housing impact estimate 

from Hurricane Helene using the HUD multipliers provided in the Federal Register.  

To identify the other variable in the equation, all known sources of support were identified to include FEMA 

payments, SBA loans, property insurance payments, National Flood Insurance Program payments, and other 

sources of known funding.  

Subtracting the sources of housing support from the estimated impacts led to the identified unmet housing need 

of $1,747,703,226.   

Table 9: Housing Unmet Need Summary 

Housing Unmet Needs Summary 

Total Housing Impacts  $2,888,133,929 

Total Housing Support  $1,140,430,703 

Unmet Housing Need (Including Resilience Factors)  $1,747,703,226 
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HOUSING UNMET NEED SUPPORTING DATA 

Table 10: Summary Housing Impacts and Unmet Needs 

Data Count 

Total FEMA or 
SBA 

Estimated 
Property 

Loss 

Average 
Real 

Property 
Loss 

Estimated Total 
Loss (HUD 
Multiplier) 

Minor-Low Damage to FEMA IA Applicants 
(Mobile Homes) 

5,725 $3,328,503  $581  $96,109,392  

Minor-Low Damage to FEMA IA Applicants (All 
Other Home Types) 

14,583 7,755,830 $532  $425,434,720  

Minor-High Damage to FEMA IA Applicants 
(Mobile Homes) 

2,800 13,207,477 $4,717  $127,891,867  

Minor-High Damage to FEMA IA Applicants (All 
Other Home Types) 

4,530 19,377,084 $4,278  $152,884,480  

Major-Low Damage to FEMA IA Applicants 
(Mobile Homes) 

844 $8,143,432  $9,649  $65,036,952  

Major-Low Damage to FEMA IA Applicants 
(Houses) 

1534 $15,554,836  $10,140  $56,451,200  

Major-Low Damage to FEMA IA Applicants 
(Condos/Apartments/Townhomes) 

87 $154,032  $1,770  $3,201,600  

Major-Low Damage to FEMA IA Applicants (All 
Other Home Types) 

38 $133,783  $3,521  $1,398,400  

Major-High Damage to FEMA IA Applicants 
(Mobile Homes) 

144 $2,014,137  $13,987  $14,178,672  

Major-High Damage to FEMA IA Applicants 
(Houses) 

309 $4,683,350  $15,156  $14,199,168  

Major-High Damage to FEMA IA Applicants 
(Condos/Apartments/Townhomes) 

35 $38,607  $1,103  $1,608,320  

Major-High Damage to FEMA IA Applicants (All 
Other Types) 

12 $58,211  $4,851  $551,424  

Severe Damage to FEMA IA Applicants (Mobile 
Homes) 

111 $6,232,840  $56,152  $14,966,574  

Severe Damage to FEMA IA Applicants 
(Houses) 

127 $8,038,401  $63,294  $5,835,904  

Severe Damage to FEMA IA Applicants 
(Condos/Apartments/Townhomes) 

10 $2,790  $279  $459,520  

Severe Damage to FEMA IA Applicants (All 
Other Types) 

58 $3,775,298  $65,091  $2,665,216  
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Category 1 SBA Derived Damage to Rental 
Dwellings (Landlords) 

0 $0  0 $0  

Category 2 SBA Derived Damage to Rental 
Dwellings (Landlords) 

2 $46,331  $23,166  $91,351  

Category 3 SBA Derived Damage to Rental 
Dwellings (Landlords) 

9 $364,959  $40,551  $693,522  

Category 4 SBA Derived Damage to Rental 
Dwellings (Landlords) 

9 $941,962  $104,662  $886,167  

Category 5 SBA Derived Damage to Rental 
Dwellings (Landlords) 

4 $3,488,630  $872,157  $539,336  

Real Property Insurance Claims 130,627   $9,377  $1,224,836,887  

Private Flood Insurance Losses 63   $8,426  $530,812  

Damage to Public Housing 373   $30,000  $11,190,000  

Total Housing Loss 162,034 $97,340,493  $13,711  $2,221,641,484  

Accounting for an additional 30% in funding 
needed to support rebuilding to higher 
standards (resilience) 

      $2,888,133,929  

FEMA payments to repair/replace homes 7,660   $5,442  $41,685,409  

SBA Loan Support to Rental Properties 
(Landlords) 

9     $364,174  

Real Property Insurance Payments 78,507     $1,088,650,308  

Private Flood Insurance Payments 5   $106,162  $530,812  

Public housing funds 373     $9,200,000  

Total Support       $1,140,430,703 

Initial Unmet Needs       $1,081,210,781  

Total Unmet Housing Need (Accounting for an 
additional 30% in funding needed to support 
rebuilding to higher standards (resilience) 

      $1,747,703,226  

 

!ŎǊƻǎǎ {ƻǳǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀΩǎ L! ŘŜŎƭŀǊŜŘ ŎƻǳƴǘƛŜǎ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŜǊŜ ƴŜŀǊƭȅ нтлΣллл ƻǿƴŜǊ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀƴǘǎΣ ŀ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŜǊŜ 

located in the HUD and Grantee MID areas (Table 1).  However, while the HUD MID areas had higher total and 

average damage indicating that impacted properties were heavily damaged, it was the Grantee MID county areas 

that had higher numbers of inspected owner-occupied homes with damage.  In these places, although the total 

verified losses did not reach HUD thresholds for MID inclusion, the sheer number of impacted households warrants 

additional assistance in recovery. 
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Table 11: FEMA Individual Assistance Summary ς Owners 

Area 
# of 

Applicants 
# of 

Inspections 

# 
Inspected 

with 
Damage 

# Received 
Assistance 

Total FEMA 
Verified 

Loss 

Average 
FEMA 

Verified 
Loss 

State Total 269,410 72,988 3,234 7,659 $92,309,188  $28,543  

MID Total 228,260 57,133 1,745 5,800 $71,942,218  $41,228  

HUD MID Total 182,710 44,620 680 4,105 $54,581,174  $80,266  

Grantee MID Total 45,550 12,513 1,065 1,695 $17,361,044  $16,301 

 

Renter impacted households, representing about 39% of all applicants in this disaster, totaled more than 173,000 

with a majority located in HUD MID areas (Table ).  Here however, the average FEMA loss in HUD MID Areas ($660) 

was only slightly higher than losses in Grantee MID counties.  Statewide, only one-third of those inspected with 

damage received assistance from FEMA to replaced disaster damaged possessions, leaving more than 7,000 renter 

survivors with remaining unmet needs. 

Table 12: FEMA Individual Assistance Summary ς Renters 

Area 
# of 

Applicants 
# of 

Inspections 

# 
Inspected 

with 
Damage 

# Received 
Assistance 

Total FEMA 
Verified 

Loss 

Average 
FEMA 

Verified 
Loss 

State Total 173,273 36,884 10,357 3,001 $6,610,594 $638 

MID Total 139,704 28,661 8,215 2,299 $5,270,910 $642 

HUD MID 
Total 

116,547 23,395 6,547 1,859 $4,321,213 $660 

Grantee MID 
Total 

23,157 5,266 1,668 440 $949,697 $569 
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Figure 19: FEMA Individual Assistance Applicants by Zip Code 
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As a result of C9a!Ωǎ ƭƻǿ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜŘ ƭƻǎǎŜǎ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀΣ ƭƛƪŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŘƛǎŀǎǘŜǊǎΣ ǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻf owner-occupied 

and renter-occupied units decreases as the HUD damage category increases (Table 13 and Table ).  There were 

more than 2,600 owner-occupied homes with at least Major-Low damage and another 630 renter units with at 

least major-low damage across the state - a majority of these located in the HUD MID areas. 

Table 13: FEMA Individual Assistance by HUD Damage Category Summary ς Owners 

County 
Units with 
Minor-Low 

Units with 
Minor-High 

Units with 
Major-Low 

Units with 
Major-High 

Units with 
Severe 

State Total 12,342 5,555 2,154 345 180 

MID Total 9,968 4,080 1,651 273 151 

HUD MID Total 7,250 2,766 1,264 212 123 

Grantee MID Total 2,718 1,314 387 61 28 

 

Table 14: FEMA Individual Assistance by HUD Damage Category Summary ς Renters 

Area 
Units with 
Minor-Low 

Units with 
Minor-High 

Units with 
Major-Low 

Units with 
Major-High 

Units with 
Severe 

State Total 7,966 1,775 349 155 126 

MID Total 6,374 1,342 278 118 114 

HUD MID Total 5,072 1,054 230 102 99 

Grantee MID Total 1,302 288 48 16 15 

 

Taking a closer look at flood specific losses may be useful for understanding the types of impacts the State will 

need to support with its recovery programs.  FEMA data does not indicate if the applicant was inside or outside of 

the flood zone, however it does indicate if the survivor had water in the home and if the home was damaged.  

Here, more than 1,000 owners and more than 500 renters had flood damage but did not have flood insurance 

(Table 15 and Table 16).  Again, most of these are located in HUD MID areas, however, more than 225 disaster 

survivors in Grantee MID areas are among this group of flood victims as well.   
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Table 15: Summary of FEMA Individual Assistance with flooding but without Flood Insurance 

County Owners Renters 

Total 
Damage 

(Real and 
Personal 
Property) 

Total 
Repair/Replace 

Support 

Total 
Personal 
Property 
Support  

Remaining 
Unmet 
Need 

State Total 1,032 525 $9,377,015  $5,104,025  $938,328  $3,334,662  

MID Total 853 398 $7,824,234  $4,223,828  $763,827  $2,836,579  

HUD MID Total 675 348 $6,239,452  $3,372,532  $617,584  $2,249,336  

Grantee MID 
Total 

178 50 $1,584,782  $851,295  $146,243  $587,244  

 

Further investigation into this group pinpointing those disaster survivors who are Low-Moderate income, had flood 

damage, and did not have flood insurance highlights at nearly 1,000 survivors who will likely have a challenge with 

recovering from hurricane Helene (Table 16).  Here, while a majority (>550) are in HUD MID areas, more than 150 

owners and renters are located in Grantee MID areas. 

Table 16: Summary of FEMA LMI Individual Assistance with flooding but without Flood Insurance 

Area Owners Renters 

Total 
Damage 

(Real and 
Personal 
Property) 

Total 
Repair/Replace 

Support 

Total 
Personal 
Property 
Support  

Remaining 
Unmet 
Need 

State Total 556 413 $5,102,714  $2,769,062  $665,378  $1,668,273  

MID Total 427 301 $3,931,637  $2,103,783  $513,484  $1,314,370  

HUD MID Total 306 262 $2,784,889  $1,433,285  $397,094  $954,510  

Grantee MID Total 121 39 $1,146,748  $670,499  $116,390  $359,859 

 

EMERGENCY SHELTERS, INTERIM, AND PERMANENT HOUSING 

Considering homeless individuals in disaster recovery is crucial for communities. Homeless populations are 

particularly vulnerable during disasters due to their lack of stable housing, which often compounds the impact of 

such crises. They may not have access to essential resources like food, clean water, and medical care, making it 

imperative that recovery plans address their unique needs.  Including homeless individuals and those continuums 

of care (COC) who support unhoused population in disaster recovery ensures that Low-to-Moderate Income 

members of society are not left behind.   
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IŜƭŜƴŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘŜŘ ŀƭƭ ƻŦ {ƻǳǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀΩǎ ŦƻǳǊ όпύ /h/ǎ όFigure 20).  Across the state, according to the latest 

ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ άtƻƛƴǘ-in-¢ƛƳŜέ Ŏƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ ƘƻƳŜƭŜǎǎ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎΣ ƴŜŀǊƭȅ рΣллл ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǊŜƳŀƛƴ ǳƴƘƻǳǎŜŘ όTable ).  All of 

these COCs have MID counties located in it, making the total number of disaster impacted homeless more than 

2,500. (Table ).   

Table 17: Continuum of Care Summary 

CoC Number CoC Entity Impacted County Homeless Count 

SC-500 
Charleston/Low 
Country CoC Beaufort, Hampton, Jasper                      404  

SC-501 

Greenville, 
Anderson, 
Spartanburg/Upstate 
CoC 

Abbeville, Anderson, Cherokee, 
Edgefield, Greenwood, Greenville, 
Laurens, McCormick, Oconee, 
Pickens, Saluda, Spartanburg, 
Union                   1,424  

SC-502 
Columbia/Midlands 
CoC 

Aiken, Allendale, Bamberg, 
Barnwell, Chester, Fairfield, 
Lexington, Newberry, Richland, 
Orangeburg                   1,165  

SC-503 
Sumter City & 
County CoC Kershaw                   1,060  

 

 

Figure 20: Continuum of Care Areas and Declared Counties 
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Table 18: Unhoused Population Summary 

Unhoused Category Statewide Count FEMA Declared Area 
Count 

MID Areas Count 

Total Know Homeless (2022) 3,608 3,608 2,250 

Emergency Shelter (2023) 2,130 2,130 1,614 

Transitional Housing (2023) 584 584 332 

Safe Haven Sheltered (2023) 12 12 12 

Unsheltered Homeless (2023) 1,327 1,327 585 

Total Known Homeless 4,503 4,503 2,589 

 

RENTAL AND OWNER-OCCUPIED SINGLE FAMILY AND MULTIFAMILY HOUSING 

Summarized below is the data by county for housing type, owner and rental impacts, and mobile homes 

throughout the area of interest contemplated within this assessment. The dataset includes the 442,895 FEMA 

Individual Assistance registrants by housing tenure and type. Summary data across the state, HUD and grantee 

defined MIDs is available in the housing impact section preceding this section. Aggregate data by county is 

contemplated for owners versus renters with subsequent analysis by those categories across the five HUD damage 

categories Table 22 below.  

Table 19: FEMA Individual Assistance Applicants by Housing Type  

Residence Type Applicants 
% Owner 
Occupied 

% Tenants % Unknown % Type 

Apartment 55,335 0.04% 99.94% 0.02% 12.49% 

Assisted Living Facility 244 0.00% 99.59% 0.41% 0.06% 

Boat 104 81.73% 18.27% 0.00% 0.02% 

College Dorm 125 0.00% 98.40% 1.60% 0.03% 

Condo 2,608 55.52% 44.44% 0.04% 0.59% 

Correctional Facility 15 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

House/Duplex 255,449 72.92% 27.04% 0.04% 57.68% 

Military Housing 58 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.01% 

Mobile Home 73,489 64.27% 35.67% 0.05% 16.59% 

Other 41,304 67.82% 32.10% 0.08% 9.33% 

Townhouse 11,145 39.60% 60.38% 0.03% 2.52% 

Travel Trailer 3,018 63.75% 35.98% 0.27% 0.68% 

Unknown 1 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

Total 442,895 60.83% 39.12% 0.05% 100.00% 
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Table 20: FEMA Individual Assistance by County ς Owners 

County 
# of 

Applicants 
# of 

Inspections 

# 
Inspected 

with 
Damage 

# Received 
Assistance 

Total FEMA 
Verified 

Loss 

Average 
FEMA 

Verified 
Loss 

Abbeville 3,865 482 102 50 $444,880  $4,362  

Aiken 28,361 6,769 103 705 $8,293,173  $80,516  

Allendale 1,134 402 104 75 $648,586  $6,236  

Anderson 24,926 5,776 105 478 $5,945,070  $56,620  

Bamberg 1,228 501 106 121 $1,091,027  $10,293  

Barnwell 2,122 742 107 111 $863,906  $8,074  

Beaufort 2,580 1,037 108 207 $2,227,704  $20,627  

Cherokee 6,183 1,848 109 212 $1,901,733  $17,447  

Chester 1,451 763 110 110 $1,242,352  $11,294  

Edgefield 5,571 1,250 111 192 $2,421,968  $21,820  

Fairfield 1,375 590 112 102 $1,420,345  $12,682  

Greenville 55,893 14,525 113 1,189 $17,046,908  $150,858  

Greenwood 11,355 3,511 114 327 $5,155,378  $45,223  

Hampton 1,876 624 115 108 $1,003,731  $8,728  

Jasper 1,580 603 116 101 $1,423,526  $12,272  

Kershaw 1,008 332 117 43 $349,870  $2,990  

Laurens 10,955 2,997 118 433 $6,100,576  $51,700  

Lexington 10,208 2,882 119 333 $3,549,502  $29,828  

McCormick 2,206 498 120 56 $772,397  $6,437  

Newberry 4,411 1,067 121 162 $2,017,630  $16,675  

Oconee 4,079 1,212 122 136 $1,203,099  $9,861  

Orangeburg 4,641 2,834 123 570 $5,413,026  $44,008  

Pickens 12,380 2,664 124 265 $2,348,075  $18,936  

Richland 9,363 4,584 125 271 $2,930,772  $23,446  

Saluda 2,777 680 126 135 $1,716,106  $13,620  

Spartanburg 51,220 11,042 127 973 $12,040,069  $94,804  

Union 3,848 1,045 128 79 $1,139,759  $8,904  

York 2,814 1,728 129 115 $1,598,020  $12,388  
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Table 21: FEMA Individual Assistance by HUD Damage Category by County ς Owners 

County 
Units with 
Minor-Low 

Units with 
Minor-High 

Units with 
Major-Low 

Units with 
Major-High 

Units with 
Severe 

Abbeville 208 23 13 2 0 

Aiken 1224 555 249 22 6 

Allendale 101 46 19 3 0 

Anderson 853 356 128 21 22 

Bamberg 117 100 17 2 2 

Barnwell  150 86 19 3 0 

Beaufort  219 161 51 11 3 

Cherokee 374 114 51 4 5 

Chester 121 101 24 1 1 

Edgefield 316 175 72 13 2 

Fairfield  84 85 44 7 2 

Greenville 2201 659 368 81 38 

Greenwood 561 278 114 14 13 

Hampton 108 86 30 2 0 

Jasper 106 79 40 10 2 

Kershaw 67 23 13 1 1 

Laurens 582 328 131 24 19 

Lexington 462 276 90 6 4 

McCormick 157 52 11 3 3 

Newberry 187 112 48 6 4 

Oconee 182 80 28 6 3 

Orangeburg 613 563 94 9 2 

Pickens 466 169 56 11 7 

Richland 500 221 73 9 2 

Saluda 142 94 46 10 3 

Spartanburg 1829 590 274 50 25 

Union 260 44 16 3 3 

York 152 99 35 11 8 
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Table 22: FEMA Individual Assistance by County ς Renters 

County 
# of 

Applicants 
# of 

Inspections 

# 
Inspected 

with 
Damage 

# Received 
Assistance 

Total FEMA 
Verified 

Loss 

Average 
FEMA 

Verified 
Loss 

Abbeville 1,636 299 94 8 $34,798 $370 

Aiken 14,153 3,158 983 286 $598,549  $609  

Allendale 742 150 35 11 $16,403  $469  

Anderson 14,283 3,006 783 260 $551,655  $705  

Bamberg 724 159 56 21 $39,559  $706  

Barnwell 1,255 294 78 19 $41,155  $528  

Beaufort 1,477 350 104 41 $71,227  $685  

Cherokee 3,900 887 286 97 $191,156  $668  

Chester 994 341 112 39 $65,592  $586  

Edgefield 2,011 429 168 45 $89,505  $533  

Fairfield 751 227 60 14 $45,373  $756  

Greenville 44,152 8,326 2,109 546 $1,373,817 $651  

Greenwood 8,193 1,927 680 225 $490,775  $722  

Hampton 841 216 65 24 $39,815  $613  

Jasper 748 212 52 20 $47,366  $911  

Kershaw 620 129 21 6 $24,236  $1,154  

Laurens 5,543 1,223 430 110 $263,556  $613  

Lexington 6,358 1,425 361 110 $207,332  $574  

McCormick 682 135 56 13 $27,447  $490  

Newberry 2,565 461 129 47 $92,624  $718  

Oconee 2,131 535 137 49 $71,180  $520  

Orangeburg 2,924 1,112 407 98 $204,994  $504  

Pickens 6,604 1,231 294 92 $222,358  $756  

Richland 13,327 3,147 801 245 $480,707  $600  

Saluda 1,061 215 87 18 $48,058  $552  

Spartanburg 30,223 5,755 1,562 432 $1,042,861 $668  

Union 2,208 423 139 20 $60,201  $433  

York 3,167 1,112 268 105 $168,295  $628  
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     Table 23: FEMA Individual Assistance by HUD Damage Category by County ς Renters 

County 
Units with 
Minor-Low 

Units with 
Minor-High 

Units with 
Major-Low 

Units with 
Major-High 

Units with 
Severe 

Abbeville 91 3 0 0 0 

Aiken 733 201 30 12 8 

Allendale 30 4 1 0 0 

Anderson 604 125 25 16 13 

Bamberg 39 13 2 1 1 

Barnwell 65 10 2 1 0 

Beaufort 70 26 5 2 2 

Cherokee 225 41 9 4 7 

Chester 81 26 4 2 0 

Edgefield 125 36 3 2 2 

Fairfield 46 9 2 3 0 

Greenville 1670 295 83 37 26 

Greenwood 519 109 26 14 14 

Hampton 42 19 1 1 2 

Jasper 34 13 2 2 1 

Kershaw 15 4 1 0 1 

Laurens 338 65 21 5 3 

Lexington 277 67 11 5 2 

McCormick 44 10 1 1 0 

Newberry 92 28 4 4 1 

Oconee 91 42 4 0 0 

Orangeburg 318 76 11 2 1 

Pickens 213 57 14 6 4 

Richland 608 153 27 12 1 

Saluda 71 11 3 1 1 

Spartanburg 1208 259 45 18 35 

Union 124 12 3 0 0 

York 193 61 9 4 1 
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Mobile homes can represent a high percentage of the total housing stock across any given area (Figure 21) and 

have been heavily utilized as an affordable housing option. Unfortunately, mobile homes and their residents have 

heightened vulnerability during disasters. Often situated in flood-prone or high-risk areas, mobile homes can 

sustain significant damage, leaving occupants without shelter. Residents may lack the financial resources to rebuild 

or relocate, making them more dependent on recovery efforts. Prioritizing this group ensures that their specific 

needs are addressed, such as access to emergency services, temporary housing, and financial assistance. By 

including mobile home residents in recovery plans, communities can foster support, enhance resilience, and 

promote a more comprehensive rebuilding process that benefits all. 

aƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ нл҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ƳƻōƛƭŜ ƘƻƳŜǎ ǿere impacted by Hurricane Helene (Table 24 and Table 25).  This 

percentage impacted was highest in the HUD MID areas (52%) with Grantee MID areas seeing nearly 40% of their 

mobile homes damaged.   

Table 24: Mobile Homes Impacted Summary 

County 
Total Number of Mobile Housing 

Units 
Number of Units 

Impacted 
% of Total 

Impacted Units 

State Total 352,784 73,489 21% 

MID Total 125,956 57,728 46% 

HUD MID Total 75,809 39,595 52% 

Grantee MID Total 50,147 18,133 36% 

 

 

Figure 21: Mobile Homes as a Percentage of Housing Units by Census Tract 
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Table 25: Mobile Homes Impacted by County 

County 
Total Number of Mobile Housing 

Units 
Number of Units 

Impacted 
% of Total 

Impacted Units 

Abbeville 2,668 1,383 52% 

Aiken 14,395 8,085 56% 

Allendale 1,017 519 51% 

Anderson 13,530 6,735 50% 

Bamberg 1,478 640 43% 

Barnwell 3,195 1,286 40% 

Beaufort 9,689 1,680 17% 

Cherokee 5,984 2,796 47% 

Chester 3,307 577 17% 

Edgefield 2,873 1,625 57% 

Fairfield 2,577 766 30% 

Greenville 17,530 8,188 47% 

Greenwood 3,678 2,383 65% 

Hampton 3,063 1,130 37% 

Jasper 3,684 959 26% 

Kershaw 6,463 370 6% 

Laurens 9,310 4,896 53% 

Lexington 21,954 3,890 18% 

McCormick 1,152 710 62% 

Newberry 4,083 1,809 44% 

Oconee 8,633 1,600 19% 

Orangeburg 12,863 3,295 26% 

Pickens 10,173 4,190 41% 

Richland 8,503 1,197 14% 

Saluda 2,892 1,136 39% 

Spartanburg 17,366 9,308 54% 

Union 2,909 1,398 48% 

York 10,866 938 9% 
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Table 26: FEMA Individual Assistance with flooding but without Flood Insurance by County 

County Owners Renters 

Total 
Damage 

(Real and 
Personal 
Property) 

Total 
Repair/Replace 

Support 

Total 
Personal 
Property 
Support  

Remaining 
Unmet 
Need 

Abbeville 3 0 $4,047  $3,748  $0  $299  

Aiken 33 16 $197,612  $87,541  $9,527  $100,544  

Allendale 1 0 $929  $0  $0  $929  

Anderson 59 14 $561,991  $370,933  $60,277  $130,782  

Bamberg 13 3 $136,560  $66,405  $11,919  $58,236  

Barnwell 3 0 $40,372  $17,466  $0  $22,906  

Beaufort 23 8 $139,613  $67,022  $3,804  $68,787  

Cherokee 30 9 $304,603  $196,500  $16,055  $92,048  

Chester 7 4 $56,847  $38,720  $2,640  $15,487  

Edgefield 12 1 $125,768  $108,172  $9,863  $7,733  

Fairfield 3 5 $33,807  $13,019  $6,599  $14,189  

Greenville 296 184 $2,514,925  $1,415,411  $320,058  $779,455  

Greenwood 50 25 $508,438  $181,167  $51,171  $276,100  

Hampton 3 3 $14,587  $12,542  $367  $1,678  

Jasper 9 5 $68,796  $15,077  $13,276  $40,444  

Kershaw 11 2 $108,293  $71,539  $18,178  $18,576  

Laurens 34 9 $514,356  $317,634  $16,542  $180,179  

Lexington 18 14 $111,451  $39,366  $19,628  $52,457  

McCormick 3 0 $66,276  $16,898  $7,751  $41,627  

Newberry 6 1 $79,013  $76,040  $1,196  $1,777  

Oconee 4 1 $36,737  $0  $1,873  $34,864  

Orangeburg 61 20 $308,551  $194,060  $19,945  $94,547  

Pickens 49 16 $569,370  $230,883  $83,147  $255,339  

Richland 63 68 $483,542  $286,892  $60,227  $136,423  

Saluda 9 1 $76,523  $42,204  $841  $33,479  

Spartanburg 203 100 $1,942,130  $999,846  $160,009  $782,275  

Union 7 2 $92,907  $58,831  $6,769  $27,307  

York 19 14 $278,971  $176,108  $36,667  $66,196  
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Table 27: FEMA LMI Individual Assistance with flooding but without Flood Insurance by County 

County Owners Renters 

Total 
Damage 

(Real and 
Personal 
Property) 

Total 
Repair/Replace 

Support 

Total 
Personal 
Property 
Support  

Remaining 
Unmet 
Need 

Abbeville 2 0 $3,747  $3,748  $0  ($1) 

Aiken 17 15 $95,808  $42,705  $6,771  $46,332  

Allendale 1 0 $929  $0  $0  $929  

Anderson 29 11 $296,238  $195,527  $32,628  $68,083  

Bamberg 8 2 $60,602  $33,543  $11,129  $15,930  

Barnwell 1 0 $22,907  $0  $0  $22,907  

Beaufort 18 6 $122,458  $64,889  $3,154  $54,416  

Cherokee 16 4 $174,744  $146,244  $9,617  $18,883  

Chester 6 4 $52,097  $33,970  $2,640  $15,487  

Edgefield 7 1 $87,627  $77,467  $8,963  $1,197  

Fairfield 3 5 $33,807  $13,019  $6,599  $14,189  

Greenville 121 136 $1,198,812  $569,801  $227,084  $401,927  

Greenwood 21 20 $162,729  $63,149  $28,947  $70,634  

Hampton 2 3 $14,287  $12,542  $367  $1,378  

Jasper 6 4 $52,532  $5,778  $12,104  $34,650  

Kershaw 9 1 $80,683  $47,062  $15,043  $18,578  

Laurens 23 6 $325,516  $189,141  $5,834  $130,541  

Lexington 16 13 $97,481  $36,560  $15,149  $45,772  

McCormick 2 0 $65,976  $16,898  $7,751  $41,327  

Newberry 4 1 $48,769  $54,182  $732  ($6,144) 

Oconee 3 1 $17,672  $0  $933  $16,739  

Orangeburg 48 18 $246,822  $167,187  $19,355  $60,280  

Pickens 33 12 $432,095  $166,759  $62,162  $203,173  

Richland 37 60 $318,887  $196,925  $52,072  $69,890  

Saluda 4 1 $42,800  $33,364  $841  $8,595  

Spartanburg 95 74 $705,786  $372,963  $95,829  $236,993  

Union 6 2 $75,265  $58,831  $6,769  $9,665  

York 18 13 $265,638  $166,810  $32,905  $65,923  
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Table 28: Low, Low-Moderate, and LMMI Income Summary ς Declared Counties 

County Total Population 
Total LMI (80% AMI) 

Persons 
Percentage LMI (80% 

AMI) Persons 

Abbeville 23,705 8,610 36% 

Aiken 167,315 68,400 41% 

Allendale 7,725 3,585 46% 

Anderson 197,680 80,465 41% 

Bamberg 13,130 4,780 36% 

Barnwell 20,820 9,405 45% 

Beaufort 184,709 77,439 42% 

Cherokee 218,560 100,525 46% 

Chester 14,430 6,290 44% 

Edgefield 396,030 169,375 43% 

Fairfield 56,270 22,705 40% 

Greenville 32,065 12,915 40% 

Greenwood 45,025 17,975 40% 

Hampton 32,390 12,565 39% 

Jasper 36,995 17,020 46% 

Kershaw 65,560 29,265 45% 

Laurens 30,070 15,000 50% 

Lexington 159,555 69,700 44% 

McCormick 24,355 10,125 42% 

Newberry 22,090 11,515 52% 

Oconee 135,120 54,305 40% 

Orangeburg 61,575 23,910 39% 

Pickens 504,665 199,415 40% 

Richland 67,980 27,525 40% 

Saluda 17,905 7,800 44% 

Spartanburg 339,350 142,235 42% 

Union 29,015 12,490 43% 

York 65,590 26,010 40% 
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Table 29: LMI Breakdown for FEMA Applicants by County 

County 
Total Population (of 
Disaster Declared 

Counties)  

Total LMI Disaster 
Applicant Household 

Composition 
Percentage LMI 

Abbeville 23,529 4,552 19% 

Aiken 169,202 41,940 25% 

Allendale 6,889 2,233 32% 

Anderson 204,052 37,331 18% 

Bamberg 12,386 2,378 19% 

Barnwell 20,153 3,698 18% 

Beaufort 185,923 6,651 4% 

Cherokee 55,206 8,896 16% 

Chester 31,979 2,874 9% 

Edgefield 24,354 7,327 30% 

Fairfield 20,435 3,190 16% 

Greenville 524,981 97,315 19% 

Greenwood 66,071 16,308 25% 

Hampton 17,959 3,187 18% 

Jasper 29,166 2,835 10% 

Kershaw 66,533 2,114 3% 

Laurens 65,857 15,202 23% 

Lexington 297,360 20,399 7% 

McCormick 8,745 2,321 27% 

Newberry 36,806 7,038 19% 

Oconee 78,785 5,539 7% 

Orangeburg 80,196 9,763 12% 

Pickens 124,590 20,814 17% 

Richland 390,686 31,702 8% 

Saluda 18,738 4,624 25% 

Spartanburg 330,155 72,398 22% 

Union 26,581 5,915 22% 

York 284,017 9,054 3% 

 

 

 



46 | P a g e 

 

PUBLIC HOUSING (INCLUDING HUD-ASSISTED HOUSING) AND OTHER AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

Housing Authorities were solicited for Hurricane Helene damages to public housing. Only one, Gaffney Housing 

Authority (Cherokee County), reported damages. The Gaffney Housing Authority reported damages of 

approximately $100,000 to public housing within their authority. No other housing authorities, including SC 

Housing, reported or had data available on damages to public housing caused by Hurricane Helene. 

The South Carolina Housing Trust Fund (HTF) Disaster Assistance Program (DAP) provides funding to local 

governments for home repairs for low-income homeowners whose properties were damaged by severe weather 

and not covered by insurance, offering up to $30,000 per home for eligible repairs.  Following Hurricane Helene, 

DAP identified 373 units in need of repair assistance and provided $9,200,000 in support to aid in recovery for 

these units. 

Table 30: Public Housing Damage and Support 

Applicant 
Need 

Identified 
(#) 

Estimated Impact  

(Eligible for DAP) 
DAP Funds Provided 

City of Aiken 50 $1,500,000  $848,877  

Anderson County 20 $600,000  $688,877  

City of Bennettsville 55 $1,650,000  $1,798,878  

Charleston County 30 $900,000  $928,877  

City of Greenville 20 $600,000  $228,877  

Greenville County 62 $1,860,000  $998,878  

Horry County 7 $210,000  $163,327  

City of North Charleston 7 $210,000  $94,327  

Rock Hill 37 $1,110,000  $518,827  

City of Spartanburg 25 $750,000  $861,377  

Spartanburg County 60 $1,800,000  $2,068,878  

  373 $11,190,000  $9,200,000  

Source: Personal communication from the South Carolina Housing Authority 

INFRASTRUCTURE EVALUATION 

The following summary provides a breakdown of the infrastructure unmet needs analysis utilized in this 

assessment. To derive the final unmet needs estimate for infrastructure, the South Carolina Emergency 

Management Division (SCEMD) Public Assistance project submissions across all categories was analyzed to 

determine the overall immediate infrastructure impact following Hurricane Helene. 

The analysis of impacts was compared against the resources made available - the federal cost share for all FEMA 

Public Assistance projects. The federal cost share for categories A and B, debris removal and emergency services, 

are covered by the federal government at 100%. Categories C-G of FEMA Public Assistance have an assumed 25% 

local match requirement which is considered an unmet need. A resilience factor addition of 30% was then added 

to this figure, as indicated in the supporting data.  
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Identified support for federal portions of Public Assistance was included as an appropriate offset. Impacts minus 

known support led to the infrastructure unmet need amount of $192,811,945, equating to approximately 11% of 

the total unmet need in response to Hurricane Helene (Table 31). 

 

Table 31: Infrastructure Unmet Need Summary 

Infrastructure Unmet Needs Summary 

Total Infrastructure Impacts  $1,129,469,741 

Total Infrastructure Support $936,657,796 

Unmet Infrastructure Need (Including Resilience Factors)  $192,811,945 

 

INFRASTRUCTURE NEED SUPPORTING DATA 

Table 32: Damages to Public Infrastructure 

PA Category 
Sum of Approx. 

Cost 
Sum of Federal 

Share 
Sum of Non-

Federal Share 

A - Debris $300,000,000 $300,000,000 $0 

B - Emergency Measures $58,221,960 $58,221,960 $0 

C - Roads and Bridges $70,807,319 $53,105,489 $17,701,830 

D - Water Control Facilities $10,068,952 $7,551,714 $2,517,238 

E - Building and Equipment $13,700,465 $10,275,349 $3,425,116 

F - Utilities $484,840,664 $363,630,498 $121,210,166 

G - Other $13,850,124 $10,387,593 $3,462,531 

All Categories $951,489,484 $803,172,603 $148,316,881 

TOTAL - without A and B $593,267,524 $444,950,643 $148,316,881 
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Table 33: Damages to Public Infrastructure Accounting for Resilience (Increased Cost of Compliance) and Estimated Local Match (Unmet 

Needs) 

PA Category 
Estimated PA 

Cost 
30% Resiliency 

25% Local 
Match (Total 
Unmet Need) 

A - Debris $300,000,000 $0 $ 

B - Emergency Measures $58,221,960 $0 $ 

C - Roads and Bridges $70,807,319 $21,242,196 $23,012,379 

D - Water Control Facilities $10,068,952 $3,020,686 $3,272,409 

E - Building and Equipment $13,700,465 $4,110,140 $4,452,651 

F - Utilities $484,840,664 $145,452,199 $157,573,216 

G - Other $13,850,124 $4,155,037 $4,501,290 

Total $951,489,484 $177,980,257 $192,811,945 

ECONOMIC REVITALIZATION EVALUATION 

The following summary provides a breakdown of the economic sector analysis of the unmet needs assessment. To 

derive the final unmet needs estimate for the economy, data on business disaster impacts was analyzed based on 

SBA assessed impacts and disaster loans to businesses using the HUD-approved approach of calculating the 

median real estate and content loss by the following damage categories: 

¶ Category 1: real estate + content loss = below $12,000 

¶ Category 2: real estate + content loss = $12,000ς$29,999 

¶ Category 3: real estate + content loss = $30,000ς$64,999 

¶ Category 4: real estate + content loss = $65,000ς$149,999 

¶ Category 5: real estate + content loss = $150,000 and above  

For properties with real estate and content loss of $30,000 or more, the HUD-approved methodology calculates 

the estimated amount of unmet needs for small businesses by multiplying the median damage estimates for the 

categories above by the number of small businesses denied an SBA loan, including those denied a loan prior to 

inspection due to inadequate credit or income (or a decision had not been made), under the assumption that 

damage among those denied at pre-inspection have the same distribution of damage as those denied after 

inspection. 

Next, impacts to inspected businesses must be considered, both those that accepted the SBA loan and those that 

refused the SBA loan. Once the data is compiled, the total impact is calculated by adding those businesses that had 

documented damages from SBA and those businesses who did not receive an inspection from SBA. This led to a 

total estimated impact of $606,309,492. 

After impacts are estimated, support is calculated by identifying SBA total loans issued, SBA loans rejected by the 

businesses, known private insurance payments, and payments for commercial National Flood Insurance Program 

policies. This led to a known support figure of $381,601,759. 
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Impacts minus support lead to the unmet economic revitalization need of $224,707,732 (10% of the total unmet 

need). 

Table 34: Economic Revitalization Unmet Needs Summary 

Economy Unmet Needs Summary 

Total Economy Impacts $606,309,492 

 Total Economic Support $381,601,759 

Total Unmet Economic Need After Accounting for Resilience Factor $224,707,732 

 

ECONOMIC REVITALIZATION SUPPORTING DATA 

Table 35: Median Inspected Loss by Category 

HUD Business 
Category 

Applicants 
without 

insurance 
Approved or 
Declined with 

Losses 
Determined 

% of All 
Businesses 
with Losses 
Determined 

Total Loss 
Median 

Inspected 
Loss 

Declined 
businesses 

without 
insurance and 

without an 
Inspected Loss  

Category 1 
(<$12K) 61 4% $159,217 $101 40 

Category 2 

($12K - $29K) 76 5% $1,655,118 $22,467 50 

Category 3 
($30K - $64K) 208 13% $10,101,127 $50,114 137 

Category 4 

($65K - 
$149,999) 503 31% $52,556,173 $102,600 332 

Category 5  

(> $150,000) 774 48% $3,005,061,758 $282,120 511 

Total 1622 100% $3,069,533,393 $457,402 1,071 

 

First, the median inspected loss by category was calculated to assign that value to the estimated count of declined 

businesses which did not receive an inspection.  After analyzing the loss data by category for those businesses 

without insurance with a loss identified by SBA, the median losses by category were determined to be Category 1 - 

$101, Category 2 - $22,467, Category 3 - $50,114, Category 4 - $102,600, and Category 5 - $282,120. These 

calculations were then multiplied by the appropriate corresponding businesses, which did not receive a loss 

estimate from SBA because their loan applications were denied due to insufficient credit or income (a total count 

of 1,249 businesses across the 5 categories). This resulted in an estimated impact across these businesses of 

$171,093,639.   
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Table 36: Summary Economic Impacts and Unmet Needs 

Category Count 
HUD Assessed (Estimated) 

Impact 

SBA approved with a verified HUD Category 1 Losses 9 $40,791 

SBA approved with a verified HUD Category 2 Losses 22 $460,098 

SBA approved with a verified HUD Category 3 Losses 66 $3,186,896 

SBA approved with a verified HUD Category 4 Losses 152 $15,698,880 

SBA approved with a verified HUD Category 5 Losses 221 $287,338,141 

SBA declined with a verified HUD Category 1 Losses 20 $28,265 

SBA declined with a verified HUD Category 2 Losses 14 $314,438 

SBA declined with a verified HUD Category 3 Losses 28 $1,326,182 

SBA declined with a verified HUD Category 4 Losses 83 $8,501,833 

SBA declined with a verified HUD Category 5 Losses 100 $40,081,122 

Total Estimated Property Losses   $150,842,280 

Total Estimated Content Losses   $199,908,635 

Estimated additional businesses with impacts and unmet 
needs (Category 1 Losses) 

40 $4,060  

Estimated additional businesses with impacts and unmet 
needs (Category 2 Losses) 

50 $1,127,450  

Estimated additional businesses with impacts and unmet 
needs (Category 3 Losses) 

137 $6,882,790  

Estimated additional businesses with impacts and unmet 
needs (Category 4 Losses) 

332 $34,076,420  

Estimated additional businesses with impacts and unmet 
needs (Category 5 Losses) 

511 $144,182,801  

Total verified loss for all businesses (Estimate)   $537,024,435  

Accounting for an additional 30% in funding needed to 
support rebuilding to higher standards (resilience) 

  $606,309,492  

SBA Current Support Accepted 237 $6,381,409  

Estimated SBA Support Not Accepted 233 $300,343,396  

Private Insurance Payouts 2,993 $74,876,954  

Total Support   $381,601,759 

Total unmet business needs estimate   $155,422,675  

Accounting for 30% resilience addition   $224,707,732  
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PUBLIC SERVICE EVALUATION 

No known Public Service unmet need exists. If South Carolina identifies an unmet need for public service that 

necessitates funding with the CDBG-DR allocation, this section will be updated to reflect the known unmet public 

service need.  

QUANTIFIED DISASTER IMPACTS AND EXACERBATED PRE-EXISTING NEEDS OF HOUSING, 

INFRASTRUCTURE, AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, OTHER FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE, AND 

REMAINING UNMET NEED 

Table 37: Quantified Disaster Impacts and exacerbated Pre-Existing needs of Housing, Infrastructure, and Economic Development, Other 

Financial Assistance, and Remaining Unmet Need 

/ƻǎǘ /ŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎ 

! 

5ƛǊŜŎǘ ŀƴŘ 
LƴŘƛǊŜŎǘ bŜŜŘ 

. 

CƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ !ǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ 
.ǳŘƎŜǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ 
hōƭƛƎŀǘŜŘ 

!π. 

¦ƴƳŜǘ bŜŜŘ 

wŜƴǘŀƭ IƻǳǎƛƴƎ ϷстуΣмпуΣооф  ϷоΣпррΣфмф ϷсумΣслпΣнру 

hǿƴŜǊπhŎŎǳǇƛŜŘ IƻǳǎƛƴƎ  ϷмΣлнсΣфтпΣпфн  
ϷофΣмнпΣптс  

 
ϷмΣлссΣлфуΣфсу 

LƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ϷмΣмнфΣпсфΣтпм  ϷфосΣсртΣтфс  ϷмфнΣуммΣфпр  

9ŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ϷслсΣолфΣпфн  ϷоумΣслмΣтрф ϷннпΣтлтΣтон 

¢ƻǘŀƭ ϷпΣсноΣфмоΣмсн ϷнΣпруΣсфлΣнру ϷнΣмсрΣнннΣфло 
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MITIGATION NEEDS ASSESSMENT 

Mitigation activities are defined as those that increase resilience and reduce or eliminate the long-term risk of loss 

of life, injury, damage to and loss of property, and suffering and hardship, by lessening the impact of future 

disasters. 

STRATEGIC STATEWIDE RESILIENCE AND RISK REDUCTION PLAN 

The South Carolina Office of Resilience (the designated administering agency for CDBG-DR funds) is responsible for 

developing and implementing a Strategic Statewide Resilience and Risk Reduction Plan (Resilience Plan). The Plan 

identifies major flood risks around the state and potential losses that could occur because of extreme weather 

events and provides strategies for local governments to implement resilience into their communities in order to 

mitigate potential flood risks. The Resilience Plan is intended to serve as a framework to guide state investment in 

flood mitigation projects and the adoption of programs and policies to protect the people and property of South 

Carolina from the damage and destruction of extreme weather events (S.C. Code Ann. § 48-62-30 et seq.). 

The Resilience Plan developed a working definition for resilience in South Carolina as a component of the plan 

development process. The agency established on the following definition: The ability of communities, economies, 

and ecosystems within South Carolina to anticipate, absorb, recover, and thrive when presented with 

environmental change and natural hazards. 

STRATEGIC STATEWIDE RESILIENCE AND RISK REDUCTION PLAN GOALS 

 

Figure 22: South Carolina Statewide Strategic Resilience and Risk Reduction Plan Goals by Category 

The Resilience Plan identified goals across four broad categories: anticipate, absorb, thrive, and recover. These 

goals have time horizons as established in the plan. Details can be found starting on page 480 of the plan located 

at: https://scor.sc.gov/sites/scor/files/Documents/FINAL%20RESILIENCE%20PLAN_06282023_compressed.pdf 

https://scor.sc.gov/sites/scor/files/Documents/FINAL%20RESILIENCE%20PLAN_06282023_compressed.pdf
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HAZARD MITIGATION PLAN ANALYSIS 

!ǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ !Ŏǘƛƻƴ tƭŀƴΣ {ƻǳǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ ŀƴ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ C9a!-approved 

Hazard Mitigation Plan as required under federal guidelines. The statewide plan was last updated in 2023 as 

required by FEMA (https://www.scemd.org/em-professionals/plans/hazard-mitigation-plan/).  

RISK-BASED ASSESSMENT OF CURRENT AND FUTURE HAZARDS 

{ƻǳǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀΩǎ Ǌƛǎƪ ǇǊƻŦƛƭŜ ƛǎ ŘŜǊƛǾŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ŘŜǘŀƛƭŜŘ Ǌƛǎƪ-based assessment that identifies both current and 

anticipated hazards. The assessment evaluates a broad range of threats, including: 

¶ Sea Level Rise & Storm Surge: Due to its extensive coastline, South Carolina faces risks from rising sea 

levels and storm surge. These hazards threaten coastal infrastructure and communities, especially in areas 

where the land is low-lying. 

¶ Strong Winds & Tornadoes: High-wind events, including tornadoes and hurricane-induced winds, pose 

significant threats to buildings, power infrastructure, and transportation networks. 

¶ Flooding: Both coastal flooding (from storm surge) and inland flooding (from heavy rainfall and riverine 

overflow) are major concerns. Enhanced floodplain mapping and drainage studies guide local planning 

efforts. 

¶ Extreme Heat & Drought: Projections indicate increasing periods of extreme heat and prolonged drought, 

impacting water resources, public health, and agriculture. 

¶ Wildfire Risk: Especially in rural and forested regions, drought conditions combined with high 

temperatures increase the potential for wildfires. 

¶ Geophysical Hazards: Although South Carolina is not typically prone to volcanic activity or significant 

seismic events, the risk-based approach acknowledges that these hazards are part of a comprehensive 

assessment framework, even if their probability in the region is low. 

Beyond these hazards, the South Carolina State Hazard Mitigation Plan has identified hazards based on their 

probability and consequences. Here, hazards such as earthquakes, radiological releases, and infectious disease are 

high on the consequence axis (Figure 23) they are lower on the probability axis than hazards such as hurricanes, 

flooding, tornadoes, winter weather, fires, severe storms, and extreme heat.  While efforts to mitigate all hazards 

identified in this matrix would make South Carolina more resilient, a focus on those more likely to occur AND with 

higher impacts should they occur would be the most effective use of often scarce mitigation funds.  Figure 24 

through Figure 40 illustrate the pattern of hazard risk for several high probability/high consequence hazards such 

as flooding, hurricanes, and tornadoes, several low probability/high consequence hazards such as earthquakes and 

coastal hazards, and hazards considered climate sensitive with a potential shifting pattern of frequency and a 

growing severity ς especially in terms of human health ς such as heat hazards.  Understanding the spatial pattern 

of threat occurrence across the South Carolina Hurricane Helene impacted counties is important for determining 

the most appropriate mitigation actions aimed at building resilience. 

 

 

https://www.scemd.org/em-professionals/plans/hazard-mitigation-plan/
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SOUTH CAROLINA RISK PROFILE 

 

Figure 23: Hazard Probability and Consequence Matrix from South Carolina's 2023 State Hazard Mitigation Plan 

 

Figure 24: Recent Average Annual Heat Hazard Events in South Carolina Counties, 2015-2020 
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Figure 25: Overall Heat Risk and Social Vulnerability in South Carolina Counties 

 

Figure 26: Recent Average Annual Cold Hazard Events in South Carolina Counties, 2015-2020 
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Figure 27: Overall Cold Risk and Social Vulnerability in South Carolina Counties 

 

 

Figure 28: Recent Average Annual Severe Storm/Thunderstorm Warnings in South Carolina Counties, 2015-2020 
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Figure 29: Overall Severe Storm Risk and Social Vulnerability in South Carolina Counties 

 

Figure 30: Average Annual Tornado Warnings in South Carolina Counties, 1986-2022 
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Figure 31: Overall Tornado Risk and Social Vulnerability in South Carolina Counties 

 

 

Figure 32: Recent Tropical Cyclone Tracks in South Carolina Counties, 2015-2020 
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Figure 33: Storm Surge Threat Areas in South Carolina Counties 

 

 

Figure 34: Overall Tropical Cyclone Risk and Social Vulnerability in South Carolina Counties 
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Figure 35: South Carolina Flood Risk by County 

 

Figure 36: Overall Flooding Risk and Social Vulnerability in South Carolina Counties 






























































