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Chapter 1 

Introduction  

 

 

 

1.1 Purpose 

 
The Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 has helped to bring attention to the need for 

successful hazard mitigation planning throughout the United States.  Section 322 of the 

Act emphasizes the importance of comprehensive multi-hazard planning at the local 

level, both natural and technological, and the necessity of effective coordination between 

State and local entities to promote an integrated, comprehensive approach to mitigation 

planning.  The Hazard Mitigation Planning and Hazard Mitigation Grant Program 

(HMGP) interim final rule published on February 26, 2002, identifies these new local 

mitigation planning requirements.  According to this rule, state and local governments are 

required to develop, submit, and obtain FEMA approval of a hazard mitigation plan 

(HMP).  Completion of an HMP that meets the new Federal requirements will  increase 

access to funds for local governments and allow them to remain eligible for Stafford Act 

assistance. 

 

 The HMP becomes part of the foundation for emergency management planning, 

exercises, training, preparedness and mitigation within the County.  Such a plan sets the 

stage for long-term disaster resistance through identification of actions that will,  over 

time, reduce the exposure of people and property to identifiable hazards.  This plan 

provides an overview of the hazards that threaten the County, and what safeguards have 

been implemented, or may need to considered for implementation in the future.   

 

Hazards, for purposes of this plan, have been divided into two basic categories:  natural 

and technological.  Natural hazards include all hazards that are not caused either directly 

or indirectly by man and are frequently related to weather events, such as tornados and 

winter storms.  Technological hazards include hazards that are directly or indirectly 

caused by man, including hazardous materials spills and weapons of mass destruction 

(WMD) events, although terrorism is not the particular focus of this Plan.  This Plan also 

makes some recommendations that transcend this classification of natural and 

technological hazards.  In other words, some of the recommendations contained within 

this Plan apply to many or all hazards.  This is commonly referred to as an ñall-hazards 

approachò.  Most hazards throughout the United States could happen anytime and 

anywhere.  However, the main focus of this plan is on those hazards that are most likely 

to affect Murray County and the Cities of Chatsworth and Eton in the future. 
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1.2 Organization of the Plan 
 
The Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP) consists of four main components:  1) the narrative 

plan, 2) the Hazard History Database, 3) the Hazard Frequency Table, and 4) a Critical 

Facilities Database.  The narrative plan itself is the main component of the HMP.  This 

part of the Plan includes an overview of the planning process, a summary of the Countyôs 

hazard history, hazard frequency projections, a detailed discussion of proposed mitigation 

measures, and a description of how future reviews and updates to the Plan will  be 

handled.  The Hazard History Database is attached as a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet and 

includes relevant information on past hazards within the County.  The Hazard Frequency 

Table is derived from the hazard history and provides frequency-related statistics for each 

discussed hazard.  This table is also attached as a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet.  Finally, 

the Critical Facilities Database is an online tool developed in part by UGA for GEMA 

that contains detailed information on critical facilities within the County.  Critical 

facilities for the purposes of this plan are those facilities that are among the most 

important within a specific jurisdiction with regard to the security and welfare of the 

persons and property within that jurisdiction.  Typical critical facilities include hospitals, 

fire stations, police stations, critical records storage locations, etc. These facilities will  be 

given special consideration during mitigation planning. For instance, a critical facility  

should not be located in a floodplain if  at all possible.  Using the critical facilities 

information, including GPS coordinates and replacement values, along with different 

hazard maps from GEMA, this database becomes a valuable planning tool that can be 

used by Counties to help estimate losses and assess vulnerabilities.  This interactive 

Critical Facilities Database will  also help to integrate mitigation planning into their other 

planning processes.   

 

The following map displays the location of critical facilities within Murray County and 

the Cities of Chatsworth and Eton.  These facilities may be viewed in much greater detail 

within the Critical Facilities Database.  Access to this database is limited and can only be 

viewed with the permission of the EMA Director due to the sensitive nature of some of 

the information. 
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Murray  County Critical  Facilities Map 
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A risk assessment, which is composed of elements from each of the four main HMP 

components, provides the factual basis for all mitigation activities proposed within this 

Plan. 

 

Inventory of Critical Facilities:  Critical facilities are defined as facilities that provide 

essential products and services to the public.  Many of these facilities are government 

buildings that provide a multitude of services to the public, including most public safety 

disciplines such as emergency management, fire, police, and EMS.  Other government 

buildings/facilities commonly classified as critical facilities are water distribution 

systems, wastewater treatment facilities, public works, public schools, administrative 

services, and post offices.  For the purposes of this Plan, critical facilities have been 

identified by the HMPC and important information gathered for each one.  This 

information is located in the Critical Facilities Database (Appendix A). 

 

Hazard Identification:  During the planning process, a hazard history was created based 

upon available records from the past fifty  years.  This hazard history includes the natural 

and technological hazards that are most likely to affect the County.  Unfortunately, record 

keeping was not as accurate or detailed decades ago as it is now.  Therefore, the most 

useful information relating to these hazard events is found within the last ten to fifteen 

years.  This fact is obvious upon review of the Hazard History Database (Appendix B), 

and the Hazard Frequency Table (Appendix C). 

 

Profile of Hazard Events:  Each hazard identified was analyzed to determine likely 

causes and characteristics, and what portions of the Countyôs population and 

infrastructure were most affected.  However, each of the hazards discussed in this Plan 

has the potential to negatively impact any given point within the County.  A profile of 

each hazard discussed in this plan is provided in Chapter 2. 

 

Vulnerability Assessment:  This step is accomplished with the Critical Facilities Database 

by comparing GEMA hazard maps with the inventory of affected critical facilities, other 

buildings, and population exposed to each hazard (see Worksheets 3a).   

 

Estimating Losses:  Using the best available data, this step involved estimating structural 

and other financial losses resulting from a specific hazard.  This is also accomplished to 

some degree using the Critical Facilities Database.  Describing vulnerability in terms of 

dollar amounts provides the County with a rough framework in which to estimate the 

potential effects of hazards on the built environment.   

 

Based on information gathered, the Plan identifies some specific mitigation goals, 

objectives, and actions to reduce exposure or impact from hazards that have the most 

impact on each community.  A framework for Plan implementation and maintenance is 

also presented within this document.   

 

Planning grant funds from the Federal Emergency Management Agency, administered by 

GEMA, funded the HMP.  The HMP was developed by the HMPC, with technical 

assistance from GEMA and North Georgia Consulting Group. 
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1.3 Participants in Planning Process  
 
This Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP) is designed to protect both the unincorporated areas 

of the County as well as the Cities.  Though the County facilitated this planning process, 

the Cities of Chatsworth and Eton provided critical input into the process.  Without this 

mutual cooperation, the Plan would not exist in its present comprehensive form.  Note:  

Please keep in mind that throughout this Plan, the term ñcountyò typically refers to all of 

Murray County, including the Cities of Chatsworth and Eton.      
 
The process for updating Murray Countyôs Hazard Mitigation Plan can be found in the 

Federal Emergency Management Agencyôs (FEMA) Hazard Mitigation Planningôs ñHow 

Toò Guides.  According to ñGetting Started:  Building Support for Mitigation Planning;ò 

the suggested process for preparing a Hazard Mitigation Plan is to 1) Organize resources 

and identify stakeholders and those holding technical expertise; 2) Access risks to the 

community; 3) Develop a Mitigation Plan and lastly; 4) Implement and Monitor that plan 

once it is adopted. (FEMA 386-1) 

 

The Murray County Hazard Mitigation Planning Committee (HMPC) is made up of a 

variety of members.  The Chairman of the HMPC is Tim Herrington.  The Chairmanôs 

responsibilities include all decisions relating to the overall direction of the Plan, retrieval 

of data from various departments, and serving as a central point of contact for all matters 

relating to the Plan.  The consultant, NGCG, is responsible for facilitation of HMPC 

meetings, integration of updated data into the Plan, grant administration, and other 

administrative functions.  Local government officials including County and City 

employees, Georgia Forestry, and Murray Medical Center represented the HMPC. 

Representatives for utilities and local businesses were also extended an invitation to 

participate.  Potential participants were invited either verbally or by email, depending 

upon the participant.  Each jurisdiction had representatives on the HMPC who provided 

critical data for consideration through meetings, email, and/or site visits.  This diverse 

group provided valuable input into the planning process including identifying hazards 

and developing important mitigation measures to be considered in the future.  The entire 

HMPC met several times over the course of this planning process.  These meetings 

occurred on August 31, 2016, September 28, 2016, October 19, 2016, November 10, 

2016, January 18, 2017 and XXX .  Other meetings were held throughout this planning 

process at various times between two or more HMPC members in order to accomplish 

smaller tasks.  Two public meetings relating to this Plan are required by FEMA:  one 

during the drafting stages of the Plan, and one after the final version of the Plan is 

completed.  The first of these two meetings occurred on XXX  during the drafting stages 

of the Plan.  Once necessary revisions were made to the Plan, a second public meeting 

was held on XXX  where it was adopted by Murray County.     A copy of the adoption 

resolution is included in the Appendices.   

 

The public was provided opportunities at two separate public meetings to review and 

comment on the Plan.  All  public meetings were advertised in the local newspaper and 

the draft Plan update was posted on the county website as shown on the following page. 

In addition, surrounding jurisdictions were directed to the online draft Plan and provided 
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with an opportunity to comment on the Plan prior to submittal.  The final version of the 

Plan was then submitted to GEMA and FEMA for review and subsequent approval.   

 

 

*insert webpage here 

 

The Plan is the result of a community-wide effort put forth over the past several months 

utilizing FEMAôs Hazard Mitigation Plan ñHow Toò Guides to aid in laying out the 

planning process described above.  Stakeholders and persons with technical expertise 

were identified early in the process.  Full participation was provided by Murray County 

and the Cities of Chatsworth and Eton.  Each jurisdiction had representatives on the 

Hazard Mitigation Planning Committee and provided critical data to the HMPC for 

consideration.    

 

The public involvement elements of this Plan were reviewed by the HMPC.  They were 

determined to have remained effective and were approved for use in the current Plan 

update process. 

 

HMPC members are listed alphabetically in the following table: 

 

Name Jurisdiction/Dept 

Dewayne Bain Murray County EMA, Director 
Murray County Fire Dept, Fire Chief 

Charles Baxter City of Chatsworth Fire Dept, Fire Chief 
 

Doug Douthitt Murray County EMA 
 

Josh Etheridge City of Chatsworth Police Dept, Chief of Police 

Brian Flood City of Eton Fire Dept, Fire Chief 

John Parker City of Chatsworth Fire Dept, Deputy Chief 

Matthew Sanford Murray County Public Works, Director 

C. L. Young Murray County Fire Dept 

 

 

Various County and Cities departments, schools, and others participated in conversations 

with the EMA Director that directly contributed to the development of this Plan.  Due to 

limited resources within the County and Cities, attendance at HMPC meetings for many 
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was not an option.  Nevertheless, their direct input was utilized by the HMPC to develop 

this Plan. 

 

The Plan was posted on the countyôs website during the planning process.  This was done 

to allow the general public, including other nearby communities, as well as other 

agencies to review and comment on the Plan utilizing the contact information provided 

on the website.   

 

1.4 HRV summary/Mitigation  goals  

 
Murray County has experienced a number of hazard events throughout its history, most 

resulting in fairly localized damage.  Flooding, tornados, winter storms, wildfire, drought, 

severe thunderstorms (including hail and lightning), earthquakes, landslides, dam failure 

and hazardous materials to varying degrees represent known threats to Murray County.  

The Murray County HMPC used information gathered throughout this planning process 

to identify mitigation goals and objectives as well as some recommended mitigation 

actions.  Each potential mitigation measure identifies an organization or agency 

responsible for initiating the necessary action, as well as potential resources, which may 

include grant programs and human resources.  An estimated timeline is also provided for 

each mitigation action. 

 

 

1.5 Multi -Jurisdictional  Special Considerations  

 
The Cities of Chatsworth and Eton were active participants and equal partners in the 

planning process as well as the previous planning process.  As an active part of the 

HMPC, both jurisdictions contributed significantly to the identification of mitigation 

goals and objectives and potential mitigation measures contained within the HMP.   

 

 

 

 

Participation in Mitigation Plan 

 

Jurisdiction 2017 Plan 2012 Plan 

Murray County     

City of Eton     

City of Chatsworth     
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1.6 Adoption, Implementation, Monitoring,  Evaluation 

 
Upon completion of the Plan, it will  be forwarded to GEMA for initial review.  GEMA 

will  then forward the Plan to FEMA for final review and approval.  Once final FEMA 

approval has been received, Murray County and the Cities of Chatsworth and Eton will  

be responsible for initiating the appropriate courses of action related to this Plan.  Actions 

taken may be in coordination with one another or may be pursued separately.  The ñPlan 

Update and Maintenanceò section of this document details the formal process that will  

ensure that the Murray County HMP remains an active and relevant document.  The 

HMP maintenance process includes monitoring and evaluating the Plan annually, and 

producing a complete Plan revision every five years.  Additionally, procedures will  

ensure public participation throughout the plan maintenance process.  This Plan will  be 

considered for integration into various existing plans and programs, including the Murray 

County Comprehensive Plan at its next scheduled update.  Mitigation actions within the 

HMP may be used by the County and Cities as one of many tools to better protect the 

people and property of Murray County and the Cities of Chatsworth and Eton.  Murray 

County and the Cities of Chatsworth and Eton are each individually responsible for the 

processes necessary to formally adopt this Plan.   

 

 

Adoption Status 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Jurisdiction Date of Adoption 

Murray County Upon GEMA & FEMA Approval 

City of Eton Upon GEMA & FEMA Approval 

City of Chatsworth Upon GEMA & FEMA Approval 



12 

 

1.7 Review and Incorporation  

 

The HMPC recognized the need to integrate other plans, codes, regulations, procedures 

and programs into this Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP).  Murray County did not have the 

opportunity to incorporate the original HMPôs strategy into other planning mechanisms, 

but will  now ensure that during the planning process for new and updated local planning 

documents such as a comprehensive plan or Local Emergency Operations Plan, the EMA 

Director will  provide a copy of the HMP to the appropriate parties, so incorporation will  

be considered in future updates.  All  goals and strategies of new and updated local 

planning documents should be consistent with, and support the goals of, the HMP and not 

contribute to increased hazards in the affected jurisdiction(s).   

 

 

 

Record of Review 

 

Existing planning mechanisms 
Reviewed? 

(Yes/No) 

Method of use in Hazard 

Mitigation  Plan 

Comprehensive Plan (multi-

jurisdictional) 

Yes Development trends 

Local Emergency Operations Plan Yes Identifying hazards; 

Assessing vulnerabilities 

Storm Water Management / Flood 

Damage Protection Ordinance 

Yes Mitigation strategies 

Building and Zoning Codes and 

Ordinances 

Yes Development trends; Future growth 

Mutual Aid Agreements Yes Assessing vulnerabilities 

State Hazard Mitigation Plan Yes Risk assessment  

Land Use Maps Yes Assessing vulnerabilities; 

Development trends; Future growth 

Critical Facilities Maps Yes Locations 

Community Wildfire Protection Plan Yes Mitigation strategies 
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As set forth in the plan maintenance section of this plan (Section 6.4), the Hazard 

Mitigation Planning Committee will  meet during the plan approval anniversary date of 

every year to complete a review of the Hazard Mitigation Plan.  It is during this review 

process that the mitigation strategy and other information contained within the Hazard 

Mitigation Plan are considered for incorporation into other planning mechanisms as 

appropriate.  Opportunities to integrate the requirements of this HMP into other local 

planning mechanisms will  continue to be identified through future meetings of the HMPC 

on an annual basis.  The primary means for integrating mitigation strategies into other 

local planning mechanisms will  be through the revision, update and implementation of 

each jurisdictionôs individual action plans that require specific planning and 

administrative tasks (e.g., plan amendments and ordinance revisions). 

 

During the planning process for new and updated local planning documents such as a 

comprehensive plan or Local Emergency Operations Plan, the EMA Director will  provide 

a copy of the HMP to the appropriate parties.  It will  be recommended that all goals and 

strategies of new and updated local planning documents be consistent with, and support 

the goals of, the HMP and will  not contribute to increased hazards in the affected 

jurisdiction(s).   

 

Although it is recognized that there are many benefits to integrating components of this 

plan into other local planning mechanisms, and that components are actively integrated 

into other planning mechanisms when appropriate, the development and maintenance of 

this stand-alone HMP is deemed by the committee to be the most effective method to 

ensure implementation of local hazard mitigation actions at this time.  Therefore, the 

review and incorporation efforts made in this update and the last, which consisted of a 

simple review of the documents listed in the chart above by various members of the 

HMPC, are considered successful by the HMPC and will  likely be utilized in future 

updates. 

  

The Countyôs EMA is committed to incorporating hazard mitigation planning into its 

Local Emergency Operations Plan and other public emergency management activities.  

As the EMA Director becomes aware of updates to other County or City plans, codes, 

regulations, procedures and programs, the Director will  continue to look for opportunities 

to include hazard mitigation into these mechanisms.   
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1.8 Scope of Updates  

 
Changes have been made to the HMP in this updated version.  These changes are 

summarized in the following table. 

 

Chapter 

or Section 
Chapter or Section Description Changes this Update 

1.2 Organization of the Plan Descriptions 

1.3 Participants in Planning Process Data 

1.5 Multi -Jurisdictional Special 

Considerations 

Data 

1.6 Adoption, Implementation, 

Monitoring, Evaluation 

Descriptions, Data 

1.7 Review and Incorporation Descriptions, Data 

1.8 Scope of Updates Descriptions, Data 

1.9 Brief County Overview Descriptions, Data 

2 Introduction Descriptions, Data 

2.1 Severe Thunderstorm Descriptions, Data, Visual Aids 

2.2 Winter Storm Descriptions, Data, Visual Aids 

2.3 Flooding Descriptions, Data, Visual Aids 

2.4 Tornado Descriptions, Data, Visual Aids 

2.5 Wildfire Descriptions, Data, Visual Aids 

2.6 Drought Descriptions, Data, Visual Aids 

2.7 Earthquake Descriptions, Data, Visual Aids 

2.8 Sinkholes Descriptions, Data, Visual Aids 

3.1 Hazardous Materials Rel. Descriptions, Data, Visual Aids 

3.2 Dam Failure Descriptions, Data, Visual Aids 

4 Land Use & Dev. Trends Descriptions, Data, Visual Aids 

5 HM Goals Objectives & Actions Descriptions, Data 
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6.1 Action Plan Implementation Descriptions 

6.2 Evaluation Descriptions 

6.3 Multi -Jurisdictional Strategy & 

Considerations 

Descriptions 

6.4 Plan Update & Maintenance Descriptions, Data 

7.2 References Data 

App. A Critical Facilities Database Data, Visual Aids 

App. B Hazard History Database Data 

App. C Hazard Frequency Table Data 

App. D Other Planning Documents Descriptions, Data, Visual Aids 
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1.9 Brief  County Overview 

 
 

   

             
 

 

 

County Formed: December 3, 1832 

 

County Seat:  Chatsworth  

 

Incorporated Municipalities:  Chatsworth and Eton  

 

Population Estimates: 

           

 

 

 

Jurisdiction Population Est. (U.S. Census Bureau) 

Murray County 39,565 (2015) 

City of Chatsworth 4,351 (2015) 

City of Eton 902 (2015) 
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Total Area:  344.4 square miles 
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Murray County, was created in 1832 from part of Cherokee County and was named for 

Thomas Walton Murray, Speaker of the Georgia House of Representatives. 

 

When this County was formed it contained the northwest corner of the state including the 

entire counties of Dade, Walker, Catoosa, Whitfield, and part of Chattooga.  The area 

was controlled by the Cherokee starting in the middle to late 1600's, until it was taken 

from them by the state of Georgia in the Land Lottery of 1832. 

 

As early as the 1790's whites began to use an old Cherokee trading path, which crossed 

the County from the northwest to the southeast.  Improvements on this path in the county 

began as early as 1797.  In 1803 the federal government began to improve the road, 

which was approved by the Cherokee in the Treaty of Telico in 1804.  Shortly thereafter 

the road became known as the Georgia Turnpike because the federal government ran out 

of money and the state of Georgia completed the road.  It branched off the Cumberland 

Turnpike near the present-day town of Ringgold.  Among the influential Cherokee 

involved in the negotiations was James Vann, whose house at Spring Place sits near the 

old road in present-day Murray County.  After General Andrew Jackson's troops 

upgraded the road in 1819, it became known as the Federal Highway.  The Federal 

Highway ran from Rossville, in the northwestern portion of the state, to Vann's Ferry, on 

the border of Forsyth and Hall Counties, now under Lake Lanier.  At Ramhurst, the road 

split, with the Knoxville Road heading north, roughly following the path of present-day 

U. S. Highway 411. 

 

Missionaries, with the protection of Vann and other Cherokee established an early school 

in the future Murray County at Spring Place, near the Vann Mansion.  With completion 

of the road settlers began to improve the Cherokee land in the county.  Inns developed 

along the road to the extent that one was found every 15 to 20 miles by 1819.  That year 

President James Monroe spent the night in Vann House along with the entire contingent 

of White House staff. 

 

When the sixth Georgia Lottery was held in 1832, the highway in Murray County had a 

post office and some businesses.  Most were dependent on the Federal Road.  One of the 

first structures built after the lottery was Fort Hoskings, not far from Chief Vann's House.  

This was one of the infamous Cherokee Removal Forts.  Cherokees were housed here 

then moved further north to Rattlesnake Sprints before the forced march.  The Cherokee 

suffered horribly.  After "The Trail of Tears", the county saw only modest growth.  Even 

completion of the Western and Atlantic Railroad did not improve conditions.  In 1851 the 

portion of Murray that had been lucky enough to land the railroad split off and became 

Whitfield County.  The outbreak of the Civil  War saw men go to war.  Fortunately only 

minor skirmishes were fought in the County, although towards the end of the war a 

number of guerrillas were centered in Spring Place.  On March 20-22, 1865, Union 

soldiers attempted to suppress this activity. 

 

During Reconstruction the county began to depend on cotton for a major portion of its 

income.  The railroad construction boom of the 1880's bypassed the county as the 

Marietta and North Georgia Railroad took a more easterly route through Blue Ridge.   
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The Louisville and Nashville Railroad arrived in Murray after the turn of the century, 

bringing with it employment and industry and changing the structure of the county.  The 

importance of the L&N's Chatsworth Station was underlined in 1913 when the county 

seat was relocated from Spring Place to Chatsworth.  The L&N  operated several stations 

in Murray County and provided transportation between Etowah, Tennessee, and 

Cartersville, Georgia.  By the 1960s, however, rail travel had declined, and the 

Chatsworth station was the only one that remained open.  That depot has since been 

renovated and houses a museum dedicated to Murray County's talc industry. 

 

While the County remained economically sound until the "Cotton Bust" in the early 

1920's, from 1922 until World War II  the financial atmosphere in the area was bleak.  At 

least twice the State of Georgia had to help the County make ends meet.  Both times the 

county did repay the debt.  A major road building project funded by the State in the mid-

1920's saw completion of portions of the road that would become U.S. Highway 411.  In 

the 1930's the WPA ("Works Project Administration") and the CCC ('Civilian 

Conservation Corps') both had representation in the County.  A large CCC camp was 

located in Eton while the WPA was mainly located in Chatsworth.  One major work of 

the CCC was infrastructure on what would become Fort Mountain State Park. 

 

Today, the largest employers in the county include Mohawk Carpet Corporation, Shaw 

Industries, Beaulieu Group, Better Backers, Chatsworth Health Care Center, Dobbs 

Mills , Georgia Carpet Finishers, Ingles Markets, Marquis Industries, and Murray Medical 

Center.  (Source: Georgia Department of Labor, 2010) 

  

 

Textiles are not the only driving force in Murray's economy.  Agriculture remains 

important to the area especially with regard to poultry, timber, and hay.  Tourism is also 

an important industry.  Such annual events as the Murray County Spring Festival, the Red 

and Gold Leaf Festival, the Village Blackberry Festival, the Appalachian Wagon Train, 

and the Georgia State and Red Carpet Championship Mule-Draft Horse Frolic Show, as 

well as recreational facilities like Fort Mountain State Park, the Cohutta Wilderness Area, 

the Coosawattee Wildlife  Management Area, and Carters Lake, bring visitors into the 

area. 

 

Carters Lake, on the Coosawattee River, was formed by the Carter Dam, which is the 

largest earth-rock dam east of the Mississippi.  The 3,200 acre lake attracts fishermen, 

boaters and campers. 
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Chapter 2 

Local Natural  Hazard, Risk and Vulnerability  (HRV) 

Summary 
  
The Murray County Hazard Mitigation Planning Committee (HMPC) identified natural 

hazards the County is vulnerable to based upon available data including scientific 

evidence, known past events, and future probability estimates.  As a result of this 

planning process, which included an analysis of the risks associated with probable 

frequency and impact of each hazard, the HMPC determined that each of these natural 

hazards pose a threat significant enough to address within this Plan.  These include 

tornado, severe thunderstorm (including hail & lightning), flooding, winter storms, 

wildfire, drought, earthquakes, and sinkholes & caves.  For this plan update, the HMPC 

reviewed the natural hazards listed in the 2011 Georgia Hazard Mitigation Strategy 

Standard Plan Update to assess the applicability of these hazards to Murray County and 

the Cities of Chatsworth and Eton (See Table 2.1).  Each of these natural hazards is 

addressed in this chapter of the Plan.  An explanation and results of the vulnerability 

assessment are found in Tables 2-1 and 2-2. 

 

The HMPC also discussed how changes in the climate may in some ways impact the 

County and Cities.  If  this is the case, at this point there is insufficient data to calculate 

how and to what degree such changes may impact Murray County in the future.  

However, it seems likely that the impact of any changes in climate would be manifested 

in the form of the same hazards currently addressed within this Plan, even though 

frequency, probability and severity of those hazards might change. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



21 

 

Table 2.1 ï Hazards Terminology Differences 

 

Hazards Identified in 

2011 Georgia State 

Plan 

Equivalent/Associated 

Hazards Identified in the 

2015 Murray  County Plan 

Difference 

Tornados Tornados Grammatical only. 

Wind Severe Thunderstorms HMPC views as an associated hazard. 

Severe Weather Severe Thunderstorms Difference in terminology. 

Hailstorm Severe Thunderstorms HMPC views as an associated hazard. 

Lightning Severe Thunderstorms HMPC views as an associated hazard. 

Tropical Cyclonic Events 
Severe Thunderstorms 

Flooding 

Due to the Countyôs inland location, not 

directly viewed as a threat.  Tropical 

weather has limited effects within the 

County and is generally considered in 

terms of Severe Thunderstorms and 

Flooding, associated hazards. 

Inland Flooding Flooding Difference in terminology. 

Earthquake Earthquake None 

Severe Winter Storms Winter Storms Difference in terminology. 

Wildfire Wildfire None 

Drought Drought None 
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Table 2.2 ï Vulnerability  Assessment - Natural  Hazards (see Keys below) 

 

HAZARD  Murray   Chatsworth Eton 

Severe Thunderstorms (including hail &  lightning) 

Frequency H H H 

Severity H H M 

Probability H H H 

Tornados 

Frequency M M H 

Severity H H H 

Probability M M H 

Flooding 

Frequency M H H 

Severity H H H 

Probability M H H 

Winter  Storms 

Frequency M H M 

Severity H M H 

Probability M H M 

Drought 

Frequency M M M 

Severity H H L 

Probability M H M 

Wildfire  

Frequency M L VL 

Severity H M L 

Probability M L VL 

Earthquake 

Frequency VL M M 

Severity L M L 

Probability VL M M 

Landslide 
Frequency NA NA NA 

Severity NA NA NA 

Probability NA NA NA 

Tropical  Cyclonic Events (Hurricanes &  Tropical  Storms) 

Frequency NA NA NA 

Severity NA NA NA 

Probability NA NA NA 

Coastal Flooding 
Frequency NA NA NA 

Severity NA NA NA 

Probability NA NA NA 

Sinkhole 

Frequency NA NA NA 

Severity NA NA NA 

Probability NA NA NA 
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Key for  Table 2.2 ï Vulnerability  Assessment Frequency and Probability  Definitions 

 

 

NA  =  Not applicable; not a hazard to the jurisdiction 

VL =  Very low risk/occurrence 

L  =  Low risk; little damage potential (for example, minor damage to less than 

5% of the  

                       jurisdiction) 

M  =  Medium risk; moderate damage potential (for example, causing partial 

damage to 5-15%  

                       of the jurisdiction, infrequent occurrence) 

H  = High risk; significant risk/major damage potential (for example, 

destructive, damage to 

                       more than 15% of the jurisdiction, regular occurrence) 

EX = Extensive risk/probability/impact 

 

 

 

Key for  Table 2.2 ï Vulnerability  Assessment Severity Definitions 

 

 Low Medium      High Extensive 

Tropical Cyclonic Events  (See Wind & Inland Flooding) 

Wind ï Wind Speed 38 MPH 39ï50 MPH 50-73 MPH 73ï91 MPH 

Severe Thunderstorm  (See Wind & Inland Flooding) 

Tornado - Magnitude < EF3 EF3 EF4 EF5 

Inland Flooding - Water depth 3ò or less 3 ï 8ò 8-12ò 12ò+ 

Severe Winter Storms ï Ice/ 

Sleet  İò or less ½ ï 4ò 4-7ò 7ò+ 

Severe Winter Storms - Snow 1ò or less 1-6ò 6-12ò 12ò+ 

Drought ï Duration 1 year 1 ï 2 years 2-5 years 5+ years 

Wildfire  - # of Acres <50 50-110 110-200 200+ 

Earthquake - Magnitude 1-2 3 4 5+ 
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2.1 Tornados  

 

 
 

A.  Hazard Identification  ï A tornado is a dark, funnel-shaped cloud containing 

violently rotating air that develops below a heavy cumulonimbus cloud mass and extends 

toward the earth.  The funnel twists about, rises and falls, and where it reaches the earth 

causes great destruction.  The diameter of a tornado varies from a few feet to a mile; the 

rotating winds attain velocities of 200 to 300 mph, and the updraft at the center may 

reach 200 mph.  A tornado is usually accompanied by thunder, lightning, heavy rain, and 

a loud "freight train" noise.  In comparison with a hurricane, a tornado covers a much 

smaller area but can be just as violent and destructive.  The atmospheric conditions 

required for the formation of a tornado include great thermal instability, high humidity, 

and the convergence of warm, moist air at low levels with cooler, drier air aloft.  A 

tornado travels in a generally northeasterly direction with a speed of 20 to 40 mph.  The 

length of a tornado's path along the ground varies from less than one mile to several 

hundred.   
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The Fujita Scale was the standard scale in the United States for rating the severity of a 

tornado as measured by the damage it causes from 1971 to 2007 (see table below). 

 

 

The Fujita Scale of Tornado Intensity 

F-Scale 
Number 

Intensity 
Phrase 

Wind 
Speed 

Type of Damage Done 

F0 
Gale 

tornado 
40-72 mph 

Some damage to chimneys; breaks branches off trees; 
pushes over shallow-rooted trees; damages sign 
boards. 

F1 
Moderate 
tornado 

73-112 mph 

The lower limit is the beginning of hurricane wind speed; 
peels surface off roofs; mobile homes pushed off 
foundations or overturned; moving autos pushed off the 
roads; attached garages may be destroyed. 

F2 
Significant 

tornado 
113-157 

mph 

Considerable damage. Roofs torn off frame houses; 
mobile homes demolished; boxcars pushed over; large 
trees snapped or uprooted; light object missiles 
generated.  

F3 
Severe 
tornado 

158-206 
mph 

Roof and some walls torn off well constructed houses; 
trains overturned; most trees in forest uprooted 

F4 
Devastating 

tornado 
207-260 

mph 

Well-constructed houses leveled; structures with weak 
foundations blown off some distance; cars thrown and 
large missiles generated. 

F5 
Incredible 
tornado 

261-318 
mph 

Strong frame houses lifted off foundations and carried 
considerable distances to disintegrate; automobile sized 
missiles fly through the air in excess of 100 meters; 
trees debarked; steel reinforced concrete structures 
badly damaged. 
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The Enhanced Fujita (EF) Scale for Tornado Damage is an update to the original Fujita 

Scale by a team of meteorologists and wind engineers that was implemented in the 

United States in 2007.  The EF Scale is still a set of wind estimates (not measurements) 

based on damage.  It uses three-second gusts estimated at the point of damage based on a 

judgment of 8 levels of damage to 28 indicators. These estimates vary with height and 

exposure. The three-second gust is not the same wind as in standard surface observations.  

Standard measurements are taken by weather stations in open exposures, using a directly 

measured, "one-minute mile" speed. 

 

 
 



27 

 

The NOAA map below represents the average annual number of NOAA Storm Prediction Center 

tornado watches (per county) from 1993 through 2012.  This is the latest version of this NOAA 

Map.  Murray County averaged six per year during this time period.  Although this 20 year time 

period does not match up exactly with the timelines reviewed within this Plan, the map is a 

valuable visual aid by providing a nationwide perspective on potential tornado activity. 
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The following NOAA maps represent the United States severe report database (tornados 

1950-2014) converted into shapefile (.shp) file format along with a Geographic 

Information System (GIS) database.  In other words, these maps show the estimated paths 

and intensities of recorded tornados over this time period.  Although this 64-year time 

period does not match up exactly with the 50-year timeline reviewed within this Plan, the 

map remains a valuable visual aid by providing a regional perspective on historical 

tornado activity. 
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Tornados are considered to be the most unpredictable and destructive of weather events 

in Georgia, even though they are not the most frequently occurring natural hazard within 

Murray County.  Tornado season in Georgia is ordinarily said to run from March through 

August, with the peak activity being in April.   However, tornados can strike at any time 

of the year when certain atmospheric conditions are met, including during the coldest 

months of the year.  See the National Weather Service graph below, which covers the 

NWS Peachtree City Area of Georgia. 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


