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1.0

FLOOD INSURANCE STUDY
GREENE COUNTY, TENNESSEE AND INCORPORATED AREAS

INTRODUCTION

1.1

1.2

1.3

Purpose of Study

This Flood Insurance Study revises and updates information on the existence and severity of
flood hazards in the geographic area of Greene County, including the Towns of Greeneville
Mosheim, Baileyton and the City of Tusculum; and the unincorporated areas of Greene
County (referred to collectively herein as Greene County), and aids in the administration of
the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 and the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973.
This study has developed flood-risk data for various areas of the community that will be used
to establish actuarial flood insurance rates and to assist the community in its efforts to
promote sound floodplain management. Minimum floodplain management requirements for
participation in the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) are set forth in the Code of
Federal Regulations at 44 CFR, 60.3.

In some states or communities, floodplain management criteria or regulations may exist that
are more restrictive or comprehensive than the minimum Federal requirements. In such
cases, the more restrictive criteria take precedence and the state (or other jurisdictional
agency) will be able to explain them.

Authority and Acknowledgments

The sources of authority for this Flood Insurance Study Revision are the National Flood
Insurance Act of 1968 and the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973.

The hydrologic and hydraulic analyses for Lick Creek and Pond Creek were performed by
Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA), for the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA), under Inter-Agency No. EMW-87-E-2513, Project Order No. 1. This study was
completed in April 1988.

The hydrologic and hydraulic analyses for Richland Creek and Frank Creek were performed
by the United States Army Corps of Engineers, Nashville District (USACE) for FEMA,
under Inter-Agency No. EMW-96-IA-0154. This study was completed in December 1998.

The hydrologic and hydraulic analyses for the approximate-studied streams were performed
by Watershed IV Alliance for FEMA, under Contract No. EMA-2002-CO-0011A, Task
Order No. TO006. This study was completed in July 2005.

Coordination

The initial Consultation Coordination Officer (CCO) meeting was held on July 7, 2004, and
attended by representatives of FEMA, the Study contractors and the communities.

The results of the study were reviewed at the Preliminary DFIRM Community Coordination
meeting held on September 02, 2005, and attended by representatives of FEMA, the Study
contractors and the communities. All problems raised at that meeting have been addressed in
this study.



2.0 AREA STUDIED
2.1 Scope of Study

This FIS report covers the geographic area of Greene County, Tennessee, including the
incorporated communities listed in Section 1.1.

Approximate analyses were used to study those areas having a low development potential or
minimal flood hazards. The scope and methods of study were proposed to, and agreed upon,
by FEMA and Greene County.

2.2 Community Description

Greene County is in northeastern Tennessee. It is bordered on the north by Hawkins County,
Tennessee; on the east by Unicoi and Washington Counties, Tennessee; on the south by
Madison County, North Carolina and Cocke County, Tennessee; and on the west by
Hamblen County, Tennessee.

Greene County is served by Interstate 81 and the Norfolk Southern Railway. The 2000
population of Greene County was reported to be 62,909 (Reference 2).

Greene County has a warm continental climate with hot summers. The highest monthly
average summer temperature is 76 degrees Fahrenheit. The lowest monthly average winter
temperature is 37°F. The average annual precipitation of 42 inches is reasonably well
distributed throughout the year but noticeably less in the late summer and early fall
(Reference 3).

2.3 Principal Flood Problems

Information about past flooding along Lick Creek is available from stream gage records at
Mile 17.46 from 1947 to 1971 at the former U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) gage no.
03467000 at Mohawk, Tennessee. Additional information is obtained from floodmarks for
floods of 1875, 1935, and 1972 obtained by TVA following the March 1935 and 1972
floods.The four largest floods since 1875 at or near the USGS stream gage site are listed in
Table 1 below:

Table 1. Floods of Record in Greene County
ESTIMATED FREQUENCY

DATE RIVER MILE  DISCHARGE (CFS) (YEARS)
December 10, 1972 17.46 14,700 80
February 1875 15.61 14,800 50
March 13, 1963 8.75 12,200 30
March 1935 10.7 10,100 20

Information about past flooding on Pond Creek is limited to floodmarks contained within-
bank floods of unknown dates. No historical data is available for either Richland Creek or
Frank Creek.
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2.4 Flood Protection Measures
There are no flood protection structures along the study reaches in Greene County.

Nonstructural measures of flood protection in the form of land-use regulations are being used
to control building within areas that have a high risk of flooding.

ENGINEERING METHODS

For the flooding sources studied by detailed methods in the community, standard hydrologic and
hydraulic study methods were used to determine the flood-hazard data required for this study. Flood
events of a magnitude that are expected to be equaled or exceeded once on the average during any
10-, 50-, 100-, or 500-year period (recurrence interval) have been selected as having special
significance for floodplain management and for flood insurance rates. These events, commonly
termed the 10-, 50-, 100-, and 500-year floods, have a 10-, 2-, 1-, and 0.2-percent chance,
respectively, of being equaled or exceeded during any year. Although the recurrence interval
represents the long-term, average period between floods of a specific magnitude, rare floods could
occur at short intervals or even within the same year. The risk of experiencing a rare flood increases
when periods greater than 1 year are considered. For example, the risk of having a flood that equals
or exceeds the 100-year flood (1-percent chance of annual exceedence) in any 50-year period is
approximately 40 percent (4 in 10); for any 90-year period, the risk increases to approximately 60
percent (6 in 10). The analyses reported herein reflect flooding potentials based on conditions
existing in the community at the time of completion of this study. Maps and flood elevations will be
amended periodically to reflect future changes.

3.1 Hydrologic Analyses

Hydrologic analyses were carried out to establish the peak discharge-frequency relationships
for each riverine flooding source studied in detail affecting the community.

For Lick Creek, the former USGS gaging station at Mohawk, Tennessee (No. 03467000, 220
square miles, period of record, 1947-1971) and available historic information were the
principal sources of data defining peak discharge-frequency relationships. Upstream and
downstream estimates were made by transfer using a flow-drainage area relationship through
the gage point and parallel to the regional relationships adopted for Greene County. The
frequency curve for the gaging station was computed using procedures outlined in Bulletin
17B (Reference 4) including the skew map of Plate 1 and adjustments for historic flood
information.

Regional relationships were developed to define peak discharge-frequency for Pond Creek.
The adopted relationships were determined from stream gage records on watersheds with
hydro-meteorologic characteristics similar to the study streams.

Flood-frequency curves for these gaged streams were computed using the procedure outlined
in Bulletin 17B including the skew map of Plate 1 and adjustments for historic flood
information where available. The results of these analyses were combined to develop the
regional relationships applicable to Greene County.

The hydrology for Richland Creek and Frank Creek consisted of USGS regression equations
applicable to the region. The watersheds for these creeks are located in Hydrologic Area 1.
Regression equations were used because no stream gage exists on either Richland or Frank
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Creeks. The computed discharges were then increases using urbanization factors obtained
from the Espey Winslow method (Reference 1). This was done because of the inability of
the original model (with non-urbanized discharges) to duplicate high watermark data and the
highly urbanized condition of the Richland Creek basin.

Peak discharge-drainage area relationships for the 10-, 2-, 1-, and 0.2-percent annual chance
floods of each flooding source studied in detail in the community are shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Summary of Discharges

PEAK DISCHARGES (cfs)
10% 2% 1% 0.2%
FLOODING SOURCE DRAINAGE annual annual annual annual
AND LOCATION AREA (sq. mi.) chance chance chance chance
FRANK CREEK
At Mile 0.550 2.44 495 778 922 1,243
At downstream
corporate limits (Mile
0.755) 1.77 393 621 737 997
At Mile 1.136 1.64 374 586 697 943
LICK CREEK
Downstream of
confluence of Mike
Creek 225.0 9,800 14,100 16,100 21,300
Just upstream of
Mohawk Road 212.0 9,400 13,500 15,400 20,400
At Andrew Johnson
Highway Bridge 183.0 8,300 12,000 13,700 18,100
POND CREEK
At mouth 2.08 390 620 720 1,000
About 1.3 miles above
mouth 0.48 120 190 220 310
RICHLAND CREEK
At downstream
corporate limits (Mile
6.960) 2.39 1,581 2,079 2,245 2,524
At Mile 7.858 1.29 958 1,280 1,401 1,594
At Mile 8.256 1.01 689 947 1,045 1,225

Flow estimates based on the adopted regional relationships were compared to estimates using
relationships developed by the USGS for Hydrologic Area 1 (Reference 5). For the range of
drainage areas studied, the discharges from the adopted regional relationships are about 13 to
28- percent lower than the estimates from the USGS-developed relationships for Tennessee.

The difference between the adopted regional relationships and those of the USGS result
mainly from the different gaged watersheds used in each analysis. The adopted relationships
were determined from gaged watersheds in a region hydro-meteorologically similar to the
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Greene County region while the USGS relationships are based on gaged watersheds over a
much larger geographic area.

Hydraulic Analyses

Analyses of the hydraulic characteristics of flooding from the sources studied were carried
out to provide estimates of the elevations of floods of the selected recurrence intervals.

Cross sections for Lick Creek and Pond Creek were obtained by field surveys and were
supplemented by valley cross sections prepared by photogrammetric methods (Reference 6).
Elevation data and structural geometry for bridges were obtained from field surveys. Cross
sections for Frank Creek and Richland Creek were obtained from the Tennessee Valley
Authority (TVA) field surveys, dated Fall of 1998.

Locations of selected cross sections used in the hydraulic analyses are shown on the Flood
Profiles and on the Flood Insurance Rate Map.

Water-surface elevations of floods of the selected recurrence intervals were computer using
the HEC-2 step-backwater computer program (Reference 7). Starting water-surface
elevations were calculated by the slope-area method.

Roughness coefficients (Manning's "n") used in the hydraulic computations were determined
on the basis of field inspections of the floodplain areas, and are shown below in Table 3.

Table 3. Manning’s “N” Values

Flooding Source Channel “N” Overbank “N”
Frank Creek 0.035-0.045 0.06-0.12
Lick Creek 0.030-0.040 0.06-0.14
Pond Creek 0.050-0.055 0.09-0.10
Richland Creek 0.035-0.050 0.07-0.12

Flood profiles were drawn showing the computed water-surface elevations for floods of the
selected recurrence intervals. In cases where the 2-percent and 1-percent-annual-chance
flood elevations are close together, due to limitations of the profile scale, only the
1-percent-annual-chance profile has been shown. The hydraulic analyses for this study are
based on the effects of unobstructed flow. The flood elevations shown on the profiles are
thus considered valid only if hydraulic structures remain unobstructed, operate properly, and
do not fail.

Vertical Datum

All FIS reports and FIRMs are referenced to a specific vertical datum. The vertical datum
provides a starting point against which flood, ground, and structure elevations can be
referenced and compared. Until recently, the standard vertical datum used for newly created
or revised FIS reports and FIRMs was the National Geodetic Vertical Datum of 1929
(NGVD). With the completion of the North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD),
many FIS reports and FIRMs are now prepared using NAVD as the referenced vertical
datum.

Flood elevations shown in this FIS report and on the FIRM are referenced to the NAVD.
These flood elevations must be compared to structure and ground elevations referenced to
the same vertical datum. For information regarding conversion between the NGVD and
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NAVD, visit the National Geodetic Survey website at www.ngs.noaa.gov, or contact the
National Geodetic Survey at the following address:

Vertical Network Branch, N/CG13
National Geodetic Survey, NOAA
Silver Spring Metro Center 3

1315 East-West Highway

Silver Spring, Maryland 20910
(301) 713-3191

Temporary vertical monuments are often established during the preparation of a flood hazard
analysis for the purpose of establishing local vertical control. Although these monuments are
not shown on the FIRM, they may be found in the Technical Support Data Notebook
associated with the FIS report and FIRM for this community. Interested individuals may
contact FEMA to access these data.

FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT APPLICATIONS

The National Flood Insurance Program encourages state and local governments to adopt sound flood
plain management programs. Therefore, each Flood Insurance Study produces maps designed to
assist communities in developing flood plain management measures.

4.1

4.2

Floodplain Boundaries

To provide a national standard without regional discrimination, the 1-percent-annual-chance
flood has been adopted by FEMA as the base flood for flood plain management purposes.
The 0.2-percent-annual-chance flood is employed to indicate additional areas of flood risk
in the community. For each stream studied in detail, the 1-percent and 0.2-
percent-annual-chance flood plain boundaries have been delineated using the flood
elevations determined at each cross section. Between cross sections, the boundaries were
interpolated using topographic maps at a scale of 1:24,000 (Reference 8).

The 1-percent and 0.2-percent-annual-chance floodplain boundaries are shown on the Flood
Insurance Rate Map (Exhibit 2). On this map, the 1-percent-annual-chance floodplain
boundary corresponds to the boundary of the areas of special flood hazards (Zone[s] [A, AE,
and X]), and the 0.2-percent-annual-chance floodplain boundary corresponds to the
boundary of areas of moderate flood hazards. In cases where the 1-percent and 0.2-
percent-annual-chance floodplain boundaries are close together, only the 1-percent
floodplain boundary has been shown. Small areas within the floodplain boundaries may lie
above the flood elevations but cannot be shown due to limitations of the map scale and/or
lack of detailed topographic data. For the streams studied by approximate methods, only the
1-percent-annual-chance floodplain boundary is shown on the FIRM .

Floodways

Encroachment on floodplains, such as structures and fill, reduces flood-carrying capacity,
increases flood heights and velocities, and increases flood hazards in areas beyond the
encroachment itself. One aspect of floodplain management involves balancing the economic
gain from floodplain development against the resulting increase in flood hazard. For
purposes of the NFIP, a floodway is used as a tool to assist local communities in this aspect
of floodplain management. Under this concept, the area of the 1-percent-annual-chance
floodplain is divided into a floodway and a floodway fringe. The floodway is the channel of
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a stream, plus any adjacent floodplain areas, that must be kept free of encroachment so that
the base flood can be carried without substantial increases in flood heights. Minimum
Federal standards limit such increases to 1 foot, provided that hazardous velocities are not
produced. The floodways in this study are presented to local agencies as minimum standards
that can be adopted directly or that can be used as a basis for additional floodway studies.

The floodways presented in this study were computed for certain stream segments on the
basis of equal-conveyance reduction from each side of the floodplain. Floodway widths
were computed at cross sections. Between cross sections, the floodway boundaries were
interpolated. The results of the floodway computations are tabulated for selected cross
sections (see Table 4, Floodway Data). In cases where the floodway and
1-percent-annual-chance floodplain boundaries are either close together or collinear, only the
floodway boundary is shown.

The area between the floodway and 1-percent-annual-chance floodplain boundaries is termed
the floodway fringe. The floodway fringe encompasses the portion of the floodplain that
could be completely obstructed without increasing the water-surface elevation (WSEL) of
the base flood more than 1 foot at any point. Typical relationships between the floodway
and the floodway fringe and their significance to floodplain development are shown in

Figure 1.
|4______ 1-PERCENT-ANNUAL-CHANCE FLOODPLAIN ]
g FLOODWAY @ FLOODWAY g fLOODWAY_ |
FRINGE FRINGE
STREAM
CHANNEL
FLOOD ELEVATION WHEN
CONFINED WITHIN FLOODWAY
M ENCROACHMENT L ; ENCROACHMENT
A, 1257 I -
AREA OF FLOODPLAIN THAT COULD BE USED FOR FLOOD ELEVATION BEFORE
DEVELOPMENT 8Y RAISING GROUND ENCROACHMENT ON ELOODPLAIN
UNE AB IS THE FLOOD ELEVATION BEFORE ENCROACHMENT.
LINE CD IS THE FLOOD ELEVATION AFTER ENCROACHMENT.
*SURCHARGE 1S NOT TO EXCEED 1.0 FOOT (FIA REQUIREMENT) OR LESSER AMOUNT iF SPECIFIED BY STATE.

Figure 1. Floodway Schematic
INSURANCE APPLICATION

For flood insurance rating purposes, flood insurance zone designations are assigned to a community
based on the results of the engineering analyses. These zones are as follows:

Zone A

Zone A is the flood insurance rate zone that corresponds to the 1-percent-annual-chance floodplains
that are determined in the Flood Insurance Study by approximate methods. Because detailed
hydraulic analyses are not performed for such areas, no base (1-percent) flood elevations (BFEs) or
depths are shown within this zone.



<
MIAFHO NS SYIAYVY A31VHOdHOOINI ANV w
[1
NL ALNNOOD IANIIHUO =
Vivad AVMAaoo1d AONZOV INIWIOVNVIN AONIOHINI Tvy3aad |
yinow anoqe joad
10 8'I5t'L LISy LISYL 66 9l 09 866' 4
80 SYSY'L L'ESH'L L'ESL 6 £9z 09 £05'S 3
0l 0VSH' €SV’ | 0°€SH'} 8¢ 59z oy Z18' a
0 8'Lvv'L Vivy') Vvl G2 09l 09 SLI'Y 9
00 ] eyt 8'eet'l e Ly 06 8v9' a
00 Lesv' Lesv'L LEEv'L 62 65 08 SeY'S v
MITHD WNVHA
(aNoD3s (1334
(1334) nwﬂmwwﬂ, ¢ %ﬁ_\wﬁv .| (88aAWN) ¥ad 1334) 4VNOS) (1338) | _ \vicq|  Nowoas
2SVIUONI ANOLVINO3Y |  ALIDOTIA VIV HIgm | SSOND
HLIM LNOHLIM ——; NOLL oS
NOILLVAIT3 AVMaooT4 394N0S ONIA0OT4

JOVRINS ¥3LVM O0Td 3svd




MIFHD ANOd — MIIFHD MOI1

SY3dV d31VIOdHOINI ANV
Nl ‘ALNNOD ANIO

TABLE 4

Vivd AVMdAOoO14d AONIOV LNIWIOVNYIN AONIONINI Tvy3aa4
Mo} o} szejnoipuadiad YIpIA
yinow aAoqe }os4 z
peoy Ussalic) aAoqge }od4 L
90 5'860°L 6°260'L 6'260'L 8z 8L L2 LObt'L a
80 Z'680'L ¥'880'L '880'L LT 851 b 0SE'Y 5
90 5'980°L 6'580'L 6'580' gl 182 .58 LOEL'E g
60 6'280°L 0'280'L 0'280'L L0 986 S/T ,009 v
3349 ANOd
80 0'160°'L Z'060'L Z'060'} gy KA 062 S52'2y o)
0L £'680'} £880°'L £'880'} 5T 205's ovL ,5€8'6€ N
0L 9'/80'L 9'980'L 9'980'} £l 60901 0sZ'L S16'%E W
80 z'180'L '980°L '980'L gl 659'L 006 ,§66'2¢ 1
80 8'980'L 0'980° 0'980' L) 822'8 00L'L ,089'0€ N
60 8'580'L 6'¥80'L 6'¥80'L gl LE6°L 080'L \§16'8Z r
0L £'680'L £¥80°L £¥80'L Al 661'Z1 002'L ,§92'52 |
60 8'¥80'L 6'€80'L 6'€80'L £l 8L Ll 60<'L ,S06'€Z H
0l 0'¥80'L 0'€80°} 0'€80'L 4 »90°L 09L'L ,587'0Z o
60 9'Z80'L 1'180°'L L'180'} 5z 960'9 0z .S¥0'01 4
80 6°080'L 1°080°} 1°080' 5T 6109 s€. G891 3
60 L'6.0') 8'820'L 8'820'L 0 0.5'L 99, ,029'6 a
L0 9'820'L 62201 62201 £z ¥0.'9 0z8 G16'L 2
80 z'1L0'1 ¥'9L0°L $'920'L ze 858'y ovy 0LL'y g
60 9vL0'L L'€20°') L'§20') 6 L9¥'S L9 02 v
: : MITHO MO
aNoD3s 1334
(1334) n,wvnn__v%_, ; nuﬂmvﬂﬂv | (e8aavN) ¥3d 1334) INVNOS) (1339 | 0w e NOILO3S
ISVIAONI HLIM INOHLIM. | AYOLYINOZY | ALIOOT3A vauv HLAIM SSOND
NVIW NOILO3S
NOILLVA3I13
JOV4HNS ¥ILYM Q0014 3SvE AVMAOOTd 304N0S ONIGOO014d




<
MIFHD ANVIHOI SYI¥YVY AILVHOLHOINI ANV w
[1
NL ALNNOD AN3I3HO o
Vivd AVMdOoO14 AONZOV INIWIOVNYIN AONIONINT vudaad | &
yinow anoqe Joad
00 9's8Yl 9'sey'L 9'58¥'L L6 801 vz s95'ch u
10 0'L8¥'l 6:08%'L 6081 VLl ¥6 £z ove'ey O
0 Ty 8'eiY'L gELY'L 0L 602 IS ovl'zy d
80 L) LY LIVl z9 802 09 0vS'Ly 0
80 LZiv'L eLIvL SLp'L e s8¢ 0L 09¥'LY N
0 8'L9¥%'} ¥ 19%'1 v i9%') 1'g L0€g 09 061'LY W
L0 £ L9%') 9'99¥'} 9'99¥'L g'c g8 09 08.'0¥ q
90 LL9%') 5'99%'L 599’} g'e 86¢ o 099'0F A
Z0 Z09%'L 0'09%'1 0'09%'L '8 V2L 0¢ 6280y r
0 TISY'L 895l 8'96%'L g8 0LL o¢ 126'6¢ |
10 z9sk'l L'9Gh'L L'9G¥'L v'6 0Ll or 918'6¢ H
0l L'ESH'L LZ5H'L LZGY'L Tl \iZ 09 881'6¢ )
80 8'zsh'L 0zt 0°ZsH'L 1'9 o oLl 950'6¢ 4
0l 0ZsH'L 0LSY'L 0LSHL L'S €28 oL 956'e€ 3
90 £1SH'L L05¥'L L05¥'L g z¢e8 vl 9/9's¢ a
90 05Kl g6hY'L g'6hY'L 1'9 266 ol zze'ee )
10 6'G¥h'L 8'ShY'L 8'Shv'L g 1z v 081'8g g
60 gLer'l 608V’ 608Vt 1'g A 001 6v.'98 v
M33M40
ANVIHO
(eRER (1334
(1334) nwvnn__\wﬂz_. § %ﬂm\wﬂﬂv | (s8aAvN) ¥3d 1334) I4VNOS) (1334) | _ oo ioq|  NOLWO3S
3SVIUONI o T | Adorvinoad | ALIDOT3A vayv HIQM |* SSOMD
NV3IW NOILD3S
NOLLVAT1 AVMdOoO14 354N0S ONIJOO 14

ADVARINS ¥3LVM d0014 3svd




6.0

7.0

8.0

Zone AE

Zone AE is the flood insurance rate zone that corresponds to the 1-percent-annual-chance floodplains
that are determined in the Flood Insurance Study by detailed methods. Whole-foot BFEs derived
from the detailed hydraulic analyses are shown at selected intervals within this zone.

Zone X

Zone X is the flood insurance rate zone that corresponds to areas outside the
0.2-percent-annual-chance floodplain, areas within the 1-percent-annual-chance floodplain, areas of
1-percent-annual-chance flooding where average depths are less than 1 foot, areas of
1-percent-annual-chance flooding where the contributing drainage area is less than 1 square mile, and
areas protected from the 1-percent-annual-chance flood by levees. No BFEs or depths are shown
within this zone.

FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAP

The Flood Insurance Rate Map is designed for flood insurance and floodplain management
applications.

For flood insurance applications, the map designates flood insurance rate zones as described in
Section 5.0 and in the 1-percent-annual-chance floodplains that were studied by detailed methods,
shows selected whole-foot base flood elevations or average depths. Insurance agents use the zones
and base flood elevations in conjunction with information on structures and their contents to assign
premium rates for flood insurance policies. For floodplain management applications, the map shows
by tints, screens, and symbols the 1-percent and 0.2-percent-annual-chance floodplains, the
floodways, and the locations of selected cross sections used in the hydraulic analyses and floodway
computations.

The countywide Flood Insurance Rate Map presents flooding information for the entire geographic
area of Greene County. Previously, Flood Insurance Rate Maps were prepared for each incorporated
community and the unincorporated areas of the County identified as flood-prone. This countywide
Flood Insurance Rate Map also includes flood-hazard information that was presented separately on
Flood Boundary and Floodway Maps, where applicable. Historical data relating to the maps prepared
for each community are presented in Table S, “Community Map History.”

OTHER STUDIES

The Flood Insurance Studies for Unicoi, Washington, Cocke Counties, Tennessee and Madison
County, North Carolina (References 9-12) agrees with this study. The Flood Insurance Studies in
progress for Hawkins and Hamblen Counties, Tennessee (References 13 and 14) agree with this
study. This FIS report either supersedes or is compatible with all previous studies published on
streams studied in this report and should be considered authoritative for the purposes of the NFIP.

LOCATION OF DATA
Information concerning the pertinent data used in the preparation of this study can be obtained by

contacting the Natural and Technological Hazards Division, FEMA, Region IV, Koger-Center —
Rutgers Building, 3003 Chamblee Tucker Road, Atlanta, Georgia 30341.
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9.0

Future revisions may be made that do not result in the republishing of the Flood Insurance Study
report. To ensure that any user is aware of all revisions, it is advisable to contact the map repository
of flood hazard data located in the community.
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