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SECTION 6 
VULNERABILITY ASSESSMENT 

 

This section identifies and quantifies the vulnerability of the MEMA District 6 Region to the significant 
hazards identified in the previous sections (Hazard Identification and Profiles). It consists of the  following 
subsections: 

 
× 6.1 Overview 

× 6.2 Methodology 

× 6.3 Explanation of Data Sources 

× 6.4 Asset Inventory 

× 6.5 Vulnerability Assessment Results 

× 6.6 Conclusions on Hazard Vulnerability 

 
 

 

6.1 OVERVIEW 

This section builds upon the information provided in Section 4: Hazard Identification and Section 5: Hazard 
Profiles by identifying and characterizing an inventory of assets in the MEMA District 6 Region.   In addition, 
the potential impact and expected amount of damages caused to these assets by each identified hazard 
event is assessed. The primary objective of the vulnerability assessment is to quantify exposure and the 
potential loss estimates for each hazard. In doing so, the MEMA District 6 counties and their participating 
jurisdictions may better understand their unique risks to identified hazards and be better prepared to 
evaluate and prioritize specific hazard mitigation actions. 

 

This section begins with an explanation of the methodology applied to complete the vulnerability 
assessment, followed by a summary description of the asset inventory as compiled for the MEMA District 
6 Region.  The remainder of this section focuses on the results of the assessment conducted. 

 

6.2 METHODOLOGY 

This vulnerability assessment was conducted using three distinct methodologies: (1) A stochastic risk 
assessment; (2) a geographic information system (GIS)-based analysis; and (3) a risk modeling software 
analysis. Each approach provides estimates for the potential impact of hazards by using a common, 
systematic framework for evaluation, including historical occurrence information provided in the Hazard 

44 CFR Requirement 

44 CFR Part 201.6(c)(2)(ii): The risk assessment shall include a description of the jurisdiction's vulnerability to the 
hazards described in paragraph (c)(2)(i) of this section. The description shall include an overall summary of each 
hazard and its impact on the community. The plan should describe vulnerability in terms of: (A) The types and 
numbers of existing and future buildings, infrastructure, and critical facilities located in the identified hazard 
areas; (B) An estimate of the potential losses to vulnerable structures identified in paragraph (c)(2)(ii)(A) of this 
section and a description of the methodology used to prepare the estimate; (C) Providing a general description of 
land uses and development trends within the community so that mitigation options can be considered in future 
land use decisions. 
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Identification and Analysis sections. A brief description of the three different approaches is provided on 
the following pages. 

 

6.2.1 Stochastic Risk Assessment 

The stochastic risk assessment methodology was applied to analyze hazards of concern that were outside 
the scope of hazard risk models and the GIS-based risk assessment. This includes hazards that do not have 
geographically-definable boundaries and are therefore excluded from spatial analysis through GIS.  A 
stochastic risk methodology was used for the following hazards: 

 

× Erosion 
× Dam and Levee Failure 
× Winter Storm and Freeze 
× Drought / Heat Wave 

× Landslide 

× Land Subsidence 
× Thunderstorm (wind, hailstorm, lightning) 
× Tornado 
× Pandemic 

 
Many of the hazards listed above are considered atmospheric and have the potential to affect all buildings 
and all populations. For many of these hazards listed above, no additional analysis was performed. When 
possible, annualized loss estimates were determined using the best available data on historical losses from 
ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ bh!!Ωǎ National Centers for Environmental Information records, MEMA District 6 
Region County hazard mitigation plans, and local knowledge. Annualized loss is the estimated long-term 
weighted average value of losses to property in any single year in a specified geographic area (i.e., 
municipal jurisdiction or county). Annualized loss estimates were generated by totaling the amount of 
property damage over the period of time for which records were available, and calculating the average 
annual loss. Given the standard weighting analysis, losses can be readily compared across hazards 
providing an objective approach for evaluating mitigation alternatives. 

 

For the erosion, dam and levee failure1, landslide, and land subsidence hazards no data with historical 
property damages was available. Therefore, annualized potential losses for these hazards are presumed 
to be negligible. Winter storm and freeze, drought / heat wave, thunderstorm (wind, hailstorm, lightning), 
and tornado have the potential to impact the entire MEMA District 6 Region. The results for these hazards 
are found near the end of this section. 

 

6.2.2 GIS-Based Analysis  

Other hazards have specified geographic boundaries that permit additional using Geographic Information 
Systems (GIS).  These hazards include: 

 
× Flood 

× Wildfire 

 
1 As noted in Section 5: Hazard Profiles, Dam failure could be catastrophic to areas in the inundation area. Due to a lack of a data, no 

additional analysis was performed. Further, local MEMA District 6 officials indicate that separate dam failure plans have been 

completed for their counties to identify risk and response measures. There was no local knowledge of critical facilities being at risk to 

dam failure. 
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× Hazardous Material Incident 
 

The objective of the GIS-based analysis was to determine the estimated vulnerability of critical facilities 
and populations for the identified hazards in the MEMA District 6 Region using best available geospatial 
data. Digital data was collected from local, regional, state, and national sources for hazards and buildings. 
Jurisdictions in the MEMA District 6 Region generally did not have readily available geospatial parcel or 
building footprint data. Despite this lack of data, the HMC wanted to have some estimate of potential 
building and dollar losses, so Census block data was extracted from Hazus MH 2.2 that included building 
counts and potential exposure of property in the region. Additionally, geo-referenced point locations for 
identified assets (critical facilities and infrastructure, special populations, etc.) were identified via Hazus 
MH 2.2 and used in this vulnerability analysis. ESRI® !ǊŎDL{ϰ млΦнΦн ǿŀǎ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎǎŜǎǎ ƘŀȊŀǊŘ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƛƭƛǘȅ 
utilizing digital hazard data, as well as local building and exposure data described above. 

 
Using these data layers, hazard vulnerability can be quantified by estimating the number and dollar value 
of Census blocks determined to be located in identified hazard areas. To estimate vulnerable populations 
in hazard areas, digital Census 2010 data by census tract was obtained. This was intersected with hazard 
areas to determine exposed population counts. The results of the analysis provided an estimate of the 
number of people and critical facilities, as well as the value of buildings determined to be potentially at 
risk to those hazards with delineable geographic hazard boundaries. 

 

6.2.3 Risk Modeling Software  Analysis  

A risk modeling software was used for the following hazards: 
 

× Earthquake 
× Hurricane and Tropical Storm 

 
There are several models that exist to model hazards. Hazus-MH was used in this vulnerability assessment 
to address the aforementioned hazards. 

 

HAZUS-MH 
 

Hazus-aI όάIŀȊǳǎέύ ƛǎ ŀ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘƛȊŜŘ ƭƻǎǎ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘƛƻƴ 
software program developed by FEMA. It is built upon an 
integrated GIS platform to conduct analysis at a regional 
level (i.e., not on a structure-by-structure basis). The Hazus 
risk assessment methodology is parametric, in that distinct 
hazard and inventory parameters (e.g., wind speed and 
building types) can be modeled using the software to 
determine the impact (i.e., damages and losses) on the 
built environment. 

 
The MEMA District 6 Regional Risk Assessment utilized 
Hazus-MH to produce hazard damage loss estimations for hazards for the planning area.  At the time this 
analysis was completed, Hazus-MH 2.2 was used to estimate potential damages from hurricane 
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winds earthquake hazards using Hazus-MH methodology. Although the program can also model losses for 
flood and storm surge, it was not used in this Risk Assessment. 

 
Figure 6.1 illustrates the conceptual model of the Hazus-MH methodology. 

 
Figure 6.1: CONCEPTUAL MODEL OF HAZUS-MH METHODOLOGY 

 

Hazus-MH is capable of providing a variety of loss estimation results. In order to be consistent with  other 
hazard assessments, annualized losses are presented when possible. Some additional results based on 
location-specific scenarios may also be presented to provide a complete picture of hazard vulnerability. 

 
Loss estimates provided in this vulnerability assessment are based on best available data and 
methodologies. The results are an approximation of risk. These estimates should be used to understand 
relative risk from hazards and potential losses. Uncertainties are inherent in any loss estimation 
methodology, arising in part from incomplete scientific knowledge concerning natural hazards and their 
effects on the built environment. Uncertainties also result from approximations and simplifications that 
are necessary for a comprehensive analysis (e.g., incomplete inventories, non-specific locations, 
demographics, or economic parameters). 

 
!ƭƭ ŎƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ƛƴ ά/ƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ IŀȊŀǊŘ ±ǳƭƴŜǊŀōƛƭƛǘȅέ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴΦ 
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6.3 EXPLANATION OF DATA SOURCES 

FLOOD 
 

FEMA Digital Flood Rate Insurance Maps (DFIRM) flood data was used to determine flood vulnerability. 
DFIRM data can be used in ArcGIS for mapping purposes, and they identify several features including 
floodplain boundaries and base flood elevations. Identified areas on the DFIRM represent some features 
of a Flood Insurance Rate Maps including the 100-year flood areas (1.0-percent annual chance flood), and 
the 500-year flood areas (0.2-percent annual chance flood). For the vulnerability assessment, local 
improved property data and critical facilities were overlaid on the 1.0-percent annual chance floodplains 
(ACF) and 0.2-percent annual chance floodplain areas for counties that had digital parcel data available.  
It should be noted that such an analysis does not account for building elevation. 

 

WILDFIRE 
 

The data used to determine vulnerability to wildfire in the MEMA District 6 Region is based on GIS data 
called the Southern Wildfire Risk Assessment (SWRA). This data is available on the Southern Wildfire Risk 
Assessment website and can be downloaded and imported into ArcGIS. A specific layer, known as 
ά²ƛƭŘƭŀƴŘ ¦Ǌōŀƴ LƴǘŜǊŦŀŎŜ wƛǎƪ LƴŘŜȄέ ό²¦LwLύ ǿŀǎ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŀƴŘ 
property. The WUIRI is presented on a scale of 0 to -9. It combines data on housing density with the data 
on the impact and likelihood of a wildfire occurring in a specific area. The primary purpose of the data is 
to highlight areas of concern that may be conducive to mitigation actions. Due to assumptions made, it is 
not true probability.  However, it does provide a comparison of risk throughout the region. 

 

EARTHQUAKE 
 

Hazus-MH 2.2 (as described above) was used to assess earthquake vulnerability. A level 1, probabilistic 
scenario to estimate average annualized loss was utilized.  In this scenario, several return periods (events 
of varying intensities) are run to determine annualized loss. Default Hazus earthquake damage functions 
and methodology were used to determine the probability of damage. Results are calculated at the 2010 
U.S. Census tract level in Hazus and presented at the county level. 

 

LANDSLIDE 
 

As a result of the low susceptibility and low incidence of landslide for counties in the MEMA District 6 
Region, a GIS-based vulnerability analysis was not carried out for this plan. USGS Landslide Susceptibility 
Index data was evaluated alongside historic occurrences and local knowledge to determine landslide 
vulnerability and vulnerability was determined to be consistently low throughout the region despite some 
areas of higher USGS vulnerability. 

 

HURRICANE AND TROPICAL STORM WIND 
 

Hazus-MH 2.2 (as described above) was used to assess wind vulnerability. For the hurricane wind analysis, 
a probabilistic scenario was created to estimate the annualized loss damage in the MEMA District 6 
Region. Default Hazus wind speed data, damage functions, and methodology were used in to determine 
the probability of damage for 100-, 500-, and 1,000-year frequency events (also known as a 
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return period) in the scenario. Results are calculated in Hazus at the 2010 U.S. Census tract level and 
presented at the region level. 

 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS INCIDENT 
 

For the fixed hazardous materials incident analysis, Toxic Release Inventory (TRI) data was used. The Toxics 
Release Inventory is a publicly available database from the federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
that contains information on toxic chemical releases and other waste management activities reported 
annually by certain covered industry groups as well as federal facilities.  This inventory was established 
under the Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act of 1986 (EPCRA) and expanded by the 
Pollution Prevention Act of 1990. Each year, facilities that meet certain activity thresholds must report 
their releases and other waste management activities for listed toxic chemicals to EPA and to their state 
or tribal entity. A facility must report if it meets the following three criteria: 

 

× The facility falls within one of the following industrial categories: manufacturing; metal mining; 
coal mining; electric generating facilities that combust coal and/or oil; chemical wholesale 
distributors; petroleum terminals and bulk storage facilities; RCRA Subtitle C treatment, storage, 
and disposal (TSD) facilities; and solvent recovery services; 

× Has 10 or more full-time employee equivalents; and 

× Manufactures or processes more than 25,000 pounds or otherwise uses more than 10,000 pounds 
of any listed chemical during the calendar year. Persistent, bioaccumulative, and toxic (PBT) 
chemicals are subject to different thresholds of 10 pounds, 100 pounds, or 0.1 grams depending 
on the chemical. 

 
For the mobile hazardous materials incident analysis, transportation data including major highways and 
railroads were obtained from the National Atlas. This data is ArcGIS compatible, lending itself to buffer 
analysis to determine risk. 

 

6.4 ASSET INVENTORY 

An inventory of geo-referenced assets within the MEMA District 6 counties and jurisdictions was compiled 
in order to identify and characterize those properties potentially at risk to the identified hazards.2 By 
understanding the type and number of assets that exist and where they are located in relation to known 
hazard areas, the relative risk and vulnerability for such assets can be assessed. Under this assessment, 
two categories of physical assets were created and then further assessed through GIS analysis. 
Additionally, social assets are addressed to determine population at risk to the identified hazards.  These 
are presented below in Section 6.4.1. 

 

6.4.1 Physical Assets 

The two categories of physical assets consist of: 
 
 

 

 
2 While potentially not all-inclusive for MEMA District 6, ñgeoreferencedò assets include those assets for which specific location 

data is readily available for connecting the asset to a specific geographic location for purposes of GIS analysis. 
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1. Building Stock: Unfortunately, building footprint and parcel data was not available for any of the 
participating areas. It should be noted that this data produced less accurate information 
concerning the number of buildings at risk than parcel data because the Hazus data was 
aggregated at a much larger geographic area, the Census Block level. 

 
Hazus inventory data provides an estimate of the number of buildings in the study region. The 
economic exposure is also presented to be referenced with any Hazus-related results. 

 
2. Critical Facilities: Critical facilities vary by jurisdiction. For this Vulnerability Assessment, facilities 

were used from Hazus-MH which includes fire stations, police station, medical care facilities, 
schools, and emergency operation centers. When provided, local data was used to supplement 
the Hazus data. It should be noted that this listing is not all-inclusive for assets located in the 
region, but it is anticipated that it will be expanded during future plan updates as more geo-
referenced data becomes available for use in GIS analysis. 

 
The following tables provide a detailed listing of the geo-referenced assets that have been identified for 
inclusion in the vulnerability assessment for the MEMA District 6 Region. 

 
The following table lists the estimated number of improved properties and the total value of 
improvements for participating areas of the MEMA District 6 Region (study area of vulnerability 
assessment). Because digital parcel data was not available, data obtained from Hazus-MH 2.2 inventory 
was utilized to complete the analysis. 

 

Table 6.1: BUILDING STOCK VALUES OF MEMA DISTRICT 6 

County 
Building Value 

Residential Non-Residential Total 

Clarke $936,000,000 $306,000,000 $1,243,000,000 

Jasper $989,000,000 $255,000,000 $1,245,000,000 

Kemper $556,000,000 $141,000,000 $697,000,000 

Lauderdale $5,078,000,000 $2,661,000,000 $7,740,000,000 
Leake $1,200,000,000 $432,000,000 $1,633,000,000 

Neshoba $1,658,000,000 $488,000,000 $2,147,000,000 

Newton $1,271,000,000 $450,000,000 $1,721,000,000 
Scott $1,479,000,000 $596,000,000 $2,075,000,000 

Smith $991,000,000 $195,000,000 $1,187,000,000 

Total $14,158,000,000 $5,524,000,000 $19,688,000,000 

 
Source: Hazus-MH 2.2 
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BUILDING INVENTORY 
Hazus estimates that there are more than 106,000 buildings in the region which have an aggregate total 
replacement value of $19,692,000,000. In terms of building construction types found in the region, wood 
frame construction makes up 68% of the building inventory. The remaining percentage is distributed 
between the other general building types. 
 

TRANSPORTATION AND UTILITY LIFELINE INVENTORY 
Within Hazus, the lifeline inventory is divided between transportation and utility lifeline systems.  There 
are seven (7) transportation systems that include highways, railways, light rail, bus, ports, ferry and airports.  
There are six (6) utility systems that include potable water, wastewater, natural gas, crude & refined oil, 
electric power and communications.  
 
The total value of the lifeline inventory is over $26,019,000,000. This inventory includes over 1,317.93 miles 
of highways, 2,162 bridges, 30,058.82 miles of pipes.  
 

Table 6.2: TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM LIFELINE INVENTORY 
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Table 6.3: UTILITY SYSTEM LIFELINE INVENTORY 

 
 
The following table lists the fire stations, police stations, emergency operations centers (EOCs), medical 
care facilities, and schools located in the MEMA District 6 Region according to Hazus-MH Version 2.2. 

 
In addition, the table also shows the locations of critical facilities in the MEMA District 6 Region. The table 
at the end of this section, shows a complete list of the critical facilities by name, as well as the hazards that 
affect each facility. As noted previously, this list is not all-inclusive and only includes information provided 
through Hazus. 
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Table 6.4: CRITICAL FACILITY INVENTORY IN THE MEMA DISTRICT 6 REGION 

Location Fire Stations 
Police 

Stations 
Medical Care 

Facilities 
EOC Schools 

Clarke County 14 5 1 1 9 

Enterprise  2
 2 

1 0 0 3 

Pachuta 2 0 0 0 0 

Quitman 7 2 1 1 6 

Shubuta 2 1 0 0 0 

Stonewall 1 1 0 0 0 

Unincorporated Area 0 0 0 0 0 

Jasper County 15 4 1 1 9 

Bay Springs 2 2 1 1 4 

Heidelberg 4 1 0 0 4 

Louin 3 1 0 0 0 

Montrose 0 0 0 0 0 

Unincorporated Area 6 0 0 0 1 

Kemper County 14 4 1 1 4 

De Kalb 1 2 1 1 3 

Scooba 1 1 0 0 2 

Unincorporated Area 12 1 0 0 0 

Lauderdale County 34 8 8 1 34 

Marion 1 1 0 0 0 

Meridian 24 7 8 1 32 

Unincorporated Area 9 0 0 0 2 

Leake County 11 4 1 1 10 

Carthage 8 2 1 1 6 

Lena 1 0 0 0 0 

Walnut Grove 1 1 0 0 2 

Unincorporated Area 1 1 0 0 2 

Neshoba County 33 3 2 1 12 

Philadelphia 3 2 1 1 4 

Unincorporated Area 30 1 1 0 8 

Newton County 10 6 1 1 9 

Chunky 1 0 0 0 0 

Decatur 1 3 0 1 5 

Hickory 1 1 0 0 0 

Newton (city) 1 1 0 0 3 

Union 1 1 1 0 1 

Unincorporated Area 5 0 0 0 0 

Scott County 9 5 2 1 12 

Forest 6 2 1 1 5 

Lake 1 1 0 0 3 

Morton 0 2 1 0 4 

Sebastopol 0 0 0 0 0 
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Location Fire Stations 
Police 

Stations 
Medical Care 

Facilities 
EOC Schools 

Unincorporated Area 6 2 1 1 5 

Smith County 6 5 0 1 6 

Mize 1 1 0 0 2 

Polkville 1 1 0 0 0 

Raleigh 1 2 0 1 2 

Sylvarena 1 0 0 0 0 

Taylorsville 1 1 0 0 2 

Unincorporated Area 1 0 0 0 0 

MEMA DISTRICT 6 
REGION TOTAL 

146 44 17 9 105 

Source: Hazus-MH 2.2 
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Figure 6.2: CRITICAL FACILITY LOCATIONS IN THE MEMA DISTRICT 6 REGION 

 
Source: Hazus-MH 2.2 
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6.4.2 Social Vulnerability  

In addition to identifying those assets potentially at risk to identified hazards, it is important to identify 
and assess those particular segments of the resident population in the MEMA District 6 Region that are 
potentially at risk to these hazards. 

 
The table below lists the population by jurisdiction according to U.S. Census 2020 population estimates. 
The total population in the MEMA District 6 Region according to Census data is 227,806 persons. 
Additional population estimates are presented in Section 3: Community Profile. 

 

Table 6.5: TOTAL POPULATION IN THE MEMA DISTRICT 6 REGION 
Location Total 2020 Population 

Clarke County 15,615 

Jasper County 16,367 

Kemper County 8,988 

Lauderdale County 72,984 

Leake County 21,275 

Neshoba County 29,087 

Newton County 21,291 

Scott County 27,990 

Smith County 14,209 

MEMA DISTRICT 6 REGION TOTAL 227,806 
Source: United States Census 2020 

 
In addition, Figure 6.3 illustrates the population density per square kilometer by census tract as it was 
reported by the U.S. Census Bureau in 2010. As can be seen in the figure the population is spread out, 
with concentrations in Meridian, Philadelphia, Newton, Forest, and Morton. 
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Figure 6.3: POPULATION DENSITY IN THE MEMA DISTRICT 6 REGION 

 

Source: United States Census Bureau, 2010 

 

6.4.3 Development Trends and Changes in  Vulnerability  

Since the previous county hazard mitigation plans were approved (in 2015), the MEMA District 6 Region 
has experienced limited growth and development. The table below shows the number of building units 
constructed since 2014 according to the U.S. Census American Community Survey 2019. 
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Table 6.6: BUILDING COUNTS FOR THE MEMA DISTRICT 6 REGION 

Jurisdiction 
Total Housing 
Units (2019) 

Units Built 2014 
or later 

% Building Stock 
Built Post-2014 

Clarke County 8,000 77 1.0% 

Enterprise 276 0 0.0% 

Pachuta 119 0 0.0% 

Quitman 3,581 2 0.1% 

Shubuta 205 0 0.0% 

Stonewall 546 0 0.0% 

Unincorporated Area 3,478 75 2.1% 

Jasper County 8,409 73 0.9% 

Bay Springs 812 0 0.0% 

Heidelberg 335 0 0.0% 

Louin 194 0 0.0% 

Montrose 88 2 2.3% 

Unincorporated Area 6,980 71 1.1% 

Kemper County 4,766 27 0.6% 
De Kalb 602 8 1.3% 

Scooba 241 0 0.0% 

Unincorporated Area 3,923 19 0.4% 

Lauderdale County 35,297 448 1.3% 

Marion 772 22 2.8% 

Meridian 19,130 26 0.1% 

Unincorporated Area 15,395 400 2.5% 

Leake County 9,567 126 1.3% 
Carthage 1,628 0 0.0% 

Lena 79 1 1.3% 

Walnut Grove 280 0 0.0% 

Unincorporated Area 7,580 125 1.6% 

Neshoba County 12,535 237 1.9% 
Philadelphia 3,429 0 0.0% 

Unincorporated Area 9,106 237 2.6% 

Newton County 9,508 147 1.5% 

Chunky 170 9 5.3% 

Decatur 723 25 3.5% 

Hickory 241 0 0.0% 

Newton (city) 1,504 0 0.0% 

Union 972 11 1.1% 

Unincorporated Area 5,898 102 1.7% 

Scott County 11,716 222 1.9% 

Forest 2,378 88 3.7% 

Lake 181 2 1.1% 

Morton 1,212 12 1.0% 

Sebastopol 134 4 3.0% 

Unincorporated Area 7,811 116 1.4% 
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Jurisdiction 
Total Housing 
Units (2019) 

Units Built 2014 
or later 

% Building Stock 
Built Post-2014 

Smith County 7,377 114 1.5% 

Mize 113 0 0.0% 

Polkville 340 0 0.0% 

Raleigh 630 0 0.0% 

Sylvarena 54 0 0.0% 

Taylorsville 722 9 1.2% 

Unincorporated Area 5,518 105 1.9% 

MEMA DISTRICT 6 REGION TOTAL 107,157 1,471 1.3% 
Source:  United States Census Bureau - American Community Survey 2019 

 

The table below shows population growth estimates for the region from 2015 to 2019 based on the 
U.S.  Census Annual Estimates of Resident Population. 

 

Table 6.7: POPULATION GROWTH FOR THE MEMA DISTRICT 6 REGION 

Jurisdiction 
Population Estimates (as of July 1) % Change 

2010-2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

Clarke County 16,362 16,203 16,089 15,928 15,770 -3.61% 

Enterprise 716 586 796 650 615 -14.10% 

Pachuta 286 256 219 185 143 -50% 

Quitman 2,147 1,914 1,811 2,001 1,974 -8.05% 

Shubuta 342 335 397 386 337 -1.46% 

Stonewall 1,315 1,250 1,014 961 933 -29% 

Unincorporated Area 11,556 12,062 11,852 11,745 11,768 1.83% 

Jasper County 16,554 16,588 16,574 16,425 16,383 -1.03% 

Bay Springs 1,738 1,613 1,766 1,511 1,632 -6.09% 

Heidelberg 702 815 735 830 716 1.99% 

Louin 237 381 395 278 378 59.49% 

Montrose 108 200 216 133 123 13.88% 

Unincorporated Area 13,769 13,579 13,462 13,673 13,534 -1.70% 

Kemper County 10,211 10,128 10,082 10,107 9,943 -2.62% 

De Kalb 1,082 1,148 1,219 1,278 1,268 17.19% 

Scooba 1,052 977 912 954 878 -16.53% 

Unincorporated Area 8,077 8,003 7,951 7,875 7,979 -1.21% 

Lauderdale County 78,524 77,755 76,155 75,317 74,125 -5.60% 

Marion 1,547 1,581 1,492 1,522 1,683 8.79% 

Meridian 40,507 40,094 39,213 38,602 37,848 -6.56% 

Unincorporated Area 36,470 36,080 35,450 35,193 34,594 -5.14% 

Leake County 23,153 23,011 22,936 22,870 22,792 -1.55% 

Carthage 4,966 4,938 4,877 4,862 4,830 -2.73% 

Lena 200 194 176 161 151 -24.5% 

Walnut Grove 913 749 779 809 901 -1.31% 

Unincorporated Area 17,074 17,130 17,104 17,038 16,910 -0.96% 
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Jurisdiction 
Population Estimates (as of July 1) % Change 

2015-2019 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

Neshoba County 29,553 29,474 29,437 29,376 29,332 -0.74% 

Philadelphia 7,433 7,399 7,334 7,284 7,218 -2.89% 

Unincorporated Area 22,120 22,075 22,103 22,092 22,114 -0.02% 

Newton County 21,663 21,652 21,437 21,524 21,360 -1.39% 

Chunky 406 440 436 415 344 -15.27% 

Decatur 2,100 2,087 1,888 1,917 1,897 -9.66% 

Hickory 604 589 527 654 632 4.63% 

Newton (city) 3,347 3,346 3,278 3,251 3,220 -3.79% 

Union 1,826 1,860 2,053 2,126 2,349 28.64% 

Unincorporated Area 13,380 13,330 13,255 13,161 12,918 -3.45% 

Scott County 28,293 28,268 28,399 28,415 28,332 0.13% 

Forest 5,713 5,700 5,679 5,668 5,629 -1.47% 

Lake 435 532 477 397 439 0.91% 

Morton 3,456 3,430 3,429 3,648 3,589 3.87% 

Sebastopol 314 317 383 387 359 14.33% 

Unincorporated Area 18,375 18,289 18,431 18,315 18,316 -0.32% 

Smith County 16,257 16,137 16,114 16,063 16,009 -1.52% 

Mize 305 221 265 229 270 -11.47% 

Polkville 820 784 676 633 813 -0.85% 

Raleigh 1,454 1,536 1,438 1,409 1,152 20.77% 

Sylvarena 101 100 116 98 147 45.54% 

Taylorsville 1,348 1,534 1,667 1,998 2,080 54.30% 

Unincorporated Area 12,229 11,962 11,952 11,696 11,547 -5.57% 

MEMA DISTRICT 6 REGION 
TOTAL 

240,570 239,216 237,223 236,025 234,046 -2.71% 

Source:  United States Census Bureau ς American Community Survey 

 
Based on the data above, there has been a relatively low rate of residential development and population 
growth in the region since 2014, and the majority of jurisdictions have actually experienced slight 
population declines. Overall, the MEMA District 6 Region experienced a population decline of 2.7%. There 
are 107,157 residential structures in the 9-county region, and 1.3% of the residential building stock was 
built 2014 or later, resulting in an increased number of structures that are vulnerable to the potential 
impacts of the identified hazards. Since the population has increased in this jurisdiction, there is now a 
greater number of people exposed to the identified hazards. Any increase in building stock is offset by an 
overall population decline. 

 
It is also important to note that as development increases in the future, greater populations and more 
structures and infrastructure will be exposed to potential hazards if development occurs in the 
floodplains, moderate and high landside susceptibility areas, high wildfire risk areas, or primary and 
secondary TRI site buffers. 




