Chapter 8:
Housing Analysis

8 Housing Analysis
8.1 Overview
This chapter examines population, socioeconomic, and housing trends to better understand needs and
opportunities for future housing development. Housing development should adequately address the
needs of new and existing residents as the Study Area experiences significant growth. Socioeconomic,
demographic, and regional housing trends are analyzed using U.S. Census data, propriety data from
Economic Modeling Specialists International (Emsi), and ESRI Business Analyst. This chapter also
incorporates existing plans and market reports to understand existing housing conditions within the
region.

8.2 Existing Conditions and Background Documents
Previously completed plans and studies were examined to inform existing conditions and ongoing housing
related initiatives in the Study Area. To better understand the regional housing market, the following plans
were reviewed, analyzed, and summarized:
→
→
→
→

HUD Comprehensive Housing Market Analysis: Augusts, Georgia-South Carolina
Aiken Rental Housing Market Study
Aiken, Columbia, and Richmond County Absorption Rates
Comprehensive Plans for all counties in the Study Area

According to the 2019 ACS data, the Study Area includes 258,018 housing units. 81% of housing units are
occupied with 19% remaining vacant. Of those units that are occupied, 69% are owner-occupied and 31%
are renter-occupied. Housing structures of these units consist of single unit (71.5%), multi-unit (14.7%),
mobile homes (13.7%) and boat, RV, van, etc. (less than 1%). Please see Table 8.1, below, for an overview
of housing characteristics for the Augusta-Richmond MSA.
Table 8.1: Study Area Housing Unit Characteristics
Units in Structure
2010 Estimate
Total housing units
238,681
1-unit, detached
157,032
1-unit, attached
9,123
2 units
3,431
3 or 4 units
9,436
5 to 9 units
11,938
10 to 19 units
5,390
20 or more units
5,322
Mobile home
37,009
Boat, RV, van, etc.
0

2019 Estimates
258,018
173,487
11,082
5,245
8,757
10,524
8,007
5,329
35,383
204

Percent Change %
8.1
10.5
21.5
52.9
-7.2
-11.8
48.5
0.13
-4.4
20,400

Source: ACS 2010 &2019

When compared to the national average, housing cost in the area are below average. The below average
housing cost has led to a balanced sales and rental market in the area. Based on the HUD Comprehensive
Housing Market analysis the sales and rental market are stable with vacancy rates of 2.5% and 5.5%,
respectively.
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Fort Gordon plays a significant role in the demand for housing in the Study Area. The Installation employs
approximately 31,000 military personnel, civilians and contractors. Family housing is offered on post with
approximately 1,000 family units available. For single service members, barracks housing is available. Of
those housing units on base, 762 units range in age of 49-61 years and are commonly called ‘legacy’
homes. With limited and aging housing units and options on post, military personnel and their families
must look to find adequate housing in surrounding communities. According to a 2020 housing market
analysis of Fort Gordon, there is a housing gap of 331 for service members. Please see Table 8.2, below.
Table 8.2: Fort Gordon Housing by Type, 2020
Service Member Rank
2-Bdrm
E1 – E6
237
E7 – E9
0
W1 – W5
7
O1 – O3
14
O4 – O5
0
O6
0
O7 & Above
0
Tenant Need
258
Current Inventory
52
Housing Gap
(206)

3-Bdrm

163
86
18
17
42
0
0
326
463
137

4-Bdrm
513
166
5
56
11
14
8
819
557
(262)

Total

913
252
76
87
53
14
8
1,403
1,072
(331)

Source: Fort Gordon Housing Services Office, 2020

8.2.1 HUD Comprehensive Housing Market Analysis: Augusta, GeorgiaSouth Carolina
The Augusta Housing Market Area (AHMA) Rental Housing Study, conducted in 2017, forecasted regional
demand for both affordable and market rate housing units. Affordable housing in the region, defined as
housing units with rent at or below affordability for a household earning 60% of the area’s median income,
is projected to necessitate 125 additional units to meet market demand through 2022. In addition, the
study projects a need for 314 additional market rate units to meet market demands through the same
timeline. Market rate units are defined as units that are sold or leased at levels comparable to similar
housing units in the area, determined by free market fundamentals.
The seven-county Study Area has seen steady employment growth since 2010, with the Bureau of
Economic Analysis reporting 284,786 jobs in the MSA in 2010 and 318,927 in 2020. Moreover, the AHMA
has seen more resilience to national recessions primarily due to increases in military personnel at Fort
Gordon. Growth at the Installation, combined with regional growth, has historically driven demand for
housing, especially rental housing. This trend is expected to continue. Furthermore, growth of service
sectors, one of the largest regional employment sectors, has driven demand for more affordable housing,
due to lower wages typically paid to workers in this sector.
Though economic and growth conditions may be driving demand for more affordable multi-family rental
housing, the region also has strong home ownership rates. Home ownership outpaces national trends,
but has decreased marginally since 2010, from 68.7% to 67.1%. This decrease could be due to increased
demand for multi-family homes. These rates indicate a healthy mix of owner and renter occupied housing
and no over-reliance on one market.
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In light of these findings from the HUD study, occupancy rates were examined for the Study Area and the
United States to illustrate differences, shown in Table 8.3.
Table 8.3: Housing Occupancy Rates
Study Area
United States
Year
Owner Occupied Renter Occupied
Owner Occupied Renter Occupied
2019
67.1%
32.9%
64.0%
36.0%
2015
67.3%
32.7%
63.9%
36.1%
2010
68.7%
31.3%
66.6%
33.4%
Source: Census ACS 5-year Estimates

The HUD study found that regional economic stability has contributed to strong homeownership rates
and that the stability of the region’s economy helped more homes to be purchased from 2013 to 2016.
This demand caused an uptick in housing prices as well, as they increased 6% to around $134,300 on
average through this same time period. This trend also reflected an increase in demand for living in the
region. The Comprehensive Market Analysis also noted that the United States had a smaller percentage
of housing growth compared to the region. Moreover, the U.S. average home price increased by 3.26%
annually in that same time period. This suggests that there may have been a stronger demand for homes
in the Study Area compared to the United States when the Comprehensive Market Analysis was
completed.

8.2.2 Aiken Rental Housing Market
To provide additional context on the Aiken County housing market, A Rental Housing Market Study of
Aiken, South Carolina, prepared by Novogradac in 2018, was reviewed. The study had two main finding
that are critical for the context of this housing chapter about demand for multifamily units throughout
the region:
1) A large number of projected retirees from the Savannah River Site (SRS) nuclear facility over the next
several years will bring in new, younger workers to the area and;
2) The U.S government choosing Fort Gordon as the new ARCYBER headquarters is expected to have
significant long-term impacts on the region.
Like the HUD report, this study identified employment growth in retail trade (12.8%), manufacturing
(13.5%), and healthcare/social assistance (22.1%) sectors. The study noted that employees in these
sectors often need more affordable housing option based on the average wage paid for these occupations.
The report also noted that there was a potential for younger residents to be attracted to the region due
to growth at the SRS. The study estimated that 3,000 to 5,000 workers will need to be replaced at SRS
from 2018-2023 due to retirement. The report notes that these jobs could be filled by millennials or those
born 1981 to 1996. Millennials tend to show preferences for rental or multi-family homes which could
drive market demand for these products which could be another reason to emphasize development of
multifamily rental housing.
The study also projected that Aiken County is slated to experience an increase in total population, senior
population, and number of households through 2022. Findings expected those aged 70 to 74, 75 to 79,
and 80 to 84 would grow at the fastest rate and those 60 to 64 would be the largest age cohort by 2022.
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To contextualize and supplement the findings from Novogradac’s study, see Table 8.4 for additional
information about Aiken County’s historic population.
Table 8.4: Historic Population Demographics and Change in Aiken County
2010
2020
Percent
Age Cohort
Change
Population
Population
Change
Under 5 years
10,049
9,615
(434)
(4%)
5 to 9 years
10,039
9,969
(70)
(1%)
10 to 14 years
10,225
10,697
472
5%
15 to 19 years
10,897
10,290
(607)
(6%)
20 to 24 years
10,144
9,642
(502)
(5%)
25 to 29 years
10,089
10,969
880
9%
30 to 34 years
9,369
11,021
1,652
18%
35 to 39 years
9,361
10,307
946
10%
40 to 44 years
10,024
9,769
(255)
(3%)
45 to 49 years
11,832
9,953
(1,879)
(16%)
50 to 54 years
12,165
10,768
(1,397)
(11%)
55 to 59 years
11,334
12,204
870
8%
60 to 64 years
10,251
12,266
2,015
20%
65 to 69 years
8,335
11,207
2,872
34%
70 to 74 years
5,884
9,758
3,874
66%
75 to 79 years
4,546
6,854
2,308
51%
80 to 84 years
3,359
4,004
645
19%
85 years and over
2,655
3,602
947
36%
Total
160,558
172,895
12,337
8%

Percent of
Cohort, 2020
5.56%
5.77%
6.19%
5.95%
5.58%
6.34%
6.37%
5.96%
5.65%
5.76%
6.23%
7.06%
7.09%
6.48%
5.64%
3.96%
2.32%
2.08%
100.00%

Source: Emsi 2021.12

At a microlevel for the region, the report found that there are no multifamily apartments in downtown
Aiken. However, there are single-family rental homes, condominium rentals, and conversion rental units.
The target tenancy for downtown rentals are young professionals and retirees/empty nesters.
Populations of these two groups were projected to grow regionally and could create additional demand
for rental housing. Downtown Aiken was cited as a prime location to accommodate new demand which
should be considered for regional housing strategies when locating new housing products. The
Novogradac study estimated that 50 to 200 rental units could be supported in the downtown area. The
study also estimated the amount of rent that a downtown rental could achieve.
A one-bedroom unit could range from $950 to $1,683 with affordable rents from $900 to $1,100. Rent for
two-bedroom units in downtown could range from $750 to $1,100 with achievable rents from $750 to
$1,100. Rent for three-bedroom units in downtown could range from $750 to $2,100 with achievable
rents from $1,200 to $1,500. This data is important to consider as future apartment developments in
downtown Aiken would likely be more highly priced. While this area may be prime for future multifamily
development housing, it may not be ideal for more affordable multi-family developments.

8.2.3 Aiken, Columbia, and Richmond County Absorption Rates
Data were reviewed which detailed information on absorption rates for Aiken, Columbia, and Richmond
Counties. This information provides historic context to the Study Area and more densely populated
communities in the region.
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As demonstrated in other documents provided for review, Aiken County experienced an increase in
average size and average sales price of homes, as average sales have risen by 22% between 2014 and
2018. The most in-demand homes tended to be valued between $100,000 to $200,000. New construction
sales have grown as well, as the average home size has increased by 15% and the average sales price has
risen by 30% with most homes being sold at a range between $150,001 to $250,000. This suggests that
new homes were priced higher than the homes that were most in demand.
Columbia County had average house size and sales grow at a slower rate compared to the region. Sales
have risen 16% since 2014 and most homes were sold at a price range between $150,001 to $200,000
followed by $200,001 to $250,000. Similar to Aiken County, construction sales have risen, as the average
house size has risen 17.2% from 2014 to 2018. This could suggest an increasing gap formed between what
residents are able to afford and what is being built.
Augusta-Richmond County experienced increases in cost to build and sale price of homes as both
increased 26% and 27% respectively. However, most sales have been in the $100,000 or less range,
followed by $100,001 to $150,000. This again suggested strong demand for more affordable housing
options. New construction rose as well, as average price has increased by $14.50 per square foot and
average sales of homes have increased 14% from 2014 to 2018, reflecting both growing demand and rising
prices that could have created affordability challenges for residents.
Within the Study Area communities analyzed through absorption documents, housing prices and rental
rates became more expensive which could drive a need for more attainable or workforce housing
offerings to ensure the region’s key workforce is able live and work in the region.

8.2.4 Housing Conditions by County
Comprehensive plans for each county were reviewed to better understand policies concerning housing
development. Communities aim to provide a range of housing choices in urban and rural areas that are
both safe and economically feasible. Policies tended to address rehabilitation, additional housing supply
and variety, and targeting development of housing in areas of existing infrastructure.

Augusta-Richmond County

Augusta-Richmond County developed a Comprehensive Plan in 2008 and housing unit rates have been
steadily rising since, as total housing units increased by 86,331 units (4.8%). The overall housing units in
the area have only slightly increased during the time frame of 2000 to 2015. In 2016, over half of the
county’s occupied housing units are owner-occupied and 47% are renter-occupied, which represents a
drop in homeownership and a rise in rental ownership from 2006.
In their 2018 Comprehensive Plan update, Augusta-Richmond County note that the homeless in the area
had a need for emergency shelter, transitional homes, and permanent housing. The plan found that there
was a need to expand emergency shelters in the area and that more transitional housing could help
emergency shelters feel less burden. The plan also identified a need for permanent housing for those with
mental disabilities. Overall, there was a need to serve housing needs of underserved populations.
The Augusta Task Force for the Homeless (ATFH) is the leading county agency for helping the homeless. It
consists of a coalition of many organizations that provide housing and services to the homeless. Housing
options provided by the Task Force include emergency shelter, transitional housing, and sometimes
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permanent housing. Organizations such as Augusta Housing Authority and St. Stephen’s provide Section
8 housing vouchers to the homeless and transitional housing respectively.
The Comprehensive Plan noted that Augusta does provide some housing assistance for low-to-moderateincome persons. The City provides HOME funds and Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds
for the following 6 housing assistance programs: (1) housing rehabilitation, (2) rental rehabilitation, (3)
down payment assistance, (4) demolition, (5) code enforcement, and (6) demolition and clearance.

Columbia County

The Columbia County Comprehensive Plan, Vision 2035: A Comprehensive Plan for Columbia County,
Georgia, has three housing-related goals within its Development Patterns Theme (DP). A part of the DP
Goal 1 seeks to preserve rural development patterns. Goal 2 seeks to protect and enhance established
neighborhoods. DP Goal 3 seeks to promote high quality new development and construction. Strategies
for implementing these goals that are related to the provision of housing are as follows:
→ DP Goal 1 Strategies
• Strategy 1.1: Implement county-wide Water and Wastewater Master Plans, using the
Future Development map to guide planning for future sewer infrastructure expansion
projects and directing growth to areas not designated as Rural.
→ DP Goal 2 Strategies
• Strategy 2.4: Allow for appropriate uses along corridors as shown on the Development
Strategy Map, especially where road projects have made the lots substandard or altered
its residential character
• Strategy 2.5: In areas designated as “In-Town Neighborhoods,” allow development that
includes varying residential densities and housing types to provide a transition between
commercial development and single-family neighborhoods.
→ DP Goal 3 Strategies
• Strategy 3.1: Amend regulations to incorporate common conditions of zoning that can
ensure a high quality of residential development.
• Strategy 3.2: Develop design standards for apartment and townhome projects that allow
for a palette of options while maintaining quality.
These strategies are important to consider in the broader context of a regional housing plan which could
incorporate similar ideas to preserve both rural and urban communities within the region.

Burke County

Burke County has a tight housing market due to the expansion project at the Alvin W. Vogtle Electric
Generating Plant and nearly all housing units in Burke County are occupied. Whether housing units are
single family, multi-unit, or simply an extra room for rent in someone’s house, most are occupied. From
2000 to 2017, median home values rose by 22% ($109,694). Median rental rate has increased about 36%
($612 per month) from 2000 to 2016, which is significantly lower than Georgia’s monthly rental of $907
in 2016.
The City of Waynesboro implemented an affordable housing program. Since 2006, the City has been
awarded and has completed six CDBG and Community HOME Investment Programs (CHIP). The City also
has staff members participating in UGA’s Georgia Initiative for Community Housing to help develop a local
housing plan. This program involves the team members in biannual retreats where training promotes
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affordable housing practices. In addition, Waynesboro also has a Housing Action Plan that began in 2005
and an Urban Redevelopment Plan from 2017. These are the only housing related programs identified in
the Burke County Comprehensive Plan so there may be a need for regional organizations to provide
additional support to the County.

Lincoln County

Lincoln County saw a 6% rise in housing units from 2000 to 2015. Building permits rose between 2010 to
2014 from 350 to 512; the pace of building dropped in 2015 (496 building permits) but rose precipitously
in 2016 (730 building permits). Between 2004-2008 there were 14 waterfront subdivisions created as a
result of timber companies clear cutting land and selling it to developers. Infrastructure was brought to
these sites by developers seeking investment properties. However, with the Great Recession, many of
those waterfront subdivisions were never developed, leaving about 600 to 700 vacant lots.
There are three ongoing housing programs in Lincoln County:
→ Incentives to developers for providing a part of their new single or multi-family constructions at
reduced prices to encourage more housing options at all income levels;
→ Engagement with the private sector for more affordable housing for lower income people; and
→ Code revision and reinforcement.
The County also had many Community Works Programs, including applying for CHIP housing grants, rental
housing initiatives, initiatives for development of affordable housing subdivisions with units priced
between $100,000 to $175,000, and to ensure infrastructure meets livability needs. The City of Lincolnton
has the same goals, except for applying for the CHIP grant. The City does place emphasis on more urban
downtown revitalization goals to promote development of apartments and lofts.

McDuffie County

McDuffie County, like the other counties, has a tight housing market. However, in McDuffie, the quality
and quantity vary from one jurisdiction to the other. As such, McDuffie County wants to make a more
“whole” community where such unevenness does not exist. Moreover, housing is aging in McDuffie
County, as many homes were built in the 1960s. About 87% of the housing stock is either single-family
detached residents (65%) or mobile homes/trailers (21.5%) while multi-family development has lagged.
McDuffie County’s Comprehensive Plan identified three goals for housing and two goals for land use. The
housing goals are as follows: (1) create safe, efficient, and affordable housing for McDuffie County
residents, (2) make downtown Thomson more vibrant by increasing residential use, and (3) support the
restoration and maintenance of Thomson and Dearing historic housing stock.
The goals for land use are as follows: (1) maintain rural and historic character of McDuffie County and (2)
ensure McDuffie’s natural resources and key environmental assets are protected from unplanned
consequences of development.
McDuffie County’s Comprehensive Plan also identifies the following five polices for housing: (1) expand
opportunities for home ownership for low-and-moderate-income households, (2) ensure housing
maintenance is a key part of Thomson’s community redevelopment plans, (3) increase market-rate
housing to expand housing options, (4) maintain historically and architecturally relevant homes, and (5)
encourage use of upper floors in downtown commercial buildings.
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In 2005, the City of Thomson created a Redevelopment Area with McDuffie County. The Redevelopment
Area was created to incentivize development in the City. Although the Redevelopment Area expired in
2019, the City of Thomson created a new Redevelopment Area within the Sills Branch Area. The purpose
of these Redevelopment Areas is for rehabilitation, conservation, and redevelopment. There are four
specific needs identified: (1) acquiring a slum and blighted property, (2) rehabilitation or demolition and
removal or various buildings, (3) installation, construction, or reconstruction streets, parks, utilities, etc.,
and (4) making land available for development and redevelopment for private entities. Development was
mostly concentrated in Strawberry Hills and Pitts Street.
McDuffie County, the City of Thomson, and the City of Dearing have Community Works Programs for
housing. McDuffie County has four specific programs for housing: (1) increase housing developments for
retirees and young professionals, (2) have an active adult/small lot subdivision in the Bell Meade area, (3)
increase housing in medical districts, and (4) rehabilitate deteriorated housing with CDBG funding and
Community HOME Investment Plans funds. The City of Thomson has 10 programs for housing. Some of
these programs include:
→ Downtown buildings rehab programs accommodate mixed use residential areas
→ Community Development Block Grants and Community HOME Investment Plans funds for
deteriorated housing
→ CHIP funds for Infill Housing.
The Town of Dearing looks to have rehabilitate deteriorated housing with Community Development Block
Grants and Community HOME Investment Plans funds.
In 2008, the City of Thomson and McDuffie County became Communities of Opportunity, looking to
improve housing stock through improving poor homes and neighborhoods. The City and the County
created a Land Bank Authority and have a housing action plan completed for Thomson-McDuffie County.
Beginning 2013, the City of Thomson began to examine the Sills Branch Area as a place for revitalization.
They found that there is poverty, low-income housing, and a lack of housing options in the area. They
stated that, to improve housing in the Sills Branch Area, the City should prepare design standards, prepare
a conceptual site plan, develop neighborhood street standards, and more.

Aiken County

Aiken County homes are primarily detached, site-built, single-family dwellings. The manufactured housing
market has been growing, comprising 6% of the market in 2000 but growing to 23% in 2021. Housing
values are lower than the state average. When compared to the State, there are 4.8% fewer homes valued
at or above $200,000 in Aiken County. However, the County has a higher percentage of homes valued
between $50,000 to $99,999.
The Aiken County Council identified housing as an area to focus on in the context of expected population
increase, and especially considering expected growth in the County’s elderly population. Moreover, they
found many people are going from urban to rural areas, and that poverty is an issue within the County.
As such, six goals were created to address these challenges: (1) accommodate for the population increase
in the county, (2) work to eliminate poverty in the area, (3) slow down urban sprawl and premature
development of rural areas, (4) create an age sensitive environment, (5) raise educational attainment of
all adults, and (6) decrease incidents of obesity and chronic diseases related to malnutrition.
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The Aiken County Comprehensive Plan recommended the County restructure the Land Development
Regulations in order to protect rural areas and natural resources. There are no land use regulations in
rural areas.
To create a more age-sensitive environment, the Comprehensive Plan included three programs. These
programs include promotion of diversity in housing products, such as apartments, single-family
residences, and manufactured homes. The second policy aims to promote public and private
transportation linkages. This policy aims to address lack of transportation linkages in an area for senior
residents. The third policy recommended the county adapt to the changing needs of the elderly in a more
focused manner. This could include senior housing development in addition to transportation support
services.

Edgefield County

Edgefield County has seen significant growth along U.S Highway 25 and in North Augusta due to the high
demand for living in the suburbs of Aiken and Augusta. The housing needs in the County are being
addressed by agencies such as the Public Housing Authorities, community development programs, and
more. This demand has caused housing prices to rise, and the costs are projected to rise even more in the
next 20 years. The number of owner‐occupied units increased by 6.8% between 2000 and 2010 while
rental units increased by 17.9%. The plan suggested that this may indicate a future need for rental housing
in the County for those who wish to postpone owning a home or need a temporary home. Owner‐
occupied houses were 76.1% (7,116) and rental units were 4.5% of the total available housing units.
Edgefield also has a high vacancy rate (14%), as many homes are either abandoned or are in bad condition.
In Edgefield County, there are three primary goals for housing: (1) have a variety of homes at different
costs to meet community needs, (2) encourage more residential development that preserves
neighborhood identity and quality of life, and (3) protect public health and safety through limiting housing
development in areas dangerous for public health. To accomplish these goals, six policies were
recommended: (1) encourage a safe and clean environment, (2) coordinate the making of more
infrastructure, (3) incorporate environmental needs, (4) create a comprehensive housing plan to create
more housing units to meet needs, (5) encourage more residential development, and (6) ensure longterm quality housing through reviewing housing codes.
The Edgefield County Comprehensive plan provided more specific recommendations on how to reach
those goals. They stated that housing activists should be included in how the housing plan is carried out
and can help to understand the size of the current need. Moreover, they stated that the County should
be the one to carry out housing policies because the housing needs go beyond each municipality and
collective action is more effective than individual action. The Comprehensive Plan stated that Edgefield
County Planning Commission can help to ensure that happens.

8.3 County Housing Comparison
The following section compares housing ownership, rental, and vacancy rates in the Study Area to build
on findings from the document review and help provide an initial understanding of existing conditions.
This analysis includes comparisons for both communities in the study area and the study area compared
to state and national averages. The estimates from 2026 in this section are based on ESRI Business Analyst
projections; in combining information from past trends and current events, ESRI extrapolates the data to
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estimate future conditions. In order to ensure the most accurate projection, the estimates are limited to
5-year projections.
In Burke County, housing ownership has increased from 2010 to 2021 while renting and vacancy rates
have dropped over this period. Higher home ownership generally corresponds to higher income levels
and lower housing vacancy rates correspond to a higher demand for housing in a particular area. Counties
such as McDuffie, Richmond, and Edgefield have experienced declines ownership rates and increases in
rental and housing vacancy rates. More information can be found in Table 8.5 and Figure 8.1.

Figure 8.1: 2021 Housing Tenure & Vacancy
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Figure 8.2: 2021 Housing Tenure & Vacancy. Source: Esri, 2021

Table 8.5: Study Area Housing Ownership, Rental, and Vacancy Rates
2010
2010
2010
2021
2021
2021
Area
Owner Renter Vacant Owner Renter Vacant
%
%
%
%
%
%
Burke
60.2%
26.3%
13.5%
62.2%
26%
11.8%
Columbia
73%
19.4%
7.7%
74.7%
15.8%
9.5%
Lincoln
51.9%
16.6%
31.4%
48.2%
20.1%
31.7%
McDuffie
60.6%
28.3%
11.1%
58.3%
29.9%
11.8%
Richmond
48.3%
40.8%
10.9%
44.5%
43.3%
12.3%
Aiken
65%
23.9%
11.1%
69.1%
19.6%
11.3%
Edgefield
67.4%
21.2%
11.5%
61.4%
24.8%
13.8%
MSA
60.2%
26.3%
13.5%
62.2%
26%
11.8%

2026
Owner
%
63%
75.4%
48.5%
58.4%
45%
69.8%
62.1%
63%

2026
Renter
%
25.2%
15.6%
19.8%
29.3%
42.5%
18.9%
24.1%
25.2%

2026
Vacant
%
11.8%
9%
31.7%
12.2%
12.4%
11.3%
13.8%
11.8%
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Area
Georgia
South
Carolina
USA

2010
Owner
%
57.6%
58.4%

2010
Renter
%
30.1%
25.8%

2010
Vacant
%
12.3%
15.7%

2021
Owner
%
58.2%
58.9%

2021
Renter
%
30.2%
25.8%

57.7%

30.9%

11.4%

57.3%

31.2%

2021
Vacant
%
11.6%
15.3%

2026
Owner
%
58.7%
59.3%

2026
Renter
%
29.6%
25.3%

2026
Vacant
%
11.7%
15.3%

11.5%

57.7%

30.5%

11.8%

Source: Esri projection using 2010 U.S. Census data

While the Study Area has the highest home ownership rate in 2010, 2021, and 2026 compared to national
and state averages, it also has the second highest vacancy rate among the four areas examined. However,
housing ownership compared to rental ownership is relatively high in the Study Area.
Regional housing ownership rates have increased between 2010 to 2021 and are projected to continue
this trend through 2026. Conversely, rental ownership and vacancy rates have decreased in the Study
Area during the same periods. Additionally, the Study Area has higher ownership rates and lower renter
rates and vacancy than the United States from 2010 to 2021. As shown in Table 8.5, the Study Area is
projected to outperform the United States in these three areas through 2026.

8.4 Socioeconomic and Demographic Trends
8.4.1 Commuting Patterns
Commuting patterns can be an important measure of an area’s housing affordability. If given the
opportunity, workers will generally elect to live as close as possible to their place of work. An area with
limited or unaffordable housing options will have greater inflows of workers who live outside of the
region. Conversely, large outflows of workers might indicate limited job opportunities within the region.
As the graph below illustrates, nearly 66,000 workers are employed outside of the Study Area and must
commute beyond its limits for work. Conversely, about 55,000 workers live outside of the Study Area and
travel into it for work. The net number of commuters who travel into the region for work is -10,611, that
is, 10,611 workers are lost to employers outside of the Study Area. This indicates lost economic
productivity in the Study Area. As the daytime population of the Study Area decreases, and as a result,
local businesses experience lower customer traffic rates. There are approximately 168,760 people who
both live and work within the Study Area.
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Figure 8.2: Study Area Commuting Patterns. Source: US Census Bureau, OnTheMap.com, 2018

Figure 8.3: Worker Density within the Study Area. Source: US Census Bureau, 2018
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Within the Study Area, workers are most heavily employed within Augusta-Richmond and Aiken Counties.
Table 8.6 displays the places of work of the Study Area’s residents.. Columbia County employs 12% of all
employees living in the Study Area. Edgefield County employs the fewest workers of all the counties within
the Study Area and provides employment for only 1.4% of the Study Area’s population. Table 8.5, above,
details the total number of workers employed in each county, as well as the percentage of Study Area
residents that are employed there.
As Figure 8.4, below, indicates, nearly half of the residents of the region have a commute of less than 10
miles to work. Approximately 24% live more than 50 miles from their place of work. The remaining 25%
of residents live between 10 and 50 miles from their place of work.

8.4.2 Population Trends
The Study Area’s population has grown steadily over the last twenty years and is projected to maintain
this growth in coming years. The population increased by more than 100,000 people, or approximately
20%, since 2001. By 2030 the population is expected to increase by another 55,000 people.
Table 8.6: Counties Where Study Area Workers Are Employed
County
Worker Count
Richmond County, GA
78,893
Aiken County, SC
43,762
Columbia County, GA
28,229
Burke County, GA
8,926
Fulton County, GA
6,560
McDuffie County, GA
4,568
Lexington County, SC
3,735
Richland County, SC
3,719
Edgefield County, SC
3,402
Gwinnett County, GA
3,026
All Other Locations
49,874
All Counties
234,694

Share

33.6%
18.6%
12.0%
3.8%
2.8%
1.9%
1.6%
1.6%
1.4%
1.3%
21.3%
100.0%

Source US Census Bureau, 2018
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% of Regional Population

Figure 8.4: Commute Distances for Residents and Workers
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Figure 8.5: Study Area Population (2000-2030)
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The age distribution of the region aligns almost exactly with that of the United States as a whole.
Unsurprisingly, Augusta-Richmond County has a slightly younger population, appriximately 50% of the

Figure 8.6: Population by Age (2020)
U.S. Total
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Source: EMSI, 2021

population is under 35 years old. Urban centers are more likely to attract younger populations due to
work and leisure opportunities. In addition, the military population is comprised mostly of younger
people. Lincoln County has the largest 65+ population; Aiken and Edgefield counties follow with 20% of
their population above 65 years old. These counties will see increased rates of retirees in coming years
and should be prepared to provide suitable housing for this part of the population.
In 2021, the Study Area has slightly lower educational attainment rates than South Carolina, Georgia, and
the United States, as about 88% of the population earned at least a high school diploma or a
GED/alternative credential. About 28% of the Study Area population holds a bachelor’s degree or higher
compared to about 33% in Georgia, 30% in South Carolina, and 34% in the United States.
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Figure 8.7: Educational Attainment (2021)
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8.4.3 Income and Employment Trends
The median household income of the Study Area, while higher than that of South Carolina, is lower than
the medians for both Georgia and the United States. However, the median home value in the Study Area
is substantially lower than both states’ medians, as well as the national median; this can indicate a greater
housing affordability. The Housing Affordability Index, which measures whether a typical family earns
enough to qualify for a mortgage loan on a typical home within the Study Area, demonstrates this.
Approximately 56.4% of the households within the Study Area earn more than $50,000 per year. $50,000
was used as a benchmark because that is close to what the average United States salary was in 2021
according to Bureau of Labor ($53,490). This is a lower percentage than that of Georgia or the United
States, but slightly higher than that of South Carolina. Lower housing prices indicate that the Study Area
is less expensive than Georgia and the United States, as higher home prices are driven by higher demand
to live in a region and higher demand to live in a region causes higher costs of living. Because housing
affordability reflects cost of living in a region, the median household income adjusted for using the housing
affordability index was examined. This was calculated as (Median Household Income x Housing
Affordability Index) / 100. According to the index, the Study Area would be the most affordable area to
live in because it has a relatively high median household income and a relatively low housing affordability
index. Because of this, residents in the Study Area are relatively more affluent compared to other areas
in Georgia, South Carolina, and the United States. More information can be found in Table 8.6.
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Figure 8.8 shows that the Study Area has the highest share of workers who would be considered “middle
class”, as 18.7% of workers earn the median distribution. However, the Study Area's share of residents
who earne less than the median is greater than Georgia and the United States. Georgia has fewer residents
earning more than the median income range than Georgia and the United States. This means that the
Study Area is less affluent than Georgia and the United States but more affluent than South Carolina in
terms of nominal wages.

Figure 8.8: Household Income (2021)
U.S. Total
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Table 8.7: Median Household Income, Median Home Value, HAI, and Median Age
Median Household Income
Median Home Value
Housing Affordability Index
Median Age
Median Household Income and
Housing Affordability Index

Study Area
$56,361
$191,533
163
38.7
$91,868.43

Georgia
South Carolina
$60,605
$55,711
$224,301
$203,602
149
161
37.2
39.8
$90,301.45

$89,694.71

United States
$64,730
$264,021
130
38.8
$84,149
Source: ESRI, 2021

In Table 8.8highlights occupations classified by Standard Occupational Classification codes, or SOC codes.
This system is a federal standard for organizing worker data into defined occupational categories. The
largest occupations by employment within the region are “Retail Salespersons”, “Fast Food and Counter
Workers”, and “Cashiers.” These occupations are important for the Study Area because they support a
large part of the population. In 2020, the three occupations combined employed a total of 21,296 workers,
over 8% of total employment. The occupation designation “Military-only occupation” came in fourth
place, with 6,794 employed in 2020, about 2.6% of total employment alone. With the exception of
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Registered Nurses, all of the largest occupations within the Study Area have median annual incomes that
are relatively lower, which helps explain the Study Area’s lower median household income. Many of the
occupations listed above do not require much formal education and provide workers with relatively low
wages.
Table 8.8: Study Area Top 10 Occupations by Employment
SOC
41-2031
35-3023
41-2011
55-9999
29-1141
43-4051
43-9061
53-7062
31-1128
43-6014

7,498

7,391

2010 2020
Change
(108)

5,943

7,033

1,091

18%

$18,519.82

7,007
6,793
5,569

6,872
6,794
6,577

(135)
1
1,008

(2%)
0%
18%

$20,414.94
$32,263.11
$75,221.42

4,264

5,316

1,052

25%

$30,965.30

4,921

5,114

193

4%

$32,938.84

4,494

4,600

106

2%

$26,415.84

2,780

4,263

1,483

53%

$21,844.22

3,474

3,819

345

10%

$31,730.40

2010
Jobs

Description
Retail Salespersons
Fast Food and Counter
Workers
Cashiers
Military-only occupations
Registered Nurses
Customer Service
Representatives
Office Clerks, General
Laborers and Freight,
Stock, and Material
Movers, Hand
Home Health and
Personal Care Aides
Secretaries and
Administrative Assistants,
Except Legal, Medical,
and Executive

2020
Jobs

2010 2020
% Change
(1%)

Median
Annual
Earnings
$22,397.87

Source: EMSI, 2020

8.4.4 Housing Inventory
Most of the housing structures in the Study Area are owner-occupied. The percentage of owner-occupied
housing structures is higher than those in Georgia and the U.S., but slightly lower than that of South

Figure 8.9: Owner and Renter Occupancy (2021)
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Source: ESRI, 2021
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Carolina. Vacancy rates are consistent with those in the rest of the United States: 12% of housing units
within the Study Area are vacant. South Carolina has the highest vacancy rate at 15%.
Approximately 42% of homes in the Study Area were built in 1990 or later. The percentage of newer
homes is higher than the national percentage, but lower than those of Georgia or South Carolina. The
Study Area has a lower percentage of older homes, therefore, the potential for redevelopment of existing
or historic housing structures is lower than in other areas. However, the higher percentage of newer
housing developments indicates that the housing sector is more robust than the nation overall.
The distribution of household size within the Study Area is similar those of Georgia, South Carolina, or the
rest of the United States. Approximately 41% of households are home to one or two people; these are
likely singles, younger couples, or retired empty-nesters; 59% of households are home to 3 or more
people.

Figure 8.10: Occupied Households by Size (2010)
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Figure 8.11: Housing Structures by Year Built (2019)
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Fort Gordon Regional Growth Management Plan
Housing: Socioeconomic and Demographic Trends

Page | 215

Approximately 71.5% of housing structures in the Study Area are single-family units. This percentage is
consistent with the rent-to-own ratio presented above. Approximately 69% of housing units are owned,
which aligns with the number of single-unit detached structures within the region. It is also worth noting
that the Study Area has a higher percentage of single-unit housing structures than South Carolina, Georgia,
or the national average.
Approximately 67.2% of households in the Study Area are family-occupied, while 32.8% of households are
classified as “nonfamily households.” Of the 32.8% nonfamily households, 28.5% are occupied by one
individual. This aligns with the owner/renter data presented previously that most of the single-occupant
units are rented.
Less than 15% of the housing structures within the Study Area contain two or more units. The Study Area
has fewer multi-unit housing structures by percentage than the rest of the United States in every category
listed below. This could be due to limited demand for multi-unit structures. However, if the Study Area
has similar housing needs to the rest of the United States, the population might be better served with
more development of multi-unit housing structures. In addition to single and multi-unit homes, the Study
Area has a large percentage of mobile homes compared to US and Georgia averages. The number of
mobile homes in the region is less than the South Carolina average.
While the Study Area has fewer multifamily housing units than the national average, multifamily housing
units tend to be more common in areas that are more populous and have greater demand for dwelling
units. Every county within the Study Area scores below 100 on the Cost-of-Living Index according to

Figure 8.12: Housing by Number of Units in Structure (2019)
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bestplaces.net, indicating that they are all relatively inexpensive areas to live in. Because the Study Area
has less demand and is thereby less expensive, there being fewer multifamily units does not pose an issue.
Nearly 70% of homes within the Study Area are worth less than $200,000. The percentage of homes below
this threshold is higher than in Georgia, South Carolina, and the United States. The median home value
within the Study Area is $191,533; the median home value for the United States is $264,021. The
significant difference in home value is due to different housing demands. As demand for living in certain
regions rises, housing costs rise as well. Table 8.9 shows that residents of Columbia County generally have
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the most purchasing power of all residents in the Study Area due to the higher household incomes within
the county. Moreover, Table 8.10 compares the household incomes of the Study Area to the Georgia,
South Carolina, and the United States averages.
Table 8.9: Study Area Percentage of Households by Income by County
Lincoln
Burke
Columbia
McDuffie Richmond
County,
Value
County,
County,
County,
County,
GA
GA
GA
GA
GA
< $50,000
26.6%
3.2%
21.1
14.3%
11.2%
$50,000 to
27.3%
8.7%
19.6
31.2%
34.5%
$99,999
$100,000 to
18.4%
17%
15.1
19.2%
22.9%
$149,999
$150,000 to
13.9%
20%
17
12.3%
15.6%
$199,999
$200,000 to
9.1%
29.7%
12.7
14.1%
9.3%
$299,999
$300,000 to
3.1%
17.3%
10.1
7.1%
4.1%
$499,999
$500,000 to
1.3%
3.5%
3.7
1.1%
1.9%
$999,999
Over
0.3%
0.6%
0.7
0.6%
0.5%
$1,000,000
Median
$88,700
$203,400 $127,700
$109,500 $108,000
Table 8.10: Percentage of Households by Income
Value
Study Area
Georgia
< $50,000
10.69%
8.2%
$50,000 to $99,999
21.45%
14.8%
$100,000
to
19.31%
16.5%
$149,999
$150,000
to
17.88%
17.3%
$199,999
$200,000
to
17.35%
19.6%
$299,999
$300,000
to
9.94%
15.7%
$499,999
$500,000
to
2.73%
6.7%
$999,999
Over $1,000,000
0.62%
1.3%
Median
$146,944
$176,000
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Aiken
County,
SC
13%
17.4%

Edgefield
County, SC
17.3%
18%

17.7%

19.8%

19.7%

15.6%

19.5%

16.1%

9.5%

9.8%

3%

3.2%

0.3%

0.3%

$147,300

$129,300

Source: Emsi 2021

South Carolina
11.2%
16.7%
17.3%

United States
6.9%
12%
13.3%

16.5%

14%

18.2%

19.6%

13.1%

19.3%

5.6%

11.4%

1.4%
$162,300

3.4%
$217,500

Source: Emsi, 2021
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Figure 8.13 highlights that all four geographies follow the same kind of rental distribution. The average
monthly rent falls between $1,000 to $1,249. The median rent in the Study Area is between $900 to $999
while for the United States, Georgia, and South Carolina, median rents fall between $1,000 to $1,249,
$900 to $999, and $1,000 to $1,249, respectively.

Figure
8.13:
Aggregate
Monthly Housing
Gross Rent
(2019)
Figure
8.14:
Owner-Occupied
by Payment
Value (2019)
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Table 8.11 Median Household Value, Rent, and Income
Median Household
Geography
Median Gross Rent
Value
United States
217,500
1,062
Georgia
176,000
1,006
South Carolina
162,300
894
Study Area
146,100
877
Burke County
88,700
616
Columbia County
203,400
1,149
Lincoln County
127,700
708
McDuffie County
109,500
695
Richmond
108,000
888
County
Aiken County
147,300
819
Edgefield County
129,300
637

Median Household Income
62,843
58,700
53,199
44,151
53,269
82,339
39,742
43,468
42,728
51,339
49,127
2019 ACS 5-Year Estimates

When comparing county-specific data to the Study Area, it is of note that the median rental rate in
Augusta-Richmond County is significantly higher than surrounding counties with similar median
household values and incomes. This is likely due to the presence of Fort Gordon, where demand for rental
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properties is higher to support a more transient population., as well as competitive military compensation
rates through the Basic Allowance for Housing, which tend to increase rental rates in the area. Conversely,
Burke, Columbia, and Edgefield Counties have lower median rental rates compared to their respective
median household incomes. This suggests that while Augusta-Richmond County residents would benefit
from lower priced rental properties, Burke, Columbia, and Edgefield Counties could support development
with higher rental rates.
Additionally, when compared to the nation, Georgia, South Carolina, and the Study Area, Burke, Columbia,
McDuffie, and Augusta-Richmond Counties all have a lower median household value relative to median
household income, suggesting that the incomes in these counties would support the development of
higher value homes.

8.5 Projected Demand
A housing demand model for the Study Area forecasts and quantifies annual demand over a five- and tenyear period. The Study Area Housing Demand Model reflects ESRI business analyst data that includes U.S
Census data, population growth estimates from Chapter 2, and forecasts population statistics. Using this
data, a Housing Demand Model for the Study Area’s estimated population through 2030. Once persons
living in group quarters are removed from the population projection, then an estimate for the population
living in households can be made.
Housing unit occupancy rates remained consistent at around 89% from 2000 to 2021. The projected
number of vacant homes is expected to fluctuate between 31,000 and 34,000 between 2021 and 2030.
To calculate housing demand over the next ten years, vacancy and demolition rates are factored into the
estimate of new housing development. Using population growth statistics, the net increase in housing
units demand can be estimated.
Based on current estimates, the Study Area will need an additional 14,520 housing units between 2021
and 2025 to accommodate population growth. As the Study Area continues to grow, an additional 11,852
units will be needed by 2030. This equates to the addition of 2,904 units annually between 2021 and 2025
and 2,370 units annually between 2026 and 2030.
Some of this growth is directly attributable to military growth. Since 2012, Fort Gordon has added
approximately 11,000 military personnel, civilians and contractors with an average household size of 2.54,
approximately 4,330 housing units in the Study Area are occupied by personnel that have become
employed at the Installation since 2012. By 2024, the number of military jobs is expected to increase by
894; after accounting for dependents, the total military population is expected to increase by 3,183 by
2024. Assuming a constant average household size of 2.54, it can be expected that by 2024 approximately
1,253 of the new housing units developed for the entire population will be required to accommodate new
military personnel.
Table 8.12: Study Area Projected Housing Demand
Demand for New Units
2010
Total Based on
26,627
Household Growth
Total New Units Needed
31,053
(Including Units Lost)
Annualized Demand
3,105
Fort Gordon Regional Growth Management Plan
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2021
20,976

2026
9,409

2030
6,602

25,894

14,520

11,852

2,904

2,370

2,877

Source: ESRI and Stantec, 2021
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After calculating the total new units needed by 2026 and 2030, the projected housing tenancy can be
determined. Using available renter and owner data, the number of for-rent and for-sale units to be
demanded in the next ten years has been calculated. Between 2021 and 2030, an estimated 26,379
housing units will be required to keep up with the Study Area’s growth. Between 2010 and 2019, the Study
Area saw an additional 16,283 new housing units developed. Based on this housing demand model,
development will have to occur a much faster rate over the next 10 years. If the development rate of the
last 10 years is any indication of the private sector’s ability to keep up with growth in the next 10 years,
planning might be necessary to meet the growing population’s housing needs. Considering current rental
and ownership trends within the region, the expectation is that 18,469 of those units (70%) will be for sale
while 7,903 units (30%) will be for rent.
Table 8.13: Study Area Housing Demand by Type
Unit Type
Own
Rent
Total Units

2021-2026
Annual Total
2,033
871
2,904

2021-2026
5-Year Total
10,169
4,351
14,520

2026-2030
Annual Total
1,660
711
2,371

2026-2030
5-Year Total
8,300
3,552
11,852

2021-2030
Total
18,469
7,903
26,372

Source: ESRI, 2021

8.6 Spatial Analysis
The current distribution between owner occupied housing and rental housing in the Study Area is mapped
in Figures 8.14 and 8.15. In Figure 8.14, the darker shaded areas indicate a greater percentage of owneroccupied units and lighter areas demonstrate a greater percentage of renter occupied units. While the
Study Area has a higher owner occupancy rate than the nation, the concentration of rental housing is in
close proximity to the Installation. This may be tied to housing preferences of military members and their
families. In general, military families are more likely to rent, which is often more convenient due to the
frequent moves typical of military personnel. The typical service member moves every three years, and
while Fort Gordon has a longer dwell time of three to seven years, service members still fill available onpost housing likely due to its cost efficiency and ease of transition. Currently the Installation’s on-post
housing is at or near capacity, and the proposed development of 30 units would replace existing housing
stock, resulting in no net gain in housing availability.
The rural areas and outer edges of the Study Area have a greater percentage of owner-occupied housing
units. A significant concentration of owner-occupied units exists around the City of Aiken. Based on these
trends it may be beneficial to promote rental housing such as multifamily developments closer to the
Installation to cater to military families. Infill development opportunities may exist to support these multifamily developments. Similarly, owner occupied housing and single-family home development should be
focused in infill development areas between the base and more rural and suburban portions of the region
that are already served by utilities to accommodate growth of non-military residents that are more likely
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to remain in one place longer. Focusing on infill developments in urban and suburban areas will help
mitigate sprawl and would be consistent with recommendations from County comprehensive plans.

Figure 8.14: Percent Ownership/Rentals by Census Tract. Source: US Census Bureau and Geo Velo

Figure 8.15 demonstrates the concentration of owner-occupied housing units within the Study Area by
census tract. This figure aligns with Figure 8.14 and highlights that a greater number of owner-occupied
housing units are located farther from the Installation. The largest number of owner-occupied housing
units are located southeast of the City of Aiken.
The number of renters occupied units was also examined in Figure 8.16. This figure demonstrates that
most of the Study Area’s rental units are concentrated near more urbanized areas as well as Fort Gordon.
There is a higher concentration of rental occupied units near Augusta. There is a smaller concentration of
rental units southwest of Fort Gordon and northeast of Aiken. This is consistent with typical land use
patterns as rental and multifamily residential units tend to be concentrated in more urban areas.
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Figure 8.15: Total Owner-Occupied Housing Units. Source: US Census Bureau and GeoVelo

Figure 8.16: Number of Renter Occupied Units by Census Tract. Source: US Census Bureau and GeoVelo
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Figure 8.17 illustrates median contract rent by census tract for the Study Area. The highest rents are
predominantly located near Fort Gordon. This is likely due to significant demand for rental housing
created by military members and employees working at the Installation. This suggests there is a need for
more affordable rental options near Fort Gordon especially for military members. There is also a
concentration of higher rents around the City of Aiken likely due to limited availability of rental products.
The lowest rents area concentrated around the Augusta and in more rural parts of the Study Area.

Figure 8.17: Median Contract Rent by Census Tract. Source: US Census Bureau and GeoVelo

The following strategies aim to address these development trends as well as demographic,
socioeconomic, and housing trends identified earlier in this chapter. Implementation of strategies could
promote development of housing products that suit needs of residents and military members while also
encouraging improvements to residential zoning and planning to reduce sprawl and strain on utilities.

8.7 Recommendations
The following housing strategies address opportunities to promote housing development that caters to
all residents, is attainable, and addresses the needs of a growing military population. It is important to
note that virtually every region of the United States is struggling to provide enough attainable housing for
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their residents and workforce. Rising cost of living and demand for housing in the Study Area may create
additional challenges for accommodating growth and new residents. Attainable housing includes
profitable, unsubsidized housing developments with price points that meet the needs of residents earning
80% or less of the area median income.
Attainable housing is important as the regional economy is shifting toward service-based industries that
pay a livable wage but make it challenging to afford homes over $200,000. Furthermore, the high
percentage of single family detached homes could limit opportunities for residents to live in the Study
Area and create challenges for addressing growth. These strategies also consider how to address regional
growth in a thoughtful manner to preserve the character of regional communities.
To engage in a more successful strategy, a series of three phases should be considered. Phase I:
Engagement and Preparation, consisting of developer engagement and site selection, to prepare
development opportunities and supply solutions to regional needs. Priorities will include the acquisition
of properties near Fort Gordon and areas of high economic impact like downtowns and surrounding areas,
where multi-family developments are of particular importance. Phase II will involve identifying and
creating a regional housing development team with the objective to address pressing community issues,
align goals with other community organizations, and create a communication with local communities and
governments to optimize resources and expedite processes. Phase III concludes with the establishment
of Housing Transition Zones, where quality housing can be developed according to community needs and
preferences as generations advance and consumer behavior shifts to lower maintenance, culturally rich
environments while creating an alluring culture and environment to attract and retain professionals and
young families.

8.7.1 Phase I
Identify and Create a Regional Housing Leadership Team

Most high priority community issues are aligned with county governments and/or non-profit agencies to
address the given need (e.g., safety, education, economic development, etc.). In the Study Area, as with
most regions, housing does not have an explicit leadership group assigned with maintaining and growing the
Study Area’s potential. While housing may be an issue that other regional organizations and local
governments consider, there is currently no regional entity guiding overall housing efforts to promote
development of all housing types and accommodate growth. Given that this housing assessment is focused
on a multi-county region with communities across state boundaries, the group should include expertise from
both sides of the Georgia-South Carolina border and both urban and rural communities. Expertise could be
leveraged from multiple stakeholders including military, real estate development, construction, finance,
community, economic development, and landowner representatives. Given the broad geographic region of
the Study Area, an organization that is separate from city and local government, but directly interfaces with
these entities, would be the ideal structure. The CSRA Regional Commission or Alliance for Fort Gordon could
spearhead this effort to ensure time and effort is dedicated to addressing housing needs driven by rapid
regional growth. These organizations can also serve as a convener for a coalition between local government
planning officials and developers.

Developer Engagement

The CSRA Regional Commission or the Alliance for Fort Gordon could convene with local planning officials,
developers, and builders working in the region, as well as property owners. The goal of these
conversations between planners, landowners, real estate developers, and builders is to aid with property
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acquisition and catalyze multi-family development in regional areas where this is lacking. This could
include areas near the Installation as well as downtown Aiken, which has no multi-family housing. Multifamily development near the Installation would likely be more attainable options accessible for military
members and employees at the Installation. The military's basic housing allowance starts at $1,224 for a
single private. It is therefore more likely that rental rates are higher in the areas where military families
choose to live. Some may choose to be near the Installation, while others choose to have a longer
commute to be in the area or school district of their choice.
During meetings with property owners, developers, and builders, focus could initially be placed on
meeting individually with property owners of land in catalyst sites about potential developments and to
gauge their interest in allowing property to be acquired. A catalyst site is a location where, if redeveloped,
has the potential to spur additional development, like a high-traffic intersection located along a main
corridor. If property owners indicate a willingness to dispose of land, meetings could be facilitated with
these property owners and known developers who can deliver types of high-quality multi-family and
workforce housing products to begin land acquisition processes. These conversations could lead to
acquisition of property by regional housing, development entities and partners which could influence the
development type of these sites. Ultimately this could help promote development of housing that caters
to needs of diverse growing populations.
Furthermore, the development of a coalition between local planners, developers, and builders can also
allow for better communication between these groups. In addition to identifying potential areas to focus
future development efforts, coalition meetings could also provide opportunities for these groups to
address challenges regarding land use, zoning, development regulations, and the building process.

8.7.2 Phase II
Priority Land Set Aside

Building on conversations with property owners of priority properties, opportunities may arise to preserve
tracts of land for development via proactive planning, land‐use policy, and possibly strategic land
acquisitions. Beyond just identifying zoning districts and boundaries, this task is about identifying land
that can be specifically designated for the purpose of housing development, especially rental or multifamily developments that can better accommodate regional growth. Ideally, this strategy identifies
property that is or could be owned by public entities. Public entities that own suitable properties would
be encouraged to engage with developers to build attainable housing. This could be incentivized by
transferring property to developers and builders.
Overlay Zoning is one method to direct development of larger land set asides for denser housing. Acting
on priority land set asides would allow regulatory agencies to make specific rules for these larger property
tracts that do not necessarily apply outside of that zone, thereby significantly easing the entitlement and
development process in that location. Areas like Grovetown may be good places to consider for overlay
zoning as this area is in high demand due to its high-quality schools and quality of life offerings. Places like
Grovetown could incorporate proactive planning methods like overlay zoning to ensure new growth
enhances rather than detracts from community strengths and quality of life assets. Furthermore, these
actions will help to guide the private market to align its development objectives with those of the broader
region.
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In addition to land set asides and overlay zoning, generally establishing land uses and zoning regulation
that will promote multifamily housing is critical. Neighborhood plans that can be found in the AugustaRichmond County Comprehensive Plan are good examples of planning for specific areas, and promoting a
specific type of development. These examples could be incorporated and used as guiding best practices
throughout the region, especially in areas that lack well defined land use controls. Local governments
should also consider allowing 'missing middle' housing to increase mutlifamily dwelling units within
traditionally singe-family residential areas.
Missing middle Housing includes buildings with multiple units that are compatible in scale with single
family houses. As this description indicates, these types of developments are scaled between single family
homes and mid-rise apartments and could include:
→
→
→
→
→

Duplexes
Triplexes
Fourplexes
Townhouses
Medium sized multiplexes

In many communities, this style and scale of housing is missing. This is likely the case for many
communities in the region as Figure 8.13 demonstrates there is somewhat limited housing diversity, as
the region mostly contains detached single-family homes. Missing middle housing can provide attainable
options that creates additional housing diversty in the region and addresses the needs of a wider range
of existing and future residents. Overlay Zoning and priority land set assides are tools that can used to
further this objective.

Attainable Housing Programming

Regionally, additional incentives could be used to enable builders and developers to pursue the middle‐
and lower‐income housing markets. The costs associated with housing development, including land and
site preparation, regulations, and labor and materials costs, serve to impede attainable housing
development. Additionally, profit margins tend to be greater on larger detached single-family units. No
one response will remedy what is a systemic market element that many communities across the United
States are facing. Communities that have had some success addressing this issue have taken a multi‐
faceted and customized approach. The following Attainable Housing Programming elements should be
considered to address the housing demand for middle‐ and lower‐income residents.
1. Cost Reduction Program—Public policy that reduces the cost of developing attainable housing.
This may include development line items such as permit fee reductions, impact fee waivers, and
utility improvement and hook‐up fee reductions. In some cases, the costs may be reduced or
deferred until after completion of the project, thus reducing the amount of debt required during
the construction period.
2. Construction Loan Guarantee Program—For qualified contractors, this program provides a
partial guarantee (up to 25%) of a construction loan for an attainable housing project. The
guarantee will promote access to construction capital and reduce borrowing costs. Local
government may not be able to provide loan guarantees, but partnerships with foundations,
non‐profits, and lending agencies may be helpful.
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3. Land Cost Reduction—Land costs and preparation serve as a significant upfront cost. This cost
often makes it difficult for attainable housing projects to be profitable. For land owned, or
strategically acquired by active partners, reduction or deferral of the land and preparation cost
burden could help encourage attainable housing projects. This can be achieved through various
local government financing tools on various scales of development, to include grants, specialpurpose local tax option sales tax, planned capital improvement projects, or incentives for
developers to make land improvements in Enterprise Zones through property tax abatement.
4. Prioritize Incentives—Incentives that effectively reduce the equity/debt needed either to build
or buy a house will help lower the bar of entry for attainable housing production. Programs such
as fee waivers, tax abatement, and down payment assistance can be effective in encouraging
housing production and home purchases.
5. Attainable Housing Builders’ Tool Kit—Local communities could utilize the strategies listed in
this section, and further build upon them, to provide a resource kit for local builders to better
utilize state, federal, and local incentives to enable attainable housing developments.
6. Land Use and Zoning Regulations – Increased land-use regulation and zoning is associated with
rising home prices across the country. Revising restrictive zoning language to allow for denser
housing development like duplexes, attached townhomes, condominiums, and apartments will
allow for the development of attainable housing. Changes could include reducing minimum lot
size requirements, allow for irregularly shaped lots to be developed for housing, increase mixeduse zoning, and increasing development growth caps. Inclusionary zoning programs tie in
affordable housing development to market-rate housing by requiring or incentivizing specific
percentages of units to be affordable for established household incomes.

8.7.3 Phase III
Housing Transition Zones

It is important to consider a variety of housing types to meet the needs of the future population. A more
rural setting, lower cost housing, less dense development, and tight-knit communities are appealing, and
many residents are living and moving to more rural portions of the Study Area. Rural locations can be
susceptible to lower quality development as smaller communities generally do not have the planning
capacity of more urban locations. This could lead to development of ad hoc housing and commercial real
estate with inefficient land-use patterns due to immense growth pressure facing the region. Ultimately,
this unorganized development could detract from these rural settings. Furthermore, Study Area
communities need to be mindful of growth that could encroach on the Installation, creating challenges
for its mission. Substantial housing development near the Installation is not conducive for military
operations.
The creation of planned and well-defined housing transition zones could help to attract families and
growth to the Study Area’s smaller communities while offering more attainable housing choices to the
broader housing market. Transition zones would identify land that would be designated for housing
development guided by rural land-use policies. The land-use policies would establish standards intended
to improve the quality of housing to be developed, preserve open space, and make it easier to serve the

Fort Gordon Regional Growth Management Plan
Housing: Recommendations

Page | 227

regional housing community with utilities and infrastructure. Land-use planning and development of
these zones would be considerate of development constraints around the Installation.

Non-Traditional Housing Initiatives

It is recommended that the housing leadership team developed in Phase I consider non-traditional
housing initiatives to address residential development challenges related to affordable, multi-family, and
military housing. Potential strategies could leverage Opportunity Zones, New Market Tax Credits, and
Low-Income Housing Tax Credits.
Opportunity Zones could be an incentive used to activate investment in more challenged and underserved
markets within the region. With a well-conceived strategy, the region could leverage Opportunity Zones to
promote investment in distressed census tracts. The incentive allows a deferral and reduction in capital gains
allowing investment in business growth, housing improvements, and infrastructure updates. Opportunity
Zones promote economic development by providing federal capital gains tax advantages for investments
made in these areas. Investors can realize deferral and reduction of capital gains taxes in investments held
for at least 5 years with additional incentives available for investments maintained in Opportunity Zones for
7 and 10 years. This incentive can help address funding gaps in residential projects in areas where residential
markets are less established.
Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) and New Market Tax Credits (NMTC) could help promote
development in challenged areas with significant need for more affordable housing products. The LowIncome Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program aims to create affordable rental housing for low and very lowincome families. Residents qualify for LIHTC if their income is less than 60% of the Area Median Income
(AMI). These credits ensure rent limits for low-income residents but also allow developers to sell credits and
generate revenue for projects to address funding gaps created by offering affordable units. Rent limits for
the LIHTC Program are determined so that a household would only pay 30% of their income. NMTC’s help
with mixed use projects as they aim to stimulate business real estate investment in low-income communities
in the United States. Projects that incorporate both commercial and residential uses can apply these credits
to address funding gaps.

8.8 Implementation Plan
The recommendations summarized above have been divided into a timeline. Short-term actions should
be undertaken within 1-3 years; mid-term actions should be undertaken within 4-5 years, and long-term
actions should be undertaken within 5+ years. Ongoing indicates activities that should be undertaken
annually or regularly within the planning timeframe.
Identification of Issues, Goals, and Strategies
PHASE I
Goal
Strategy
8.1
Strategy
8.2

Identify and Create a Regional Housing Leadership Team
Identify and reach out to housing and land use experts
from regional counties about serving on Housing
Leadership Team
After identifying members, formalize a housing
leadership team spearheaded by the CSRA Regional

Responsible
Party

Timeline

Alliance for Fort
Gordon

Short-term

CSRA Regional
Commission,
Alliance for Fort

Short-term
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Responsible
Party
Commission and Alliance for Fort Gordon to guide Gordon,
regional housing strategies
Regional
Housing
Leadership Team
Conduct discussions with federal and state entities Regional
focused on housing to access funding
Housing
Leadership Team
Developer Engagement
Convene local government planning officials and private Regional
developers to streamline regulations and promote Housing
desirable housing development
Leadership Team
Encourage and facilitate conversations between Regional
property owners and developers to promote Housing
development of catalyst sites
Leadership Team
Promote connections between local planners,
developers, and builders to identify sites for future Regional
development and address challenges regarding land use, Housing
zoning, development regulations, and the building Leadership Team
process.

Identification of Issues, Goals, and Strategies

Strategy
8.3
Goal
Strategy
8.4
Strategy
8.5
Strategy
8.6
Phase II
Goal
Strategy
8.7
Strategy
8.8

Strategy
8.9

Strategy
8.10
Goal
Strategy
8.11
Strategy
8.12

Develop priority land set aside program
Hold regional educational housing summits to
communicate importance of best practices around landuse, zoning, and middle housing.
Identify land that can be specifically designated for the
purpose of housing development, especially rental or
multi-family
developments
that
can
better
accommodate regional growth

Timeline

Mid-term

Mid-term
Mid-term

Mid-term

Regional
Housing
Leadership Team

Short-term

Regional
Housing
Leadership Team

Short-term

Regional
Housing
Work with local governments and communities to
Leadership Team Mid-term
implement overlay zoning
and Local
Governments
Regional
Review and reform existing land use and zoning Housing
regulation around best practices to promote Leadership Team Mid-term
and Local
development of middle housing
Governments
Work with regional communities to help them develop attainable housing programs
Work with regional communities to implement a cost Local
Mid-term
reduction program for builders/developers
Governments
Work with partners to implement strategic land cost Local
Long-term
reduction programs
Governments
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Identification of Issues, Goals, and Strategies
Strategy
8.13

Provide a resource kit for local builders to better utilize
state, federal, and local incentives to enable attainable
housing developments

Strategy
8.14

Identify opportunities to revise restrictive zoning
language to allow for denser housing development like
duplexes, attached townhomes, condominiums, and
apartments

Phase III
Goal
Strategy
8.15
Strategy
8.16
Strategy
8.17
Strategy
8.18
Goal
Strategy
8.19
Strategy
8.20
Strategy
8.21

Promote development of housing transition zones
Assess rural development areas and determine areas at
risk or facing ad hoc housing and commercial real estate
with inefficient land-use patterns
Identify areas for rural housing transition zones for
development guided by rural land use policies
Establish rural land use policies in areas identified as
transition zones
Ensure policies place considerable development
constraints around the installation
Utilize nontraditional incentives to finance housing
Identify opportunities to leverage nontraditional
incentives to promote housing development like
Opportunity Zones, New Market Tax Credits, and LowIncome Housing Tax Credits
Form strategies and plans around leveraging
nontraditional
housing
incentives
including
development of investment prospectuses
Work with local and regional developers to encourage
the use of New Market Tax Credits, and Low-Income
Housing Tax Credits

Responsible
Party
Regional
Housing
Leadership Team
Regional
Housing
Leadership Team
and Local
Governments

Local
Governments
Local
Governments
Local
Governments
Local
Governments
Local
Governments

Timeline
Short-term

Short-term

Mid-term
Mid-term
Long-term
Long-term

Short-term

Local
Governments

Mid-term

Local
Governments

Mid-term
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