CENTRAL VIRGINIA REGIONAL HOUSING PARTNERSHIP
Agenda
Wednesday, June 23, 2020, 2:00 pm – 3:30 pm

Join Zoom Meeting: https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81520918512?pwd=LzUvaXlhMmpROHJKQThHUldEVUxwUT09
Meeting ID: 815 2091 8512
Passcode: 376791
Dial by phone: +1 301-715-8592

Central Virginia Regional Housing Partnership Members:
Anthony Haro
Brandon Collins
Chis Henry
Christopher Brement
Colette Sheehy
Dan Rosensweig
Denise Bonds

Diantha McKeel
Gequetta Marray-Key
Greg Powe
Jay Willer
Jeff Waite
Jesse Rutherford
Keith Smith

Margaret Clair
Michael Payne
Mozell Booker
Ned Gallaway
Peter Holman
Robert Babyok
Sunshine Mathon

1. Call to Order – Read Notice of Electronic Meeting

Chair

2:00

2. Comments from the Public

Chair

2:00 – 2:05

3. *Consent Agenda
a. March 24th Draft Minutes – Handout

Chair

2:05 – 2:10

4. *Bylaws Amendment - Handout

Chair

2:10 – 2:15

5. Events Committee Update - Handout

Stacy Pethia

2:15 – 2:20

6. *Regional Housing Plan - Handout

Anthony Haro

2:20 – 2:30

7. Executive Director Update

Christine Jacobs

2:30 – 2:40

8. FY22 RHP Budget
a. FY21 and FY22 Budget – Handout

Chair

2:40 – 3:00

9. Round Table Discussion
1) What are the top three affordable housing issues your
organization has seen in the last 12 months?

Chair

3:00 - 3:25

10. Comments from the Public

Chair

3:25 – 3:30

11. Adjourn

Chair

3:30

2) What are the top three issues and/or topics around
affordable housing that your organization expects to be
focused on in the next 12 plus months?

*Proposed Action Item
CY 21 Meeting Schedule
4th Wed of last month of each
quarter from 2pm to 3:30pm

September 22, 2- 3:30pm
December 22, 2-3:30pm

NOTICE OF ELECTRONIC MEETING
DUE TO COVID-19 STATE OF EMERGENCY
The Governor has declared a state of emergency due to the COVID-19
pandemic and the nature of this declared emergency makes it impracticable or
unsafe for the Central Virginia Regional Housing Partnership to assemble in a
single location. This meeting will be held utilizing electronic virtual
communication with the Zoom software application and in accordance with
virtual meeting procedures and policies as outlined in Item 4.0-01 of the
Virginia state budget (HB 29), as effective April 24, 2020. The meeting will be
recorded and made available to the public at www.tjpdc.org.

Central Virginia Regional Housing Partnership Minutes
March 24, 2021
2:00 PM
Via Zoom

MEMBERS
Alice Raucher (alternate)
Anthony Haro
Brandon Collins
Chris Henry
Christopher Brement
Colette Sheehy
Dan Rosensweig
Denise Bonds
Diantha McKeel
Gequetta Marray-Key
Greg Powe
Jay Willer
Jeff Waite
Jesse Rutherford
Keith Smith
Lloyd Snook (Alternate)
Margaret Clair
Michael Payne
Mozell Booker
Ned Gallaway
Peter Holman
Robert Babyok
Sunshine Mathon
Shelby Edwards (Alternate)

x
x
x
x

STAFF
Lucinda Shannon
Gretchen Thomas
Christine Jacobs

x
x
x

GUESTS/PUBLIC
Ginger Dillard
Sean Tubbs
Brenda Kelley
Stacy Pethia
Allison Wrabel
Shaira Dunn
Rachael Hobbs
Don Gathers
Pace Lochte
Susan Stimart

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
x

x
x
x
x
x
X
X
X

X

Note: The Governor has declared a state of emergency due to the COVID-19 pandemic and the nature of this declared
emergency makes it impracticable or unsafe for the Thomas Jefferson Planning District Commission to assemble in a single
location. This meeting was held utilizing electronic virtual communication with the Zoom software application, and in
accordance with virtual meeting procedures and policies as outlined in Item 4.0-01 of the Virginia state budget (HB29), as
effective April 24, 2020. A recording of the meeting was made available to the public on March 9,2021 at
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=g-kfKHk5PKM&feature=youtu.be&ab_channel=TJPDC-MPO.

1. CALL TO ORDER:
The Regional Housing Partnership Chair, Keith Smith, presided and called the meeting to
order at 2:02 p.m. Lucinda Shannon read the Notice of Electronic Meeting and
Commissioner and Public Protocol.
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2. MATTERS FROM THE PUBLIC:
a. Comments by the Public: Neil Williamson with the Free Enterprise Forum expressed
his concern about the term “affordable housing” being misunderstood and not well
defined, and that affordable housing and density have been demonized.
3. CONSENT AGENDA:
Motion/Action: On a motion by Lloyd Snook, seconded by Jesse Rutherford, the committee
unanimously approved the minutes of the December 9, 2020 meeting.
4. EVENTS COMMITTEE UPDATE:
Stacy Pethia gave the committee an update on the events planned by the RHP Events
Committee. The committee had their first webinar of the Spring Series on March 18 and
there are three more planned, one per month, through June.
5. HOUSING RESOURCE/LOCATOR SERVICE UPDATE:
Christine Jacobs shared the Porchlight website with the committee and reviewed the
analytics of the site to date. There is plan to update the graphics in the future. She also
reported that they are working through the “For Sale” portion of the website. Marketing of
the site will be discussed in a later meeting.
6. REGIONAL HOUSING PLAN UPDATE:
Ms. Jacobs reported that the committee is making good progress. There are chapters for
each jurisdiction and a regional chapter to address housing needs in the region. The
committee is working with Albemarle and City staffs to put the information into the
template created. She proceeded to share the chapters with the Board.
When asked about UVA’s plan for affordable housing, Colette Sheehy reported that in their
10-year plan, there are 1000-1500 affordable housing units planned that will not be
restricted to employees.
7. FY22 RHP BUDGET:
Mr. Smith reported that the TJPDC will be allocating $25K to the RHP for FY22. This is a
change from the last meeting. The cost to run the RHP is approximately $75K, so there is a
need to raise and additional $50K. There was no discussion.
8. STRATEGIC PLAN/VALUE PROPOSITION:
Mr. Smith asked the Board members what they thought the value proposition was of the
RHP.
Ms. Jacobs shared the information from the Strategic Plan and the progress made with
those strategies to date. She also said it is important to see this issue comprehensively. The
work the RHP does brings additional opportunities to act as a region.
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Greg Powe said affordable housing is a regional crisis and the RHP is the only group that
brings together those impacted by it and those who can make positive impacts.
Chris Henry said the region is one community and the RHP represents that community. He
also noted that it is important to track metrics to keep tabs on improvements.
Christopher Brement said there are many intangibles about the RHP. Advocating for
affordable housing is not the only thing it does.
We do have the
Mr. Smith asked Mr. Brement about the potential for adding in the Waynesboro Augusta to
the RHP’s conversation about affordable housing. This is a thought for a future meeting.
Michael Payne said there is a need for a regional approach. He said there is no way to do
what they want to do locally if you don’t look at what is happening regionally.
Diantha McKeel agreed with the others about the importance of the group, but had nothing
more to add. She said she would like to give it more thought. Regarding Mr. Smith’s thought
on adding in Waynesboro and Augusta, she said the region is already including them with
transit, so she I open to having that discussion.
Ned Gallaway said the RHP members offer points of view and information. He said it is
important to have access to others in the community when making decisions in
jurisdictions.
Lloyd Snook added that the RHP ties in with the Regional Transit Partnership.
Ms. Jacobs said a public education campaign will be important so the community realizes
affordable housing is about the people it serves, and not just about the units available.
8. ROUNDTABLE DISCUSSION:
Ms. Sheehy reported that UVA hired a consultant to guide the University through the
process to get to a point where they can issue an RFP to developers to create affordable
housing. She said the contribution the University is likely to make is land.
Ms. McKeel said Albemarle is currently working on their housing plan.
Anthony Haro said the Red Carpet Inn sale has gone through and the renovations are taking
place. He also reported that the governor gave $100K to Virginia Supportive Housing which
will support new supporting housing development.
Mr. Payne reported that the City has adopted a housing plan.
Mr. Henry said his company is in the second phase of Dairy Central and they will start
leasing units in May.
Shelby Edwards introduced herself to the board.
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Mr. Snook said Mr. Payne covered the City’s update. He added that with their consultant’s
recommendations on affordable housing in the City, there may be a very different
landscape in the City by the end of the year.
Mr. Powe said he is working with non-profit developers, but they need land on which to
build the affordable housing.
Margaret Clair said her organization is working with Renaissance Ridge and got a grant to
create workforce housing in Nelson.
Ned Gallaway said he wanted to share his idea about value proposition. He said it is
important to have access to others in the community when making decisions in
jurisdictions. The RHP provides that access.
9. ADJOURN:
Mr. Smith adjourned the meeting at 3:29 p.m.
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MEMO
To:

TJPD Commissioners

From:

Christine Jacobs, Interim Executive Director

Date:

June 23, 2021

Re:

Bylaws Amendment for Central Virginia Regional Housing Partnership

Purpose:
To consider Amendment No. 1 to the Bylaws of the Central Virginia Regional Housing Partnership
(CVRHP).
Background:
1. The Bylaws of the CVRHP require that the Executive Committee elect the Chair and Vice Chair
of the Partnership at the first meeting of each fiscal year. As of June 30, 2021, the two one-year
terms of the current Chair and Vice Chair are set to expire. Due to the Coronavirus Pandemic
and the Executive Committee’s stated desire to maintain consistency in leadership for one
additional year, a one-time, one-year extension to the terms of the Chair and Vice-Chair (as
stated in Article VI, Section 6) for Fiscal year 2022 (July 1, 2021 through June 30, 2022) have
been included.
2. The Virginia Freedom of Information Act, § 2.2-3708.1 of the Code of Virginia, as referenced in
the Attendance at Meetings by Electronic Means section of the bylaws (Article IV, Section 14)
was repealed and replaced by § 2.2-3708.2. This amendment to the bylaws revises the reference
to include the updated code; revises language to include details of permissible attendance by
electronic means; and revises language to add electronic participation in Partnership meetings.
Participation by electronic communication means from a remote location can be considered
provided that, on or before the day of the meeting, the member shall notify the Chair that he or
she is unable to attend the meeting due to:
a. a personal matter
b. a temporary or permanent disability or other medical condition that prevents physical
attendance
c. that a family member’s medical condition requires the member to provide care for
such family member

d. or that such member’s principal residence is more than 60 miles from the meeting
location
Participation by individual members is subject to the procedural requirements set out in the code,
such that:
a. a quorum must be met by physically assembled members for individual members to
participate through electronic means
b. the remote members voice must be heard by all
c. prior notice to the Chair must be made before or on the day of the meeting
d. the nature of the emergency must be identified
e. the member’s remote participation must be approved by a majority vote of the body
f. the nature of the emergency and the remote location must be recorded in the
minutes.
Finally, electronic participation by the absent member shall not exceed two, or 25% of the
Partnership, Executive Committee, or other Committee meetings rounded up to the next whole
number, whichever is greater, in each calendar year.
3. Finally, language preceding the signature section of the bylaws was revised to include the
appropriate reference to the required signatory.
Recommendation: Staff recommends that the Partnership approve Amendment No. 1 to the now Restated
and Amended Bylaws of the Central Virginia Regional Housing Partnership.

RESTATED AND AMENDED BYLAWSBYLAWS OFOF
CENTRAL VIRGINIA REGIONAL HOUSING PARTNERSHIP
ARTICLE I
NAME
1. The name of the entity is the Central Virginia Regional Housing Partnership (the “Partnership”)

ARTICLE II
PURPOSES
1. Purpose of the Partnership. The Partnership will bring together multiple stakeholders with an
interest in or mission related to housing in the region in order to develop strategies to help
address unmet housing needs and preserve housing affordability. While each locality will maintain
its existing structure for addressing housing-related issues, the Partnership will focus on macrorelated issues, such as housing policies and coordination between stakeholders.

ARTICLE III
MEMBERS
1. Members For the purpose of this Article, the Partnership shall be composed of those Public,
Nonprofit and Private Organizations or Individuals that are interested in the preservation and
promotion of all levels of housing opportunities in the Thomas Jefferson Planning District Area that
are recommended by an appointing agency and approved by the Executive Committee for the voting
membership:
Voting Members: Voting Membership includes the following 20 members:















City of Charlottesville Appointment of Elected or Planning Commission Official (1)
Albemarle County Appointment of Elected or Planning Commission Official (1)
Fluvanna County Appointment of Elected or Planning Commission Official (1)
Greene County Appointment of Elected or Planning Commission Official (1)
Louisa County Appointment of Elected or Planning Commission Official (1)
Nelson County Appointment of Elected or Planning Commission Official (1)
TJPDC Appointed Non-Profit Housing Representatives (3)
TJPDC Appointed Builder Representative (1)
TJPDC Appointed Developer Representative (1)
TJPDC Appointed Financial Lender Representative (1)
TJPDC Appointed Design Professional Representative (1)
TJPDC Appointed Citizen/Resident Representative (Urban) (1)
TJPDC Appointed Citizen/Resident Representative (Rural) (1)
University of Virginia Appointment (UVA) (1)







TJPDC Appointed Thomas Jefferson Planning District Commission Commissioner (1)
TJPDC Appointed Rural Nonprofit () Representative (Nelson County Community
Development Foundation, Fluvanna/Louisa Housing Foundation, Skyline Community Action
Partnership) (1)
Workforce Investment Board (WIB) Chair (1)
Regional Transit Partnership (RTP) Chair (1)
TJPDC Appointed Health Industry Representative (1)

Voting Members shall recommend for Executive Committee Member approval, alternates to serve
in their absence. Alternate members should be designated at the time of appointment by the
appointing bodies.
2. Advisory Members. There is a pool of stakeholders that will have an advisory non-voting role on the
Partnership. In order to build relationships and facilitate meaningful coordination between the
Partnership and the advisory groups, a plan will be developed for a member of the Partnership to
attend periodic meetings of the advisory groups. The Executive Committee may revise the RHP
Framework recommended list of Advisory Group members as needed. The Executive Committee shall
appoint members to Advisory Groups.

ARTICLE IV
1. Executive Committee Number. The Partnership shall have seven (7) Executive Committee
Members and collectively they shall be known as the Executive Committee. The total number of
Executive Committee Members may be increased or decreased from time to time by amendment of
these Bylaws.
2. Qualifications. The Executive Committee shall include voting members representing the following:
• One elected official
• One affordable housing resident as defined by the RHP definition for affordable housing
• One Non-Profit Service Provider
• One Private Sector Service Provider
• One University of Virginia Representative
• One Rural Non-profit Service Provider
• One TJPDC Commission Representative
Executive Committee membership is based on both an individual's talents and their
organizational affiliation. If an individual's organizational affiliation changes, the Executive
Committee will review their continued participation on the Executive Committee.
3. General Powers. The Executive Committee shall be the governing body of the Partnership and,
between meetings of the entire membership, shall be responsible for the general policies and
programs of the Partnership. The Executive Committee shall also be responsible for preparing
agendas for the annual general and special meetings of the membership of the Partnership and for
recommending an annual work program for consideration at the annual general membership
meeting.

4. Duties. It shall be the duty of the Executive Committee Members to:
A. Perform any and all duties imposed on them collectively or individually by these Bylaws;
B. Meet at such times and places as required by these Bylaws;
5. Term of Office. Executive Committee Members shall serve annual terms and shall hold office until
a successor Executive Committee Member is appointed and qualifies. Executive Committee
Members are exempt from term limits.
6. Election. Executive Committee Members shall be elected by a majority vote of the Partnership. Any
vacancy in the Executive Committee that occurs prior to the expiration of a term shall be filled by a
person elected thereto by an affirmative vote of a majority of the then remaining Executive
Committee Members. The person so elected shall hold office until the expiration of the vacant term
to which he or she was elected.
7. Vacancies. Vacancies on the Executive Committee shall exist (1) on the death, resignation or removal
of any Executive Committee Member, (2) whenever the number of authorized Executive Committee
Members is increased, and (3) whenever the expiration of a term of office occurs.
Any Executive Committee Member may resign effective upon giving written notice to the Chair of the
Executive Committee, unless the notice specifies a later time for the effectiveness of such
resignation.
Executive Committee Members may be removed, for violating any provision of these Bylaws, at any
meeting of the Executive Committee, upon a two-thirds vote of the Executive Committee
Members.
When a vacancy occurs, incumbent Executive Committee Members shall select successor Executive
Committee Members by a majority vote. If the vacancy occurs as a result of a resignation or
removal, the successor Executive Committee Member shall complete the remainder of the
unexpired term.
8. Compensation. No Executive Committee Member shall be entitled to any compensation for service as
an Executive Committee Member.
9. Place of Meetings. Meetings shall be held at the principal office of the Partnership unless otherwise
provided by the Executive Committee or at other such place as may be designated from time to
time by resolution of the Executive Committee.
10. Annual and Regular Meetings. Annual Meetings of the Voting Membership shall be held at a time
designated by the Executive Committee. At the Annual Meeting, the Executive Committee shall
elect officers of the Partnership and shall carry out such other business as may properly come
before the meeting. Regular meetings shall be held at such times at the Principal office of the
Partnership, within the Commonwealth of Virginia, as the Chair of the Executive Committee shall
designate from time to time. Members of the Partnership shall not participate or vote by electronic
or telephonic means in Annual, Regular or Special Meetings of the Voting Membership.
11. Special Meetings. Special Meetings of the Executive Committee may be called at any time by the
Chair of the Board or any three (3) members of the Executive Committee. Such meeting shall be held

at the principal office of the Partnership or, if different, at the place designated by the person or
persons calling the Special Meeting.
12. Notice of Meetings. Unless otherwise provided by these Bylaws, or provisions of law, including all
meetings subject to the Virginia Freedom of Information Act (FOIA), Virginia Code Sec. 2.2.-3707, the
following provisions shall govern the giving of notice for meetings of the Executive Committee.
Annual Meetings. At least seven (7) days prior notice shall be given to each Executive Committee
Member of Annual Meetings of the Executive Committee or Partnership. Such notice may be oral or
written, may be given personally, by first class mail, by telephone, by facsimile machine, or by
electronic means and shall state the place, date and time of the meeting.
A. Regular Meetings. At least seven (7) days prior notice shall be given to each Executive
Committee Member of each Regular Meeting of the Executive Committee. Such notice may be oral
or written, may be given personally, by first class mail, by telephone, by facsimile machine, or by
electronic means and shall state the place, date and time of the meeting.
B. Special Meetings. At least twenty-four (24) hour prior notice shall be given to each Executive
Committee Member of each Special Meeting of the Executive Committee. Such notice may be oral
or written, may be given personally, by first class mail, by telephone, by facsimile machine, or by
electronic means and shall state the place, date and time of the meeting and the matters proposed
to be acted upon at the meeting.
C. Waiver of Notice. Whenever any notice of a meeting is required to be given to any Executive
Committee Member these Bylaws, or the law of this Commonwealth, a waiver of notice in writing
signed by the Executive Committee Member, whether before or after the time of the meeting, shall
be equivalent to the giving of such notice.
13. Quorum for Meetings. A majority of the total number of Executive Committee Members who have
been elected or appointed to office shall constitute a quorum for the transaction of business at a
meeting of the Executive Committee. If a quorum is present when a vote is taken, the affirmative
vote of a majority of the Executive Committee Members present is the act of the Executive
Committee. An Executive Committee Member who is present at a meeting of the Executive
Committee or a committee of the Executive Committee when committee action is taken is deemed
to have assented to the action taken unless (i) the Executive Committee Member objects at the
beginning of the meeting, or promptly upon arrival, to holding it or transacting specified business at
the meeting; or (ii) the Executive Committee Member votes against, or abstains from, the action
taken.
Except as otherwise provided under these Bylaws, or provisions of law, no business shall be
considered by the Board at any meeting at which the required quorum is not present, and the only
motion which the Chair shall entertain at such meeting is a motion to adjourn.
14. Attendance at Meetings by Electronic Means. The Partnership, Executive Committee, and other
Committees may allow individual members of the Partnership, Executive Committee, or other
Committees to participate in any meeting subject to the Virginia Freedom of Information Act (FOIA)
by electronic communication means from a remote location, provided that on or before the day of
the meeting, the member shall notify the Chair that he or she is unable to attend the meeting due

to a personal matter; a temporary or permanent disability or other medical condition that prevents
physical attendance; that a family member’s medical condition requires the member to provide
care for such family member; or that such member’s principal residence is more than 60 miles from
the meeting location identified in the required notice for such meeting. when a medical condition
or personal emergency on the day of the meeting prevents them from physically attending the
meeting. Participation by individual members, however, is subject to the procedural requirements
set out in Code of Virginia § 2.2-3708.21 of FOIA, such that . an electronic meeting is a gathering
where members of a public body discuss or transact public business through any audio OR
combined audio and visual communication means. Aa quorum must be met by physically
assembled members for individual members to participate through electronic means; the remote
member’s voice must be heard by all; prior notice to the Chair must be made the day of the
meeting; the nature of the emergency musty be identified; the member’s remote participation
must be approved by a majority vote of the body; the nature of the emergency and the remote
location must be recorded in the minutes. Electronic participation by the absent member shall not
exceed two, or 25% of the Partnership, Executive Committee, or other Committee meetings
rounded up to the next whole number, whichever is greater, in each calendar year.
Members of the Partnership shall not participate or vote by electronic or telephonic means in
Annual, Regular or Special Meetings of the Full Partnership.
15. Conduct of Meetings. Meetings of the Executive Committee shall be presided over by the Chair of
the Executive Committee, or, in his/her absence, the Vice-Chair of the Executive Committee, or in
the absence of each of these persons, by a Chair chosen by a majority of the Executive Committee
Members present at the meeting. The Executive Committee Member of the Thomas Jefferson
Planning District Commission (TJPDC), or designee, shall act as Secretary of all meetings of the
Executive Committee, provided that, in his/her absence, the presiding officer shall appoint another
person to act as Secretary of the Meeting.
Meetings shall be governed by Roberts Rules of Order Newly Revised in Brief 2 nd Edition in so far as
such rules are not inconsistent with or in conflict with these Bylaws, or with provisions of law.
16. Non-Liability of Executive Committee Members. The Executive Committee Members shall not
be personally liable for the debts, liabilities, or other obligations of the Corporation.
17. Insurance for Partnership Agents. Except as may be otherwise provided under provisions of law, the
Executive Committee may adopt a resolution recommending the purchase and maintenance of
insurance by the TJPDC on behalf of any agent of the Partnership (including an Executive Committee
Member, Officer, employee or other agent of the Corporation) against liabilities asserted against or
incurred by the agent in such capacity or arising out of the agent's status as such, whether or not the
Partnership would have the power to indemnify the agent against such liability under these Bylaws or
provisions of the laws of this Commonwealth.

ARTICLE V
OFFICERS

1. Designation of Officers. The Officers of the Partnership shall be a Chair, and Vice Chair, each of
whom shall be an Executive Committee Member. The Officers shall be elected by the Executive
Committee at the first Executive Committee Meeting of each new fiscal year.
2. Qualifications. Any Executive Committee Member may serve as an Officer of this Partnership.
3. Chair of the Executive Committee. There shall be a Chair of the Executive Committee elected by the
Executive Committee. The Chair shall be responsible for review and recommendation of meeting
agendas, resolutions, and official Partnership documents. The Chair shall preside at all meetings of
the Executive Committee and the full Partnership and perform, to the extent consistent with these
Bylaws, such other duties as may be directed by the Executive Committee.
4. Vice Chair of the Executive Committee. There shall be a Vice Chair of the Executive Committee
elected by the Executive Committee. The Vice Chair shall perform the duties of the Chair in his/her
absence and perform other such duties as prescribed by the Executive Committee.
5. General Duties of All Officers. All officers shall perform generally all duties incident to the particular
office and also such other duties as may be assigned to such officer by the Executive Committee. The
Executive Committee may, in case of the absence of any officer for any other reason it may deem
sufficient, delegate the powers or duties of such officer to any other officer or to any Executive
Committee Member, provided a majority of the Executive Committee concurs.
6. Election and Term of Office. At the first Executive Committee Member’s Meeting held in each new
fiscal year, the Executive Committee shall elect the officers of the Partnership and designate such
subordinate officers as it shall determine.
Officers shall serve for one year or until their respective successors are chosen and qualified. The
Executive Committee may, by amendment to these Bylaws, increase or decrease the length of this
term. In no event shall such term be less than one year. Officers may not serve more than two
consecutive years in one officer position.
7. Removal and Resignation. Any Officer may be removed from office, with cause, at any time upon a
two-thirds vote of the Executive Committee. Any Officer may resign at any time by giving written
notice to the Chair of the Executive Committee. Any such resignation shall take effect at the date of
receipt of such notice or at any later date specified therein, and unless otherwise specified herein,
the acceptance of such resignation shall not be necessary to make it effective.
8. Vacancies. Any vacancy caused by the death, resignation, removal, disqualification, or otherwise, of
any officer shall be filled by the Executive Committee at a special meeting of the Executive
Committee Members held as soon as practicable thereafter.
9. Compensation. Officers shall serve without compensation.

ARTICLE VI
COMMITTEES
1. Committees. The Executive Committee may create such committees as it deems advisable from time

to time. The Executive Committee shall appoint the Chair and the members of each committee. The
Executive Committee may appoint members and nonmembers of the Executive Committee to serve
on any committee, provided that each committee shall have at least one member of the Executive
Committee who shall serve as liaison to the Executive Committee.
2. Events Committee. There shall be a standing Events Committee to organize all educational,
informational and presentational meetings that develop tailored to regional housing initiatives
through an inclusive, collaborative approach that ensures broad participation and is responsive to
local conditions and communities.
3. Committee Meetings; Miscellaneous. The provisions of these Bylaws which govern meetings, notice,
and quorum and voting requirements of the Executive Committee shall apply to committees of the
Executive Committee and their members as well.

ARTICLE VII
PARTNERSHIP RECORDS
1. Minutes of Meetings and Records of Actions Taken Without Meetings. The Partnership shall keep as
permanent records minutes of all meetings of the Executive Committee and the full Partnership and
all actions taken by a Committee of the Executive Committee in place of the Executive Committee on
behalf of the Partnership.
2. Form of Records. The Partnership shall maintain its records in written form or in another form
capable of conversion into written form within a reasonable time.

ARTICLE VIII
STAFFING
1. Staffing. As stipulated in the Original Work Framework approved by the Thomas Jefferson Planning
Commission dated, August, 2018, the TJPDC shall provide administrative staffing to the Partnership
up to an amount included in the annual budget of the TJPDC.
2. Appointment; Duties. The Executive Director of the TJPDC shall exercise general management and
control over the day-to-day operations of the Partnership and its staff. The Executive Director shall
be vested with the authority by the TJPDC to employ and discharge employees, contractors and
professionals and shall have such other powers, duties and responsibilities to insure day to day
operations of the Partnership.
3. Reporting. The Executive Director or his/her designee shall report to the Executive Committee on
a regular basis, including each meeting of the Executive Committee, and shall report on progress
of any recommended activities.

ARTICLE IX
CONTRACTS, LOANS, CHECKS AND DEPOSITS
1. Contracts. The Executive Committee may not enter into any contract or execute and deliver
any instrument in the name of and on behalf of the Partnership.
2. Loans. No loans shall be contracted on behalf of the Partnership and no evidence of indebtedness
shall be issued in its name.
ARTICLE X
GENERAL PROVISIONS
1. Order of Business. The order of business at meetings of the Executive Committee shall be the
order or sequence usually and generally prevalent for the orderly conduct of the business of such
meetings. In case of disputed or question as to the procedure, the standard and recognized rules
of parliamentary procedure shall govern unless otherwise specifically provided in the Bylaws or by
law.
2. Fiscal Year. The fiscal year of the Partnership shall be July 1 through June 30 of each year.
3. Public Body. The Partnership, its Executive Committee and appointed committees are considered
public bodies for the purpose of providing advice to the public bodies of the Thomas Jefferson
Planning District Commission and local municipal governments. Meetings and non-excluded records
are subject to Virginia Code 2.2-3700 Virginia Freedom of Information Act and 2.2-3707 Virginia Open
Meetings.
4. Amendment of Bylaws. These Bylaws may be altered, amended, or repealed and new Bylaws
adopted by a majority vote of the Voting Members of the Partnership present and meeting quorum
at any regular or special meeting, if at least seven (7) days written notice is given to the Partnership
of the moving party’s intention to alter, amend, repeal, or to adopt new Bylaws at such meeting and
the language to alter, amend, repeal, or to adopt new Bylaws is attached thereto.
5. Principal Office. The principal office of the Corporation shall be located at 401 East Water Street,
Charlottesville, VA 22902.

ADOPTION OF BYLAWS
WeI, the undersigned, as Chair of the Partnership, and acting on behalf of theare all of the initial
Executive Committee Members, the Partnership, or incorporators of this Corporation, and we consent
to, and hereby do, adopt the foregoing Bylaws as the Bylaws of this Corporation.
Dated:
By:

________

Partnership Chair
Attest:
TJPDC Executive Director

AMENDMENT NO. 1
TO THE RESTATED AND AMENDED BYLAWS
OF

CENTRAL VIRGINIA REGIONAL HOUSING PARTNERSHIP

1. The Amended and Restated Bylaws (the “Bylaws”) of Central Virginia Regional Housing
Partnership (CVRHP) are hereby amended to reflect the following:
a. A one-time, one-year extension to the terms of the Chair and Vice-Chair (as stated in
Article VI, Section 6) for Fiscal Year 2022 (July 1, 2021 through June 30, 2022) due to the
Coronavirus Pandemic and the Executive Committee’s stated need to maintain
consistency in leadership for one additional year.
b. A revision of the Attendance at Meetings by Electronic Means section (Article IV, Section
14) to remove reference to repealed Code of Virginia § 2.2-3708.1; revise reference to
include updated Code of Virginia § 2.2-3708.2; revise language to include detail
appropriate to permissible attendance by electronic means per the updated code; and
revise language to include electronic participation in Partnership meetings pursuant to
the updated code.
c. A revision of the language preceding the signatory to include the appropriate reference
to the required signatory.

2. Except as set forth in this Amendment No. 1 to the Bylaws, the Bylaws remain in full force and
effect.

3. This Amendment No. 1 to the Bylaws was approved by the Central Virginia Regional Housing
Partnership on June 23, 2021 and shall become effective on July 1, 2021.

Spring Speaker Series Final Report

Thomas Jefferson Planning District Commission

June 17, 2021
Lucinda Shannon

Fiscal Year 2021

Introduction

Considering the success of the Fall Speaker Series, the Central Virginia Regional Housing
Partnership (CVRHP) produced a second series of online events through the summer of 2021.
The series of four online events about affordable housing took place on the third Thursday of
March, April, May, and June. Survey results from previous events indicated that shorter events
were better so the spring events were scheduled from noon to 1pm.
A list of topics was generated from comments during previous events and meetings and
suggestions from the Partnership and public. In January, the CVRHP conducted an online
survey, asking CVRHP Partnership members to rank the proposed topics for the next speaker
series. Eight people responded listing the following as the top three topics for the spring series.
1.
2.
3.
4.

Zoning Hurdles and Incentives
Affordable Housing Pro Forma
Transportation and Housing
Equity and Housing

Table 1 below shows all the results for the topics.
Table 1: Ranking Session Topics

There were two open-ended questions for comments and suggestions for topics and about the
format for the spring speaker series. The first open-ended question asked for comments on
event topics and additional topic ideas. There were two comments submitted for this question:
Comments
1. Where do we build affordable housing to bridge the gap between home and school?
What is the connection between school populations and price of housing?
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2. First time homebuyers, equity and housing and transportation and housing in that order
for me
The second open-ended question asked about the format of the speaker series. The following
two comments were submitted.
1. Please consider the audience you are addressing don’t make this another conversation.
This needs to be motivating and have takeaways that we can do right now.
2. Perhaps have some be an hour (e.g., one featured speaker) and some be an hour and a
half (e.g., panel, more than one speaker, etc.)
The events committee used the survey results to plan the spring speaker series by using the top
ranked topics and making the sessions one hour with limited speakers. The speakers were also
asked to include action steps or “take aways” for each event.
CVRHP staff and partners developed an event webpage and recruited sponsors for each event.
The events were marketed using social media and emails to previous participants, CVRHP
members, local elected officials, and audiences identified for each topic.
The events had between 50 to 70 participants with registrants at almost 100. Recordings of the
events were posted on the CVRHP Spring Speaker Series webpage, and 47 to 50 people viewed
the recordings after the events. As you will see in the summary of each event below, the survey
results were very favorable, and the speakers’ performance and logistics were ranked
favorably. Almost all the survey respondents indicated that they would attend another event.
More information about each event and survey results follows including a summary with
information about sponsors and future speaker series.

Zoning Hurdles and Incentives Event
Updated 6/16/21

Taking place on Thursday March 18, the one-hour “Zoning Hurdles and Incentives” Zoom
webinar featured two local developers, Charlie Armstrong and Chris Henry. The vice president
of government affairs for the Home Builders association of Virginia, Andrew Clark also
participated in the panel discussion facilitated by Keith Smith, the Central Virginia Regional
Housing Partnership’s Chair. The event had 65 participants and, as of April 14th, the event
recording was viewed 47 times. Stony Point Development Group sponsored the event.
Nine people responded to the four-question survey, the majority said the event increased their
knowledge, and the speakers received a 4.4 rating out of 5. Survey participants shared the
comments below on the overall event and speakers.
Eight out of the nine survey participants reported that the logistics were satisfactory with one
comment that the introductions were too long. “They generally were ok, but I'd suggest getting
right to the meat of the topic as soon as possible; less time on introductions and pleasantries to
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save time.”
All the survey participants answered that they will attend another CVRHP event like the “Zoning
Hurdles and Incentives” panel discussion.
Comments from Survey Participants
Comments on the Overall Event
I enjoy Charlie and Chris very much and they did a good job with the broad brush matters as
guided by the moderator. It was just the tip of the iceberg. So much of the zoning in
Charlottesville, Albemarle and the TJMPD regional are from the 50's (and forward) and are
auto-centric. The area promoted housing as a pseudo primary economy; it's not. One of the
impacts produced from this protectionist approach to economic development is that we have a
very narrow opposed to very diversified economic base. The industrial base even on a small
scale is substantially absent. Housing is a secondary economy to provide shelter for employees
of primary, secondary and tertiary economic function. Symbolically, that we are only discussing
"housing" is the first major problem. The zoning impediments can be easily resolved if one
moves away from an elitist conception of housing. Take a look at Peoria, Ill. the home of
Caterpillar. Land pricing, zoning impediments, density limitations are all self-imposed cultural
biases that have fostered huge out-migration for those employed here and held dear by many
as their "little precious", as in the "Lord of the Rings", they wonder at its power and at the same
time are overcome by it.
3/24/2021
It was fantastic to hear from a statewide entity, to hear what is happening all over Virginia.
3/18/2021
I would have liked to hear more about housing as a fundamental human right. I'd like to hear a
deeper dive on the specifics about the price points at which "The Invisible Hand of the Market"
just cannot solve the problem.
3/18/2021
I heard a lot of common complaints that developers in many places have but not much that was
unique to the Charlottesville area.
3/18/2021
Comments on the quality of the speakers
The discussion was on the surface productive but we were not ripping the flesh off of the
Comprehensive Plan, zoning or housing strategies that actually impede real progress across the
TJMPD.
3/24/2021
The three speakers (and the host) were very knowledgeable. They kept the focus out of political
jargon.
3/18/2021
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Very knowledgeable and made clear points. I appreciated their take on equity and
acknowledging the history and the privilege that comes with how decisions are made. I'd like to
hear more about the local YIMBY movement.
3/18/2021
The event was much more accessible since it was hosted on zoom but I think having a
moderator lead the discussion more would have helped.
3/18/2021

Affordable Housing Pro Forma Event
Updated on 6/16/21

The second event in the CVRHP spring 2021 speaker series, “Affordable Housing Pro Forma”,
took place on April 15th with 55 attendees. William Park, President of Pinnacle Construction &
Development shared the basics of financing affordable housing developments and some of the
barriers that increase costs. The event time was competing with another local housing webinar
and some people watched the recording after the event was finished. As of June 16th, the
recording has been viewed 46 times. The event was sponsored by Virginia National Bank.
Seven people responded to the four-question survey about this event, all the respondents said
the event increased their knowledge, and the speakers received a 4.7 rating out of 5. Survey
participants shared the comments below on the overall event and speakers.
All 1 the survey participants reported that the logistics were satisfactory and answered that they
will attend another CVRHP event like Affordable Housing Pro Forma presentation.
Comments from Survey Participants
Mr. Park has a lot of knowledge and experience which he shares generously.
4/21/2021 9:22 PM
He makes complicated things understandable.
4/21/2021 9:22
Went a little fast
4/21/2021 1:45 PM
Excellent speaker, very knowledgeable and was easy to follow and understand.
4/15/2021 1:40 PM

1

One survey participant skipped the logistics question.
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Transportation and Affordable Housing
Updated on 6/16/21

The May 20th “Transportation and Affordable Housing” event featured a panel discussion of
local and international experts moderated by Albemarle Supervisor Diantha McKeel. Sixty-one
people attended the Zoom event and 50 more viewed the recording after the event. Todd
Litman, Executive Director of the Victoria Policy Institute, provided examples and context
around planning for equitable transportation. Stephen Johnson, Planning Manager for Jaunt,
shared his expertise and observations from his studies in planning and experience at Jaunt.
Supervisor Diantha McKeel asked the speakers pre-prepared questions and several additional
questions from the audience. Bramante Homes sponsored this event.
There have only been four survey results so far, they were mostly favorable and said that they
learned more about the topic and would attend another CVRHP event.
Three out of the four respondents said that the event increased their knowledge about the
topic. The comments from this question are below.
Comments from Survey Participants
While the topic covered a lot of areas...it wasn't particularly new information.
5/24/2021 5:58 PM
It was very helpful to learn that combining transportation costs with housing costs provides a
more accurate measure of housing affordability.
5/20/2021 1:12 PM
Sounds like buying a townhouse is a better idea than single family detached
5/20/2021 1:08 PM
The speakers delivery of information was rated at 4.8 out of 5. There were two comments:
Both speaker were knowledgeable and well versed. My disappointment was that CAT and UTS
and perhaps Albemarle School transit didn't participate. Also, while the gentleman from BC can
articulate the issues well, he comments seems unrelated and not relevant to our situation. We
are not Vancouver and never will approach the type of industry, service, income and land use
mix there. Also, we are essentially a rural community that is wrestling with what it will mean to
not be fully dependent on UVa and yet not fully capable of generating broad-based economic
opportunities. There are numerous university economic communities that are wrestling with
similar transitions. I would have been better informed by having them part of the panel. So
while they were capable and smart...I didn't come away with any significant findings or
knowledge.
5/24/2021 5:58 PMA
All of the panelists did very well addressing the questions, although the event format somewhat
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precluded a thorough examination of some of the underlying barriers to housing affordability.
5/20/2021 1:12 PM
The logistics were rated a satisfactory by all the participants and there were no comments. All
of the participants said that they would attend another RHP event like this one. There were 2
comments:
Maybe, it will depend on the topic and the presenters.
5/24/2021 5:58 PM
The relationship between housing affordability and crime, from littering and public intoxication
to drive-by shootings. There appears to be an inverse correlation between housing cost and
crime. Do the data support this observation, and if so, what can be done to mitigate the
problem, which likely results in resistance to affordable housing in more affluent
neighborhoods.
5/20/2021 1:12 PM

Equity and Housing

Written on 6/17/21
The June 17th “Equity and Housing” event featured a panel discussion of local experts
moderated by Albemarle County’s housing policy manager Stacy Pethia. The guests were:
• Kathryn Howell, Associate Professor and Co-Director of the RVA Eviction Lab, Virginia
Commonwealth University
• Hamilton Lombard, Research Specialist for the Demographics Research Group at the
University of Virginia’s Weldon Cooper Center for Public Service
• Andrew Mondschein, Associate Professor and Director of the Urban and Environmental
Planning Program, University of Virginia School of Architecture
The event was a panel discussion with questions from the moderator and audience. Fifty-two
people attended the Zoom event. Nelson County co-sponsored the event with Nelson County
Community Development Foundation.
Comments from Survey Participants
There are no survey results as of this date.

Summary

Like its predecessor, the 2021 Spring Speaker Series was well attended and favorably reviewed.
All the events had almost as many people view the event recordings after the events. Several
community members heard about one of the events and requested links to the recording.
Not only did the speaker series provide educational opportunities for the community, but it also
continued and encouraged dialogues and partnerships in the TJPDC housing community. With
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speakers from across fields, including transit, housing, private builders, non-profits, educational
and financial institutions awareness and understanding of the complexities of planning and
serving all members of our community increased.
CVRHP staff applied for a Community Foundation Grant to cover the cost for a Fiscal Year 2022
fall Speaker Series and is waiting to hear if they are awarded the funding. The Charlottesville Area
Association of Realtors generously offered to sponsor an upcoming event. Once funding is secured, staff
will start working with the Partnership to select topics and produce another series. Several future topics
have already been suggested.
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Executive Summary
Like many communities across the country, Planning District 10 is grappling with how to tackle the growing affordable
housing crisis. The challenges the region faces are varied and complex and strategies must address the entire housing
spectrum, ranging from the unhoused to market rate ownership. Rising rents, increased development pressure and
displacement concerns, inequity, brought on by a history of segregationist land use policies, such as red-lining and racial
covenants that have eroded access to wealth-building for many communities of color, and an imbalance of supply and
demand have come together to exacerbate the problem. Currently, 10,400 of the region’s households pay more than 50%
of their monthly income towards housing costs.
Planning District 10 has set the goal of 100% alignment of supply with demand for affordable housing opportunities
throughout the region so that every resident has access to safe, decent, and affordable housing in the communities of
their choice. To accomplish this goal, the Planning District undertook a multi-year process to examine the current state
of housing in each member locality, highlight the gap in opportunity across the housing spectrum, and identify high-level
recommendations tailored to the specific jurisdictional needs to close the affordable housing gap. To that end, Planning
for Affordability - A Regional Approach, is a policy document for the Thomas Jefferson Planning District and its member
localities. It is intended to assist local decision makers on the need for affordable housing and provide a roadmap of
decision points. The plan begins with a look at the region as a whole, highlighting the regional guiding principles of
coordination, engagement, equity, anti-displacement, mobility, connectivity, and accessibility. The plan discusses the
importance of a regional approach to affordable housing, so that one locality does not shoulder the burden alone. The
plan then provides a detailed look at each locality, with the chapters intending to supplement the respective locality
Comprehensive Plans with recommendations across the housing spectrum.
This plan came to fruition with guidance from a dedicated group of committee members in the form of the Strategies and
Analysis Committee, locality staff, and the public. TJPDC staff thanks them for their hard work, for without them, this plan
would have not happened. But as with any planning effort, delivery of plan is not crossing the finish line, but rather just the
beginning. With a roadmap, the challenging work of implementing the strategies identified in this plan can commence.

Image courtesy of Stony Point Development Group

Background & Process
Introduction:
The region’s goal of 100% alignment of supply and demand of housing opportunities throughout the region so that every
resident can find access to safe, decent, and affordable housing in the community of their choice is the driving motivation
behind the creation of the Regional Affordable Housing Plan. This plan is the culmination of a multi-year process designed
to:
•Examine current conditions, such as zoning, demographics, and policy in each locality as they relate to housing;
•Identify the gap in needed affordable housing units, both at the local and regional levels; and,
•Recommend strategies to address the unmet affordable housing needs in the region.
To that end, staff at the Thomas Jefferson Planning District Commission (TJPDC), with assistance from stakeholders, the
public, and subject matter experts have crafted a high-level Regional Affordable Housing Plan that will enable each
locality within Planning District 10 to make prudent decisions concerning affordable housing with a set of specific tools
tailored to their unique needs.

An Overview of the Planning Process:
In the Spring of 2017, the Commissioners of the Thomas Jefferson Planning District Commission identified that housing was a
focus in several localities within the planning district. The Commission determined that housing should also be considered
as a regional issue. The Commission saw several opportunities for improving the communication, coordination, and
collaboration between both the six localities and the multiple sectors involved in providing housing solutions; the private,
public, nonprofit, and citizen sectors. In January 2018, the Commission hired a part-time Housing Coordinator to help
facilitate, convene, and coordinate housing initiatives in the region.
In April of 2018, the TJPDC partnered with the Charlottesville chapter of the Urban Land Institute to host seven affordable
housing informational sessions during the Tom Tom Founders Festival’s Hometown Summit in Charlottesville. The purpose of
the sessions was to hear from service providers, elected officials, resident advocates, and experts in the private and public
housing sector on the six steps to develop affordable housing: needs assessment, community engagement, policy, design,
finance, and development. Nearly 50 panelists focused on developing and implementing effective strategies to address
the local housing challenges.
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During the Charlottesville Action Forum of the event, there was support for a Regional Housing Partnership, similar to the
TJPDC’s Regional Transit Partnership. While these regional conversations were happening, the City of Charlottesville, with
the help of Partners for Economic Solutions and the Form Based Codes Institute, was in the process of developing a Housing
Needs Assessment. The Housing Needs Assessment was released in the spring of 2018 and focused on the “nature and
quantity of affordable housing needed to meet current and future needs, the forces affecting the supply of affordable
housing, and gaps not being met by the private market.” (City of Charlottesville Housing Needs Assessment). The plan
intent was to inform the City’s upcoming Affordable Housing Plan by “quantifying the continuum of affordable housing
needs so that policies and funding could be prioritized and targeted.” (City of Charlottesville Housing Needs Assessment).
With a template from the City, the newly formed Regional Housing Partnership decided that a regional approach similar

Regional Housing Needs Summit- Spring 2019
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• TJPDC was awarded
$100,000 from Virginia
Housing Development
Authority to complete
a phased planning
approach with Phase I
including a Regional Study
and Phase II including a
Regional Housing Plan;
• TJPDC entered into an
MOU with the County of
Albemarle to conduct the
Regional Housing Study.
Albemarle contributed
$25,000 and the TJPDC
contributed $28,000
towards the completion of
the study

Process Timeline:

• The City of Charlottesville
releases its Housing Needs
Assessment
• The Steering Committee
determines that the
region would benefit from
enlarging the scope of the
City’s study to include the
surrounding counties

SPRING 2018

SUMMER 2018

• RFP released by the TJPDC
for a regional study
• Contracted with
Partners for Economic
Solutions to conduct the
Comprehensive Regional
Housing Study and Needs
Assessment
• 14 focus groups were
convened to listen and
learn about the region’s
housing needs, barriers,
and opportunities
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FALL 2018

• Regional Comprehensive
Regional Housing Study
and Needs Assessment
released
• First Regional Housing
Summit held at the Omni
Charlottesville – 200
attendees

WINTER 2019

• First meeting of the
Regional Housing
Partnership consisting of
public, private, nonprofit,
and citizen sector
membership
• RHP Committees were
formed and met for the
first time (Strategies &
Analysis Committee,
Housing Events
Committee, Executive
Committee
• Socioeconomic and
Demographic Data
Collection, Housing
Market Analysis,
Impediments to Fair
Housing, and Housing
Affordability Gap research
conducted

SPRING 2019

• TJPDC (with the support
of the Regional Housing
Partnership and its
committees) drafting
priority housing strategies
for each county
(Albemarle has its own
process and will be
developing their own
policy/strategies)

• TJPDC conducted
Community and
Stakeholder Engagement
meetings in each
jurisdiction. TJPDC
deployed a Regional
Housing Survey in each
County

SUMMER 2019

• TJPDC conducted Review
of Existing Conditions in
Each County
• The RHP held a Strategic
Direction full-day
Retreat to identify
priority strategies for the
Partnership

FALL 2019

• TJPDC (with support of
the Regional Housing
Partnership and its
committees) drafting
Regional Vision and
Regional priority housing
strategies

WINTER 2020

• TJPDC tabulated and
summarized the results of
the Regional survey and
presented results to the
Strategies and Analysis
Committee

SUMMER 2020

2021

• Drafting of locality
chapters
• Drafting of Regional
chapter

• Strategies and Analysis
committee drafted
a Strategic Plan
for the Partnership
(recommended by the
Executive Committee but
not yet approved by the
full Partnership);
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Summarizing the Feedback:
To gain a better understanding of the community needs in each locality, staff used various engagement techniques to
gather feedback. Public meetings were held in each locality in the fall of 2019. These meetings included an interactive
component where participants were asked to map using stickers where in their locality housing was needed. Participants
were asked what their priorities were for housing and to identify barriers and opportunities. Full station responses from these
meetings can be found in the Appendix.
In addition to the public meetings, staff also launched a survey. This brief survey included 21 questions to provide feedback
on the existing conditions of the housing system and identify potential opportunities to address affordable housing that had
community support. The survey was available both online and in print, and in total received 291 responses. The highest
percentage of respondents (36%) lived in Charlottesville, followed by 20% from Albemarle County. The remaining localities
averaged 4% representation. When asked about potential opportunities they would support to address affordable housing
needs, the highest rated opportunity was land use changes to allow for higher density. In terms of what type of housing was
needed most, respondents identified single family homes (26% as first choice) and low-rent apartments (25% as first choice)
as the highest need. Respondents were also asked to identify the driving motivations behind selecting their current housing,
with 37% ranking the affordability of the housing as their first choice.

Nelson County community meeting on state of housing
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Where Respondents Live:

8%

30%
29%

5%

12%
16%
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When choosing where to live, what do you care about most?

70%
60%
9%

50%

12%

40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

14%

15%
6%

9%

13%

14%

9%
5%

13%

2%

2%
2%

9%

7%

13%

9%
8%

4%

9%

2%
6%

3%

4%

5%
4%
7%

5%
11%

37%
14%
6%

3rd Choice
2nd Choice
1st Choice
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What do you care the most about when it comes to affordable housing in your community?

80%
70%
17%
60%
50%

21%

40%

13%

30%
20%

22%
14%

11%
36%

13%

20%

8%
23%

10%
10%
0%

10%

15%

9%
4%

People who Affordable All people Affordable
work here
housing deserve safe housing
should be options in all shelter
benefits
able to live
parts of
businesses
here
city/county

8%
6%

7%

5%

Affordable
housing
benefits
workforce

Preserving
existing
affordable
housing

13%

Building
additional
affordable
housing

3rd Choice
2nd Choice
1st Choice
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What are the things you would be willing to support to gain more affordable housing?

70%
60%

10%
18%

50%
17%

40%

22%

14%

20%

30%
14%
20%
10%

19%

24%

16%

21%

7%

30%
13%

8%
0%

Faster permit
review

Reduced fees Higher taxes/fees

Changes in
zoning to allow
higher density

Changes in
zoning to allow
mixed-use

3rd Choice
2nd Choice
1st Choice
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What types of affordable housing are needed most in your city or county?

60%

50%
13%
40%

30%

9%
15%

8%

10%
10%

12%
16%

20%

10%

0%

26%

14%

7%
25%
14%

6%

9%

8%
5%

3%
2%

7%
3%

17%

6%

11%

10%
9%

3%
4%

2%

3rd Choice
2nd Choice
1st Choice
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Why Now?
Thinking about housing holistically, as opposed to a siloed approach, enables the region to proactively take on the
challenges of providing access to affordable housing for every resident. The relevance of this planning effort comes at a
time with rising income and racial inequality, a lack of equal access to empowerment opportunities, rising land and home
values, and a highly competitive housing market. The national conversation towards the need for more affordable housing
options to meet the demand has grown louder. And while in the past, many have seen affordable housing as an urban
issue relegated to large cities, it has become apparent that need exists outside of these metropolitan areas, and Planning
District 10 is not immune from these needs, as shown below:

• 10,990 – Households are cost-burdened, paying more than 30% of their income in rental housing costs.
• 4,980 – Households are severely cost-burdened, paying more than 50% of their income in rental housing
costs.
• 5,420 – Households are severely cost-burdened, paying more than 50% of their income in ownership
housing costs.
• Total of 10,400 of Region 10’s households are severely cost-burdened, paying more than 50% of their
income on housing costs!
Recent efforts undertaken, such as the City’s housing needs assessment and affordable housing plan, the regional housing
needs assessment, Greene County’s Comprehensive Plan Update, and Albemarle County’s affordable housing plan allow
this planning effort to utilized the groundwork laid out in these other initiatives and think regionally. This planning effort also
seeks to broaden the conversation of affordable housing, bringing stakeholders from the public, private, and non-profit
sectors to the table to work collaboratively. Understanding differing perspectives through facilitation of this process has led
to a set of recommendations that acknowledges those perspectives as vital to addressing the needs of the region.
To that end, this plan seeks to capitalize on the work already being done by reviewing existing demographic and land
use conditions, providing recommendations on how to address outdated land use policies, acknowledging the history of
racial segregation in land use and attempting to right that history by increasing equitable access to all, and empowering
all residents to have access decent, safe, and affordable housing of their choice. Each locality chapter is designed
to complement the respective Comprehensive Plans of each, and provide local stakeholders with a set of high-level
recommendations tailored to their specific needs.
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Vision & Guiding Principles
To provide a clear path forward for addressing affordable housing needs on a regional basis, the Regional Housing Partnership
developed a vision for the region:

Planning District 10 will have 100% alignment of supply and demand of affordable housing opportunities
throughout the region so that every resident can find access to safe, decent, affordable housing in communities
of their choice.
This vision sets forth an achievable future where all residents are empowered and enabled to make housing choices that best
fit their needs, and can do so affordably. To achieve this mission, seven overarching guiding principles were developed. These
guiding principles help to provide a roadmap for how to achieve the region’s vision.

Guiding Principles:
COORDINATION:: Collaborate across jurisdictions and sectors
ENGAGEMENT: Foster an open and honest dialogue with the public regarding affordable housing, specifically those most directly in need
EQUITY: Elliminate barriers to opportunity
ANTI-DISPLACEMENT: Ensure all residents are able to remain in the community of their choosing and benefit from neighborhood
MOBILITY: Empower residents to move freely within the healthy housing spectrum
CONNECTIVITY: Bridge the digital divide by increasing access to broadband
ACCESSIBILITY:: Promote the inclusion of transportation, workforce development, and opportunities for healthy living into housing decisions

Image courtesy of compassva.com
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Regional Goals:
In order to fulfill the values identified in the guiding principles, the regional goals highlight actions that are better suited to
bridge the gap in the creation and preservation of affordable housing that cannot as easily be achieved at the local level.
It is intended that these regional goals will support each locality in addressing the strategies identified to close the gap at
the local level. The burden of providing housing across the spectrum cannot fall on one locality, nor is it a problem faced
only in the urban areas.

POLICY- Support a strategic approach to land use in providing affordable housing and promote inclusive land use policies
that foster equitable communities of opportunity.

PROGRAMMING- Promote and support the Regional Housing Partnership, identify metrics for tracking the implementation

of affordable housing, continue to support the regional affordable housing locator service- PorchLightVA, and provide
opportunities for continued community outreach, education, and engagement.

CAPITAL- Leverage existing financial resources to lower barriers to the creation of new affordable housing and create new
funding mechanisms, such as a regional trust fund, to expand the capacity for creating and preserving affordable housing.
Together the vision, guiding principles, and goals form a hierarchy of decision points on how to address the unique
challenges of meeting affordable housing needs in the region. The three tiers within the hierarchy reflect the feedback
received from the public and from local stakeholders, enabling decision makers to better align policy, capital, and
programmatic choices as they relate to the creation and preservation of affordable housing. In addition to the regional
vision, guiding principles, and goals, each locality has a set of specific recommendations targeted to address affordable
housing along the housing spectrum (unhoused, affordable rental, affordable ownership, market-rate rental, and marketrate ownership). Those strategies are detailed in the following locality chapters.
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A Regional Initiative
The Importance of a Regional Approach:
While many of the member jurisdictions of Planning District 10 have developed their own policies and practices for
addressing the affordable housing needs of their residents, it is important to think beyond the physical boundaries of one
jurisdiction to the greater context of the region. To many, jurisdictional boundaries are just lines on a map. Their lives
intersect daily across various communities within the region, whether that be for employment, recreation, or entertainment.
Cross collaboration between localities can enable a pooling of resources, increase access, and improve communication
to better address the needs of the region as a whole. A broadened approach also reduces the need for one locality to
shoulder the burden of providing affordable housing.

Regional Snapshot:
To gain a clearer picture of existing conditions, staff reviewed American Census data to identify key demographic facts
about the region. The information presented visually on the following page provides an overview of key demographic data
sets and is intended to provide a snapshot of current conditions.
The 2019 American Community Survey (ACS) population estimate show a population total of 253,410 and 100,132 total
households. The average household size is 2.4 persons. The region’s median age is 38.9 years old. 9% of the population
does not hold a high school diploma, 21% of the population has graduated from high school, 22% have completed some
college, and 49% have completed a bachelors degree or higher.
Median household income is $75,907, with a median home value of $317,700. Median gross rent is approximately $1,187 per
month. Residents primarily own their home (65%), while 35% are renters. 75% of the housing units are single-unit structures,
with 3% of structures being mobile homes, and 22% of structures containing multiple units. Black, Asian, Hispanic, and Two or
More Race households have lower homeownership rates in the region compared to the state.

Population Characteristics

253,410

100,132

38.9

$75,907

Total Population

Households

Median Age

Median Household Income

21%

22%

25%

24%

11.2%
Persons Below Poverty Line

High School

Some College

Bachelor’s

Post-Grad
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Home Ownership by Race -2019
Region

83%

Virginia

62%

11%
White

19%

Black

3%

6%

Asian

4%

9%

2% 3%

Hispanic

0.5% 0.2%

Two or More

Native American

0.5% 0.3%
Other

Housing Characteristics - 2019
74%
24%
3%
0.3%
Value

$317,700

Median Home

$345,000

Median Sale Price

$1,187

Median Gross Rent
Over $1M

Owner

75%

Single Unit

$300-$500K
$200-$300K

2%

Owner (65%)

Single Unit (75%)

Renter (35%)

Multi-Unit (22%)
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Mobile Home (3%)

4%
20%

$75,000 - $99,999

14.0%
15.9%

$35,000 - $49,999

17%

0%

16.3%

$50,000 - $74,999

23%

Under $50K

20.6%

$100K - $149,999

32%

$50-$100K

Type of Structure

$150K or More

17%

$100-$200K

Ownership of Units

Median Real Estate Tax

4%

$500-$1M

65%

$2,275

40%

Value of OwnerOccupied Units

10.5%

$25,000 - $34,999

6.9%

$15,000 -$24,999

6.4%

Under $15,000

8.8%

Households by Income

Defining Affordability:
Defining affordable housing is a nuanced and complicated exercise, as it can mean vastly different things to different
people, organizations, or jurisdictions. A commonly cited definition of affordability comes from the Department of Housing
and Urban Development which uses cost burdened and severely cost burdened to identify household share of incomes
spent on housing. Based on the Federal government’s definition, housing is unaffordable if housing costs consume more
than 30% of a household’s budget.
• Since 1981, HUD defines households as cost burdened if costs exceed 30% of a family’s income for total housing costs
• HUD defines households as severely cost burdened if costs exceed 50% of a family’s income for total housing costs.
Some may define affordable housing as housing that receives subsidies, such as Section 8 Housing Choice Vouchers, public
housing developments, and Low-Income Housing Tax Credit projects. While others still may define affordable housing as
workforce housing, or housing priced for middle-income earners, like fire fighters, teachers, and nurses.
For the purpose of this planning process, we look at housing that is affordable across a spectrum. Everyone, regardless of
income, deserves access to housing that is affordable to them. The spectrum of housing identified in this plan starts with the
unhoused and ranges to affordable rental, affordable ownership, market-rate rental, and market-rate ownership.

Employment Sector & Affordability:
To provide more contextualization to affordable housing in our region, staff looked at the four largest employment sectors
in our region. Based on data provided by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, educational services (18.2%), healthcare & social
assistance (17.9%), professional, scientific & tech (9.7%), and retail trades (8.6%) are the top four within the Charlottesville
Metropolitan Statistical Area, which encompasses all localities in Planning District 10 with the exception of Louisa County.
Based on these employment sectors, staff identified four hypothetical workers employed in each category to demonstrate
what someone within that industry could reasonably afford.
Pharmacy Technician
Annual Salary = $35,260

Annual Salary = $58,660

Elementary Teacher

Computer Support Specialist
Annual Salary = $57,660

Annual Salary = $28,510

Affordable Monthly Expense

Affordable Monthly Expense

Affordable Monthly Expense

Affordable Monthly Expense

$882

$1,467

$1,439

Retail Salesperson

$713
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2

Albemarle County

How to Use This Chapter
Albemarle County’s affordable housing chapter is organized into three broad sections; the introduction, the housing
continuum, and prioritized recommendations. Each section is intended to build upon the preceding one, culminating
with the strategic set of prioritized recommendations that provide a comprehensive list of possible tactics to address the
affordable housing challenges that Albemarle County is facing.

Introduction
The Introduction provides a brief overview of Albemarle County’s existing conditions and a
summary of feedback from the community. This section introduces baseline data that provides the
foundation for identification of strategies and recommendations.

The Housing Continuum
The Housing Continuum section identifies the existing gap across the housing typology spectrum
(unhoused, affordable rental, affordable homeownership, market rate rental, and market rate
ownership) and identifies specific goals to close the existing housing needs gap.

Recommendations
The Toolkit of Strategies contains broad, high-level strategies that address the housing continuum.
These are comprehensive strategies that are available to Albemarle County in their pursuit of providing
affordable housing.
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Albemarle County at a Glance
Albemarle County, nestled in the heart of Planning District
10, is home to approximately 109,330 people (based on
2019 population estimates from the U.S. Census Bureau)
and encompasses roughly 720 square miles of land.
Predominantly rural, Albemarle County provides residents
with an abundance of scenic landscapes, ranging from the
Blue Ridge Mountains which border the county to the west,
to the banks of the Rivanna River to the east. Urbanized
areas of the county surround the City of Charlottesville
and are home to many vibrant and diverse communities.
Growth has been driven to these development areas by the
Comprehensive Plan and the county’s growth management
strategy, which promotes density and limits development to
these designated areas that account for roughly five percent
of total land area.
Albemarle’s high quality of life attracts new residents and
population is expected to grow one percent annually. This
will have impacts on the availability of access to affordable
housing as housing development has not kept pace with
demand. As the county looks to update its policy tools
that guide development, opportunities exist to re-examine
community need and foster mindful growth that is both
equitable and accessible to all Albemarle County residents.
These issues and the existing conditions of Albemarle
County are examined further in the following sections.
Recommendations identified in the county’s own affordable
housing plan have been vetted by county staff and are
referenced in later sections of this chapter.
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Situation and Opportunity
Situation
Albemarle County is growing. The Weldon Cooper Center estimates the County’s population increased 10.8% between
2010 and 2019. Accompanying this growth is an increased demand for housing; however, residential development in
the County has not kept pace with this increased demand resulting in higher housing costs. According to the American
Community Survey, between 2010 and 2019, the median rent for a 2-bedroom unit increased 37%, while the median price
for homes sold during this period increased 29%. These increases in housing cost outpaced the changes in area median
income, which rose 21% between 2010 and 2019. this disaparity between household income and housing costs, has left
many county residents struggling with housing cost burdens.
Opportunity
With the March 2021 adoption of an updated Housing Policy, Albemarle County has a number of additional tools to
proactively address affordable housing needs. Planned updates the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Ordinances, as well
as work on a form based code for the Rio-29 neighborhood, provide opportunities for the County to adopt new strategies
and policies that encourage innovation in affordable housing development and a holistic and equitable vision for the
County’s Development Areas.

Image courtesy of downtowncrozetinitiative.com
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Community Engagement
TJPDC and Albemarle County staff held a series of
outreach events to solicit feedback from Albemarle
County stakeholders and residents. Three community
meetings were held in October 2019 with the goals
of sharing information about affordable housing in
Albemarle County, listening to residents’ concerns about
housing in the county, and identifying solutions to support
affordable housing in our neighborhoods. Meeting
participants were asked about the following topics:
• What the current state of housing is like in Albemarle
County;
• What a healthy housing system looks like; and,
• What obstacles exist to meet the community’s vision.
Participants identified three positive aspects of housing
in Albemarle County: the wide variety of housing types
available; that housing often provides residents with good
access to schools, services and community amenities;
and that housing offers opportunities for multigenerational
living. Despite the positives associated with housing,
several negative housing related issues were discussed.
Top of the list was a lack of housing affordable to many
county residents, including workforce housing and
housing affordable for our very low-income neighbors.
Participants also noted a lack of housing with accessibility
features; and that there are few ways to protect older
communities under pressure of gentrification. Meeting
participants stressed that the county needs a dynamic
housing market with a sufficient supply of housing to meet
the changing needs and demands of the community.
Obstacles to creating a healthier housing system included
supply-side constraints, such a lack of construction
workers in our region, and a mismatch between the types
housing county residents need and the product being
delivered by developers; a lack of resources to support
the provision of affordable housing; regulatory constraints;
and NIMBY-ism.

Image courtesy of Daily Progress

Albemarle | 22

Albemarle County Quick Facts
To gain a clearer picture of existing conditions, staff reviewed American Census data to identify key demographic
facts about Albemarle County. The information presented visually on the following page provides an overview of key
demographic data sets and is intended to provide a snapshot of current conditions in Albemarle.
Albemarle County’s population has shown a roughly 10.8% (1% increase per year) increase from 2010 to 2019. The 2019
American Community Survey (ACS) population estimate show a population total of 109.330 and 43,754 total households.
The average household size is 2.4 persons. Albemarle’s median age is 39.7 years old. 5% of Albemarle’s population does
not hold a high school diploma, 15% of the population has graduated from high school, 19% have completed some
college, and 60% have completed a bachelors degree or higher.
Albemarle’s median household income is $86,339. The median home value in Albemarle County is $406,000. Median gross
rent in Albemarle is approximately $1,273 per month. Residents of Albemarle primarily own their home (66%), while 34% are
renters. 74% of the housing units in Albemarle are single-unit structures, with 3% of structures being mobile homes, and 24%
of structures containing multiple units. The breakdown of race and ethnicity for Albemarle compared to that of the State of
Virginia is detailed below.

Race & Ethnicity
Race & Ethnicity of Albemarle County
Albemarle

Homeownership Rate by Race

Virginia

88.0%

77%
62%

19%
9%

White

Black

Albemarle | 23

5% 6%
Asian

6%

9%

Hispanic

6.2%
2% 3%

0.2% 0.2%

Two or More Native American

0.1% 0.3%
Other

White

African
American

2.8%

Asian

1.0%

0

Hispanic
Native
or Latino American

0

Other

Albemarle County Quick Facts - Continued
Population Characteristics

109,330

43,754

39.7

$86,339

Total Population

Households

Median Age

Median Household Income

15%

19%

30%

6.2%

30%

Persons Below Poverty Line
High School

Some College

Bachelor’s

Post-Grad

Housing Characteristics
74%
24%
3%
0.3%
Value

$406,000

Median Home

$389,421

Median Sale Price

$1,273

Median Gross Rent
Over $1M

Owner

74%

Single Unit

$200K +

25%

$400-$500K

19%

$300-$400K

18%

$200-$300K

18%

$100-$200K

9%

Under $100K

Ownership of Units

Type of Structure

Owner (66%)

Single Unit (74%)

Renter (34%)

Multi-Unit (24%)
Mobile Home (3%)

Building Permits

4%

$500-$1M

66%

948

3%
0%

10% 20% 30%

Value of OwnerOccupied Units

$150K - $199,999

14.1%
8.6%

$100K - $149,999

15.7%

$75,000 - $99,999

15.3%

$50,000 - $74,999

14.0%

$35,000 - $49,999
$25,000 - $34,999
$15,000 -$24,999
Under $15,000

10.1%
7.9%
8.6%
5.6%

Households by Income
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Existing Conditions: Housing & Transportation Costs
Costs associated with housing take up the greatest portion
of income. As of 2018, Albemarle County currently has
220 renter households that spend greater than 30% of their
income on housing while 960 households pay more than
50%. Three hundred ten owner households pay more than
50% towards housing. Both numbers are expected to grow
by 2040, increasing the affordable housing gap.
Transportation costs, such as a car payment, maintenance,
gas and insurance follow as the second largest
expenditure for typical households. Based on data from
the U.S. Census on the Map tool, 60% of Albemarle County
residents commute outside of the County for work, 66%
of people commute into Albemarle County for work, and
40% both live and work within the County. Such a high
proportion of daily out-commuters translates into more
households having higher transportation costs. Albemarle
workers have an average commute time of 51 minutes one
way. Top out-commute destinations include Charlottesville,
Hollymead, Crozet, Lake Monticello, Pantops, Richmond,
Staunton, Harrisonburg and Virginia Beach. Assuming
an average of 0.58 cents per mile for 20 working days a
month, out-commutes to the top employment destinations
for Albemarle County residents’ amount to an additional
$1,012 a month in transportation costs.

2018 Census Data: On the Map Tool

36,275
18,980

How Commuting Impacts Housing Affordability
*Assuming a cost of .58 cents per mile for 20 days a month

5 mi 1-way

6 mi 1-way

6 mi 1-way

-$144

-$186

UVA

Cville

Pantops

Hollymead

-$116

Image courtesy of Charlottesville Tomorrow
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28,101

-$144

8 mi 1-way

-$1,392 -$1,670
60 mi 1-way

Harrisonburg

*Top out-commute destinations based on 2018 Census on the Map

72 mi 1-way

Richmond

Existing Conditions: Current Land Use
To provide an understanding of the land use categories of the Zoning
Ordinance and to examine where housing can and can not be
developed is a pertinent step for developing recommendations to
address affordable housing concerns in Albemarle County. The policy
tools that are currently in place, the Comprehensive Plan and the
Zoning Ordinance, play an integral role in the relationship of the built
environment and its impact on access to affordable housing. The land
use categories that accommodate residential development are briefly
examined below.
Rural Area, RA: The RA district is intended to preserve agricultural and
forestall lands and limit development. Maximum residential density is set
at 0.5 dwelling units per acre, with no bonus density or affordable housing
incentive.
Village Residential, VR: This district is permitted within villages and towns
as designated in the Comprehensive Plan and encourages a variety of
housing types and provides incentives for development by allowing for
variations in lot size, density, and frontage (Albemarle Zoning Ordinance).
The density of this zoning district allows for 0.7 dwelling units per acre and
up to 1.09 dwelling units per acre with a bonus density.
Residential, R-1: The R-1 district provides for low density residential
development. Residential density within this district is .97 dwelling units
per acre, up to 1.45 dwelling units per acre with the available bonus
density. An affordable housing incentive also exists within this zoning
district.
Residential, R-2: This district provides a potential transition density
between higher and lower density areas established through previous
development and/or zoning in community areas and the urban area
(Albemarle Zoning Ordinance). Residential density is two dwelling units
per acre, with an available bonus density of up to three dwelling units per
acre. An affordable housing incentive also exists within this zoning district.
Residential, R-4: This district provides for compact, medium-density, singlefamily development and permits a variety of housing types. Residential
density is four dwelling units per acre, with an available bonus density of
up to six dwelling units per acre.

RA

VR

R-1

R-2

R-4
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Existing Conditions: Current Land Use - Continued
Residential, R-6: The R-6 district provides for compact, medium-density residential
development. A residential density of up to six dwelling units per acre exists, with an
available bonus density of up to nine dwelling units per acre. Multi-family development
is permissible within this district and affordable housing incentive is present.
Residential, R-10: This district provides for compact, medium-density residential
development. A residential density of up to 10 dwelling units per acre exists, with an
available bonus density of up to 15 dwelling units per acre.
Residential, R-15: This district provides for compact, high-density residential
development. A residential density of up to 15 dwelling units per acre exists, with an
available bonus density of up to 20 dwelling units per acre. Multi-family development is
permissible within this district and affordable housing incentive is present.
Planned Residential Development, PRD: The PRD district is intended to promote
economical and efficient land use and provides for flexibility and variety of
development for residential purposes (Albemarle Zoning Ordinance). Maximum
residential density is set at 35 dwelling units per acre, with no bonus density or affordable
housing incentive.

R-6

R-10

R-15

Planned Unit Development, PUD: It is intended that the PUD district provides flexibility
in residential development by providing for a mix of residential uses with appropriate
nonresidential uses, alternative forms of housing, in appropriate cases, increases in gross
residential densities over that provided in conventional districts (Albemarle County
Zoning Ordinance). Maximum residential density is set at 35 dwelling units per acre, with
no bonus density or affordable housing incentive.

PRD

Neighborhood Model, NMD: The NMD district is intended to provide for compact,
mixed-use developments with an urban scale, massing, density, and an infrastructure
configuration that integrates diversified uses within close proximity to each other within
the development areas identified in the comprehensive plan (Albemarle Zoning
Ordinance).

PUD

Downtown Crozet District, DHD: Located in Crozet, the DHD zoning district provides for
flexibility and variety of development for retail, service, and civic uses with light industrial
and residential uses as secondary uses. Maximum residential density is set at 36 dwelling
units per acre, with no bonus density or affordable housing incentive.
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NMD

Existing Conditions: Zoning Map
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Existing Conditions: Current Multi-Family Zoning
Albemarle County: ≈726 Sq. Mi.
•

Multi-Family: 19.3 Sq. Mi

Of the roughly 726 square miles
that encompass Albemarle County,
19.3 square miles of land have
underlying zoning that allows for
multi-family development. These
areas are concentrated in the
urban ring around Charlottesville &
in Crozet

Legend
Multi-Family
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Existing Conditions: Zoning
In the spring of 2019, TJPDC staff reviewed Albemarle County’s Zoning Ordinance as it related to housing. For each zoning
district identified in the Zoning Ordinance, several factors were inventoried to show what was permissible in each district.
Those factors included:
• Density- how many dwelling units are allowable?
• Bonus density- does the county have any incentives for increasing density in that district?
• Duplex allowable- Are duplexes allowed by-right?
• Multi-family- Are multi-family developments allowed?
• Mobile home allowed by-right- Are mobile homes allowed by-right?
• Mobile home allowed by S/C- Are mobile homes allowed with a special or conditional use permit?
• Accessory uses- Does the zoning district allow for accessory uses?
• Affordable housing incentive- Do incentives exist for the inclusion of affordable housing?
Based on staff’s review, a bonus density does exist within much of the residentially zoned districts. Multi-family developments
are allowed within the higher density zoning districts (R6, R10, R15, PRD, PUD, NMD, and DHD). Albemarle has also included
affordable housing bonus density incentives of 30% in most residentially zoned districts.
ALBEMARLE COUNTY ZONING ORDINANCE
Mobile Home Allowed ByRight

Mobile Home Allowed by
S/C

No

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes, 30%

Yes

No

No

Yes

Yes

3 Dwelling
Units per Acre

Not stated

No

No

Yes

Yes

4 dwelling units per
Acre

6 Dwelling
Units per Acre

Yes

No

No

Yes

Yes

Yes, 30%

R6 (Residential)

6 dwelling units per
Acre

9 Dwelling
Units per Acre

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes, 30%

R10 (Residential)

10 dwelling units
per Acre

15 Dwelling
Units per Acre

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes, 30%

R15 (Residential)

15 dwelling units
per Acre

20 Dwelling
Units per Acre

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes, 30%

PRD (Planned Residential
Development)

35 dwelling units
per Acre

No

Yes

Yes

No

No

Yes

No

PUD (Planned Unit
Development)

35 Dwelling Units
per Acre

No

Yes

Yes

No

No

Yes

No

No

Yes

Yes

Not Stated

Not Stated

Yes

No

No

No

Yes

No

No

Yes

No

Density

RA (Rural Area)

0.5 dwelling units
per Acre

No

Yes

MHD (Monticello Historic
District)

1 dwelling unit per
21 Acres

No

Yes

VR (Village Residential)

0.7 dwelling units
per Acre

1.09 Dwelling
Units per Acre

Yes

R1 (Residential)

.97 dwelling units
per Acre

1.45 Dwelling
Units per Acre

R2 (Residential)

2 dwelling units per
Acre

R4 (Residential)

NMD (Neighborhood
Model)
DHD (Downtown Crozet
District)

36 Dwelling Units
per Acre

Bonus Density

Duplex
Allowed

District

Multi-Family

Accessory
Uses

Affordable Housing Incentive

Yes, 30%

Yes, 30%
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The Housing Continuum
Conversations with stakeholders and the public through community engagement and small group meetings led to the
development of goals and strategies targeted at addressing the specific needs of Albemarle County. Each goal addresses
a rung on the housing spectrum: the unhoused, affordable rental opportunities, affordable homeownership opportunities,
market rate rental opportunities, and market rate homeownership opportunities. The system is fluid and allows for individuals
and families to move throughout the housing spectrum whether it be by choice or necessity. For example, residents who
would like to age in place but need small home modifications, such as ramp editions, may choose to do so. This scenario
would be different for someone whose current home and physical situation will require a change in housing type. Many low
to moderate-income individuals and families will encounter barriers that make it extremely difficult for them to easily move
within the spectrum.

Image courtesy of Stony Point Development Group

Albemarle | 31

Identifying the Gap

Unhoused

Affordable Rental

Affordable Ownership

Market Rate Rental

Market Rate Ownership

Experiencing
Homelessness in
Need of Housing

Renter Households
at or below 80% AMI

Owner Households
at or below 80% AMI

Renter Households
ABOVE 80% AMI

Owner Households
ABOVE 80% AMI

2,310

1,910

450

140

Point-in-time
count

128

Unstablely Housed

Severely CostBurdened

Severely CostBurdened

Cost-Burdened

Severely CostBurdened

2,690 200
16
100
190 550
Cost-Burdened

47

Substandard Units

Substandard Units

#

5,047

1,926

450

140
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Albemarle County Recommendations
The recommendations provide a comprehensive list of
high-level tools available to address the affordable housing
challenges in Albemarle County. These recommendations
were identified through extensive public engagement
conducted by Albemarle County staff.
Each recommendation set is grouped according to the
typology along the housing continuum that they address
(i.e. unhoused, affordable rental, affordable ownership,
market-rate rental, and market-rate ownership), many
strategies address multiple typologies and can be found in
multiple recommendation sets. Each recommendation set
includes a total number of interventions needed to address
the current gap. Details for each recommendation set
can be found below.
Unhoused:
• Point-in-Time Count: Count of sheltered & unsheltered
people on a single night in January.
• Unstably Housed: Families with children or
unaccompanied youth (up to age 24) who have not
had a lease or ownership interest in a housing unit in
the last 60 or more days, have had two or more moves
in the last 60 days, and who are likely to continue to be
unstably housed because of disability or multiple barriers
to employment.
Affordable Rental:
• Severely Cost-Burdened: Households that pay more than
50% of their income towards housing costs.
• Cost-Burdened: Households that pay more than 30% of
their income towards housing costs.
• Substandard Units: Housing that poses a risk to the health,
safety or physical well-being of occupants, neighbors, or
visitors.
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Affordable Ownership:
• Severely Cost-Burdened: Households that pay more than
50% of their income towards housing costs.
• Substandard Units: Housing that poses a risk to the health,
safety or physical well-being of occupants, neighbors, or
visitors.
Market Rate Rental:
• Cost-Burdened: Households that pay more than 30% of
their income towards housing costs.
Market Rate Ownership:
• Cost-Burdened: Households that pay more than 30% of
their income towards housing costs.
In addition to the number of interventions needed to
address each housing typology, the recommendation sets
include categories for the type of intervention and a rough
time estimate for implementation. For the intervention
type, three groups have been identified and include the
following:
• Programmatic: Creation or expansion of initiatives
• Capital: Financial commitments or funding streams
• Policy: Overarching guidance tools or plans
A simplified short, mid, and long-term categorization was
used in the time-frame category. Those that fall into the
short-term category would take less than one year and up
to three years to implement. Those that fall in the mid-term
category would be three to five years to implement, and
those in the long-term category would take five or more
years to implement.

Unhoused Recommendations

ID

Timeframe

Increase the number of permanent supportive
housing units for chronically homeless individuals.

Capital

Long-Term

UH-2

Dedicate funding to support local homeless
prevention programs in preventing homlessness
among 40 additional households per year.

Capital

Short-Term

UH-3

Dedicate funding to expand local emergency
shelter capacity by 10 units/beds for homeless
individuals.

Capital

Short-Term

UH-4

Support the creation of a ‘Move-On’ program to
assist formerly homeless households currently in
Permanent Supportive Housng or Rapid Re-Housing
who no longer need intensive supportive services
transition out of those programs and remain stably
housed.

Programmatic

Short-Term

UH-5

Incentivize and prioritize applications for homeless
and housing services funding from Albemarle County
that utilize a Housing First approach.

Capital

Mid-Term

Point-in-Time Count

128

Type

UH-1

Unhoused
Experiencing
Homelessness in
Need of Housing

Recommendation

Unstably Housed
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Affordable Rental Recommendations

Affordable Rental

ID

Recommendation

Type

Timeframe

AFR-1

Explore options with county owned land to develop
a permanent affordable housing community.

Capital

Long-Term

AFR-2

Develop, adopt and implement an Affordable
Dwelling Unit program ordinance.

Policy

Mid-Term

AFR-3

Provide incentives to increase production of
affordable rental housing.

Capital

Long-Term

AFR-4

Consider designating Housing Rehabilitation Zones
to encourage and incentivize the development
and preservation of affordable and workforce
housing in those zones.

Policy

Mid-Term

AFR-5

Develop an Accessory Apartment Loan Program
to encourage the construction of accessory
apartments. Pilot the program as a workforce
housing solution for County teachers and school
employees.

Programmatic

Mid-Term

Renter Households at
or below 80% AMI

2,310
Severely CostBurdened

2,690
Cost-Burdened

47

Substandard Units

5,047
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Affordable Ownership Recommendations

Affordable
Ownership

ID

Recommendation

Type

Timeframe

AO-1

Explore options with county owned land to develop
a permanent affordable housing community.

Capital

Long-Term

AO-2

Develop, adopt and implement an Affordable
Dwelling Unit program ordinance.

Policy

Mid-Term

AO-3

Consider designating Housing Rehabilitation Zones
to encourage and incentivize the development and
preservation of affordable and workforce housing in
those zones.

Policy

Mid-Term

AO-4

Support the development of permanently
affordable owner-occupied housing through the
community land trust model and other shared equity
forms of ownership.

Capital

Long-Term

AO-5

Partner with local organizations (including, but not
limited to nonprofit agencies, realtor associations,
the City of Charlottesville, the University of Virginia,
and county departments) to promote access to
affordable homeownership opportunities.

Programmatic

Short-Term

Owner Households at
or below 80% AMI

1,910
Severely CostBurdened

16

Substandard Units

1,926
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Market Rate Rental Recommendations

ID

Impact

Timeframe

MR-1

Allow, encourage, and incentivize a variety of
housing types (such as bungalow courts, triplexes
and fourplexes, accessory dwelling units, live/work
units, tiny homes, and modular homes); close to job
centers, public transit and community amenities;
and affordable for all income levels; and promote
increased density in the Development Areas.

Policy

Long-Term

MR-2

Consider designating Housing Rehabilitation Zones
to encourage and incentivize the development of
mixed-use and mixed-income communities.

Policy

Mid-Term

MR-3

Review and update the Comprehensive Plan and
Zoning Ordinance to support a variety of housing
types.

Policy

Short-Term

Affordable Rental
Renter Households at
or below 80% AMI

450

Cost-Burdened

450
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Recommendation

Market Rate Ownership Recommendations

ID

Type

Timeframe

MO-1

Allow, encourage, and incentivize a variety of
housing types (such as bungalow courts, triplexes
and fourplexes, accessory dwelling units, live/work
units, tiny homes, and modular homes); close to job
centers, public transit and community amenities;
and affordable for all income levels; and promote
increased density in the Development Areas.

Policy

Long-Term

MO-2

Consider designating Housing Rehabilitation Zones
to encourage and incentivize the development of
mixed-use and mixed-income communities.

Policy

Mid-Term

MO-3

Review and update the Comprehensive Plan and
Zoning Ordinance to support a variety of housing
types.

Policy

Short-Term

Market Rate
Ownership

Recommendation

Owner Households at
or ABOVE 80% AMI

140

Cost-Burdened

140
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3

Charlottesville

How to Use This Chapter
The City of Charlottesville’s affordable housing chapter is organized into three broad sections; the introduction, the housing
continuum, and hig-level recommendations. Each section is intended to build upon the preceding one, culminating with
a strategic set of recommendations that provide a comprehensive list of possible tactics to address the affordable housing
challenges that the City of Charlottesville is facing.

Introduction
The Introduction provides a brief overview of Charlottesville’s existing conditions and a summary of
feedback from the community. This section introduces baseline data that provides the foundation
for identification of strategies and recommendations.

The Housing Continuum
The Housing Continuum section identifies the existing gap across the housing typology spectrum
(unhoused, affordable rental, affordable homeownership, market rate rental, and market rate
ownership) and identifies specific goals to close the existing housing needs gap.

Recommendations
The Toolkit of Strategies contains broad, high-level strategies that address the housing continuum.
These are comprehensive strategies that are available to the City of Charlottesville in their pursuit of
providing affordable housing.
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Charlottesville at a Glance
The City of Charlottesville encompasses roughly 10.2 square
miles of urbanized land and is surrounded by Albemarle
County. Home to a little more than 47,000 people, the City
of Charlottesville has seen a 0.8% annual growth rate yearover-year from 2010. Major employment centers, the high
quality of life, and easy access to the region’s amenities
have attracted new residents, placing pressure on the City’s
housing market.
The City’s median home value of $299,600 and median
sale price of $337,000 are the second highest in Planning
District 10, surpassed only by Albemarle County. As demand
increases, many generational residents and residents of
color fear displacement and gentrification as home values
continue to rise. Recent planning efforts undertaken by
the City, such as its Affordable Housing Plan, the Strategic
Investment Area Plan, and the Cherry Avenue Small Area
Plan have aimed to look at equitable solutions for affordably
housing the City’s residents. These efforts will need to
continue to enable residents to be empowered in shaping
their city and providing access to opportunity.
These issues and the existing conditions of the City of
Charlottesville are examined further in the following sections.
Recommendations and goals identified in the City’s own
affordable housing plan have been vetted by City staff, the
Charlottesville Planning Commission, and City residents to
meet the unique challenges the City is facing. Those goals
and recommendations were developed through extensive
engagement opportunities undertaken by City staff and their
consultant team. They are referenced in later sections of
this chapter to call attention to regional nature of affordable
housing.
Image courtesy of realtor.com
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Situation and Opportunity
Situation
The City of Charlottesville shows a steady growth in population - 13.8% between 2010 and 2020 according to estimates from
the Weldon Cooper Center, making it one of the highest growth rates within Planning District Region 10. A Housing Needs
Assessment Socioeconomic and Housing Market Analysis, prepared for the City by consultants PES in 2018, identified the
housing market is very tight with demand significantly exceeding supply and that rents and housing prices are too high for
many of the city’s households to afford. For households earning less than 60 percent of the Area Median Income (AMI), the
market shortcomings are forcing them to spend too much of their income for housing, live in overcrowded or substandard
housing conditions, move outside the city to find less expensive housing, or face homelessness. While Charlottesville has a
need for more housing at all price points, the Housing Needs Assessment identified a particular gap of homes affordable to
households earning 30% AMI or less.
The forces creating an affordability crises and impeding fair and affordable housing include conditions such as a
constrained supply of developable land limits the potential for new residential construction; high land and development
costs limit the market’s ability to build new affordable units; zoning policies, community resistance and lack of predictability
in the City’s development approval process; and housing affordability for many households is an income problem – low
levels of education, limited skills training, inadequate public transit and difficulty finding quality affordable child care can
prevent individuals ability to reach financial self-sufficiency.
Opportunity
The City has retained the consultant team of RHI to update the city’s Comprehensive Plan, including the creation of a
focused Affordable Housing Plan, and complete a re-write of the zoning ordinance. Engaging the community to work
together on developing these plans provides the opportunity to guide future development and shape the community’s
growth, create a unified strategy for housing all residents and ensure growth takes place in a coordinated, equitable
manner consistent with the citywide plan’s vision – all with a very specific lens on equitable planning and development.

Image courtesy of Cushman & Wakefield
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Community Engagement
One of the priority pieces of the RHI consultant team’s work on the Comprehensive Plan, Affordable Housing Plan and
zoning re-write is to base this work on meaningful and thorough community engagement, and especially from the
populations whose voices are typically not heard and represent the needs of the community most affected by the city’s
affordable housing crisis.
A Steering Committee of local stakeholders representing City, regional organizations, and community members is providing
input throughout this planning effort. Starting In the spring of 2020 the way in which the community could be engaged
significantly changed. From mid-May through June 2020, the RHI consultant team encouraged the community to actively
participate in updating the future vision for the city. The process focused on sharing information about the project, making
connections and developing partnerships with community individuals and organizations, and gathering input about
priorities for the future. Community input opportunities included a community survey available in Spanish and English, a
series of webinars to provide a project overview and answer questions, small group discussions that were held via Zoom and
telephone, and a toll-free phoneline. A public survey asked:
• Which housing issues will be the most critical for the Charlottesville Affordable Housing Plan to address?
Overall, survey respondents strongly supported centering racial equity and rental affordability in the Affordable Housing
Plan.
In November-December 2020 community feedback was again sought on the draft Affordable Housing Plan as well as
draft initial revisions to the Comprehensive Plan. Community input opportunities included four interactive webinars, an
online survey in both English and Spanish, drop-in “office hours”, a toll-free phone line, and the opportunity to submit written
comments via email and the project website. A public survey asked:
• Do you agree that the recommendations in each category below are a priority for the Affordable Housing Plan?
(categories listed: Funding, Governance, Land Use, Tenant’s Rights, Subsidy)
Generally, all categories received high support.
Community engagement will continue throughout this planning process. The consultant team will also be adding a
Community Engagement chapter to the Comprehensive Plan.
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Charlottesville Quick Facts
To gain a clearer picture of existing conditions, staff reviewed American Census data to identify key demographic facts
about the City of Charlottesville. The infromation presented visually on the following page provides an overview of key
demographic data sets and is intended to provide a snapshot of current conditions in Charlottesville.
Charlottesville’s population has shown a roughly 8.8% (0.8% increase per year) increase from 2010 to 2019. The 2019
American Community Survey (ACS) population estimate show a population total of 47,096 and 18,617 total households.
The average household size is 2.4 persons. Charlottesville’s median age is 31.6 years old. 9% of Charlottesville’s population
does not hold a high school diploma, 17% of the population has graduated from high school, 20% have completed some
college, and 54% have completed a bachelors degree or higher.
Charlottesville’s median household income is $59,471. The median home value in Charlottesville is $299,600 Median gross
rent in Charlottesville is aproximately $1,142 per month. Residents of Charlottesville primarily rent their home (57%), while 43%
are owners. 57% of the housing units in Charlottesville are single-unit structures, with 1% of structures being mobile homes,
and 42% of structures containing multiple units. The breakdown of race and ethnicity for Charlottesville compared to that of
the State of Virginia is detailed below.

Race & Ethnicity
Race & Ethnicity of City of Charlottesville
Charlottesville

Homeownership Rate by Race

Virginia

86.5%

71%
62%

18% 19%
7% 6%
White
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Black

Asian

6%

9.6%

9%

Hispanic

3% 3%

0.4% 0.2%

Two or More Native American

0.1% 0.3%
Other

White

African
American

2.8%

Asian

3.0%

0

Hispanic
Native
or Latino American

0.1%

Other

Charlottesville County Quick Facts - Continued
Population Characteristics

47,096

18,617

31.6

$59,471

Total Population

Households

Median Age

Median Household Income

17%

20%

26%

24.1%

28%

Persons Below Poverty Line
High School

Some College

Bachelor’s

Post-Grad

Housing Characteristics
43%
57%

57%
42%
1%

$299,600

Median Home Value

$337,00

Median Sale Price

$1,142

Median Gross Rent
Over $1M

2%

$500-$1M

43%

Owner

57%

Single Unit

$75,000 - $99,999

21%

Type of Structure

Owner (66%)

Single Unit (74%)

Renter (34%)

Multi-Unit (24%)
Mobile Home (3%)

$15,000 -$24,999

3%
0%

Under $15,000

20%

13.2%
10.3%

40%

Value of OwnerOccupied Units

13.7%

$35,000 - $49,999
$25,000 - $34,999

16%

Under $100K

5.1%

$50,000 - $74,999

31%

$100-$200K

8.9%

$100K - $149,999

$200-$300K

Ownership of Units

$150K - $199,999

10%

$300-$400K

Building Permits
$200K +

15%

$400-$500K

No Data

12.0%
8.4%
9.9%
18.5%

Households by Income
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Existing Conditions: Housing & Transportation Costs
Costs associated with housing take up the greatest portion
of income. As of 2018, the City of Charlottesville currently
has 1,580 renter households that spend greater than 30%
of their income on housing while 150 renter households pay
more than 50%. 2,050 owner households pay more than
30% towards housing. Both numbers are expected to grow
by 2040, increasing the affordable housing gap.
Transportation costs, such as a car payment, maintenance,
gas and insurance follow as the second highest
expenditure for typical households. Based on data from
the U.S. Census on the Map tool, 63% of Charlottesville
residents commute outside of the city for work, 82% of
people commute into Charlottesville for work, and 37%
both live and work within the city. The high proportion
of daily out-commuters translates to more households
having expensive transportation costs. Charlottesville
workers have an average commute time of 54 minutes
one way. Top out-commute destinations include Lake
Monticello, Hollymead, Crozet, Waynesboro, Virginia
Beach, Pantops, Staunton, Richmond, and Harrisonburg.
Assuming an average of 0.58 cents per mile for 20 working
days a month, out-commutes to the top employment
destinations for Charlottesville County residents’ amount to
an additional $1,149 a month in transportation costs.

2018 Census Data: On the
Map Tool

28,865

10,977
6,766

How Commuting Impacts Housing Affordability
*Assuming a cost of .58 cents per mile for 20 days a month

-$35

-$46

-$186

1.5 mi 1-way

2 mi 1-way

8 mi 1-way

Pantops

UVA

Hollymead

-$186

8 mi 1-way

-$1,670 -$2,575
72 mi 1-way

Harrisonburg Richmond Arlington

*Top out-commute destinations based on 2018 Census on the Map
Image courtesy of the Daily Progress
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111 mi 1-way

Existing Conditions: Current Land Use
As of the spring of 2021, Charlottesville is in the process of
updating its Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Ordinance. As
such, it is anticipated that changes to the underlying zoning
within the City will change. The land use categories identified in
this section reference the existing 2013 Comprehensive Plan and
current Zoning Ordinance.

R-1

To provide an understanding of the land use categories of the
Zoning Ordinance and to examine where housing can and can
not be developed is a pertinent step for developing precise
recommendations to address affordable housing concerns in
Charlottesville. The policy tools that are currently in place in
the Comprehensive Plan and the Zoning Ordinance all play
an integral role in the relationship of the built environment
and its impact on access to affordable housing. The land use
categories that accommodate residential development are
briefly examined below.

R-2

Single Family, R-1: The R-1 district is established to provide
and protect quiet, low-density residential areas wherein the
predominant pattern of residential development is the singlefamily dwelling (Charlottesville Zoning Ordinance).
Single Family, R-1S: This district consists of low-density residential
areas characterized by small-lot development (Charlottesville
Zoning Ordinance).
Single Family, R-1U: The R1-U district consists of low-density
residential areas in the vicinity of the University of Virginia
campus (Charlottesville Zoning Ordinance).

R-3

R-UMD

R-UHD

Single Family, R-1US: This district consists of low-density residential
areas in the vicinity of the University of Virginia campus,
characterized by small-lot development (Charlottesville Zoning
Ordinance).
Cville | 48

Existing Conditions: Current Land Use - Continued
Two Family, R-2: The two-family residential zoning districts are established
to enhance the variety of housing opportunities available within certain
low-density residential areas of the city, and to provide and protect
those areas. R-2 consists of quiet, low-density residential areas in which
single-family attached and two-family dwellings are encouraged.
Included within this district are certain areas located along the Ridge
Street corridor, areas of significant historical importance (Charlottesville
Zoning Ordinance).

McIntire/
5th

MHP

Two Family, R-2U: The R-2U district consists of quiet, low-density residential
areas in the vicinity of the University of Virginia campus, in which
single-family attached and two-family dwellings are encouraged
(Charlottesville Zoning Ordinance).
Multi-Family, R-3: The purpose of the multifamily residential zoning district
is to provide areas for medium- to high-density residential development.
(Charlottesville Zoning Ordinance).
Multi-Family, R-UMD: This district consists of areas in the vicinity
of the University of Virginia campus, in which medium-density
residential developments, including multifamily uses, are encouraged
(Charlottesville Zoning Ordinance).
Multi-Family, R-UHD: This district consists of areas in the vicinity of
the University of Virginia campus, in which high-density residential
developments, including multifamily uses, are encouraged
(Charlottesville Zoning Ordinance).
McIntire/5th Residential Corridor: The purpose of this district is to
encourage redevelopment in the form of medium-density multifamily
residential uses, in a manner that will complement nearby commercial
uses and be consistent with the function of McIntire Road/Fifth Street
Extended as a gateway to the city’s downtown area (Charlottesville
Zoning Ordinance).
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Mobile Home Parks, R-MHP: The R-MHP district is
to establish areas of the city deemed suitable
for manufactured homes, and to ensure a safe
and healthy residential environment consistent
with existing land use and density patterns
(Charlottesville Zoning Ordinance).

Existing Conditions: Zoning Map
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Cherry Avenue Corridor

SS

South Street District Corridor

CD

The Corner District Corridor

WSD Water Street District Corridor

INDUSTRIAL
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Industrial Corridor

AMENDMENT DATES
July 22, 2009
October 1, 2009
November 10, 2009
November 19, 2009
October 29, 2010
November 15, 2010
June 22, 2011
September 21, 2011
December 5 , 2011
December 19, 2011
January 3, 2012
February 6, 2012
March 5, 2012
June 11, 2012
December 7, 2012
April 15, 2013
May 6, 2013
May 20, 2013
September 16, 2013
November 4, 2013
December 2, 2013
December 16, 2013

January 22, 2014
February 18, 2014
September 2, 2014
December 1, 2014
June 1, 2015
July 20, 2015
October 5, 2015
March 7, 2016
March 21, 2016
May 2, 2016
September 6, 2016
December 5, 2016
July 17, 2017
October 2, 2017
December 4, 2017
April 2, 2018
April 16, 2018
June 4, 2018
July 2, 2018
July 16, 2018
October 1, 2018
December 17, 2018
February 4, 2019
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Existing Conditions: Current Multi-Family Zoning
Of the roughly 10.2 square miles
that encompass the City of
Charlottesville, only 1.92 square
miles of land have underlying
zoning that allows for multi-family
development.

City of Charlottesville: ≈9.2 Sq. Mi.
•

Multi-Family: 1.92 Sq. Mi

Legend
Multi-Family
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Existing Conditions: Zoning
In the spring of 2019, TJPDC staff reviewed the City of Charlottesville’s Zoning Ordinance as it related to housing. For each
zoning district identified in the Zoning Ordinance, several factors were inventoried to show what was permissible in each
district. Those factors included:
• Density- how many dwelling units are allowable?
• Bonus density- does the county have any incentives for increasing density in that district?
• Duplex allowable- Are duplexes allowed by-right?
• Multi-family- Are multi-family developments allowed?
• Mobile home allowed by-right- Are mobile homes allowed by-right?
• Mobile home allowed by S/C- Are mobile homes allowed with a special or conditional use permit?
• Accessory uses- Does the zoning district allow for accessory uses?
• Affordable housing incentive- Do incentives exist for the inclusion of affordable housing?
Based on staff’s review, a bonus density is available in the PUD zoning district along with an affordable housing incentive.
Multi-family developments are allowed in the R-2, R-3, R-4 and PUD zoning districts but not in A-1m R-1, or MPH, however,
duplexes are permissible in all of the zoning districts with the exception of MPH. The PUD zoning district allowed for the
greatest density, at up to 16 dwelling units per acre for multi-family development.
CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE ZONING ORDINANCE
District

Density

Bonus
Density

Duplex
Allowed

R-1 (Single-family)

Multi-Family

Mobile Home Allowed
By-Right

Accessory
Uses

No

No

Yes

R-1 (S) [Small Lot]

No

No

Yes

R-1U (University)

No

No

Yes
Yes

R-1U(S) [Small Lot]

No

No

R-2 (Two-family)

Yes

No

No

Yes

R-2U (University)

Yes

No

No

Yes

R-3 Multifamily

22-87 dwelling units per
acre

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

R-UMD (University
Medium Density)

3-21, 22-64 dwelling units
per acre

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

R-UHD (University High
Density)

3-21, 22-64 dwelling units
per acre

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

McIntire/Fifth Street
Residential Corridor

1-21 dwelling units per acre

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

MHP (Manufactured
Home Park)

12 spaces per acre

No

No

Yes

Yes

Low-Moderate
Income Housing
Incentive

PUD
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The Housing Continuum
Conversations with stakeholders and the public through the City’s community engagement process focused on the
development of an affordable housing plan led to the development of goals and strategies targeted at addressing
the specific needs of the City. Each goal addresses a rung on the housing spectrum: the unhoused, affordable rental
opportunities, affordable homeownership opportunities, market rate rental opportunities, and market rate homeownership
opportunities. The system is fluid and allows for individuals and families to move throughout the housing spectrum whether it
be by choice or necessity. For example, residents who would like to age in place but need small home modifications, such
as ramp editions, may choose to do so. This scenario would be different for someone whose current home and physical
situation will require a change in housing type. Many low to moderate-income individuals and families will encounter
barriers that make it extremely difficult for them to easily move within the spectrum.

Image courtesy of 106group.com
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Identifying the Gap

Unhoused

Affordable Rental

Affordable Ownership

Market Rate Rental

Market Rate Ownership

Experiencing
Homelessness in
Need of Housing

Renter Households
at or below 80% AMI

Owner Households
at or below 80% AMI

Renter Households
ABOVE 80% AMI

Owner Households
ABOVE 80% AMI

#

1,730

1,910

190

140

Point-in-time
count

105

Unstablely Housed

Severely CostBurdened

Severely CostBurdened

Cost-Burdened

Severely CostBurdened

1,620 200
13
100
190 550
Cost-Burdened

17

Substandard Units

Substandard Units

3,367

1,923

190

140
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City of Charlottesville Recommendations
The recommendations provide a comprehensive list
of high-level tools available to address the affordable
housing challenges in the City of Charlottesville. These
recommendations were identified through a series of
stakeholder meetings of the Strategies and Analysis
Committee of the Regional Housing Partnership, who
provided their expertise to refine them.
Each recommendation set is grouped according to the
typology along the housing continuum that they address
(i.e. unhoused, affordable rental, affordable ownership,
market-rate rental, and market-rate ownership), many
strategies address multiple typologies and can be found in
multiple recommendation sets. Each recommendation set
includes a total number of interventions needed to address
the current gap. Details for each recommendation set
can be found below.
Unhoused:
• Point-in-Time Count: Count of sheltered & unsheltered
people on a single night in January.
• Unstably Housed: Families with children or
unaccompanied youth (up to age 24) who have not
had a lease or ownership interest in a housing unit in
the last 60 or more days, have had two or more moves
in the last 60 days, and who are likely to continue to be
unstably housed because of disability or multiple barriers
to employment.
Affordable Rental:
• Severely Cost-Burdened: Households that pay more than
50% of their income towards housing costs.
• Cost-Burdened: Households that pay more than 30% of
their income towards housing costs.
• Substandard Units: Housing that poses a risk to the health,
safety or physical well-being of occupants, neighbors, or
visitors.
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Affordable Ownership:
• Severely Cost-Burdened: Households that pay more than
50% of their income towards housing costs.
• Substandard Units: Housing that poses a risk to the health,
safety or physical well-being of occupants, neighbors, or
visitors.
Market Rate Rental:
• Cost-Burdened: Households that pay more than 30% of
their income towards housing costs.
Market Rate Ownership:
• Cost-Burdened: Households that pay more than 30% of
their income towards housing costs.
In addition to the number of interventions needed to
address each housing typology, the recommendation sets
include categories for the type of intervention and a rough
time estimate for implementation. For the intervention
type, three groups have been identified and include the
following:
• Programmatic: Creation or expansion of initiatives
• Capital: Financial commitments or funding streams
• Policy: Overarching guidance tools or plans
A simplified short, mid, and long-term categorization was
used in the time-frame category. Those that fall into the
short-term category would take less than one year and up
to three years to implement. Those that fall in the mid-term
category would be three to five years to implement, and
those in the long-term category would take five or more
years to implement.

Unhoused Recommendations

ID

Unhoused

Type

Timeframe

UH-1

Establish a permanent eviction prevention fund
to provide emergency rental assistance to lower
income households in crisis.

Capital

Mid-Term

UH-2

The City of Charlottesville should dedicate $10
million per year to invest in housing affordability
over the next ten years.

Capital

Long-Term

UH-3

Expand the provision and use of tenant subsidies for
rental housing in all parts of the city.

Programmatic

Mid-Term

UH-4

Advocate for enabling legislation to support just
cause evictions and to make other changes to the
state’s eviction process.

Policy

Long-Term

UH-5

Dedicate funding for the provision of legal services
for tenants facing eviction and establish a citywide
right to counsel in eviction cases.

Capital

Mid-Term

Experiencing
Homelessness in
Need of Housing

#

Recommendation

Point-in-Time Count

105

Unstably Housed

105
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Affordable Rental Recommendations

ID

Type

Timeframe

AFR-1

Change zoning and development processes to
increase the production of multifamily housing
and expand feasible by-right development, and
advocate for similar regional changes, to begin to
reverse entrenched patterns fo racial segregation.

Policy

Long-Term

AFR-2

Change the City’s zoning to allow “soft density”
in single-family neighborhoods while limiting
displacement of low-income communities.

Policy

Short-Term

AFR-3

Increase the flexibililty to permit Accessory Dwelling
Unit (ADU) development and provide public
funding to support affordability.

Policy

Short-Term

AFR-4

Create a mandatory inclusionary zoning policy to
increase the production of affordable homes as
part of all new development.

Policy

Short-Term

AFR-5

Require housing development that receive City
funding or discretionary approvals to provide
enhanced tenants’ rights.

Policy

Short-Term

Affordable Rental
Renter Households at
or below 80% AMI

1,730
Severely CostBurdened

1,620
Cost-Burdened

17

Substandard Units

3,367
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Recommendation

Affordable Rental Recommendations - Continued

ID

Affordable Rental

Severely CostBurdened

1,620

Type

Timeframe

AFR-6

Dedicate funding for the provision of legal services
for tenants facing eviction and establish a citywide
right to counsel in eviction cases.

Capital

Mid-Term

AFR-7

Advocate for enabling legislation to support just
cause evictions and to make other changes to the
state’s eviction process.

Policy

Long-Term

AFR-8

Advocate for enabling legislation to enact rent
control in Charlottesville.

Policy

Long-Term

AFR-9

Set parameters for level and timing of funding
that can be made available to Charlottesville
Redevelopment and Housing Authority (CRHA) to
modernize all public housing.

Policy

Short-Term

AFR-10

Dedicate funding to support the preservation of
existing affordable housing in Charlottesville.

Capital

Long-Term

AFR-11

Establish a land bank and provide land equity to
develop affordable housing.

Programmatic

Mid-Term

Renter Households at
or below 80% AMI

1,730

Recommendation

Cost-Burdened

17

Substandard Units

3,367
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Affordable Rental Recommendations - Continued

ID

Recommendation

Type

Timeframe

AFR-12

Expand the provision and use of tenant subsidies for
rental housing in all parts of the city.

Policy

Mid-Term

AFR-13

Establish a permanent eviction prevention fund
to provide emergency rental assistance to lower
income households in crisis.

Capital

Mid-Term

AFR-14

The City of Charlottesville should dedicate $10
million per year to invest in housing affordability
over the next ten years.

Capital

Long-Term

AFR-15

Charlottesville needs to identify one or more
dedicated funding sources to sustain its
commitment to affordable housing beyond 2025.

Capital

Long-Term

AFR-16

Target funding towards extremely low-income
households to ensure that public funding is
targeted to incomes with the greatest need.
Allocate 40% of funding to serve households
with incomes up to 30% AMI, 40% of funding for
households earning up to 60% AMI, and 20% of
funding for households earning up to 80% AMI.

Policy

Short-Term

AFR-17

Attach funding awards to community
representation, duration of affordability, and
leverage of non-public funds.

Policy

Short-Term

Affordable Rental
Renter Households at
or below 80% AMI

1,730
Severely CostBurdened

1,620
Cost-Burdened

17

Substandard Units

3,367
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Affordable Ownership Recommendations

ID

Affordable
Ownership

Type

Timeframe

AO-1

Change the City’s zoning to allow “soft density”
in single-family neighborhoods while limiting
displacement of low-income communities.

Policy

Short-Term

AO-2

Create a mandatory inclusionary zoning policy to
increase the production of affordable homes as
part of all new development.

Policy

Short-Term

AO-3

Require housing development that receive City
funding or discretionary approvals to provide
enhanced tenants’ rights.

Policy

Mid-Term

AO-4

Dedicate funding to support the preservation of
existing affordable housing in Charlottesville.

Capital

Long-Term

AO-5

Establish a land bank and provide land equity to
develop affordable housing.

Programmatic

Mid-Term

AO-6

Revise Charlottesville’s existing down payment
assistance (DPA) program to provide a greater
level of assistance and serve a larger number of
households.

Programmatic

Mid-Term

Owner Households at
or below 80% AMI

1,910
Severely CostBurdened

13

Substandard Units

1,923

Recommendation
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Affordable Ownership Recommendations - Continued

ID

Affordable
Ownership

Severely CostBurdened

13

Substandard Units

1,923
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Type

Timeframe

Programmatic

Mid-Term

AO-7

Encourage and work with major regional
employers, like UVA, to develop employer-funded
Down Payment Assistance programs as a benefit
for employees.

AO-8

Encourage CRHA to create the option of and
access to homeownership for Section 8 Voucher
users.

Policy

Mid-Term

AO-9

Develop specialty mortgage products and
provide supporting services that help low-income
homeowners succeed at homeownership.

Programmatic

Mid-Term

AO-10

Partner with developers to build and renovate
affordable single-family and “soft density” housing
in existing neighborhoods.

Programmatic

Long-Term

AO-11

Support and preserve homeownership by providing
assistance to income-qualified owners to make
necessary home repairs.

Capital

Mid-Term

AO-12

Expand the provision of property tax relief to
income-qualified homeowners.

Programatic

Short-Term

Owner Households at
or below 80% AMI

1,910

Recommendation

Affordable Ownership Recommendations - Continued

ID

Affordable
Ownership

Owner Households at
or below 80% AMI

13

Timeframe

The City of Charlottesville should dedicate $10
million per year to invest in housing affordability
over the next ten years.

Capital

Long-Term

AO-14

Charlottesville needs to identify one or more
dedicated funding sources to sustain its
commitment to affordable housing beyond 2025.

Capital

Mid-Term

AO-15

Target funding towards extremely low-income
households to ensure that public funding is targeted
to incomes with the greatest need. Allocate 40%
of funding to serve households with incomes up to
30% AMI, 40% of funding for households earning
up to 60% AMI, and 20% of funding for households
earning up to 80% AMI.

Policy

Short-Term

AO-16

Attach funding awards to community
representation, duration of affordability, and
leverage of non-public funds.

Policy

Short-Term

Substandard Units

1,923

Type

AO-13

1,910
Severely CostBurdened

Recommendation

Cville | 62

Market Rate Rental Recommendations

ID

Type

Timeframe

MR-1

Change zoning and development processes to
increase the production of multifamily housing
and expand feasible by-right development, and
advocate for similar regional changes, to begin to
reverse entrenched patterns fo racial segregation.

Policy

Long-Term

MR-2

Change the City’s zoning to allow “soft density”
in single-family neighborhoods while limiting
displacement of low-income communities.

Policy

Short-Term

MR-3

Increase the flexibililty to permit Accessory Dwelling
Unit (ADU) development and provide public
funding to support affordability.

Policy

Short-Term

Affordable Rental

Recommendation

Renter Households at
or below 80% AMI

190

Cost-Burdened

190
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Market Rate Ownership Recommendations

ID

MO-1

Market Rate
Ownership

Recommendation

Change the City’s zoning to allow “soft density”
in single-family neighborhoods while limiting
displacement of low-income communities.

Type

Timeframe

Policy

Short-Term

Owner Households at
or ABOVE 80% AMI

140

Cost-Burdened

140
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4

Fluvanna County

How to Use This Chapter
Fluvanna County’s affordable housing chapter is organized into three broad sections; the introduction, the housing
continuum, and high-level recommendations. Each section is intended to build upon the preceding one, culminating
with the strategic set of recommendations that provide a comprehensive list of possible tactics to address the affordable
housing challenges that Fluvanna County is facing.

Introduction
The Introduction provides a brief overview of Fluvanna County’s existing conditions and a
summary of feedback from the community. This section introduces baseline data that provides the
foundation for identification of strategies and recommendations.

The Housing Continuum
The Housing Continuum section identifies the existing gap across the housing typology spectrum
(unhoused, affordable rental, affordable homeownership, market rate rental, and market rate
ownership) and identifies specific goals to close the existing housing needs gap.

Recommendations
The Toolkit of Strategies contains broad, high-level strategies that address the housing continuum.
These are comprehensive strategies that are available to Fluvanna County in their pursuit of providing
affordable housing.

Fluvanna | 67

Fluvanna County at a Glance
Fluvanna County, is one of six localities in Planning District
10. The County is about thirty minutes away from the City
of Charlottesville. The County is comprised of roughly 286
square miles. There are many striking natural sites, outdoor
recreational activities, and points of historical interests in
the county. The Rivanna River, designated as a state scenic
River, has two points of entry that are located in Fluvanna:
at Crofton Bridge and in Palmyra. Fluvanna is home to the
Fluvanna Heritage Trail Foundation which consists of 22 miles
of trails for all to enjoy. Fluvanna is an hour from Richmond,
placing it near enough to the hustle and bustle to big-city
life but far away enough to preserve its rural and small-town
identities throughout the County.
Fluvanna County will experience growing pains. Therefore,
as it grows, it will need to address barriers to county-wide
access to broadband, transportation accessibility, increased
development, and preservation of its rural character. Just
as many communities in the area, Fluvanna attracts many
retirees. Attention has to be paid to offering residents
opportunities to age in place or find comfortable living
situations within the County. Although attention to the
retiree population is important, the needs of residents across
the spectrum to support current and growing needs of
homebuyers, homeowners—that includes home and financial
literacy programs—and the construction of affordable rental
units will have to be addressed.
These issues and the existing conditions of Fluvanna are
examined further in the following sections. Goals and
strategies targeted specifically to address Fluvanna’s unique
challenges are detailed later in this chapter.

Image courtesy of Fluvanna County
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Situation and Opportunity
Situation
Located in northwestern Fluvanna County, the private gated community Lake Monticello sits on the lake of the same
name and was developed in the late 1960s. Its population quickly grew. Today, the community has been built out to its
capacity. Fluvanna County had experienced a .66% growth between 2017 and 2018 according the DATA USA website
and a 5.88% growth between 2010 and 2019 according to estimates from the Weldon Cooper Center. The median age of
the county is 43 years old. Fluvanna, as with many localities in the area, attracts many retirees. Therefore, the county will
need to provide long-term housing solutions for that growing aging population, as well as addressing the growing demand
for diverse housing options to cater to a residential population in different stages of life at varied income levels. Fluvanna’s
Comprehensive Plan was last updated in 2015.
Opportunity
In Fluvanna’s next comprehensive plan update, the opportunity is there to explore creative solutions to expanding the
housing stock across the spectrum with limited space. This can be done by specifically addressing zoning and subdivision
ordinances, and adopting affordable housing policies and strategies that encourage varied housing and development.
New investment opportunities within nearby Zion Crossroads creates an opportunity for more residents to have more job
opportunities near where they reside. Fluvanna is in a good position for its economy to expand along with its population.
Fluvanna County strongly wants to preserve its rural character. Through considerate growth management strategies aimed
at protecting its rural areas and a targeted approach to identifying the best areas for incorporating varied and inclusive
housing development a balanced outcome can be achieved that benefits all of Fluvanna County’s residents’ needs.
Fluvanna would benefit from partnering with local organizations for home rehabilitations. Also, promotion of community
advocacy among the populations through specific programs centered around housing issues can possibly give local
residents influence in what is happening within the area.
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Community Engagement
Fluvanna County had a community engagement
meeting on September 23, 2019. Some of the feedback
received during that process is to manage growth and
potential traffic. Also, addressing the housing needs of
the aging population is a concern and offering an array
of affordable housing. Repurposing the vacant houses
was mentioned at the meeting and this can be used
as senior housing. Some residents have also expressed
the development of cluster housing to address dwelling
needs that allow green space. Offering a wide array of
housing options that addresses the various economic
scale of the county, as well as the varied housing sizes
and types needed, were recurring themes among those
in attendance.
Other community concerns within Fluvanna are the lack
of resources to serve its population’s rehabilitation needs,
repairs for its older housing stock that will allow seniors to
age in place, and addressing the county’s water supply
that will be needed for more housing units. The Fluvanna/
Louisa Housing Foundation has outstanding vouchers
for residents waiting on safe and decent housing. The
Habitat for Humanity of Fluvanna County does many
rehabilitation projects that consists of exterior work, such
as repairs of decks, porches, siding, trim, gutters, windows
and the installation of ramps. Habitat and the Fluvanna/
Louisa Housing Foundation (F/LHF) coordinate their efforts
and normally build one house per year. Carpentry work,
due to the expense, is something that F/LHF did not
address but it is sorely needed.
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Fluvanna Quick Facts
To gain a clearer picture of existing conditions, staff reviewed American Census data to identify key demographic
facts about Fluvanna County. The infromation presented visually on the following page provides an overview of key
demographic data sets and is intended to provide a snapshot of current conditions in Fluvanna County.
Fluvanna’s population has shown a roughly 5.9% (0.59% increase per year) increase from 2010 to 2019. The 2019 American
Community Survey (ACS) population estimate show a population total of 26,594 and 9,923 total households. The average
household size is 2.6 persons. Fluvanna County’s median age is 43.4 years old. 9% of Fluvanna’s population does not hold
a high school diploma, 24% of the population has graduated from high school, 33% have completed some college, and
34% have completed a bachelors degree or higher.
Fluvanna’s median household income is $76,873. The median home value in Fluvanna County is $234,700. Median gross
rent for Fluvanna County is aproximately $1,163 per month. Residents of Fluvanna primarily own their home (85%), while 15%
are renters. 92% of the housing units in Fluvanna are single-unit structures, with 7% of structures being mobile homes, and 1%
of structures containing multiple units. The breakdown of race and ethnicity for Fluvanna County compared to that of the
State of Virginia is detailed below.

Race & Ethnicity
Race & Ethnicity of Fluvanna County
Fluvanna
66%

Homeownership Rate by Race

Virginia

86.8%

62%

19% 19%
7.0% 6%

White
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Black

Asian

6%

10.9%

9%

Hispanic

3% 3%

0.2%
0.2% 0.2%

Two or More Native American

0.1% 0.3%
Other

White

African
American

Asian

0.8%

0

Hispanic
Native
or Latino American

0.4%

Other

Fluvanna County Quick Facts - Continued
Population Characteristics

26,594

9,923

31.6

$76,873

Total Population

Households

Median Age

Median Household Income

24%

33%

19%

5.5%

15%

Persons Below Poverty Line
High School

Some College

Bachelor’s

Post-Grad

Housing Characteristics

$234,700

Median Home Value

$237,000

Median Sale Price

Median Gross Rent
Over $1M

Owner

92%

Single Unit

$200K +

$400-$500K

9%

$300-$400K

12%

Owner (66%)

Single Unit (74%)

Renter (34%)

Multi-Unit (24%)
Mobile Home (3%)

30%

Under $100K

20%

7.9%

$100K - $149,999

15.4%

$75,000 - $99,999

15.7%

$25,000 - $34,999

Under $15,000

40%

Value of OwnerOccupied Units

19.1%

$35,000 - $49,999

$15,000 -$24,999

8%
0%

6.5%

$50,000 - $74,999

34%

$100-$200K

Type of Structure

$150K - $199,999

7%

$200-$300K

Ownership of Units

Building Permits

0

$500-$1M

85%

123

$1,163

15.1%
7.1%
6.3%
6.9%

Households by Income
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Existing Conditions: Housing & Transportation Costs
Costs associated with housing take up the greatest portion
of income. As of 2018, Fluvanna County currently has 220
renter households that spend greater than 30% of their
income on housing while 960 households pay more than
50%. Three hundred ten owner households pay more than
50% towards housing. Both numbers are expected to grow
by 2040, increasing the affordable housing gap.
Transportation costs, such as a car payment, maintenance,
gas and insurance follow as the second biggest
expenditure for typical households. Based on data from
the U.S. Census on the Map tool, 84% of Fluvanna County
residents commute outside of the County for work, 57%
of people commute into Fluvanna County for work, and
16% both live and work within the County. Such a high
proportion of daily out-commuters translates to more
households having higher transportation costs. Fluvanna
County workers have an average commute time of 45
minutes one way. Top out-commute destinations include
Lake Monticello, Charlottesville, Hollymead, Richmond,
Waynesboro, Crozet, Pantops, Rivanna, Tuckahoe, and
Staunton. Assuming an average of 0.58 cents per mile
for 20 working days a month, out-commutes to the top
employment destinations for Fluvanna County residents’
amount to an additional $884 a month in transportation
costs.

2018 Census Data: On the
Map Tool

2,503

9,840
1,871

How Commuting Impacts Housing Affordability
*Assuming a cost of .58 cents per mile for 20 days a month

-$533

-$603

23 mi 1-way

26 mi 1-way

Pantops

Cville

-$742

32 mi 1-way

-$1,160 -$1,461 -$1,647
50 mi 1-way

63 mi 1-way

Hollymead Waynesboro Richmond Harrisonburg

*Top out-commute destinations based on 2018 Census on the Map
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71 mi 1-way

Existing Conditions: Current Land Use
The Comprehensive Plan, last updated in 2015, and the Zoning
Ordinance form the underlying basis for land use decisions and
policy guidance in Fluvanna County.
To provide an understanding of the land use categories of the
Zoning Ordinance and to examine where housing can and can
not be developed is a pertinent step for developing precise
recommendations to address affordable housing concerns in
Fluvanna County. The policy tools that are currently in place
in the Comprehensive Plan and the Zoning Ordinance all play
an integral role in the relationship of the built environment
and its impact on access to affordable housing. The land use
categories that accommodate residential development are
briefly examined below.
Agricultural District, A-1: The A-1 district permits limited residential
development, and limited commercial and industrial uses
directly related to agriculture, forestry, or other traditionally-rural
uses (Fluvanna County Zoning Ordinance). Maximum residential
density is one dwelling unit per two acres with a minimum lot size
of two acres.
Residential, Limited R-1: This district permits low-density residential
development including single-family detached dwellings, twofamily dwellings, accessory dwellings, and group homes with a
maximum residential density of one dwelling unit per acre and
minimum lot size of one acre.
Residential, General R-2: The R-2 district permits low to mediumdensity residential development including single-family
detached dwellings, two-family dwellings, accessory dwellings,
townhouses, multi-family dwellings, and group homes with a
maximum residential density of two dwelling units per acre and
minimum lot size of 21,870 square feet.

A-1

R-1

R-2

R-3

R-4
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Residential, Planned Community R-3: This district permits
low– to medium-density residential development in a
village-style setting, with limited commercial uses serving
the surrounding neighborhood (Fluvanna County Zoning
Ordinance). Uses include single-family detached dwellings,
two-family dwellings, accessory dwellings, townhouses,
multi-family dwellings, and group homes with a maximum
residential density of 2 .9 dwelling units per acre and up to
10 residential units per acre with a special use permit.
Residential, Limited R-4: The R-4 district permits low– to
medium-density residential development and is found
within the Lake Monticello area of Fluvanna County
(Fluvanna County Zoning Ordinance). Uses include singlefamily detached dwellings, two-family dwellings, accessory
dwellings, townhouses, multi-family dwellings, and group
homes with a maximum residential density of one dwelling
unit per two acres if the property lacks access to central
water and sewer with up to 2.9 dwelling units per acre if the
property does have access to central water and sewer with
minimum lot size of two acres for property lacking access to
central water and sewer 15,000 square feet for those with
access.
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Existing Conditions: Zoning Map
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Existing Conditions: Current Multi-Family Zoning
Fluvanna County: ≈290 Sq. Mi.
•

Multi-Family: 5.4 Sq. Mi

Of the roughly 290 square miles
that encompass Fluvanna County,
only 5.4 square miles of land have
underlying zoning that allows for
multi-family development. These
areas are concentrated in the Lake
Monticello area.

Legend
Multi-Family
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Existing Conditions: Zoning
In the spring of 2019, TJPDC staff reviewed Fluvanna County’s Zoning Ordinance as it related to housing. For each zoning
district identified in the Zoning Ordinance, several factors were inventoried to show what was permissible in each district.
Those factors included:
• Density- how many dwelling units are allowable?
• Bonus density- does the county have any incentives for increasing density in that district?
• Duplex allowable- Are duplexes allowed by-right?
• Multi-family- Are multi-family developments allowed?
• Mobile home allowed by-right- Are mobile homes allowed by-right?
• Mobile home allowed by S/C- Are mobile homes allowed with a special or conditional use permit?
• Accessory uses- Does the zoning district allow for accessory uses?
• Affordable housing incentive- Do incentives exist for the inclusion of affordable housing?
Based on staff’s review, a bonus density is available in the PUD zoning district along with an affordable housing incentive.
Multi-family developments are allowed in the R-2, R-3, R-4 and PUD zoning districts but not in A-1m R-1, or MPH, however,
duplexes are permissible in all of the zoning districts with the exception of MPH. The PUD zoning district allowed for the
greatest density, at up to 16 dwelling units per acre for multi-family development.
FLUVANNA COUNTY ZONING ORDINANCE
District

Density

Bonus Density

Duplex
Allowed

Multi-Family

Mobile Home
Allowed By-Right

Mobile Home Allowed by
S/C

Accessory
Uses

Affordable Income Housing
Incentive

A-1 (Agriculture, General)

1 dwelling unit per 2 acres

No

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

R-1 (Residential, Limited)

1 dwelling unit per acre

No

Yes

No

No

No

Yes

No

R-2 (Residential, General)

2 dwelling units per acre

No

Yes

Yes

No

No

Yes

No

R-3 (Residential, Planned
Community

2.9 dwelling units per acre

No

Yes

Yes

No

No

Yes

No

R-4 (Residential, Limited)

2.9 dwelling units per acre

No

Yes

Yes

No

No

Yes

No

MPH (Manufactured Home 1 manufactured home per
Park
6,000 sq. ft. lot

No

No

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes, if between 10-15% of total
number of dwelling uits are
reserved for affordable housing,
then a 20% increase in density
may be permitted. If more than
15% of dwelling units are reserved
for affordable housing, then a 30%
density increase my be permitted

PUD (Planned Unit
Development

6 dwelling untis per acre for
single family
9 dwelling units per acre for
townhouse
16 units per acre for multifamily

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No
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The Housing Continuum
Conversations with stakeholders and the public through community engagement and small group meetings led to the
development of goals and strategies targeted at addressing the specific needs of Fluvanna County. Each goal addresses
a rung on the housing spectrum: the unhoused, affordable rental opportunities, affordable homeownership opportunities,
market rate rental opportunities, and market rate homeownership opportunities. The system is fluid and allows for individuals
and families to move throughout the housing spectrum whether it be by choice or necessity. For example, residents who
would like to age in place but need small home modifications, such as ramp editions, may choose to do so. This scenario
would be different for someone whose current home and physical situation will require a change in housing type. Many low
to moderate-income individuals and families will encounter barriers that make it extremely difficult for them to easily move
within the spectrum.
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Identifying the Gap

Unhoused

Affordable Rental

Affordable Ownership

Market Rate Rental

Market Rate Ownership

Experiencing
Homelessness in
Need of Housing

Renter Households
at or below 80% AMI

Owner Households
at or below 80% AMI

Renter Households
ABOVE 80% AMI

Owner Households
ABOVE 80% AMI

0

310

930

10

30

Point-in-time
count

Unstablely Housed

Severely CostBurdened

Severely CostBurdened

Cost-Burdened

Substandard Units

Cost-Burdened

Severely CostBurdened

210
20
100
200
190 550
64

Substandard Units

584

950

10

30
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Fluvanna County Recommendations
The recommendations provide a comprehensive list of
high-level tools available to address the affordable housing
challenges in Fluvanna County. These recommendations
were identified through a series of stakeholder meetings
of the Strategies and Analysis Committee of the Regional
Housing Partnership, who provided their expertise to refine
them.
Each recommendation set is grouped according to the
typology along the housing continuum that they address
(i.e. unhoused, affordable rental, affordable ownership,
market-rate rental, and market-rate ownership), many
strategies address multiple typologies and can be found in
multiple recommendation sets. Each recommendation set
includes a total number of interventions needed to address
the current gap. Details for each recommendation set
can be found below.
Unhoused:
• Point-in-Time Count: Count of sheltered & unsheltered
people on a single night in January.
• Unstably Housed: Families with children or
unaccompanied youth (up to age 24) who have not
had a lease or ownership interest in a housing unit in
the last 60 or more days, have had two or more moves
in the last 60 days, and who are likely to continue to be
unstably housed because of disability or multiple barriers
to employment.
Affordable Rental:
• Severely Cost-Burdened: Households that pay more than
50% of their income towards housing costs.
• Cost-Burdened: Households that pay more than 30% of
their income towards housing costs.
• Substandard Units: Housing that poses a risk to the health,
safety or physical well-being of occupants, neighbors, or
visitors.
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Affordable Ownership:
• Severely Cost-Burdened: Households that pay more than
50% of their income towards housing costs.
• Substandard Units: Housing that poses a risk to the health,
safety or physical well-being of occupants, neighbors, or
visitors.
Market Rate Rental:
• Cost-Burdened: Households that pay more than 30% of
their income towards housing costs.
Market Rate Ownership:
• Cost-Burdened: Households that pay more than 30% of
their income towards housing costs.
In addition to the number of interventions needed to
address each housing typology, the recommendation sets
include categories for the type of intervention and a rough
time estimate for implementation. For the intervention
type, three groups have been identified and include the
following:
• Programmatic: Creation or expansion of initiatives
• Capital: Financial commitments or funding streams
• Policy: Overarching guidance tools or plans
A simplified short, mid, and long-term categorization was
used in the time-frame category. Those that fall into the
short-term category would take less than one year and up
to three years to implement. Those that fall in the mid-term
category would be three to five years to implement, and
those in the long-term category would take five or more
years to implement.

Unhoused Recommendations

ID

Recommendation

Type

Timeframe

UH-1

Dedicate per capita proportional cost of local
funds to the Consortium of Care emergency shelter
program

Capital

Mid-Term

UH-2

Dedicate local funds to the Continuum of Care
Homeless prevention program to address Fluvanna
County residents at risk of homelessness.

Capital

Mid-Term

UH-3

Apply for available programs such as the Low
Income Housing Tax Credit Program, Housing
Choice Voucher Program, Mainstream Voucher
Program, and Section 202 Supportive Housing
Program. Set aside units for people at risk of or
experiencing homelessness.

Programmatic

Long-Term

UH-4

Invest resources into identified community
resource groups to increase their capacity to
create affordable rental units available to people
experiencing homelessness & provide home
rehabilitation to prevent people from falling into
homelessness.

Capital

Long-Term

UH-5

Develop private landlord incentives to participate
in voucher program or in accepting low-income
renters. Incentives could take the form of security
deposit payments, one-month rental funds in
case of a tenant vacating early, funds for tenant
damage repair, etc.

Policy

Mid-Term

Unhoused
Experiencing
Homelessness in
Need of Housing

0

Point-in-Time Count

#

Unstably Housed

#
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Affordable Rental Recommendations

ID

Affordable Rental

Policy

Short-Term

AFR-2

Encourage missing-middle housing such as twofamily dwellings, single-family attached dwellings,
duplex, triplex and quadplex and manufactured
and modular homes.

Policy

Long-Term

AFR-3

Inventory county-owned land and determine the
feasibility for the development of affordable or
mixed-income housing, or mixed-use communities.

Programmatic

Short-Term

AFR-4

Explore opportunities for rehabilitating vacant and
underutilized buildings to bring them back onto the
market possibly using federal funding, such as the
Community Development Block Grant.

Programmatic

Mid-Term

AFR-5

Invest resources into identified community
resource groups to increase their capacity to
create affordable rental units available to people
experiencing homelessness and provide home
rehabilitation to prevent people from falling into
homelessness.

Capital

Long-Term

Cost-Burdened

64

Substandard Units

584
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Timeframe

Reduce or waive tap fees for projects that include
affordable housing units.

Severely CostBurdened

210

Type

AFR-1

Renter Households at
or below 80% AMI

310

Recommendation

Affordable Rental Recommendations - Continued

ID

Recommendation

Type

Timeframe

AFR-6

Work to reduce bureaucratic barriers in the
permitting and approval process for new
development or redevelopment. Examples include
expedited plan review, simplifying permitting and
approvals, and greater transparency in the overall
process.

Policy

Mid-Term

AFR-7

Utilize CDBG funds for infrastructure to reduce the
housing development cost.

Capital

Long-Term

AFR-8

Increase and strengthen water and sewer
infrastructure to support affordable housing
development.

Capital

Long-Term

AFR-9

Initiate partnerships with federal, state, local, and
other entities to kickstart countywide broadband
accessibility.

Programmatic

Mid-Term

Affordable Rental
Renter Households at
or below 80% AMI

310

Severely CostBurdened

210

Cost-Burdened

64

Substandard Units

584
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Affordable Ownership Recommendations

Affordable
Ownership

Owner Households at
or below 80% AMI

930

ID

Recommendation

Type

Timeframe

AO-1

Expand capacity of existing non-profit organizations
that provide retrofit and rehabilitation supportive
services, either through partnership or dedicated
funding to rehab and preserve the aging housing
supply.

Capital

Mid-Term

AO-2

Encourage missing-middle housing such as twofamily dwellings, single-family attached dwellings,
duplex, triplex and quadplex and manufactured
and modular homes.

Policy

Long-Term

AO-3

Inventory county-owned land and determine the
feasibility for the development of affordable or
mixed-income housing, or mixed-use communities.

Programmatic

Short-Term

AO-4

Explore opportunities for rehabilitating vacant and
underutilized buildings to bring them back onto the
market possibly using federal funding, such as the
Community Development Block Grant.

Programmatic

Mid-Term

AO-5

Expand capacity of existing non-profits to help
residents clear non-title homes.

Programmatic

Long-Term

Severely CostBurdened

20

Substandard Units

950
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Affordable Ownership Recommendations - Continued

ID

Recommendation

Type

Timeframe

AO-6

Work with regional partners to advertise and
promote homebuyer education courses, resources,
and financial and homeowner literacy, to either
provide additional funding, directly assist in loan
program promotion, or general homebuyer
education. Encourage the development of a
satellite program that is attended locally.

Programmatic

Mid-Term

AO-7

Reduce or waive tap fees for projects that
include affordable housing units to encourage
the development of multi-family/mixed-income
housing.

Policy

Short-Term

AO-8

Work to reduce bureaucratic barriers in the
permitting and approval process for new
development or redevelopment. Examples include
expedited plan review, simplifying permitting and
approvals, and greater transparency in the overall
process.

Policy

Mid-Term

AO-9

Create a set-aside fund to increase the supply of
affordable homeownership units. This support could
be used to partner with Community Land Trusts,
neighborhood stabilization programs, shared equity
programs, market-rate builders, and to provide
down payment assistance.

Capital

Mid-Term

Affordable
Ownership

Owner Households at
or below 80% AMI

930

Severely CostBurdened

20

Substandard Units

950
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Affordable Ownership Recommendations - Continued

Affordable
Ownership

Owner Households at
or below 80% AMI

930

ID

Recommendation

Type

Timeframe

AO-10

Utilize set-aside fund and other forms of leverage to
support community partnerships that focus on the
creation of senior housing and retrofitting of aging
in place.

Capital

Mid-Term

AO-11

Utilize CDBG funds for infrastructure to reduce the
housing development cost.

Capital

Long-Term

AO-12

Expand non-profit capacity to enable aging in
place with accessibility retrofit programs, such as
the installation of ramps, especially for those who
are cost-burdened and extremely cost-burdened.

Programmatic

Long-Term

AO-13

Increase and strengthen water and sewer
infrastructure to support affordable housing
development.

Capital

Long-Term

AO-14

Initiate partnerships with federal, state, local, and
other entities to kickstart countywide broadband
accessibility.

Programmatic

Mid-Term

Severely CostBurdened

20

Substandard Units

950
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Market Rate Rental Recommendations

ID

Market Rate Rental
Renter Households at
or ABOVE 80% AMI

10

Cost-Burdened

10

Recommendation

Type

Timeframe

Programmatic

Short-Term

MR-1

Inventory county-owned land and determine the
feasibility for the development of affordable or
mixed-income housing, or mixed-use communities.

MR-2

Reduce or waive tap fees for projects that
include affordable housing units to encourage
the development of multi-family/mixed-income
housing.

Policy

Short-Term

MR-3

Work to reduce bureaucratic barriers in the
permitting and approval process for new
development or redevelopment. Examples include
expedited plan review, simplifying permitting and
approvals, and greater transparency in the overall
process.

Policy

Mid-Term

MR-4

Utilize CDBG funds for infrastructure to reduce the
housing development cost.

Capital

Long-Term

MR-5

Initiate partnerships with federal, state, local, and
other entities to kickstart countywide broadband
accessibility.

Programmatic

Mid-Term

Fluvanna | 88

Market Rate Ownership Recommendations

ID

Programmatic

Short-Term

MO-2

Explore opportunities for rehabilitating vacant and
underutilized buildings to bring them back onto the
market possibly using federal funding, such as the
Community Development Block Grant.

Programmatic

Mid-Term

MO-3

Expand capacity of existing non-profits to help
residents clear non-title homes

Programmatic

Long-Term

MO-4

Work with regional partners to advertise and
promote homebuyer education courses, resources,
and financial and homeowner literacy, to either
provide additional funding, directly assist in loan
program promotion, or general homebuyer
education. Encourage the development of a
satellite program that is attended locally.

Programmatic

Mid-Term

Cost-Burdened
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Timeframe

Inventory county-owned land and determine the
feasibility for the development of affordable or
mixed-income housing, or mixed-use communities.

30

30

Type

MO-1

Market Rate
Ownership

Owner Households at
or ABOVE 80% AMI

Recommendation

Market Rate Ownership Recommendations - Continued

ID

Market Rate
Ownership

Owner Households at
or ABOVE 80% AMI

Type

Timeframe

MO-5

Reduce or waive tap fees for projects that
include affordable housing units to encourage
the development of multi-family/mixed-income
housing.

Policy

Short-Term

MO-6

Work to reduce bureaucratic barriers in the
permitting and approval process for new
development or redevelopment. Examples include
expedited plan review, simplifying permitting and
approvals, and greater transparency in the overall
process.

Policy

Mid-Term

MO-7

Utilize set-aside fund and other forms of leverage to
support community partnerships that focus on the
creation of senior housing and retrofitting of aging
in place.

Capital

Mid-Term

MO-8

Initiate partnerships with federal, state, local, and
other entities to kickstart countywide broadband
accessibility

Programmatic

Mid-Term

MO-9

Utilize CDBG funds for infrastructure to reduce the
housing development cost.

Capital

Long-Term

30

Cost-Burdened

30

Recommendation
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5

Greene County

How to Use This Chapter
Greene County’s affordable housing chapter is organized into three broad sections; the introduction, the housing
continuum, and high-level recommendations. Each section is intended to build upon the preceding one, culminating
with the strategic set of recommendations that provide a comprehensive list of possible tactics to address the affordable
housing challenges that Greene County is facing.

Introduction
The Introduction provides a brief overview of Greene County’s existing conditions and a summary of
feedback from the community. This section introduces baseline data that provides the foundation
for identification of strategies and recommendations.

The Housing Continuum
The Housing Continuum section identifies the existing gap across the housing typology spectrum
(unhoused, affordable rental, affordable homeownership, market rate rental, and market rate
ownership) and identifies specific goals to close the existing housing needs gap.

Recommendations
The Toolkit of Strategies contains broad, high-level strategies that address the housing continuum.
These are comprehensive strategies that are available to Greene County in their pursuit of providing
affordable housing.

Greene | 93

Greene County at a Glance
Greene County is located approximately 20-miles to the north
of downtown Charlottesville and is nestled along the Blue
Ridge Mountains and Shenandoah National Park to the west.
Greene County offers ample outdoor recreational amenities
and easy access to both Shenandoah National Park and
the Appalachian Trail. Several craft breweries, wineries, and
antique stores offer additional points of interest. Within easy
commuting distance of Charlottesville and just a short drive
away from the City of Richmond, and the Washington D.C.
metropolitan area, Greene County is strategically located
and offers residents a slightly lower cost of living when
compared to the surrounding urbanized areas.
Greene County offers the amenities of a rural community
while still providing easy access to employment centers.
Roughly 6,700 working aged residents of Greene County
commute outside of the county for work, with the majority
traveling south towards Albemarle County and the City of
Charlottesville where large employment centers are located.
Longer commute times and increased transportation costs
can erode some of the cost savings afforded by Greene
County. As new development and investment comes
to Greene, opportunities exist to try and capture some
of those out-commuters and reduce their transportation
costs. The increased availability of broadband access and
telecommuting availability may also decrease the need to
regularly commute into the urbanized areas, further reducing
transportation costs and increasing affordability.
These issues and the existing conditions of Greene County
are examined further in the following sections. Goals and
strategies targeted specifically to address Greene’s unique
challenges are detailed later in this chapter.
Image courtesy of caar.com
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Situation and Opportunity
Situation
Greene County has experienced a roughly 9.2% increase in population from 2010 to 2019, according to estimates from
the Weldon Cooper Center, the third highest growth rate within Planning District Region 10. The City of Charlottesville and
Albemarle County have experienced the highest growth rates in the region, and Greene County appears to have captured
a portion of that regional growth. Anecdotally, residents highlighted Greene’s relative affordability and low-cost of living
as compared to Charlottesville, driving demand for more units as families and individuals are priced out of the market and
seek more affordable alternatives in Greene County. As this demand continues to increase, Greene County must continue
to provide housing options across the spectrum, especially as competition increases for available units. Residents cited
demand for housing units in Greene County has outpaced supply, referencing specifically to the Terrace Green Apartment
community who recently completed an expansion of units after the first phase of units were all leased.
Opportunity
Greene County has the ability to capitalize on proactive planning efforts recently undertaken. The update to the
Comprehensive Plan, completed in 2018, along with the Ruckersville Small Area Plan, also completed in 2018, provide the
County with a strong set of foundational data to allow them to anticipate the needs of a growing population and have the
policy tools available to guide that growth appropriately.

Image courtesy of caar.com
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Community Engagement
TJPDC staff held a series of outreach events to solicit
feedback from Greene County stakeholders and
residents. A stakeholder meeting involving Greene
County Staff, affordable housing providers, and
development partners was held in August of 2019 to gain
a better understanding of the pressing affordable housing
needs, focused priority areas , and possible engagement
activities that would allow for the community to establish
its vision for affordable housing in Greene County.
In September of 2019, a public forum was held at the
Greene County Office building in downtown Stanardsville.
This open-house style meeting consisted of several
interactive stations where attendees could provide
feedback on a variety of housing-related topics. Those in
attendance were asked about the following topics:
• What the current state of housing is like in Greene
County;
• What a healthy housing system looks like; and,
• What obstacles exist to meet the community’s vision.
Attendees noted affordable rent when compared to
surrounding areas, sense of community, and variety of
neighborhoods as positive aspects of the current state of
housing in Greene County. A lack of available inventory,
a lack of diversity in housing type (especially smaller
townhomes, apartments, and single family homes), and
an aging housing stock were highlighted as negative
aspects of the housing system. Attendees agreed that
a mix of housing types was important for creating a
healthy housing system in Greene. Obstacles to creating
a healthier system included infrastructure limitations (such
as water and sewer capacity), high land costs, and a
negative perception of affordable housing.
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Greene County Quick Facts
To gain a clearer picture of existing conditions, staff reviewed American Census data to identify key demographic facts
about Greene County. The information presented visually on the following page provides an overview of key demographic
data sets and is intended to provide a snapshot of current conditions in Greene County.
Greene’s population has shown a roughly 9.2% (0.9% increase per year) increase from 2010 to 2019. Greene County is
faced with addressing the needs of a growing and changing population. The 2019 American Community Survey (ACS)
population estimate show a population total of 19,519 and 7,548 total households. The average household size is 2.69
persons. Greene County’s median age is 39.6 years old. 14% of Greene’s population does not hold a high school diploma,
29% of the population has graduated from high school, 28% have completed some college, and 29% have completed a
bachelors degree or higher.
Greene’s median household income is $67,398. The median home value in Greene County is $236,400. Median gross rent
for Greene County is approximately $1,165 per month. Residents of Greene primarily own their home (78%), while 22% are
renters. 84% of the housing units in Greene are single-unit structures, with 10% of structures being mobile homes, and 6% of
structures containing multiple units. The breakdown of race and ethnicity for Greene County compared to that of the State
of Virginia is detailed below.

Race & Ethnicity
Race & Ethnicity of Greene County
Greene

Homeownership Rate by Race

Virginia

86.5%

83%

62%

19%
5%
White
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Black

2.0%

6%

Asian

6%

9%

Hispanic

6.4%
4% 3%

0.2% 0.2%

Two or More Native American

0.4% 0.3%
Other

White

African
American

1.2%

Asian

2.7%

0.5%

Hispanic Native
or Latino American

2.6%

Other

Greene County Quick Facts - Continued
Population Characteristics

19,519

7,548

39.6

$67,398

Total Population

Households

Median Age

Median Household Income

29%

28%

15%

6.4%

14%

Persons Below Poverty Line
High School

Some College

Bachelor’s

Post-Grad

Housing Characteristics

$236,400

Median Home Value

$275,000

Median Sale Price

Median Gross Rent
Over $1M

Owner

84%

Single Unit

Building Permits

0

$500-$1M

78%

170

$1,165

$200K +
$150K - $199,999

4%

$400-$500K

3.7%
7.5%

$100K - $149,999

6%

18.9%

$75,000 - $99,999

$300-$400K

18%

$200-$300K

$50,000 - $74,999

35%

$100-$200K

15.1%

28%

20.2%

$35,000 - $49,999
$25,000 - $34,999

13.1%
6.6%

$15,000 -$24,999

Ownership of Units

Type of Structure

Owner (66%)

Single Unit (74%)

Renter (34%)

Multi-Unit (24%)
Mobile Home (3%)

Under $100K

8%
0%

20%

Under $15,000

40%

Value of OwnerOccupied Units

10.5%
4.5%

Households by Income
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Existing Conditions: Housing & Transportation Costs
Housing and transportation costs make up the two largest
components of a household’s budget. As of 2018, Greene
County currently has 200 renter households that spend
greater than 30% of their income on housing while 210
renter households spend more than 50%. 430 owner
households pay more than 50% towards housing. By 2040,
there is a 30% (260 renter households by 2040) expected
increase in the number of renter households paying more
than 30% of their incomes towards housing costs and a
roughly 46.5% (630 households by 2040) increase in owner
households paying more than 50% of their incomes towards
housing costs.
Transportation costs, such as a car payment, maintenance,
gas and insurance follow housing costs as the second
highest expenditure for a typical household. Based on
2015 American Community Survey data, 6,714 Greene
County residents are employed and commute outside of
the County for work, 1,815 people commute into Greene
County for work, and 1,313 both live and work within the
County. Commuting to and from work contributes to an
increase in a households overall monthly transportation
costs, and with roughly 83% of the working age population
commuting outside of Greene County, the cost savings
associated with a lower cost of living in Greene County
can quickly be eroded by transportation costs. Greene
County workers have an average commute time of 30.6
minutes, consistent with other localities within the region.
Top out-commute destinations include the Hollymead
area in Albemarle County, the town of Gordonsville, the
City of Charlottesville, the town of Orange, the City of
Harrisonburg, and the City of Waynesboro. Assuming an
average of .58 cents per mile for 20 working days a month,
out-commutes to the top employment destinations for
Greene County residents’ amount to an additional $541 a
month in transportation costs.
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2018 Census Data: On the
Map Tool

6,714

1,815
1,313

How Commuting Impacts Housing Affordability
*Assuming a cost of .58 cents per mile for 20 days a month

-$208

9 mi 1-way

-$301

13 mi 1-way

Hollymead Gordonsville

-$394

-$417

17mi 1-way

18 mi 1-way

Cville

Orange

-$928

40 mi 1-way

-$997

43 mi 1-way

Harrisonburg Waynesboro

*Top out-commute destinations based on 2018 Census on the Map

Existing Conditions: Current Land Use
An update to the Greene County Comprehensive Plan was
completed in 2016 and a revision to its Zoning Ordinance
was completed in May of 2020. These policy tools form the
underlying basis for land use decisions in the County. The
recent update of both of these tools enable Greene County to
strategically guide development into designated growth areas
while maintaining the rural landscapes and vistas that draw
residents and visitors alike. Of the roughly 100,000 acres in the
County, approximately 6,400 are located within designated
growth areas, leaving the remaining acreage as rural. These
growth areas consist of the Ruckersville Mixed Use Village
Center, the Stanardsville Town Mixed Use Center, and the
Corner Store Mixed Use Village Center.
To provide an understanding of the land use categories of the
Zoning Ordinance and to examine where housing can and can
not be developed is a pertinent step for developing precise
recommendations to address affordable housing concerns in
Greene County. The policy tools that are currently in place in
the Comprehensive Plan and the Zoning Ordinance all play
an integral role in the relationship of the built environment
and its impact on access to affordable housing. The land use
categories that accommodate residential development are
briefly examined below.
Conservation, C-1: The Conservation District covers much of the
western side of the County, including Shenandoah National Park
and along areas of terrain not suitable for development, such
as steep slopes and ecologically sensitive areas. This district is
intended to protect “specific purposes of protecting human life,
conserving natural resources, and ensuring that the County's
best natural habitats and scenic view sheds will not be lost. It
intends, furthermore, to protect against overcrowding of land
and to discourage a density of population that is inconsistent
with the County's ability to provide services.” (Greene County
Comprehensive Plan). Single family detached dwellings are
allowed within the C-1 district.

C-1

A-1

R-1

R-2

SR
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Existing Conditions: Current Land Use
Agricultural, A-1: The Agricultural district primarily
encompasses those areas outside of the growth areas with
the intended purpose of “protecting farming in the County
while accommodating kindred rural occupations and
limited residential use.” (Greene County Comprehensive
Plan). It is also intended to discourage density and
overcrowding and to preserve fertile crop land for
agricultural purposes. This zoning district notes that certain
rural residential growth is desirable in certain areas and
does not seek to eliminate that growth, only to direct and
manage it a well-planned and orderly fashion. Singlefamily detached dwellings and Accessory Dwelling Units
are permissible by-right in the A-1 district.
Residential (Single Family Dwelling Units), R-1: The R-1
Residential district is comprised of areas of the County
where there are “quiet, low-moderate density residential
areas, plus certain open areas where similar residential
development appears likely to occur. The location of this
District shall be limited to those growth clusters as designed
in the Greene County Comprehensive Plan.” (Greene
County Comprehensive Plan) and is the least-dense of all
of the residential zoning districts. Single family detached
dwellings built individually or in clustered neighborhoods,
along with Accessory Dwelling Units are permissible byright.
Residential (Multiple Family Dwelling Units), R-2: The
R-2 district allows for additional density than that of
R-1(approximately 4-16 dwelling units per acre). It is
intended to be located within established growth areas
and where infrastructure, such as water and sewer, are
provided and with the appropriate capacity are currently
in place or will be in place within a defined period of time.
Regulations within this district are intended to promote
accommodation for pedestrians, to community centers,
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and transportation options. By-right uses include singlefamily detached dwellings, two-family dwellings, garden
apartments, and Accessory Dwelling Units. Patio houses,
townhouses, and multiple-family dwellings are allowed with
a special use permit.
Senior Residential, SR (Revised 1/11/05): The SR district
is designed to accommodate the well-planned
development of age-restricted communities. It
encompasses areas located within town centers where
infrastructure is currently available or will provided in the
future and where commercial “and public services are
easily accessible or will be available within a definitive
period of time, and where there is reasonable access to
major transportation route or traffic connector.” (Greene
County Comprehensive Plan). Density should average
up to 25 dwelling units per acre. Uses permitted by-right
include age-restricted single family detached dwellings,
duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, townhouses (not to
exceed 8 units per building), patio houses, condominiums,
and Apartments (apartment house or garden apartments).
Planned Unit Development (PUD): The Planned Unit
Development District is intended to allow “greater flexibility
in the use and design of structures and land where tracts
suitable in location, area and character would more aptly
be planned and developed on a unified basis rather than
by the traditional "lot by lot" zoning approach” (Greene
County Comprehensive Plan). By-right uses include singlefamily detached and semi-attached dwellings, duplexes
(either detached or semi-attached), multi-family dwellings,
and townhouses.

Existing Conditions: Zoning Map
Legend
Zoning Districts
SNP
C-1
A-1
R-1
R-2
R-3
SR
PUD
B-1
B-2
B-3
M-1
M-2
Roads

[
0 0.75 1.5

3

4.5

Miles
6
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Existing Conditions: Current Multi-Family Zoning
Greene County: ≈157 Sq. Mi.
•

Multi-Family: 1.8 Sq. Mi

Of the roughly 157 square miles that encompass
Greene County, only 1.8 square miles of land
have underlying zoning that allows for multi-family
development. These areas are concentrated in and
around Ruckersville and the Town of Stanardsville.

Legend
Multi-Family
0 0.75 1.5
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3

4.5

6
Miles

[

Existing Conditions: Zoning
In the spring of 2019, TJPDC staff reviewed Greene County’s Zoning Ordinance as it related to housing. For each zoning
district identified in the Zoning Ordinance, several factors were inventoried to show what was permissible in each district.
Those factors included:
• Density- how many dwelling units are allowable?
• Bonus density- does the county have any incentives for increasing density in that district?
• Duplex allowable- Are duplexes allowed by-right?
• Multi-family- Are multi-family developments allowed?
• Mobile home allowed by-right- Are mobile homes allowed by-right?
• Mobile home allowed by S/C- Are mobile homes allowed with a special or conditional use permit?
• Accessory uses- Does the zoning district allow for accessory uses?
• Affordable housing incentive- Do incentives exist for the inclusion of affordable housing?
Based on staff’s review, no bonus density or affordable housing incentives exist within any of the zoning districts. Multifamily developments are allowed in the R-2, SR, and PUD zoning districts but not in any of the others, however, duplexes
are permissible in all of the zoning districts with the exception of R-1 and the M1 and M2 industrial districts. The R-2 and SR
residential districts allowed for the greatest density, at up to 16 dwelling units per acre in R-1 and up to 25 units per acre in
SR.
GREENE COUNTY ZONING ORDINANCE
District

Density

Bonus Density

Duplex
Allowed

Multi-Family

Mobile Home
Allowed By-Right

Mobile Home Allowed
by S/C

Accessory
Uses

Affordable Housing
Incentive

C-1 (Conservation district)

8 acres per unit

No

Yes, with S/P

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

A-1 (Agricultural Distict)

2 acre min lot size

No

Yes, with S/P

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

R-1 (Residential District)

10,000 sq. ft. to 87,120 sq. ft.
min lot size

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

No

R-2 (Residential District)

6 dwelling units per acre for
single family attached
16 dwelling units per acre for
multi-family

No

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

No

SR (Senior Residential)

25 dwelling units per acre

No

Yes

Yes

No

No

Yes

No

PUD (Planned Unit
Development District)

8 dwelling units per acre.

No

Yes

Yes

No

No

Yes

No

M1 (Industrial Limited) and
M2 (Industrial General)

1 single family residential unit
per parcel

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

No

*S/C = Special or Conditional Use Permit
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The Housing Continuum
Discussions with stakeholders and the public lead to the development of strategies targeted to address the specific needs
of Greene County. Each strategy addresses a rung on the housing spectrum: the unhoused, affordable rental opportunities,
affordable homeownership opportunities, market rate rental opportunities, and market rate homeownership opportunities.
This is a fluid system, and individuals and families can move throughout the housing system. Movement along the spectrum
can sometimes be made by choice, such as a retired couple selling their home and downsizing to a smaller rental more
suitable to their needs. However, many low to moderate-income families and individuals will find barriers that make it
extremely difficult for them to easily move within this system. The strategies listed in the following pages are targeted at
addressing those barriers, with the ultimate goal of equipping all Greene County residents with the ability to live where they
so choose within the county.
Through discussions, several key themes emerged. The first, that opportunities exist to leverage the update of the
Comprehensive Plan to better align the county’s vision of expanded affordability with actionable policy tools. Second,
the housing supply is aging which is resulting in a poorer quality of housing stock. Those residents at the vulnerable ends of
the socioeconomic scale are not able to access the services they need to rehabilitate their homes. Elderly cost-burdened
and extremely cost-burdened residents also have difficulty accessing funding programs for improving accessibility to their
homes to better enable them to age in place. Another theme that emerged was that as demand has grown for units in
Greene County, there is a fear that vulnerable residents may be displaced as new development encroaches onto naturally
occurring affordable communities, particularly the mobile home parks in the County.
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Identifying the Gap

Unhoused

Affordable Rental

Affordable Ownership

Market Rate Rental

Market Rate Ownership

Experiencing
Homelessness in
Need of Housing

Renter Households
at or below 80% AMI

Owner Households
at or below 80% AMI

Renter Households
ABOVE 80% AMI

Owner Households
ABOVE 80% AMI

11

210

400

#

30

Point-in-time
count

#

Unstablely Housed

Severely CostBurdened

Severely CostBurdened

Cost-Burdened

Substandard Units

Cost-Burdened

Severely CostBurdened

200
13
100
200
190 550
0

Substandard Units

#

410

413

#

30
Greene | 106

Greene County Recommendations
The recommendations provide a comprehensive list of
high-level tools available to address the affordable housing
challenges in Greene County. These recommendations
were identified through a series of stakeholder meetings
of the Strategies and Analysis Committee of the Regional
Housing Partnership, who provided their expertise to refine
them.
Each recommendation set is grouped according to the
typology along the housing continuum that they address
(i.e. unhoused, affordable rental, affordable ownership,
market-rate rental, and market-rate ownership), many
strategies address multiple typologies and can be found in
multiple recommendation sets. Each recommendation set
includes a total number of interventions needed to address
the current gap. Details for each recommendation set
can be found below.
Unhoused:
• Point-in-Time Count: Count of sheltered & unsheltered
people on a single night in January.
• Unstably Housed: Families with children or
unaccompanied youth (up to age 24) who have not
had a lease or ownership interest in a housing unit in
the last 60 or more days, have had two or more moves
in the last 60 days, and who are likely to continue to be
unstably housed because of disability or multiple barriers
to employment.
Affordable Rental:
• Severely Cost-Burdened: Households that pay more than
50% of their income towards housing costs.
• Cost-Burdened: Households that pay more than 30% of
their income towards housing costs.
• Substandard Units: Housing that poses a risk to the health,
safety or physical well-being of occupants, neighbors, or
visitors.
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Affordable Ownership:
• Severely Cost-Burdened: Households that pay more than
50% of their income towards housing costs.
• Substandard Units: Housing that poses a risk to the health,
safety or physical well-being of occupants, neighbors, or
visitors.
Market Rate Rental:
• Cost-Burdened: Households that pay more than 30% of
their income towards housing costs.
Market Rate Ownership:
• Cost-Burdened: Households that pay more than 30% of
their income towards housing costs.
In addition to the number of interventions needed to
address each housing typology, the recommendation sets
include categories for the type of intervention and a rough
time estimate for implementation. For the intervention
type, three groups have been identified and include the
following:
• Programmatic: Creation or expansion of initiatives
• Capital: Financial commitments or funding streams
• Policy: Overarching guidance tools or plans
A simplified short, mid, and long-term categorization was
used in the time-frame category. Those that fall into the
short-term category would take less than one year and up
to three years to implement. Those that fall in the mid-term
category would be three to five years to implement, and
those in the long-term category would take five or more
years to implement.

Unhoused Recommendations

ID

Recommendation

Type

Timeframe

UH-1

Dedicate per capita proportional cost of local
funds to the Consortium of Care emergency shelter
program

Capital

Mid-Term

UH-2

Dedicate local funds to the Continuum of Care
Homeless prevention program to address Greene
County residents at risk of homelessness.

Capital

Mid-Term

UH-3

Apply for available programs such as the Low
Income Housing Tax Credit Program, Housing
Choice Voucher Program, Mainstream Voucher
Program, and Section 202 Supportive Housing
Program. Set aside units for people at risk of or
experiencing homelessness.

Programmatic

Long-Term

UH-4

Invest resources into identified community
resource groups to increase their capacity to
create affordable rental units available to people
experiencing homelessness & provide home
rehabilitation to prevent people from falling into
homelessness.

Capital

Long-Term

UH-5

Develop private landlord incentives to participate
in voucher program or in accepting low-income
renters. Incentives could take the form of security
deposit payments, one-month rental funds in
case of a tenant vacating early, funds for tenant
damage repair, etc.

Policy

Mid-Term

Unhoused
Experiencing
Homelessness in
Need of Housing

#

Point-in-Time Count

#

Unstably Housed

#
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Affordable Rental Recommendations

ID

Affordable Rental

Recommendation

Type

Timeframe

AFR-1

Reduce or waive tap fees for projects that include
affordable housing units.

Policy

Mid-Term

AFR-2

Conduct inventory of homestay units in the County,
to gauge whether there are impacts with this
activity.

Programmatic

Short-Term

AFR-3

Share data and recommendations with JAUNT and
TJPDC’s Ride Share to identify prioritized transit stop
and park and ride lot locations within the county.
New developments within the growth areas should
accommodate commuter transit service to help
reduce household transportation costs.

Policy

Short-Term

AFR-4

In partnership with local providers, develop a lease
to own program where households that meet
income restrictions can have the opportunity to
purchase a home at the end of a two-year period
where a percentage of their monthly rent is applied
to the down payment. This two-year program
would also allow for participants to repair their
credit prior to home purchase.

Programmatic

MId-Term

Renter Households at
or below 80% AMI

210

Severely CostBurdened

200

Cost-Burdened

0

Substandard Units

410

Greene | 109

Affordable Rental Recommendations - Continued

ID

Recommendation

Type

Timeframe

Policy

Long-Term

AFR-5

Encourage the development of missing middle
mixed-income housing, particularly in the
Ruckersville and Stanardsville areas. This could
take the form of a Low Income Housing Tax Credit
(LIHTC) project.

AFR-6

Work with regional partners to advertise and
promote homebuyer education courses and
resources, to either provide additional funding or
directly assist in loan program promotion.

Programmatic

Mid-Term

210

AFR-7

Make use of available programs such as the
Low Income Housing Tax Credit, Housing Choice
Voucher Program, Mainstream Voucher Program,
and Section 202 Supportive Housing Program.

Programmatic

Mid-Term

200

AFR-8

Pursue the development and implementation of an
Anti-Displacement and Tenant Relocation policy
and accompanying guidelines and regulations.

Policy

MId-Term

AFR-9

Encourage residents to be proactive, involved, and
informed in development review of new housing
projects and about the housing need and supply in
the county.

Policy

Long-Term

Affordable Rental
Renter Households at
or below 80% AMI

Severely CostBurdened

Cost-Burdened

0

Substandard Units

410
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Affordable Ownership Recommendations

ID

Recommendation

Type

Timeframe

AO-1

Expand capacity of existing non-profit organizations
that provide retrofit and rehabilitation supportive
services, either through partnership or dedicated
funding to rehab and preserve the aging housing
supply.

Programmatic

Long-Term

AO-2

Create an Accessory Dwelling Unit
implementation guide/toolkit to promote
the mutual affordability benefits of ADUs to
homeowners and renters & promote grant
programs targeted to ADU creation.

Policy

Short-Term

AO-3

Work with regional partners to advertise and
promote homebuyer education courses and
resources, to either provide additional funding or
directly assist in loan program promotion.

Programmatic

MId-Term

AO-4

Reduce or waive tap fees for projects that include
affordable housing units

Policy

Mid-Term

Affordable
Ownership

Owner Households at
or below 80% AMI

400

Severely CostBurdened

13

Substandard Units

413
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Affordable Ownership Recommendations - Continued

ID

Affordable
Ownership

Type

Timeframe

AO-5

Allow for mobile, manufactured,and modular
homes by-right in all residentially zoned districts

Policy

Short-Term

AO-6

Encourage the development of missing middle
mixed-income housing, particularly in the
Ruckersville and Stanardsville areas. This could
take the form of a Low Income Housing Tax Credit
(LIHTC) project.

Policy

Long-Term

AO-7

Create a set aside fund to increase the supply of
affordable homeownership units. This support could
be used to partner with Community Land Trusts,
neighborhood stabilization program, shared equity
programs, market rate builders, and to provide
down payment assistance.

Capital

Long-Term

AO-8

Share data and recommendations with JAUNT and
TJPDC’s Ride Share to identify prioritized transit stop
and park and ride lot locations within the county.
New developments within the growth areas should
accommodate commuter transit service to help
reduce household transportation costs.

Policy

Short-Term

Owner Households at
or below 80% AMI

400

Severely CostBurdened

Recommendation

13

Substandard Units

413
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Affordable Ownership Recommendations - Continued

ID

Recommendation

Type

Timeframe

AO-9

Pursue the development and implementation of an
Anti-Displacement and Tenant Relocation policy
and accompanying guidelines and regulations.

Policy

Mid-Term

AO-10

Expand existing partnerships with non-profits
to increase capacity of housing rehab and
preservation services, especially for those who
are cost-burdened and extremely cost-burdened
(inclusive of direct loans/grants to homeowners).

Programmatic

Mid-Term

AO-11

Expand non-profit capacity to enable aging in
place with accessibility retrofit programs, such as
the installation of ramps, especially for those who
are cost-burdened and extremely cost-burdened.

Programmatic

Long-Term

AO-12

Identify and inventory county-owned land that
could be used in support of the community land
trust model to establish affordable communities.

Programmatic

Short-Term

Affordable
Ownership

Owner Households at
or below 80% AMI

400

Severely CostBurdened

13

Substandard Units

413
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Market Rate Rental Recommendations

ID

Type

Timeframe

MR-1

Create an Accessory Dwelling Unit
implementation guide/toolkit to promote
the mutual affordability benefits of ADUs to
homeowners and renters & promote grant
programs targeted to ADU creation.

Policy

Short-Term

MR-2

Share data and recommendations with JAUNT and
TJPDC’s Ride Share to identify prioritized transit stop
and park and ride lot locations within the county.
New developments within the growth areas should
accommodate commuter transit service to help
reduce household transportation costs.

Policy

Short-Term

MR-3

Codify recommendations in the Ruckersville Area
Plan to encourage mixed-use and mixed-income
communities within Ruckersville

Policy

MId-Term

MR-4

Encourage residents to be proactive, involved, and
informed in development review of new housing
projects and about the housing need and supply in
the county.

Policy

Long-Term

Market Rate Rental
Renter Households at
or ABOVE 80% AMI

#

Cost-Burdened

#

Recommendation
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Market Rate Rental Recommendations - Continued

ID

MR-5

Market Rate Rental
Renter Households at
or ABOVE 80% AMI

#

Cost-Burdened

#
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Recommendation
Encourage the development of missing middle
mixed-income housing, particularly in the
Ruckersville and Stanardsville areas. This could
take the form of a Low Income Housing Tax Credit
(LIHTC) project.

Type

Timeframe

Policy

Long-Term

Market Rate Ownership Recommendations

ID

Type

Timeframe

Policy

Short-Term

MO-1

Create an Accessory Dwelling Unit
implementation guide/toolkit to promote
the mutual affordability benefits of ADUs to
homeowners and renters & promote grant
programs targeted to ADU creation.

MO-2

Work with regional partners to advertise and
promote homebuyer education courses and
resources, to either provide additional funding or
directly assist in loan program promotion.

Programmatic

Mid-Term

MO-3

Codify recommendations in the Ruckersville Area
Plan to encourage mixed-use and mixed-income
communities within Ruckersville.

Policy

Mid-Term

MO-4

Promote existing household budgeting and
financial literacy programs to increase awareness
of the long-term costs of homeownership and
better prepare residents .

Progrmamatic

Short-Term

Market Rate
Ownership

Owner Households at
or ABOVE 80% AMI

Recommendation

30

Cost-Burdened

30
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6

Louisa County

How to Use This Chapter
Louisa County’s affordable housing chapter is organized into three broad sections; the introduction, the housing continuum,
and high-level recommendations. Each section is intended to build upon the preceding one, culminating with the strategic
set of recommendations that provide a comprehensive list of possible tactics to address the affordable housing challenges
that Louisa County is facing.

Introduction
The Introduction provides a brief overview of Louisa County’s existing conditions and a summary of
feedback from the community. This section introduces baseline data that provides the foundation
for identification of strategies and recommendations.

The Housing Continuum
The Housing Continuum section identifies the existing gap across the housing typology spectrum
(unhoused, affordable rental, affordable homeownership, market rate rental, and market rate
ownership) and identifies specific goals to close the existing housing needs gap.

Recommendations
The Toolkit of Strategies contains broad, high-level strategies that address the housing continuum.
These are comprehensive strategies that are available to Louisa County in their pursuit of providing
affordable housing.
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Louisa County at a Glance
Louisa County, the westernmost locality in Planning District
10, is located about forty minutes away from the City of
Charlottesville. The County is comprised of roughly 511
square miles. Louisa is bursting with outdoor recreational
activities: a trails system that includes walking; nature;
biking; hiking; and waterways, campgrounds, and historical
sites integral to the area. Louisa’s advantageous location
between the cities of Richmond and Charlottesville, close
proximity to I-64, and the North Anna Nuclear Power Station
(and associated Lake Anna reservoir) have contributed to
population increases and related growth. With the rise of
residents there comes the need for diverse housing options
to exist, and, in its creation, thoughtful measures practiced to
preserve the rural quality of the area.
As the eight designated growth areas of Louisa County
develop, so does the need to address specific barriers such
as county-wide broadband access, increased transportation
accessibility, and equal attention to increased development
and rural preservation. Louisa in past decades has attracted
many retirees, and some focus needs to be given to homes
and services that allow people to retire within their current
homes or within the community. Expanding the inventory to
meet various current and potential residential needs across
the spectrum and support for homebuyer education and
home owner literacy are some needs residents desired and
will need to be addressed going forward.
These issues and the existing conditions of Louisa are
examined further in the following sections. Goals and
strategies targeted specifically to address Louisa’s unique
challenges are detailed later in this chapter.

Image courtesy of Louisa County
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Situation and Opportunity
Situation
Louisa County is experiencing a slow but steady growth in population—10.4% between 2010 and 2019 according to
estimates from the Weldon Cooper Center. The median age of the county is in the mid-40s range. Still, Louisa is home to
and attracts residents from both sides of its median range, which includes a high number of retirees. The main challenge the
County will have to address in the near future is the growing demand for diverse housing options to cater to a residential
population in different stages of life at varied income levels.
Eight designated growth areas have been identified within Louisa’s recent Comprehensive Plan: Louisa (town), Mineral, Zion
Crossroads, Ferncliff, Gordonsville, Shannon Hill, Gum Spring, and Lake Anna. The Zion Crossroads area is one of the fastest
growing sectors of the county. This suggests that people are moving nearest already established resources, services, and
transportation, which also suggests that these features will need to increase as not to be overwhelmed as the population
climbs. Louisa’s current Comprehensive Plan was adopted in 2019. Within it, addressed is a need for a follow-up to County’s
zoning and subdivision ordinances. Louisa, when compared to some surrounding areas, does have more rental units, but
that number is distorted due to vacation homes at Lake Anna. Of the 17,020 housing units in Louisa County 20% are vacant.
Opportunity
Since Louisa intends to amend its current Comprehensive Plan, specifically to address zoning and subdivision ordinances,
there is the opportunity to adopt affordable housing policies and strategies that encourage varied housing development
within the County’s designated growth areas. While Louisa attracts visitors to its historical sites, outdoor recreational
activities, and wineries, there is also an overlap of enticement for new economic prospects and residents to enjoy those
attractions. With the increasing investment in the Zion Crossroads area, Louisa is in a good position for its economy to
expand along with its population.
Louisa has the opportunity to protect its rural character through careful management of its growth areas but also the
opportunity is there to create diverse affordable housing as it shapes those spaces. A beneficial opportunity for local
organizations and the County of Louisa would be partnering with local organizations to rehabilitate current and vacant
homes. Also, promoting community advocacy among the populations through specific programs centered around
housing issues can possibly give locals agency in what is happening within the area.
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Community Engagement
Louisa County went through an extensive public
engagement process prior to the writing of this plan for
its own Comprehensive Plan. Some of the feedback
received during that process is to manage growth. This is
one of the fundamental areas that Comprehensive plan
tries to address. Offering varied types of housing across
the economic spectrum will have to be considered.
Another idea often expressed is protecting the rural
nature of the County. The Central Virginia Regional
Housing Partnership gave the Louisa County Housing
presentation to the Louisa County Board of Supervisors
on October 7, 2019. Lot size is a common topic during the
presentation.
Some other community concerns within Louisa is a lack
of resources to serve its population’s rehabilitation needs.
Repairs for its older housing stock that will allow seniors
to age in place, and housing for seniors in general is
a priority. There is a limited selection of smaller units in
Louisa. The Fluvanna/Louisa Housing Foundation has
outstanding vouchers for residents waiting on safe and
decent housing. The Habitat for Humanity of Louisa
County does many rehabilitation projects that consists of
exterior work, such as repairs of decks, porches, siding,
trim, gutters, windows and the installation of ramps.
Habitat and the Fluvanna/Louisa Housing Foundation
(F/LHF) coordinate their efforts and normally build one
house per year. Carpentry work, due to the expense, is
something that F/LHF did not due but it is sorely needed.

Image courtesy of Louisa County
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Louisa County Quick Facts
To gain a clearer picture of existing conditions, staff reviewed American Census data to identify key demographic facts
about Louisa County. The infromation presented visually on the following page provides an overview of key demographic
data sets and is intended to provide a snapshot of current conditions in Louisa County.
Louisa’s population has shown a roughly13.3% (1.3% increase per year) increase from 2010 to 2019. The 2019 American
Community Survey (ACS) population estimate show a population total of 36,040 and 13,871 total households. The average
household size is 2.6 persons. Louisa County’s median age is 44.8 years old. 15% of Louisa’s population does not hold a
high school diploma, 33% of the population has graduated from high school, 28% have completed some college, and 24%
have completed a bachelors degree or higher.
Louisa’s median household income is $60,975. The median home value in Louisa County is $223,100. Median gross rent for
Louisa County is aproximately $937 per month. Residents of Louisa primarily own their home (80%), while 20% are renters.
83% of the housing units in Louisa County are single-unit structures, with 13% of structures being mobile homes, and 4% of
structures containing multiple units. The breakdown of race and ethnicity for Louisa County compared to that of the State
of Virginia is detailed below.

Race & Ethnicity
Race & Ethnicity of Louisa County
Louisa

Homeownership Rate by Race
82.9%

Virginia

78%
62%

15%

15.2%

19%

1.0%
White
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Black

6%

Asian

3%

9%

Hispanic

3% 3%

0.3% 0.2%

Two or More Native American

0.3%

0.3% 0.3%
Other

White

African
American

Asian

1.5%

0.3%

Hispanic Native
or Latino American

0.2%

Other

Louisa County Quick Facts - Continued
Population Characteristics

36,040

13,871

44.8

$60,975

Total Population

Households

Median Age

Median Household Income

33%

28%

14%

11.8%

10%

Persons Below Poverty Line
High School

Some College

Bachelor’s

Post-Grad

Housing Characteristics

$223,100

Median Home Value

$249,975

Median Sale Price

$937

Median Gross Rent
Over $1M

80%

Owner

83%

Single Unit

276

Building Permits

1%

$200K +

$500-$1M

7%

$400-$500K

6%

$300-$400K

$150K - $199,999

33%

Owner (66%)

Single Unit (74%)

Renter (34%)

Multi-Unit (24%)
Mobile Home (3%)

20%

$25,000 - $34,999

Under $15,000

40%

Value of OwnerOccupied Units

20.3%

$35,000 - $49,999

$15,000 -$24,999

10%
0%

17.3%

$50,000 - $74,999

30%

$100-$200K

Type of Structure

14.9%

$75,000 - $99,999

$200-$300K

Ownership of Units

4.4%

$100K - $149,999

13%

Under $100K

5.8%

11.5%
8.8%
7.8%
9.3%

Households by Income
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Existing Conditions: Housing & Transportation Costs
Costs associated with housing take up the greatest portion
of income. As of 2018, Louisa County currently has 380
renter households that spend greater than 30% of their
income on housing while 990 households pay more than
50%. Two hundred fifty owner households pay more than
50% towards housing. Both numbers are expected to grow
by 2040, increasing the affordable housing gap.
Transportation costs, such as a car payment, maintenance,
gas and insurance follow as the second biggest
expenditure for typical households. Based on data from
the U.S. Census on the Map tool, 76% of Louisa County
residents commute outside of the County for work, 68%
of people commute into Louisa County for work, and
24% both live and work within the County. Such a high
proportion of daily out-commuters translates to more
households having higher transportation costs. Louisa
County workers have an average commute time of
one-hour and 30 minutes one way. Top out-commute
destinations include Charlottesville, Richmond, Lake
Monticello, Newport News, Harrisonburg, Norfolk, Hampton,
Virginia Beach, and Waynesboro. Assuming an average
of 0.58 cents per mile for 20 working days a month, outcommutes to the top employment destinations for Louisa
County residents’ amount to an additional $2,103 a month
in transportation costs.

6,794

3,243

10,434

2018 Census Data: On the Map Tool

How Commuting Impacts Housing Affordability
*Assuming a cost of .58 cents per mile for 20 days a month

-$464

-$696

-$742

-$951

20 mi 1-way

30 mi 1-way

32 mi 1-way

41 mi 1-way

Orange

Pantops

Cville

Fredericksburg

-$1,252 -$1,508
54 mi 1-way

Richmond Harrisonburg

*Top out-commute destinations based on 2018 Census on the Map
Image courtesy of alphacorporation.com
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65 mi 1-way

Existing Conditions: Current Land Use
An update to the Louisa County Comprehensive Plan was
completed in 2019 and an update to its Zoning Ordinance is
planned for 2021. These policy tools form the underlying basis
for land use decisions in the county. The recent update to the
Comprehensive Plan establishes a vision for the future land use
and growth for the county.

A-1

To provide an understanding of the land use categories of the
Zoning Ordinance and to examine where housing can and can
not be developed is a pertinent step for developing precise
recommendations to address affordable housing concerns in
Louisa County. The policy tools that are currently in place in
the Comprehensive Plan and the Zoning Ordinance all play
an integral role in the relationship of the built environment
and its impact on access to affordable housing. The land use
categories that accommodate residential development are
briefly examined below.

A-2

Agricultural A-1: The Agricultural A-1 district is dispersed
throughout the county. The A-1 district is intended to
accommodate farming, forestry, livestock maintenance and
other related farm activities (Louisa County Zoning Ordinance).
Accessory apartments, farm houses, group homes, guest homes,
manufactured homes, and single-family detached homes are
permissible within the A-1 district.
Agricultural A-2: The Agricultural A-2 district covers much of
Louisa County. The A-2 district is provided to allow for the
compatible mixture of agricultural uses and limited residential
development in rural areas and protect and retain the
rural open character of the countryside. Very low density
residential uses are allowed along with agricultural uses that
are compatible with residential activity (Louisa County Zoning
Ordinance). Accessory apartments, farm houses, group homes,
guest homes, manufactured homes, and single-family detached
homes are permissible within the A-2 district. Two-family
dwellings are permissible with a conditional use permit.

R-1

R-2

PUD
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Existing Conditions: Current Land Use
Residential Limited District R-1: The R-1 district is composed
of certain quiet, low density residential areas plus certain
open areas where similar residential development
appears likely to occur (Louisa County Zoning Ordinance).
Accessory apartments, farm houses, group homes, guest
homes, manufactured homes, and single-family detached
homes are permissible within the R-1 district. Two-family
dwellings are permissible with a conditional use permit.

the principal use of land is for light or medium industrial
operations, that are capable of controlling external
effects and that may not be particularly compatible with
residential, institutional and neighborhood commercial
service establishments (Louisa County Zoning Ordinance).
Residential uses are generally discouraged in this district,
however, most residential housing types are permissible
with a conditional use permit.

Residential General District R-2: The R-2 district is
composed of certain quiet, low density residential uses
plus certain open areas where similar development
appears likely to occur (Louisa County Zoning Ordinance).
Accessory apartments, farm houses, group homes, guest
homes, manufactured homes, and single-family detached
homes are permissible within the R-2 district. Single-family
attached, two-family dwellings, townhomes, and multifamily dwellings are permissible with a conditional use
permit.

Resort Development District RD: The resort development
district (RD) is intended to permit open area recreation
facilities for private and public use or for profit, to permit
commercial uses related to such recreation facilities, and
to permit a variety of residential accommodations on a
contiguous site under common ownership or control in
accordance with a master plan (Louisa County Zoning
Ordinance). Accessory apartments, guest homes,
single-family detached dwellings, single-family attached
dwellings, townhomes, and two-family dwellings are
permissible within the RD district. Dormitories and multifamily dwellings are permissible with a conditional use
permit.

Light Commercial District C-1: The primary purpose of the
C-1 is to establish and protect a limited business district
that will serve the surrounding residential districts (Louisa
County Zoning Ordinance). Group homes and singlefamily detached dwellings are permissible uses within the
C-1 district. Accessory apartments are permissible with a
conditional use permit.
General Commercial District C-2: the C-2 district covers
portions of the community intended for the conduct
of general business to which the public requires direct
and frequent access (Louisa County Zoning Ordinance).
Group homes and single-family detached dwellings
are permissible uses within the C-2 district. Accessory
apartments are permissible with a conditional use permit.
Industrial District IND (Acreage Estimate (XX)): The primary
purpose of the IND district is to establish areas where
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Planned Unit Development District PUD: Planned unit
development districts are intended to provide for variety
and flexibility in design necessary to implement the varied
goals of the county as set forth in the comprehensive plan
(Louisa County Zoning Ordinance). This district promotes a
variety of uses and housing types and affordability.

Existing Conditions: Zoning Map

Legend
ZONING
A1
A2
R1
R2
RD
PUD
C1
C2
IND
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Existing Conditions: Current Multi-Family Zoning

Louisa County: ≈511 Sq. Mi.
•

Multi-Family: 32.4 Sq. Mi

Of the roughly 511 square miles that encompass
Louisa County, 32.4 square miles of land have
underlying zoning that allows for multi-family
development.

Legend
Multi-Family
0 1 2
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Existing Conditions: Zoning
In the spring of 2019, TJPDC staff reviewed Louisa County’s Zoning Ordinance as it related to housing. For each zoning
district identified in the Zoning Ordinance, several factors were inventoried to show what was permissible in each district.
Those factors included:
• Density- how many dwelling units are allowable?
• Bonus density- does the county have any incentives for increasing density in that district?
• Duplex allowable- Are duplexes allowed by-right?
• Multi-family- Are multi-family developments allowed?
• Mobile home allowed by-right- Are mobile homes allowed by-right?
• Mobile home allowed by S/C- Are mobile homes allowed with a special or conditional use permit?
• Accessory uses- Does the zoning district allow for accessory uses?
• Affordable housing incentive- Do incentives exist for the inclusion of affordable housing?
Based on staff’s review, bonus density incentives exist within A-2 and the PUD districts. Multi-family developments are
allowed in the R-2, IND, and PUD zoning districts but not in any of the others. The greatest density can be found in R-2.
LOUISA COUNTY ZONING ORDINANCE
District

Density

Bonus Density

Duplex Allowed

Multi-Family

Mobile Home Allowed ByRight

Mobile Home Allowed
by S/C

Accessory
Uses

Affordable Housing
Incentive

A-1 (Agricultural District)

1.5 acres min lot
size

No

No

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

A-2 (Agricultural District)

1.5 acres min lot
size

Yes

Yes, with s/p

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes, density bonus of 3
additional lots for a
subdivision when at lease 3
lots are dedicated for
affordable housing

R-1 (Residential Limited
District)

40,000 sq. ft. min
lot size

No

Yes, with s/p

No

No

No

Yes

No

R-2 (Residential
General District)

20,000 sq. ft. min
lot size

No

Yes, with s/p

Yes, with s/p

No

No

Yes

No

C-1 (Light Commercial
District)

N/A

No

No

No

No

No

Yes, with s/p

No

C-2 (General
Commercial District)

N/A

No

No

No

No

No

Yes, with s/p

No

IND (Industrial District)

N/A

No

Yes, with s/p

Yes, with s/p

No

Yes

Yes, with s/p

No

RD (Resort
Development District)

15,000 to 40,000
sq. ft. min lot size

No

Yes

Yes, with s/p

No

No

Yes

No

PUD (Planned Unit
Development District)

10 dwelling units
per acre

Yes, based on
open space

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

*S/C = Special or Conditional Use Permit
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The Housing Continuum
Feedback from stakeholders and the public through community engagement and small group meetings led to the
development of goals and strategies targeted at addressing the specific needs of Louisa County. Each goal addresses a
rung on the housing spectrum: the unhoused, affordable rental opportunities, affordable homeownership opportunities,
market rate rental opportunities, and market rate homeownership opportunities. The fluidity of this system allows for
individuals and families to move throughout the housing spectrum whether it be by choice or necessity. For example, recent
empty nesters may choose to downsize to a smaller living situation that suits their changing needs. This scenario would be
different for someone whose income does not allow them to live in Louisa. Many low to moderate-income individuals and
families will encounter barriers that make it extremely difficult for them to easily move within the spectrum.
The strategies listed in the following pages are aimed at addressing those barriers, with the ultimate goal of enabling all
Louisa County residents with the ability to live wherever they choose within the County.

Image courtesy of Louisa County
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Identifying the Gap

Unhoused

Affordable Rental

Affordable Ownership

Market Rate Rental

Market Rate Ownership

Experiencing
Homelessness in
Need of Housing

Renter Households
at or below 80% AMI

Owner Households
at or below 80% AMI

Renter Households
ABOVE 80% AMI

Owner Households
ABOVE 80% AMI

#

250

890

20

100

Point-in-time
count

38

Unstablely Housed

Severely CostBurdened

Severely CostBurdened

Cost-Burdened

Substandard Units

Cost-Burdened

Severely CostBurdened

360
13
100
200
190 550
0

Substandard Units

#

610

903

20

100
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Louisa County Recommendations
The recommendations provide a comprehensive list of
high-level tools available to address the affordable housing
challenges in Louisa County. These recommendations
were identified through a series of stakeholder meetings
of the Strategies and Analysis Committee of the Regional
Housing Partnership, who provided their expertise to refine
them.
Each recommendation set is grouped according to the
typology along the housing continuum that they address
(i.e. unhoused, affordable rental, affordable ownership,
market-rate rental, and market-rate ownership), many
strategies address multiple typologies and can be found in
multiple recommendation sets. Each recommendation set
includes a total number of interventions needed to address
the current gap. Details for each recommendation set
can be found below.
Unhoused:
• Point-in-Time Count: Count of sheltered & unsheltered
people on a single night in January.
• Unstably Housed: Families with children or
unaccompanied youth (up to age 24) who have not
had a lease or ownership interest in a housing unit in
the last 60 or more days, have had two or more moves
in the last 60 days, and who are likely to continue to be
unstably housed because of disability or multiple barriers
to employment.
Affordable Rental:
• Severely Cost-Burdened: Households that pay more than
50% of their income towards housing costs.
• Cost-Burdened: Households that pay more than 30% of
their income towards housing costs.
• Substandard Units: Housing that poses a risk to the health,
safety or physical well-being of occupants, neighbors, or
visitors.
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Affordable Ownership:
• Severely Cost-Burdened: Households that pay more than
50% of their income towards housing costs.
• Substandard Units: Housing that poses a risk to the health,
safety or physical well-being of occupants, neighbors, or
visitors.
Market Rate Rental:
• Cost-Burdened: Households that pay more than 30% of
their income towards housing costs.
Market Rate Ownership:
• Cost-Burdened: Households that pay more than 30% of
their income towards housing costs.
In addition to the number of interventions needed to
address each housing typology, the recommendation sets
include categories for the type of intervention and a rough
time estimate for implementation. For the intervention
type, three groups have been identified and include the
following:
• Programmatic: Creation or expansion of initiatives
• Capital: Financial commitments or funding streams
• Policy: Overarching guidance tools or plans
A simplified short, mid, and long-term categorization was
used in the time-frame category. Those that fall into the
short-term category would take less than one year and up
to three years to implement. Those that fall in the mid-term
category would be three to five years to implement, and
those in the long-term category would take five or more
years to implement.

Unhoused Recommendations

ID

Recommendation

Type

Timeframe

UH-1

Dedicate per capita proportional cost of local
funds to the Consortium of Care emergency shelter
program

Capital

Mid-Term

UH-2

Dedicate local funds to the Continuum of Care
Homeless prevention program to address Greene
County residents at risk of homelessness.

Capital

Mid-Term

UH-3

Apply for available programs such as the Low
Income Housing Tax Credit Program, Housing
Choice Voucher Program, Mainstream Voucher
Program, and Section 202 Supportive Housing
Program. Set aside units for people at risk of or
experiencing homelessness.

Programmatic

Long-Term

UH-4

Invest resources into identified community
resource groups to increase their capacity to
create affordable rental units available to people
experiencing homelessness & provide home
rehabilitation to prevent people from falling into
homelessness.

Capital

Long-Term

UH-5

Develop private landlord incentives to participate
in voucher program or in accepting low-income
renters. Incentives could take the form of security
deposit payments, one-month rental funds in
case of a tenant vacating early, funds for tenant
damage repair, etc.

Policy

Mid-Term

Unhoused
Experiencing
Homelessness in
Need of Housing

#

Point-in-Time Count

38

Unstably Housed

46
#
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Affordable Rental Recommendations

ID

Affordable Rental

Policy

Mid-Term

AFR-2

Create an Accessory Dwelling Unit implementation
guide/toolkit to promote the mutual affordability
benefits of ADUs to homeowners and renters and
promote grant programs targeted to ADU creation.

Policy

Short-Term

Policy

Long-Term

AFR-4

Expand capacity of existing non-profit organizations
that provide retrofit and rehabilitation supportive
services, either through partnership or dedicated
funding to rehab and preserve the aging housing
supply.

Programmatic

Long-Term

AFR-5

Encourage residents to be proactive, involved, and
informed in development review of new housing
projects and about the housing need and supply in
the county.

Policy

Mid-Term

AFR-3

Cost-Burdened

0

Substandard Units

610
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Timeframe

Reduce or waive tap fees for projects that include
affordable housing units.

Severely CostBurdened

360

Type

AFR-1

Renter Households at
or below 80% AMI

250

Recommendation

Encourage missing-middle housing such as twofamily dwellings, single-family attached dwellings,
and manufactured and modular homes.

Affordable Rental Recommendations - Continued

Affordable Rental
Renter Households at
or below 80% AMI

250

Severely CostBurdened

ID

Recommendation

Type

Timeframe

AFR-6

Examine homestay ordinance requirements and
develop tracking methods to better understand the
impact of short-term or vacation rentals have on
the overall rental market in Louisa County.

Programmatic

Short-Term

AFR-7

Conduct a market study to identify gaps in the
existing housing stock.

Programmatic

Short-Term

AFR-8

Work to reduce bureaucratic barriers in the
permitting and approval process for new
development or redevelopment that is consistent
with the vision established in the updated
Comprehensive Plan. Examples include expedited
plan review, simplifying permitting and approvals,
and greater transparency in the overall process.

Policy

Mid-Term

AFR-9

Explore opportunities for repurposing vacant,
underutilized, or county-owned structures, such as
schools, for redevelopment for housing.

Programmatic

Short-Term

360

Cost-Burdened

0

Substandard Units

610

Louisa | 136

Affordable Ownership Recommendations

ID

Recommendation

Type

Timeframe

AO-1

Create an Accessory Dwelling Unit implementation
guide/toolkit to promote the mutual affordability
benefits of ADUs to homeowners and renters and
promote grant programs targeted to ADU creation.

Policy

Short-Term

AO-2

Expand capacity of existing non-profit organizations
that provide retrofit and rehabilitation supportive
services, either through partnership or dedicated
funding to rehab and preserve the aging housing
supply.

Programmatic

Long-Term

AO-3

Encourage missing-middle housing such as twofamily dwellings, single-family attached dwellings,
and manufactured and modular homes.

Policy

Long-Term

A0-4

Inventory county-owned land and determine the
feasibility for the development of affordable or
mixed-income housing.

Programmatic

Short-Term

Affordable
Ownership

Owner Households at
or below 80% AMI

890

Severely CostBurdened

13

Substandard Units

903
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Affordable Ownership Recommendations - Continued

ID

Impact

Timeframe

AO-5

Work to reduce bureaucratic barriers in the
permitting and approval process for new
development or redevelopment that is consistent
with the vision established in the updated
Comprehensive Plan. Examples include expedited
plan review, simplifying permitting and approvals,
and greater transparency in the overall process.

Policy

Mid-Term

AO-6

Work with regional partners to advertise and
promote homebuyer education courses, resources,
and financial and homeowner literacy, to either
provide additional funding, directly assist in loan
program promotion, or general homebuyer
education. Encourage the development of a
satellite program that is attended locally.

Programmatic

Mid-Term

AO-7

Explore opportunities for repurposing vacant,
underutilized, or county-owned structures, such
as schools, for redevelopment for housing (using
Scottsville senior-housing school development for a
potential model).

Programmatic

Short-Term

AO-8

Utilize CDBG funds for infrastructure to reduce the
housing development cost.

Capital

Long-Term

Affordable
Ownership

Owner Households at
or below 80% AMI

890

Severely CostBurdened

13

Substandard Units

903

Recommendation
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Market Rate Rental Recommendations

ID

Market Rate Rental
Renter Households at
or ABOVE 80% AMI

20

Type

Timeframe

MR-1

Create an Accessory Dwelling Unit implementation
guide/toolkit to promote the mutual affordability
benefits of ADUs to homeowners and renters and
promote grant programs targeted to ADU creation.

Policy

Short-Term

MR-2

Encourage missing-middle housing such as twofamily dwellings, single-family attached dwellings,
and manufactured and modular homes.

Policy

Long-Term

MR-3

Encourage residents to be proactive, involved, and
informed in development review of new housing
projects and about the housing need and supply in
the County.

Policy

Mid-Term

MR-4

Examine homestay ordinance requirements and
develop tracking methods to better understand the
impact of short-term or vacation rentals have on the
overall rental market in Louisa County.

Programmatic

Short-Term

MR-5

Conduct a market study to identify gaps in the
existing housing stock.

Programmatic

Short-Term

Cost-Burdened

20
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Recommendation

Market Rate Ownership Recommendations

ID

MO-1

Create an Accessory Dwelling Unit
implementation guide/toolkit to promote
the mutual affordability benefits of ADUs to
homeowners and renters & promote grant
programs targeted to ADU creation.

MO-2

Work with regional partners to advertise and
promote homebuyer education courses, resources,
and financial and homeowner literacy, to either
provide additional funding, directly assist in loan
program promotion, or general homebuyer
education. Encourage the development of a
satellite program that is attended locally.

MO-3

Encourage mixed-use and mixed-income
communities.

MO-4

Promote existing household budgeting and
financial literacy programs to increase awareness
of the long-term costs of homeownership and
better prepare residents .

Market Rate
Ownership

Owner Households at
or ABOVE 80% AMI

100

Cost-Burdened

100

Recommendation

Type

Timeframe

Policy

Short-Term

Programmatic

Mid-Term

Policy

Long-Term

Programmatic

Short-Term
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7

Nelson County

How to Use This Chapter
Nelson County’s affordable housing chapter is organized into three broad sections; the introduction, the housing continuum,
and high-level recommendations. Each section is intended to build upon the preceding sections, culminating with the
recommendations that provide a comprehensive list of possible strategies to address the affordable housing challenges
that Nelson County is facing.

Introduction
The Introduction provides a brief overview of Nelson County’s existing conditions and a summary of
feedback from the community. This section introduces baseline data that provides the foundation
for identification of strategies and recommendations.

The Housing Continuum
The Housing Continuum section identifies the existing gap across the housing typology spectrum
(unhoused, affordable rental, affordable homeownership, market rate rental, and market rate
ownership) and identifies specific goals to close the existing housing needs gap.

Recommendations
The Toolkit of Strategies contains broad, high-level strategies that address the housing continuum.
These are comprehensive strategies that are available to Nelson County in their pursuit of providing
affordable housing.
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Nelson County at a Glance
Nelson County, the southernmost locality in Planning District
10 is located midway between City of Charlottesville and the
City of Lynchburg. The County is comprised of roughly 471
square miles and is bordered by the Blue Ridge Mountains
to the north and west and the James River to the south. With
scenic vistas and rural landscapes, Nelson’s unique sense of
place has contributed to its economic success, particularly
in the craft brewery and recreational tourism industries.
Numerous wineries, breweries, distilleries, cideries and local
food options can be found throughout the County. The Blue
Ridge Parkway and the Appalachian Trail provide excellent
recreational opportunities for residents and visitors alike.
With Nelson County’s economic success comes the need to
address certain challenges such as increased demand on the
transportation network, access to reliable broadband, and
balancing development demand with preservation efforts
to maintain rural landscapes. The characteristics that make
Nelson so special attract new residents, and community
members expressed concerns over the lack of inventory, both
in the rental and buyer markets, to meet the current demand
for housing. Along with a lack of inventory, other factors
such as zoning and land us policies that are inconsistent with
the community’s desire for mixed-use and higher density,
an aging housing stock, and barriers to creating new units
were all cited as pressing affordable housing issues in Nelson
County.
These issues, along with existing conditions are examined
further in the following sections. Goals and strategies
targeted specifically to address Nelson’s unique challenges
are detailed later in this chapter.
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Situation and Opportunity
Situation
Nelson County is faced with a decreasing and aging population which brings a new set of challenges. The County will
need to examine how best it can provide services for a changing demographic, particularly in senior housing. An outdated
Comprehensive Plan and land use policies that promote single-family housing development but do not incentivize the
construction of new affordable units have created barriers to new development, shrinking the supply of housing. A
deteriorating housing stock has further shrunk the pool of available housing and programs designed to aid in homeowner
rehabilitation do not have the capacity to tackle the existing need. Few rental units exist within the County to meet the
growing demand, leading to a competitive rental market and increasing rents. A lack of jobs force many residents to
commute to more lucrative employment opportunities elsewhere, leading to higher monthly transportation costs which can
affect a household’s ability to maintain an affordable monthly housing budget.
Opportunity
With an update to the Comprehensive Plan on the horizon, Nelson County has the opportunity to reevaluate its zoning and
land use policies to proactively tackle affordable housing issues and identify opportunity sites for desired development
patterns and uses. Nelson’s nearly universal access to high-speed broadband positions it to attract new business and
investment as does its continued success in the craft brewery and recreation industries. Expanding existing resources,
such as the Nelson County Community Development Foundation (NCCDF) and identifying partnership opportunities can
increase their capacity to provide much needed services.
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Community Engagement
To better understand affordable housing challenges
within the County, staff held a series of outreach events
to solicit feedback from stakeholders and residents. A
stakeholder meeting involving Nelson County Staff,
affordable housing providers, and development partners
was held in August of 2019 to gain a better understanding
of the pressing affordable housing needs, priority areas to
focus efforts on, and brainstorming engagement activities
that would allow for the community to establish its vision
for affordable housing in Nelson County.
On September 18th of 2019, a public forum was held
at the Nelson Center in Lovingston. This open-house
style meeting consisted of several interactive stations
where attendees could provide feedback on a variety
of housing-related topics. Roughly 35 people were in
attendance for the event. Attendees were asked about
the following topics:
• What the current state of housing is like in Nelson
County;
• What a healthy housing system looks like; and,
• What obstacles exist to meet the community’s vision.
Many attendees noted that the rural scenic nature, sense
of community, and open space as positive qualities
about the current state of housing in Nelson County. A
lack of a mix of housing options, quality affordable units,
and the high cost to develop new housing were cited as
negative characteristics of the housing system in Nelson.
When asked what a healthy housing system would look
like, residents built consensus around a mix of housing
types to accommodate a range of incomes. Obstacles
to this vision that residents identified included outdated
zoning regulations, dilapidated housing, and a lack of
inclusive planning.
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Nelson County Quick Facts
To gain a clearer picture of existing conditions, staff reviewed American Census data to identify key demographic facts
about Nelson County. The information presented visually on the following page provides an overview of key demographic
data sets and is intended to provide a snapshot of current conditions in Nelson County.
Nelson’s population has shown a roughly -0.6% (-0.06% increase per year) increase from 2010 to 2019. The 2019 American
Community Survey (ACS) population estimate show a population total of 14,831 and 6,419 total households. The average
household size is 2.3 persons. Nelson County’s median age is 51.4 years old. 14% of Nelson’s population does not hold a
high school diploma, 35% of the population has graduated from high school, 20% have completed some college, and 30%
have completed a bachelors degree or higher.
Nelson’s median household income is $64,313. The median home value in Nelson County is $235,000. Median gross rent for
Nelson County is approximately $759 per month. Residents of Nelson primarily own their home (76%), while 24% are renters.
73% of the housing units in Nelson County are single-unit structures, with 15% of structures being mobile homes, and 12% of
structures containing multiple units. The breakdown of race and ethnicity for Nelson County compared to that of the State
of Virginia is detailed below.

Race & Ethnicity
Race & Ethnicity of Nelson County
Nelson

Homeownership Rate by Race
84.3%

Virginia

81%

62%

13%

14.7%

19%
6%
0.2%

White
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Black

Asian

4%

9%

Hispanic

1% 3%

0 0.2%

Two or More Native American

1% 0.3%
Other

0

White

African
American

Asian

1.0%

0

Hispanic Native
or Latino American

0.6%

Other

Nelson County Quick Facts - Continued
Population Characteristics

14,831

6,419

51.4

$64,313

Total Population

Households

Median Age

Median Household Income

35%

20%

17%

13%

13%

Persons Below Poverty Line
High School

Some College

Bachelor’s

Post-Grad

Housing Characteristics

$235,000

Median Home Value

$211,500

Median Sale Price

Median Gross Rent
Over $1M

Owner

73%

Single Unit

Building Permits

1%

$500-$1M

76%

46

$759

$200K +
$150K - $199,999

10%

$400-$500K

22%

Ownership of Units

Type of Structure

Owner (66%)

Single Unit (74%)

Renter (34%)

Multi-Unit (24%)
Mobile Home (3%)

20%
0%

10% 20% 30%

Value of OwnerOccupied Units

21.3%

$35,000 - $49,999
$25,000 - $34,999
$15,000 -$24,999

Under $100K

15.0%

$50,000 - $74,999

25%

$100-$200K

13.0%

$75,000 - $99,999

16%

$200-$300K

4.1%

$100K - $149,999

5%

$300-$400K

2.8%

Under $15,000

12.4%
11.2%
8.3%
11.9%

Households by Income
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Existing Conditions: Housing & Transportation Costs
Costs associated with housing take up the greatest
portion of income. As of 2018, Nelson County
currently has 260 renter households that spend
greater than 30% of their income on housing while
170 households pay more than 50%. Four hundred
eighty owner households pay more than 50% towards
housing. Both numbers are expected to grow by
2040, increasing the affordable housing gap.
Transportation costs, such as a car payment,
maintenance, gas and insurance follow as the
second biggest expenditure for typical households.
Based on 2015 American Community Survey data,
4,712 Nelson County residents are employed and
commute outside of the County for work, 1,626
people commute into Nelson County for work, and
1,648 both live and work within the County. Such a
high proportion of daily out-commuters translates
to more households having higher transportation
costs. Nelson County workers have an average
commute time of 30 minutes, consistent with other
rural localities within the region. Top out-commute
destinations include the City of Charlottesville, City
of Waynesboro, and City of Lynchburg. Assuming
an average of .58 cents per mile for 20 working days
a month, out-commutes to the top employment
destinations for Nelson County residents’ amount to
an additional $796 a month in transportation costs.

2018 Census Data: On the Map
Tool

1,626

4,712

1,648

How Commuting Impacts Housing Affordability
*Assuming a cost of .58 cents per mile for 20 days a month

-$394

-$672

-$788

-$788

-$812

29 mi 1-way

34 mi 1-way

34 mi 1-way

35 mi 1-way

100 mi 1-way

Amherst

Waynesboro

Cville

Lynchburg

Pantops

Richmond

*Top out-commute destinations based on 2018 Census on the Map
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-$2,320

17 mi 1-way

Existing Conditions: Current Land Use
Nelson County is rich in rural landscapes and unique rural charm. Development within the county has occurred primarily in
Nellysford in the northern portion of the county, along the 151 corridor, and in the village of Lovingston. Land use decisions
in the County are driven by the Comprehensive Plan and the Zoning Ordinance, two policy tools that guide how land is
regulated and developed.
These policy documents serve as a blueprint for decision makers for how Nelson County addresses change and assists
residents, community leaders, decision makers, and stakeholders in understanding the County’s future needs. The
Comprehensive Plan sets the vision for the County and the Zoning Ordinance provides the regulatory tool to achieve that
vision.
The majority of Nelson’s land is agriculturally zoned (A1). Single-family homes are allowed within this zoning district,
including duplexes. Multi-family development and mobile homes are permissible within the A-1 zoning district with a special
use permit. One dwelling unit per 2-acres for single family development and up to 1 dwelling unit per 1-acre for family
subdivisions can occur within the A-1 district.
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Existing Conditions: Current Land Use
The C-1 conservation district allows for one dwelling unit per
20-acres. Duplexes, multi-family housing, or mobile homes are
not permitted within this district and no bonus density exists.
Specific residentially zoned areas can be found in the R-1
and R-2 zoning districts. One dwelling unit per two-acres for
single family and one dwelling unit per one-acre for family
subdivisions are permissible within the R-1 district. Duplexes
and multi-family development are allowed, as are mobile
homes with a special use permit. The R-2 zoning district
allows for additional residential density than can be found
in the R-1 district. Up to three dwelling units per 15,000 sq. ft.
are permissible within the R-2 zoning district. Duplexes and
multi-family developments are also allowed within this district,
as are mobile homes with a special use permit. No bonus
density exists within this zoning district.
The Residential Planned Community (RPC) zoning districts
allows for the highest residential density but makes a small
percentage of Nelson’s total land mass. 15 dwelling units per
one-acre in multiple-family residential development and up
to 10 dwelling units per one-acre in single-family development
are permissible within this zoning district. Duplexes and multifamily development are allowed within this district, as are
mobile homes by a special use permit. As with the other
zoning districts, a bonus density does not exist.
The Service Enterprise District (SE-1) requires a 40,000 sq. ft.
minimum lot size but does not specify allowable dwelling
units per acre. Duplexes are allowed, as is multi-family
development with a special use permit. Mobile homes are
also permissible with a special use permit. No bonus density
exists in this zoning district.
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C-1

A-1

R-1

R-2

RPC

Existing Conditions: Zoning Map

Legend
A-1
C-1
R-1
R-2
RPC
B-1
B-2
SE-1
M-1
M-2
Roads

[
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Existing Conditions: Current Multi-Family Zoning
Nelson County: ≈492 Sq. Mi.
•

Multi-Family: 15.51 Sq. Mi

Of the roughly 492 square miles that
encompass Nelson County, 15.51 square
miles of land have underlying zoning
that allows for multi-family development.
These areas are concentrated in
Wintergreen, Nellysford, and Lovingston.

Legend
Multi-Family
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Existing Conditions: Zoning
In the spring of 2019, TJPDC staff reviewed Nelson County’s Zoning Ordinance as it related to housing. For each zoning
district identified in the Zoning Ordinance, several factors were inventoried to show what was permissible in each district.
Those factors included:
• Density- how many dwelling units are allowable?
• Bonus density- does the county have any incentives for increasing density in that district?
• Duplex allowable- Are duplexes allowed by-right?
• Multi-family- Are multi-family developments allowed?
• Mobile home allowed by-right- Are mobile homes allowed by-right?
• Mobile home allowed by S/C- Are mobile homes allowed with a special or conditional use permit?
• Accessory uses- Does the zoning district allow for accessory uses?
• Affordable housing incentive- Do incentives exist for the inclusion of affordable housing?
Based on staff’s review, bonus density incentives exist within A-2 and the PUD districts. Multi-family developments are
allowed in the R-2, IND, and PUD zoning districts but not in any of the others. The greatest density can be found in R-2.
NELSON COUNTY ZONING ORDINANCE
Multi-Family

Mobile Home Allowed ByRight

Mobile Home
Allowed by S/C

Accessory
Uses

Affordable Housing
Incentive

No

No

No

No

Yes

No

No

Yes

Yes, with S/C

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

No

No

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

No

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

Yes

Yes, with S/C

Yes

Yes

No

No

District

Density

C-1 (Conservation Disrict)

1 dwelling unit per 20 acres

No

A-1 (Agricultural District)

1 dwelling unit per 2 acres
for single-family
1 dwelling unity per 1 acre
for family subdivisions

R-1 (Residential District)

1 dwelling unit per 2 acres
for single family
1 dwelling unity per 1 acre
for family subdivisions

R-2 (Residential District)

RPC (Residential Planned
Community District)

SE-1 (Service Enterprise
District)

up to 3 dwelling units per
15,000 sq. ft.
15 dwelling units per acre in
multiple-family residential
sector
10 dwelling units per acre in
single-family sector
40,000 sq. ft. min lot size

*S/C = Special or Conditional Use Permit

Bonus Density Duplex Allowed
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The Housing Continuum
Discussions with stakeholders and the public lead to the development of strategies targeted to address the specific needs
of Nelson County. Each strategy addresses a rung on the housing spectrum: the unhoused, affordable rental opportunities,
affordable homeownership opportunities, market rate rental opportunities, and market rate homeownership opportunities.
This is a fluid system, and individuals and families can move throughout the housing system. Movement along the spectrum
can sometimes be made by choice, such as a retired couple selling their home and downsizing to a smaller rental more
suitable to their needs. However, many low to moderate-income families and individuals will find barriers that make it
extremely difficult for them to easily move within this system. The strategies listed in the following pages are targeted at
addressing those barriers, with the ultimate goal of equipping all Nelson County residents with the ability to live where they
so choose in the county.
Through discussions, four key themes emerged. The first, that the existing zoning and land use policies currently in place are
not supportive of the desire for a mix of uses and higher density in appropriate areas and serve as a barrier to the creation
of additional housing units. Second, the housing supply is shrinking due in part to a poor-quality housing stock. Residents
are not able to access the services they need to rehabilitate deteriorating units and the capacity of existing resources
dedicated to that mission are not sufficient. Third, there is a need for additional rental units in the County. Homestays and
vacation rentals have taken units off the rental market and increased demand, coupled with a low supply has led to a
competitive market with increasing monthly rental prices. Finally, options for senior housing need to be expanded.
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Identifying the Gap

Unhoused

Affordable Rental

Affordable Ownership

Market Rate Rental

Market Rate Ownership

Experiencing
Homelessness in
Need of Housing

Renter Households
at or below 80% AMI

Owner Households
at or below 80% AMI

Renter Households
ABOVE 80% AMI

Owner Households
ABOVE 80% AMI

0

170

470

10

10

Point-in-time
count

46

Unstablely Housed

Severely CostBurdened

Severely CostBurdened

Cost-Burdened

Substandard Units

Cost-Burdened

Severely CostBurdened

250
31
100
200
190 550
18

Substandard Units

46

438

501

10

10
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Nelson County Recommendations
The recommendations provide a comprehensive list of
high-level tools available to address the affordable housing
challenges in Nelson County. These recommendations
were identified through a series of stakeholder meetings
of the Strategies and Analysis Committee of the Regional
Housing Partnership, who provided their expertise to refine
them.
Each recommendation set is grouped according to the
typology along the housing continuum that they address
(i.e. unhoused, affordable rental, affordable ownership,
market-rate rental, and market-rate ownership), many
strategies address multiple typologies and can be found in
multiple recommendation sets. Each recommendation set
includes a total number of interventions needed to address
the current gap. Details for each recommendation set
can be found below.
Unhoused:
• Point-in-Time Count: Count of sheltered & unsheltered
people on a single night in January.
• Unstably Housed: Families with children or
unaccompanied youth (up to age 24) who have not
had a lease or ownership interest in a housing unit in
the last 60 or more days, have had two or more moves
in the last 60 days, and who are likely to continue to be
unstably housed because of disability or multiple barriers
to employment.
Affordable Rental:
• Severely Cost-Burdened: Households that pay more than
50% of their income towards housing costs.
• Cost-Burdened: Households that pay more than 30% of
their income towards housing costs.
• Substandard Units: Housing that poses a risk to the health,
safety or physical well-being of occupants, neighbors, or
visitors.
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Affordable Ownership:
• Severely Cost-Burdened: Households that pay more than
50% of their income towards housing costs.
• Substandard Units: Housing that poses a risk to the health,
safety or physical well-being of occupants, neighbors, or
visitors.
Market Rate Rental:
• Cost-Burdened: Households that pay more than 30% of
their income towards housing costs.
Market Rate Ownership:
• Cost-Burdened: Households that pay more than 30% of
their income towards housing costs.
In addition to the number of interventions needed to
address each housing typology, the recommendation sets
include categories for the type of intervention and a rough
time estimate for implementation. For the intervention
type, three groups have been identified and include the
following:
• Programmatic: Creation or expansion of initiatives
• Capital: Financial commitments or funding streams
• Policy: Overarching guidance tools or plans
A simplified short, mid, and long-term categorization was
used in the time-frame category. Those that fall into the
short-term category would take less than one year and up
to three years to implement. Those that fall in the mid-term
category would be three to five years to implement, and
those in the long-term category would take five or more
years to implement.

Unhoused Recommendations

ID

Recommendation

Type

Timeframe

UH-1

Dedicate per capita proportional cost of local
funds to the Consortium of Care emergency shelter
program

Capital

Mid-Term

UH-2

Dedicate local funds to the Continuum of Care
Homeless prevention program to address Nelson
County residents at risk of homelessness.

Capital

Mid-Term

UH-3

Apply for available programs such as the Low
Income Housing Tax Credit Program, Housing
Choice Voucher Program, Mainstream Voucher
Program, and Section 202 Supportive Housing
Program. Set aside units for people at risk of or
experiencing homelessness.

Programmatic

Long-Term

UH-4

Invest resources into identified community
resource groups to increase their capacity to
create affordable rental units available to people
experiencing homelessness & provide home
rehabilitation to prevent people from falling into
homelessness.

Capital

Long-Term

UH-5

Develop private landlord incentives to participate
in voucher program or in accepting low-income
renters. Incentives could take the form of security
deposit payments, one-month rental funds in
case of a tenant vacating early, funds for tenant
damage repair, etc.

Policy

Mid-Term

Unhoused
Experiencing
Homelessness in
Need of Housing

0

Point-in-Time Count

46

Unstably Housed

46
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Affordable Rental Recommendations

ID

250

Cost-Burdened

18
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Programmatic

Long-Term

AFR-2

The Comprehensive Plan update process should
eliminate barriers to the creation of additional
housing units, be they affordable or market-rate.
Re-evaluate the zoning ordinance to allow for
smaller lot-size requirements, promote a mix of
housing types & sizes, promote increased residential
density in areas deemed appropriate by the
community, & incentivize the creation of new
affordable units.

Policy

Long-Term

AFR-3

Examine homestay ordinance requirements &
develop tracking methods to better understand the
impact of short-term or vacation rentals have on
the overall rental market in Nelson County.

Policy

Short-Term

AFR-4

Allow for mobile, manufactured, and modular
homes by-right in all residentially-zoned districts.

Policy

Short-Term

AFR-5

Provide assistance to property owners whose
properties have fallen into disrepair by offering
access to funding assistance for rehab. If it is a
rental unit, offer resources in exchange for keeping
the unit at an affordable rate.

Programmatic

Mid-Term

Substandard Units

438

Timeframe

AFR-1

170

Severely CostBurdened

Type

Make use of available programs such as the
Low Income Housing Tax Credit, Housing Choice
Voucher Program, Mainstream Voucher Program,
and Section 202 Supportive Housing Program.

Affordable Rental
Renter Households at
or below 80% AMI

Recommendation

Affordable Rental Recommendations - Continued

ID

Recommendation

Type

Timeframe

AFR-6

Develop private landlord incentives to participate
in voucher program or in accepting low-income
renters. Incentives could take the form of security
deposit payments, one-month rental funds in
case of a tenant vacating early, funds for tenant
damage repair, etc.

Policy

Mid-Term

AFR-7

Create an Accessory Dwelling Unit implementation
guide/toolkit to promote the mutual affordability
benefits of ADUs to homeowners and renters &
promote grant programs targeted to ADU creation.

Policy

Short-Term

AFR-8

Incentivize owners of vacant or underutilized
buildings in downtown Lovingston to partner with
interested developers to increase rental unit stock.
Could take form of Incremental Development
practices such as training & equipping small-scale
developers.

Policy

Mid-Term

AFR-9

Invest more resources into identified community
resource groups to increase their capacity to
create affordable rental units & provide home
rehabilitation to those in need.

Capital

Long-Term

Affordable Rental
Renter Households at
or below 80% AMI

170

Severely CostBurdened

250

Cost-Burdened

18

Substandard Units

438
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Affordable Rental Recommendations - Continued

ID

Programmatic

Long-Term

AFR-9

Collaborative community engagement should
occur around identification of sites/area in the
County most suitable for increased density & mixeduse development.

Programmatic

Long-Term

AFR-10

Allow for mobile, manufactured, and modular
homes by-right in all residentially-zoned districts.

Policy

Short-Term

18
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Mid-Term

AFR-12

Cost-Burdened

438

Policy

Work to reduce bureaucratic barriers in the
permitting and approval process for new
development or redevelopment that is consistent
with the vision established in the updated
Comprehensive Plan. Examples include expedited
plan review, simplifying permitting and approvals, &
greater transparency in the overall process.

Severely CostBurdened

Substandard Units

Timeframe

Allow for multi-family development within all
residentially-zoned districts

170

250

Type

AFR-11

Affordable Rental
Renter Households at
or below 80% AMI

Recommendation

Affordable Ownership Recommendations

ID

Recommendation

Type

Timeframe

AO-1

Create a preservation and rehabilitation program
with a dedicated source of funding to improve the
existing housing supply, especially for those who
are cost-burdened and extremely cost-burdened
(inclusive of direct loans/grants to homeowners).

Programmatic

Long-Term

AO-2

Create a set aside fund to increase the supply of
affordable homeownership units. This support could
be used to partner with Community Land Trusts,
neighborhood stabilization program, shared equity
programs, market rate builders, and to provide
down payment assistance.

Capital

Mid-Term

AO-3

Identify specific locations within the county for
targeted growth, such as the village of Lovingston,
to increase the land that is buildable for affordable
units. Collaborative community engagement
should occur around identification of sites/areas
in the county most suitable for increased density &
mixed-use development.

Programmatic

Mid-Term

AO-4

Utilize set-aside fund and other forms of leverage to
support community partnerships that focus on the
creation of senior housing &
retrofitting of aging in place.

Capital

Mid-Term

Affordable
Ownership

Owner Households at
or below 80% AMI

470

Severely CostBurdened

31

Substandard Units

501
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Affordable Ownership Recommendations - Continued

ID

Recommendation

Type

Timeframe

AO-5

Create an Accessory Dwelling Unit implementation
guide/toolkit to promote the mutual affordability
benefits of ADUs to homeowners and renters &
promote grant programs targeted to ADU creation.

Policy

Short-Term

AO-6

Allow for multi-family development within all
residentially-zoned districts

Policy

Mid-Term

31

AO-8

The Comprehensive Plan update process should
eliminate barriers to the creation of additional
housing units, be they affordable or market-rate.
Re-evaluate the zoning ordinance to allow for
smaller lot-size requirements, promote a mix of
housing types & sizes, promote increased residential
density in areas deemed appropriate by the
community, & incentivize the creation of new
affordable units.

Policy

Long-Term

501

AO-10

Allow for mobile, manufactured, and modular
homes by-right in all residentially-zoned districts.

Policy

Short-Term

Affordable
Ownership

Owner Households at
or below 80% AMI

470

Severely CostBurdened

Substandard Units
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Market Rate Rental Recommendations

ID

Recommendation

Type

Timeframe

MR-1

Identify specific locations within the county for
targeted growth specific, such as the village of
Lovingston, to increase the land that is buildable for
affordable units.

Programmatic

Mid-Term

MR-2

Conduct a market study to identify gaps in the
existing housing stock

Programatic

Short-Term

MR-3

Include zoning amendments to support increased
density in identified areas

Policy

Short-Term

MR-4

Examine homestay ordinance requirements &
develop tracking methods to better understand the
impact of short-term or vacation rentals have on
the overall rental market in Nelson County.

Programmatic

Short-Term

MR-5

Incentivize owners of vacant or underutilized
buildings in downtown Lovingston to partner with
interested developers to increase rental unit stock.
Could take form of Incremental Development
practices such as training & equipping small-scale
developers.

Programmatic

Long-Term

MR-6

Create an Accessory Dwelling Unit implementation
guide/toolkit to promote the mutual affordability
benefits of ADUs to homeowners and renters &
promote grant programs targeted to ADU creation.

Policy

Short-Term

Market Rate Rental
Renter Households at
or ABOVE 80% AMI

10

Cost-Burdened

10
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Market Rate Rental Recommendations - Continued

ID

Recommendation

Type

Timeframe

MR-7

Provide assistance to property owners whose
properties have fallen into disrepair by offering
access to funding assistance for rehab. If it is a
rental unit, offer resources in exchange for keeping
the unit at an affordable rate.

Programmatic

Mid-Term

MR-8

Allow for mobile, manufactured, and modular
homes by-right in all residentially-zoned districts.

Policy

Short-Term

MR-9

Work to reduce bureaucratic barriers in the
permitting and approval process for new
development or redevelopment that is consistent
with the vision established in the updated
Comprehensive Plan. Examples include expedited
plan review, simplifying permitting and approvals, &
greater transparency in the overall process.

Programmatic

Long-Term

Market Rate Rental
Renter Households at
or ABOVE 80% AMI

10

Cost-Burdened

10
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Market Rate Ownership Recommendations

ID

Recommendation

Type

Timeframe

MO-1

Identify specific locations within the county for
targeted growth specific, such as the village of
Lovingston, to increase the land that is buildable for
affordable units. Amend zoning codes to support
increased density in identified areas.

Programmatic

Mid-Term

MO-2

Include zoning amendments to support increased
density in identified areas

Policy

Short-Term

MO-3

Conduct a market study to identify gaps in the existing housing stock

Programmatic

Short-Term

Market Rate
Ownership

Owner Households at
or ABOVE 80% AMI

10

Cost-Burdened

10
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Regional Housing Partnership
Full Budget Fiscal Year 2022
Dept. 729:Affordable Housing
REVENUE

FY22 Projected

Federal
State
Local
Local per capita
Rent
Interest
Reserve Transfers
Total Revenue
EXPENDITURES
Personnel
Salaries
Fringe
Overhead
Total Personnel
Direct Costs
Overhead Allocation
Postage
Subscriptions
Supplies
Audit-Legal
Advertising
Program Interest
Professional Development - Conf
Meeting Expenses
Contractual
Dues
Insurance
Printing/Copy
Rent
Equip/Data Use
Capital Leases
Telephone
Travel-Vehicle
Legisl Liaison
Janitorial
Professional Development
Total Direct Costs
HOME Pass Through
Route 29 Contracts Pass Thru
Grants Pass Thru
Total Expenditures

$
$
$
$ 20,062.00
$
$
$ 4,938.00
$ 25,000.00

$
$
$
$

9,627.34
2,072.90
7,722.06
19,422.30

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

150.00
250.00
1,000.00
2,900.00
310.00
968.00
5,578.00
25,000.30

Revenue over Expenditures

$

(0.30)

Central Virginia Regional Housing Partnership
Fiscal Year 2022 Revenue Scenarios
Scenario #4 UVA$10K

Amount Needed to raise $
TJPDC $
Total budget

50,000
25,000
75,000

Potential Revenue
$
2,187
7.810%
$
11,934
42.620%
19.100%
$
5,348
$
3,982
14.220%
$
2,940
10.500%
5.750%
$
1,610
$
28,000 Total Public without UVA

Public
Public
Public
Public
Public
Public

Greene
Albemarle
Charlottesville
Louisa
Fluvanna
Nelson

Public

UVA

$
$

Non-Profits
Non-Profits
Non-Profits
Non-Profits

Habitat
PHA
TJACH
NCCDF

$
$
$
$

Private
Private
Private
Private

Bramante Homes
Stony Point
Powe Studio
UVA Credit Union

$
$
$
$
$

Total Revenue $
Total Shortfall $

10,000
38,000 Total Public
1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
2,000
2,000
2,000
2,000
12,000 Total non-Profit and Private
75,000
-

