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Letter From The Mayor

Greetings!

As Mayor of this great city, I am honored 

to be part of guiding Columbia towards 

our 250th anniversary in 2036.  Planning 

for our future is a critical part of what I and 

my fellow councilmen and councilwomen 

work on as your elected officials.  In many 

ways, it is our shared passion for planning 

that brings us to public service.  That being 

said, long-range planning is not just for 

Council and City staff - we hope that you, 

too, continue to be engaged in this critical 

collaborative effort.  

Columbia is a City built on planning - as 

one of the first planned cities in the United 

States, our very purpose grew out of a 

planning effort, and we continue to honor 

this tradition with Columbia Compass: 

Envision 2036.  In my time as Mayor, we 

have adopted critical updates to the City’s 

comprehensive plan, including the adoption 

of the Walk Bike Columbia Pedestrian and 

Bicycle Master Plan, and the Plan Columbia 

Land Use Plan.  As a City, in recent years 

we also have thought more about how we 

envision public space - partnering on a 

Public Space Public Life Action Plan for the 

may require the involvement of City staff, 

most also identify the public partnerships 

essential to their implementation.  We have 

come together as a City to develop a vision 

and a plan for the next ten years, and our 

continued collaboration will be critical to 

Columbia’s success.  I look forward to seeing 

all Columbia can accomplish in the years to 

come.

Always remember that together, we’re 

growing a great city for all people.

Sincerely,

Mayor Steve Benjamin

City of Columbia, South Carolina

City’s core, and taking up demonstration 

projects such as Park(ing) Day, Do Good 

Columbia, EnjoySC, and Open Streets 

Columbia.  

This planning process has helped us all 

better understand the city we love, and the 

analysis of our needs and your critical input 

has led to developing actionable steps as 

we look towards Columbia’s future.  As a 

City, the tasks it lays at our feet are neither 

small nor to be taken lightly.  While most 

of the recommendations set forth herein 
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Executive Summary

About Columbia Compass
Columbia Compass is the comprehensive 

plan - or “blueprint” - for how Columbia, 

South Carolina will grow and develop over 

the next ten years.  The Columbia Compass 

planning process provided citizens with the 

opportunity to help shape the vision and 

recommendations that will guide decision-

making in the City for years to come.

Regular comprehensive planning represents 

good stewardship and establishes a 

foundation for well-supported policies 

to create the best possible future.  A 

comprehensive plan is a long-term guide 

that expresses the values and aspirations 

of a community.  It is the broadest public 

policy document a community can create, 

and it establishes a long range vision for a 

community.  

A comprehensive plan is also a tool to prepare 

for change and acts both as a business plan 

and a guidebook for decision makers.  The 

plan is not a regulatory document, but it 

serves as a foundation for City budgeting, 

zoning and land development regulations, 

capital improvements, development 

decisions, and more.

What’s in a name?
The name Columbia Compass helps remind us both of  the tools that surveyors used to lay out 

the original grid of Columbia and how the comprehensive plan will help us navigate our future.   

While Columbia Compass is a ten year plan as determined by the SC Code of Laws, we believe 

that our vision for Columbia in 2036 (and on its 250th anniversary) is important, and the goals 

we set and the changes we plan for over the next ten years will be integral in making that vision 

a reality.

Our Vision
Columbia Compass builds upon the vision set forth by City Council in Envision Columbia.  In the 

document that follows, analyses and recommendations have been related back to the seven 

focus areas set forth by Council in Envision Columbia.  The goal of Columbia Compass is to 

define concrete, implementable strategies that can work to bring the Envision Columbia vision 

to life. 

Cover photo iStock.com/Kruck20
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Executive Summary

Plan Elements
The SC Code of Laws requires that 

comprehensive plans address all of the 

elements shown to the right.  This plan 

is organized accordingly, with a chapter 

for each element.  However, as the name 

implies, the elements of a comprehensive 

plan are interwoven with one another, and 

together they tell us the story of Columbia’s 

future.  

Project Timeline
The planning process for Columbia 

Compass can be broken into three key 

phases.  The project team began with 

initial research and focus group meetings 

in 2018, hosting public meetings and an 

online interactive survey in Fall 2018 to 

better understand the goals and desires 

of Columbians.  Once this initial analysis 

was complete, the team returned to the 

public through meetings and a second 

survey in early 2019, asking citizens and 

City staff to provide critical feedback on 

potential priorities for implementation.  This 

iterative process allowed the project team 

to develop a robust draft plan document 

during the final phase, built upon citizen 

feedback and in-depth case study research 

of implementation successes elsewhere. 

POPULATION
A study of historic trends and 
population projections helps 

us better understand our 
community and plan for the 
provision of services for all.

NATURAL RESOURCES
In identifying our natural 
resources, we can better 

understand how to conserve, 
protect, or improve upon them 

in the years to come.

ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT

How do we encourage a 
diverse, resilient, and vibrant 

economy which attracts 
employers and employees?

HOUSING
What does our housing market 
look like, and where are there 
gaps?  This element considers 

different sizes and types of 
rental and owned-housing and 
how they are interwoven into 

the fabric of Columbia.

TRANSPORTATION
Transportation is about 

mobility and accessibility for all 
– not just cars, but pedestrians, 

bikes, transit, freight, and 
passenger rail.

LAND USE
How we look at density, scale, 
and context – what types of 

uses are appropriate, and 
where?

​

COMMUNITY FACILITIES
We all rely on community 
facilities, from utilities and 

emergency services to parks 
and educational facilities – how 
we plan for these services over 
the next 10 years is vital to the 

heartbeat of Columbia.

CULTURAL RESOURCES
Columbia is a city steeped in 

culture, from historic structures 
and fine arts to engaged 

artists and arts educators.  The 
Amplify Columbia planning 

process helps define this 
element.

PRIORITY INVESTMENT
A guide to how we can move 
forward and bring our shared 

vision for the City to life.  In 
a broad sense, this element 
represents the City’s 10-year 

to-do list.
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Public Engagement
A critical component of the Columbia 

Compass planning process was developing 

opportunities to engage with the public.  By 

providing opportunities for discussion and 

feedback, the planning team was better 

able to understand community desires and 

concerns, and to distill these in order to first 

develop and later test a shared vision for 

Columbia.  

The project team developed a broad 

engagement strategy that included in-

person public and neighborhood meetings, 

interactive online surveys, lunch and learn 

events, newsletters and email updates, social 

media outreach, and more.   As a result of 

this strategic approach, we estimate that 

during the first two phases of the planning 

process, staff had over 5,500 points of 

engagement.    

What We Heard
The wealth of feedback the project team 

received is summarized throughout the 

plan, and this feedback was essential to 

charting the course for our future through 

the development of implementation 

strategies, or recommendations.  

VALUES

Throughout the process, citizens noted how 

much they valued their neighborhoods, 

the City’s cultural offerings, opportunities 

for engagement, the City’s historic and 

cultural assets, and walkability.  These 

values informed not only their vision for 

Columbia, but also their priorities for plan 

implementation. 

PUBLIC PERCEPTIONS

In order to address our future, we must 

learn from the lessons our past has to offer.  

During the planning process members 

of the public were open and honest with 

their feedback, both positive and  negative.  

Columbians routinely noted that they felt 

that as a City, we:

•	 do not prioritize, 

•	 do not complete the projects we start, 

•	 are disconnected from one another 

through physical and social barriers, 

•	 do not act in a way that leverages our 

resources,  and 

•	 have looming infrastructure needs - 

related to maintenance, modernization, 

and implementation.

During the first survey, Columbians were asked to 
describe what they wanted Columbia to be.  The 
most frequent words indicated in response are 
depicted above.

Executive Summary

February 2019 public open house
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Identifying Themes
A number of themes were identified 

during the planning process as a result of 

public input, research, and analysis.  While 

the chapters of Columbia Compass are 

organized by element,  it is important to 

note that these themes run through the 

plan as a whole, interweaving elements and 

influencing recommendations.  The themes 

of Columbia Compass are organized into 

broad themes and topical themes.  

Throughout the planning process several 

broad themes emerged which spoke to not 

only desires for Columbia and Columbians, 

but also the underlying needs of the 

community.  These themes of Equity & 

Accessibility, Safety, Public Health, and 

Resiliency relate back to the community’s 

overall vision for Columbia.  

Topical themes are more nuanced, and 

tend to be complementary to one another.  

The relationship of these themes to plan 

recommendations is identified to help the 

reader understand the broader impacts of 

plan implementation.

Recommendations
Specific recommendations for priorities 

and actions for the coming years are 

made in the chapters that follow, and are 

summarized in the priority investment 

chapter. Recommendations are the  heart 

of the document, and they are built upon 

the foundation of the data and public 

input collected.  The recommendations of 

Columbia Compass are organized to provide 

information about the critical path forward, 

and, where necessary, to provide case 

studies of similar implementation successes 

in other communities.

The Next 10 Years
The real work of Columbia Compass: 

Envision 2036 is in the next ten years.  

Learning from our past, we can strategically 

focus on bringing our shared vision to life by 

using this document as a tool and as a guide 

for action.  The course that the City and 

community partners choose for the next ten 

years should not only reflect but also build 

upon this shared vision.  Through regular 

reporting on the plan outcomes, we will be 

celebrating our successes and learning from 

our failures in the years to come.  This will 

help us adhere to our priorities as well as 

recognize where these priorities may need 

to be modified.

Executive Summary

Topical Themes
•	 Data

•	 Partner

•	 Lead By Example

•	 Plan & Implement

•	 Equity & Accessibility

•	 Engagement & Outreach

•	 Safety

•	 Built Environment

•	 Conserve & Preserve

•	 Innovation & Technology
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Planning in Columbia - A Brief History

Starting from Scratch
The first major planning effort for Columbia was 

the creation of Columbia itself.  In March of 1786, 

a bill was approved by the legislature to create a 

new, centrally-located state capital.  With the recent 

conclusion of the Revolutionary War in 1783 by the 

Treaty of Paris, this made Columbia one of the first 

planned cities in the new United States of America.  

A commission was established, and set forth a 

design of a two-mile square city on the banks of the 

Congaree River with 400 blocks.  These blocks were 

divided into half-acre lots and sold to speculators and 

prospective residents in September and November 

of 1786, with a block reserved for the State House at 

the center.  Perimeter streets (Harden Street, Upper 

- now Elmwood Street, Lower - now Heyward Street, 

and Roberts - two blocks West of Gist, this street no 

longer exists) and two through streets (Assembly 

and Senate streets) were designed with 150-foot 

rights-of-way; the remaining streets were designed 

with 100-foot rights-of-way.  These rights-of-ways 

were exceptionally wide for their time, due to the 

belief that the mosquito could not fly more than 60 

feet without dying of starvation along the way.1  Early 

property purchasers included the University of South 

Carolina (then South Carolina College) in 1801.

For their sesquicentennial edition in March of 1936, The Columbia Record published a 
reproduction of the original sales map of the City, noting that the sale resulted in high 
levels of land speculation, “indicated by the large numbers of lots resold before the 
final date noted in 1804.”2 

Cover photo iStock.com/Kruck20
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Notable Past Planning Efforts
Once the City was established, the first 

major comprehensive planning effort 

undertaken was through the development 

of The Improvement of Columbia South 

Carolina: Report to The Civic League, 

Columbia South Carolina, by Kelsey & 

Guild, Landscape Architects, Boston, 

Massachusetts (1905).  Civic leaders 

contracted with Kelsey & Guild to develop a 

vision for Columbia.  This vision, based in the 

City Beautiful movement, included a survey 

of the streets and native trees.  

Among its broader recommendations, the 

plan included those for linear parks and green 

connections, public parks to promote the 

welfare and happiness of all of Columbians, 

broad boulevards with wide sidewalks, 

powerline removal, and a system of alleyways.  

Recommendations were also  made for 

a number of parks and streets by name, 

cataloging existing conditions and desired 

improvements.  

As perhaps the first attempt at fostering 

an identity and feel specific to Columbia, 

many of the recommendations have been, 

and continue to be, echoed both by the 

community and subsequent planning efforts. 

Another plan which had the potential to 

vastly reshape the City’s feel and identity was 

the 1969 Central City Columbia SC Master 

Plan, also known as the Doxiadis Plan.  While 

the Kelsey & Guild plan had been designed 

with the flow of people in mind, it had also 

focused on botany and the creation of idyllic 

open spaces in a reaction to the industrial 

conditions seen at the turn of the Eighteenth 

Century.  In contrast, the Doxiadis Plan was 

a modernist plan; it focused on efficiencies, 

density, and the flow of goods and services 

through the now auto-dominated City.  

Plan recommendations focused on not just 

the built environment, but the constructed 

environment.  Development was to be 

dense and hardscaped, with focus on 

ensuring productivity and maximizing 

efficiency.  Also comprehensive in nature, 

the plan’s signature projects sought a 

wholly new identity for Columbia, rejecting 

the past in favor of a constructed future.  

Recommendations included a raised 

mall along Main Street, and block style 

apartments fortified against the river’s edge.  

A plan for parks, recreations, and connections 
excerpted from the 1905 plan.

Conceptual drawings of the recommendations 
for Main Street (above) and the riverfront (below) 
made by the 1969 plan.

Planning in Columbia - A Brief History
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Planning for the City
The purpose of comprehensive planning is to 

create a long-term guide that expresses that 

values and aspirations of the community.  The 

comprehensive plan is the broadest policy 

document a community can create, and it 

establishes a long range vision for the City.  This 

plan, as with those that preceded it, is a tool to 

prepare for change, and acts as both a business 

plan and a guidebook for decision makers.  

Comprehensive plans are not regulatory 

documents, but they serve as a foundation for 

City budgeting, zoning and land development 

regulations, capital improvements, 

development decisions, and more.  

The City’s comprehensive plan undergoes 

a thorough update once every ten years, as 

required by the State Code of Laws.  The prior 

ten-year update, TCP 2018: The Columbia 

Plan, was adopted in 2008.  Subsequent 

major amendments to TCP 2018 included the 

adoption of the Plan Columbia: Land Use Plan 

and Walk Bike Columbia.  The Plan Columbia: 

Land  Use Plan represented a thorough update 

to the land use element of TCP 2018, whereas 

Walk Bike Columbia was a detailed, long-range 

plan which replaced the bicycle and pedestrian 

section of the transportation element. 

With the adoption of Columbia Compass, 

we anticipate regular updates to the plan 

which will summarize progress toward 

implementation, address shifting trends, 

and incorporate new priorities for the City.  

Broader shifts may require similar updates 

to individual elements of the plan, the 

replacement of sections, or the addition of 

new elements as the  City plans for the future.

  

Planning for Smaller Areas
While comprehensive planning takes a 

broader approach, the City also has a rich 

Future neighborhood, area, and corridor planning areas.  Larger maps are located in the land use chapter.

Planning in Columbia - A Brief History

history of planning for neighborhoods, 

areas, and corridors in partnership with 

community members.  As part of the 

Plan Columbia: Land Use Plan, the City 

sought to more strategically identify 

areas for future neighborhood, area, and 

corridor planning efforts.  Recognizing 

that municipal limits do not necessarily 

reflect perceived community boundaries, 

a number of the future planning areas 

identified represent joint planning areas, 

where multiple jurisdictions work together 

to best plan for a community. 
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Envision Columbia

Council’s Strategic Plan
The Envision Columbia Vision Statement 

was unveiled in 2017, and helps to define 

Council’s strategic plan.  The City of 

Columbia will celebrate its 250th anniversary 

in 2036, and Envision Columbia identifies 

what the ideal state for citizens, businesses, 

students, and tourists should look like as we 

celebrate.  The document includes seven 

different focus areas, and is intented to drive 

new projects and initiatives in the coming 

years.

The Plan & The Vision
The connection between Envision 

Columbia and the comprehensive plan 

update has been at the forefront of the 

Columbia Compass planning process.  In 

the document that follows, analyses and 

recommendations have been related 

back to the seven focus areas set forth by 

Council in Envision Columbia.  The goal of 

Columbia Compass is to define concrete, 

implementable strategies that can work to 

bring the Envision Columbia vision to life. 

The Vision
“By 2036, Columbia has captured the new American dream.  While embracing our 250-year 

rich history, we enthusiastically welcome the future.  We are proud of our soul, our unique 

character, our diversity, and our human potential.  We stand as a city for all people.  As a center 

of commerce, technology, and education, we have defined our city as one full of vitality and 

inclusion with a charming and cosmopolitan feel.  We will create our desired future.  We will 

continue our success.”

E
N

VI

SION COLUM
B

IA

C
ITY COUNCIL VISION STATEM

EN
T

Attracting 
& Retaining 

Talent

Planning
Together

Enhancing 
Columbia’s 

Neighborhoods

Connecting 
Our 

Community

Empowering
Our

Residents

Economic 
Prosperity &

Endless 
Possibilities

Leading the 
Way in Innovative 

& High Quality 
Municipal 
Services

The Focus Areas
The vision is clarified further through the development of seven focus areas (shown below), 

which are articulated on the following pages.
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     Attracting & Retaining Talent
Columbia, South Carolina is the center of 

the global knowledge economy and the 

leading hub of insurance technology in 

the world.  It is home to more corporate 

headquarters than any other city in the 

Southeast and home to the talented 

leaders and employees of those companies.  

Having sought innovative ways to nurture 

businesses over 20 years ago, Columbia 

today reflects progressive energy and 

highly desirable growth.  It attracts business 

interests and investment from around the 

globe. 

A laser-like focus on ensuring a business-

friendly environment has resulted in 

Columbia being the jewel of the south.  Its 

results include the largest GDP of any city in 

South Carolina, the lowest unemployment, 

and a steady stream of talent that emerges 

from its colleges and universities.  Columbia 

experiences a steady increase in its number 

of residents and businesses with disposable 

income.  There is a low business vacancy 

rate and phenomenal growth throughout 

Columbia and the surrounding region.  

Columbia’s thriving urban core serves 

as home to most of the state’s cultural 

destinations with the core surrounded 

by vibrant neighborhoods and schools.  

Columbia’s exciting riverfront is the envy of 

the Southeast.

1 2       Planning Together
Building on its history as the first planned 

capital city in America, Columbia  continues 

its pace in defining what a great American 

city can be.  Its planned underground 

grid showcases an integrated utility and 

City operating system.  It preserves and 

treasures its natural resources and historic 

properties, evidenced by the City’s multiple 

recognitions as one of the best planned, 

sustainable cities. 

Columbia is well recognized as a genuinely 

authentic, well-planned city, and continues 

to set the pace for America.  The planning 

process features and protects a strong 

urban core, fully developed riverfront, 

great neighborhoods, well canopied 

streets, both large scale and pocket parks, 

well-connected modes of intermodal 

transportation, and an abundance of 

pedestrian and bike paths.

  

Regional government exists, offering 

superior, cost effective basic services 

to citizens and businesses with a well-

balanced, growing tax base.  The success of 

this new government is largely the result of 

engaged citizens and visionary leaders. 

Envision Columbia

iStock.com/Dean Mitchell
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       Connecting Our Community
With three beautiful rivers running through 

the heart of the City, three interstate 

highways that connect the region to over 

75% of the American economy, and a 

historically designated and well-planned 

urban core, Columbia is recognized as the 

economic engine of the South.  The City’s 

laser-like focus on the delivery of sound and 

sustainable infrastructure, along with its 

best practices and cutting edge technology 

have enabled it to manage and operate 

one of the largest and most modern utility 

systems in the South.  

Columbia has integrated infrastructure 

delivery that is coupled with a vision of 

establishing itself as the most walkable 

city in America.  The City thus provides its 

citizens with a green, high tech inter-modal 

transportation system that services and 

connects the entire metropolitan area.  A 

superior network of 100 miles of bike and 

pedestrian friendly connectivity supports 

the healthy lifestyles of Columbia’s citizens 

and visitors and has earned the community 

accolades for decades.  The City’s stunning 

tree canopy makes Columbia the longest 

consecutively recognized municipality by 

Tree City USA.  The canopy camouflages 

an intricate network of smart technology, 

green infrastructure, and renewable energy 

sources that serve citizens and businesses, 

while promoting healthy living.    

4        Empowering Our Residents
Columbia is an inclusive, caring, and 

compassionate city that embraces diversity.  

We provide a variety of services and 

resources that develop human potential and 

invest in the growth and development of all 

residents. 

Our citizens live in safe, sustainable 

neighborhoods where children are thriving, 

learning, and having fun.  Our residents 

are financially and physically healthy and 

lead peaceful and productive lives.  Our 

citizens are invested in the community and 

empowered to live their fullest potential.  

Columbia prides itself on engaging its 

citizens and providing a high quality of life 

with endless possibilities.

From premier educational institutions 

to strong neighborhoods and thriving 

businesses, the City is well known as 

an environment in which there are 

opportunities for all.  We are home to state-

of-the-art K-12 schools, a myriad of public 

and private institutions of higher learning, as 

well as a nationally ranked technical school 

system.  All of these opportunities 

Envision Columbia

3

iStock.com/CasarsaGuru
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empower residents to transform their 

lives and inspire people, young and not so 

young, to achieve their dreams.  Workforce 

development is a hallmark of the Columbia 

community, coupled with a  focus on 

successfully leveraging public and private 

partnerships to ensure that all residents 

have the opportunity to obtain skilled, high 

paying jobs. 

High level medical services, abundant 

recreational amenities and a beautiful and 

safe natural environment allow citizens to 

live healthy and active lives.

       Economic Prosperity & 
       Endless Possibilities
Columbia is a capital city of endless 

possibilities!  A balance between fiscally 

responsible government and strategic 

investment has encouraged desirable 

private sector growth.  The City has an 

internationally recognized business 

friendly environment that has produced 

a sustainable revenue stream to support 

reinvestment in our public infrastructure, 

schools, neighborhoods, and our arts and 

cultural community.

The City creates an atmosphere that 

generates rewarding employment 

opportunities for all.  The state’s flagship 

institution of higher learning, the University 

of South Carolina, along with our many 

high quality universities and colleges 

and world-class technical college system 

support abundant, well-focused job training. 

Our many core educational facilities have 

attracted high tech industry and innovative 

businesses that change the world. 

Envision Columbia

5

iStock.com/skynesher

iStock.com/YinYang
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        Leading the Way in Innovative   
        & High Quality Municipal 
        Services
Long considered a leader in municipal 

service delivery, the City of Columbia 

embraces new technologies and is 

committed to the highest level of customer 

care and constituent service for residents 

and visitors.  

We operate in an environment that is 

business friendly to promote the growth 

of our small and large businesses.  Our 

practices are solution-oriented.  Our 

business processes have been streamlined 

to ensure an effective and efficient approach 

to address the needs of our business 

community.  

Tools for citizen engagement are utilized 

to empower our residents to interact and 

access City services in an efficient, timely, 

and helpful manner. The city of Columbia’s 

staff implements best practices that are on 

the cutting edge of municipal governance.  

The use of technology allows City staff to 

increase productivity and decrease response 

time in addressing customer requests and 

concerns.

Envision Columbia

7
into the City.  Careful expansion and 

redevelopment have made Columbia 

a pedestrian-friendly, livable, social and 

economic center.      

        Enhancing Columbia’s  
        Neighborhoods
Columbia reflects neighborhoods that 

are filled with historic homes, museums, 

parks, and natural resources.  The City 

boasts safe, secure neighborhoods that 

are free from over-development and 

other consequences of growth.  Housing 

exists for residents in a variety of income 

categories and states of life, including 

choices from traditional single-family 

homes with tree-lined streets to high-rise 

urban living.  Our city is a seamless mix of 

neighborhoods with tree canopies that 

create a nurturing environment in which 

our citizens can prosper and grow.  The City 

maintains a diverse mix of housing stock 

from urban development to family oriented 

neighborhoods with backyard cookouts.  

The City protects and honors the 

uniqueness and character of its history.  

Columbia attracts employees and families 

that desire a safe, sustainable, and 

accessible community.  It has distinguished 

itself by managing growth to protect and 

improve its valued quality of life.  Sustainable 

development has been carefully blended 

6

Photograph by Brett Flashnick, image courtesy of 
Experience Columbia SC
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A critical component of the Columbia 

Compass planning process was developing 

opportunities to engage with the public.  

By providing opportunities for discussion 

and feedback, the planning team was 

better able to understand your desires and 

concerns, and to distill these in order to first 

develop and later test a shared vision for 

Columbia.  

Trying New Tactics
As planners, there are a number of ways 

we hope to provide opportunities for  

meaningful public input.  As with other 

plans, the planning team reached out to 

citizens through holding public meetings, 

facilitating stakeholder focus groups, 

and by attending neighborhood and 

business association meetings.  Having 

found recent success with the Walk Bike 

Columbia interactive online survey, the team 

also developed two separate interactive 

online surveys, with varying formats, and 

advertised these widely, reporting on 

participation by zip code in an effort to 

increase participation in underrepresented 

areas (analyses of these survey results are 

provided in the appendices).  

We know that technology and access have 

changed how we communicate as a society 

- planners have also seen these changing 

trends impact how the public engages 

with planning processes.  While planning is 

critical to the City’s success, it is rarely high 

on one’s daily to-do list - in a society where 

there are increasing demands on our time, 

we recognize we have to innovate in order 

to obtain the meaningful public input that 

planning efforts hinge upon.  

Engaging the Public

October 2018 open house at Richland Library Main

The team built upon our prior successes 

in public engagement by trying new 

tactics as well.  Neighborhood meetings 

were grouped in an attempt to reach all 

neighborhoods, to varied success.  New 

spaces, such as Richland Library, were 

utilized for public meetings, in hopes of 

engaging with participants who might not 

have previously been engaged in planning 

processes.  City staff sough speaking 

engagements with civic organizations 

throughout the region.  

As a result of this innovative approach, 
we estimate that during the first two 
phases of the planning process, staff 
had over 5,500 points of engagement.    

Embracing technology, the team developed 

a project brand and website that was bright, 

attractive, and easy to navigate, and linked 

to social media accounts on Facebook and 

Twitter.  We employed an email subscription 

service - one which was easy for the public 

subscribe (or unsubscribe) to, and which 

could provide important analyses back to 

staff on the effectiveness of newsletters and 

other messaging.  
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What We Heard

Public Perception
In order to address our future, we must learn from the lessons our past has to offer.  During 

the planning process members of the public were open and honest with their feedback, both 

positive and  negative.  Columbians routinely noted that they felt that as a City, we:

•	 do not prioritize, 

•	 do not complete the projects we start, 

•	 are disconnected from one another through physical and social barriers, 

•	 do not act in a way that leverages our resources,  and 

•	 have looming infrastructure needs - related to maintenance, modernization, and 

implementation.

A Plan Built on Engagement
The wealth of feedback the project team 

received is summarized throughout the 

plan, and this feedback was essential to 

charting the course for our future through 

the development of implementation 

strategies, or recommendations.  More 

comprehensive summaries and analyses 

of public engagement opportunities are 

provided within the appendices, as well as 

mentioned throughout the plan document.

Values
Throughout the process, citizens noted how 

much they valued their neighborhoods, 

the City’s cultural offerings, opportunities 

for engagement, the City’s historic and 

cultural assets, and walkability.  These 

values informed not only their vision for 

Columbia, but also their priorities for plan 

implementation. 

During the first survey, Columbians were asked to describe what they wanted Columbia to be.  The most 
frequent words indicated in response are depicted in the adjacent graphic, and are sized according to their 
relative frequency of use.
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Navigating the Plan

Using the Plan
Columbia Compass is meant to serve not 

only City staff and decision-makers, but 

all Columbians.  As such, this document 

attempts to set forth the complexities of 

planning for Columbia in a concise and 

accessible manner.  This section is meant to 

provide a road map to Columbia Compass, 

and help the reader not just navigate but 

also utilize the plan.  As an official City policy 

document, Columbians can and should 

engage with Columbia Compass and help 

move these recommendations forward by 

partnering with their communities, the 

City, and local organizations to implement 

recommendations.

Plan Elements
The SC Code of Laws requires that 

comprehensive plans address all of 

the elements shown to the right.  This 

document is organized accordingly, with 

a chapter for each element.  However, 

as the name implies, the elements of a 

comprehensive plan are interwoven with 

one another, and together they tell us the 

story of Columbia’s future.  As such, these 

connections between and across elements 

are identified throughout the narrative.

POPULATION
A study of historic trends and 
population projections helps 

us better understand our 
community and plan for the 
provision of services for all.

NATURAL RESOURCES
In identifying our natural 
resources, we can better 

understand how to conserve, 
protect, or improve upon them 

in the years to come.

ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT

How do we encourage a 
diverse, resilient, and vibrant 

economy which attracts 
employers and employees?

HOUSING
What does our housing market 
look like, and where are there 
gaps?  This element considers 

different sizes and types of 
rental and owned-housing and 
how they are interwoven into 

the fabric of Columbia.

TRANSPORTATION
Transportation is about 

mobility and accessibility for all 
– not just cars, but pedestrians, 

bikes, transit, freight, and 
passenger rail.

LAND USE
How we look at density, scale, 
and context – what types of 

uses are appropriate, and 
where?

​

COMMUNITY FACILITIES
We all rely on community 
facilities, from utilities and 

emergency services to parks 
and educational facilities – how 
we plan for these services over 
the next 10 years is vital to the 

heartbeat of Columbia.

CULTURAL RESOURCES
Columbia is a city steeped in 

culture, from historic structures 
and fine arts to engaged 

artists and arts educators.  The 
Amplify Columbia planning 

process helps define this 
element.

PRIORITY INVESTMENT
A guide to how we can move 
forward and bring our shared 

vision for the City to life.  In 
a broad sense, this element 
represents the City’s 10-year 

to-do list.
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Guiding Principles
Guiding principles were developed for each 

element (with the exception of Priority 

Investment) in response to the feedback 

received and analysis conducted, and in 

reflection of best practices.  These principles 

were established relatively early in the 

process, and tested and fine-tuned through 

public engagement.  These principles 

support the overall vision set forth in 

Envision Columbia.

Existing Conditions
Each element chapter contains a brief 

synopsis of the data gathered during the 

planning process.  This summary of existing 

conditions provides a concise review of data 

relevant to the element as a whole, and 

to the recommendations within.  Existing 

conditions reports with far greater detail 

are provided, per element, within the plan’s 

appendices.

Unique Content
Certain plan elements contain additional 

content that is not found in all of the 

element chapters.  The Population chapter 

does not contain recommendations, but 

contains a much more detailed statistical 

analysis of Midlands trends, as well as a 

review of demographic projections.  Both 

the Transportation and Land Use chapters 

contain official maps, which incorporated 

into the plan document provide policy 

guidance in addition to the guidance 

provided in the recommendations section.  

The Land Use chapter also contains 

policy guidance within each of the critical 

components identified within the chapter.  

Recommendations
Recommendations are the heart of the 

plan document, built upon the foundation 

of the data and public input collected. 

Through these recommendations we 

develop an action plan for the next ten 

years and lay the framework for our 2036 

vision to be realized.  Throughout Columbia 

Compass, these recommendations are 

organized in the same format, and all of the 

recommendations of the plan are compiled 

Navigating the Plan

and summarized within the Priority 

Investment chapter.  Recommendations 

contain the following information:

	 Who is Responsible?

	 Duration

	 Priority

	 Cost

	 Reference to Themes & Other 

	 Elements

	 Data to be Collected

	 Measuring Success

	 Connection to Envision Columbia
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Navigating the Plan

Responsibility
The recommendations set forth in Columbia Compass often identify City of Columbia divisions or departments as responsible parties, in addition to 

other entities.  Where only one or two divisions within a department are listed as responsible parties, these are called out specifically.   In the interest 

of brevity, where three or more divisions of a single department are responsible, the department as a whole is listed as a responsible party.  If a single 

division should be listed as the primary facilitator, this will always be identified, whether the department is listed or not.

 Columbia Development Corporation

 Columbia Empowerment Zone, Inc.

 CHDC

 Two Notch Development Corporation

 Eau Claire Development Corporation

Development Corporations

 Administrative Bureau

 Code Enforcement

 Community Safety Officers

 Emergency Services

 Office of the Chief

 Office of the Deputy Chief

 Operations Bureau

 Professional Standards/Accreditation

 Public Information

 Special Services Bureau

 Traffic Safety Unit

Columbia Police Department (CPD)

 Administration

 Budget & Communications/IT

 Fire Marshal

 Health & Safety

 Operations

 Professional Services

 Public Information

Columbia-Richland Fire (CFD)

 Community Liaison

Community 

Development

Budget, Grants & 

Program Management

 City Council Liaison &   

 Constituent Services

 Governmental Affairs/

 Special Projects

 Mayor’s Office & Staff

City Management 

Office

City Manager

City Clerk

City Council

Customer Care

Columbia-Richland 

911

Economic 

Development

Emergency 

Management

 Accounting

 Business License

 Payment Center

 Payroll

 Treasury

 Accounts Payable/

 Receivable

 Water Billing

 Financial Reporting

Finance

Human Resources

 Architect

 Civil Engineering

 Construction    

 Management

 Floodplain

 Mapping

 Real Estate

 Stormwater

 Survey

Engineering

Fleet Services

 Building Inspections

 Development Center

 Land Development

 Planning

 Zoning

Planning & 

Development Services

Parking Services

Office of Business 

Opportunities

 GIS

 Help Desk

 Network

 Systems

Information 

Technology

Municipal Court

Legal

 Operations & 

 Maintenance

 Park Rangers

 Parks

 Recreation

Parks & Recreation

Internal Auditor

Procurement 

& Contracts

Public Relations, 

Media & Marketing

 Animal Services

 Forestry & Beautification

 Solid Waste

 Streets

 Sustainability

 Traffic Engineering

Public Works

 Drinking Water  

 Compliance

 Wastewater Compliance

 Wastewater 

 Maintenance

 Wastewater Treatment 

 Plant

 Water Maintenance

 Water Plant

Utility Operations

Support Services

Safety & Risk 

Management
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Navigating the Plan

Priority Investment
The Priority Investment element acts as a to-

do list, summarizing the recommendations 

of the plan.  As such, this chapter is 

organized in a different manner from 

the other element-based chapters, and 

organizes the recommendations set forth in 

all of the element chapters by their priority 

(high, medium, or low).

Thematic Index
Ten topical themes identified during 

the planning process allow the reader to 

review the plan not only by element, but 

also by theme.   Recommendations that 

relate to each of these themes are listed 

in a thematic index, much like a cookbook 

provides an index by ingredient.  This index 

is meant to help the reader navigate the 

recommendations by theme, should they 

wish to read the plan in such a manner.

Glossary
While we have tried to stay away from the 

use of jargon wherever possible, a  glossary 

is included which is meant to help the 

reader understand new or unfamiliar terms 

during their review.

Appendices
In order to focus on key messages and the 

implementation of recommendations, 

a number of appendices are included in 

Columbia Compass.  These appendices 

include background data and information, 

as well as summaries of feedback received 

throughout the planning process.
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Taking a Thematic View

Identifying Themes
A number of themes were identified 

during the planning process as a result of 

public input, research, and analysis.  While 

the chapters of Columbia Compass are 

organized by element,  it is important to 

note that these themes run through the 

plan as a whole, interweaving elements and 

influencing recommendations.  The themes 

of Columbia Compass are organized into 

broad themes and topical themes.

Equity & Accessibility

Equity and accessibility is both a broad 

theme and a topical theme for Columbia 

Compass.  In focusing on equity, we look 

to provide Columbians with what they 

need to succeed.  Some may require more 

assistance than others, but all should be 

provided with opportunity.  A component 

of addressing equity is examining how 

accessible the City’s spaces and services are, 

with our diverse population in mind.

Safety

Safety emerged as a broad theme early in 

the planning process, receiving the greatest 

number of references in the Fall 2018 

survey.  As a broad theme, safety includes 

one’s perception of personal safety, the 

ability to safely move throughout one’s 

community (using all modes of travel), 

safety in relationship to natural and man-

made hazards, and public safety/emergency 

management.  Safety is also a topical theme.

Public Health

While the City of Columbia is not a 

healthcare provider, much of what the 

City does has the potential to leave a 

lasting impact on public health.  The City is 

involved in conserving our natural resources; 

providing safe and attractive infrastructure 

and spaces for recreation; and engaging 

with members of the community to 

facilitate healthy choices and opportunities.

Resiliency

Planning for resiliency is about anticipating 

and adapting to change.  Resilience thinking 

examines how we adapt to and mitigate 

risks resulting from changes, whether those 

changes are due to population growth, 

development pressures, or our changing 

climate.  The recommendations made 

within Columbia Compass all seek to 

identify ways that the City and its partners 

can better provide for the community with 

adaptation and mitigation of risks in mind.

Broad Themes
Throughout the planning process several broad themes emerged which spoke to not only 

desires for Columbia and Columbians, but also the underlying needs of the community.  

These themes of Equity & Accessibility, Safety, Public Health, and Resiliency relate back to the 

community’s overall vision for Columbia. 
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Taking a Thematic View

Topical Themes
In addition to the four broad themes 

discussed above, ten topical themes were 

identified which allow the reader to review 

the plan not only by element, but also by 

theme.   Each of these themes is prevalent 

throughout the document, and these 

themes have been identified for the reader 

specific to each recommendation.  The 

themes that follow are complementary to 

one another and often overlap, however 

a single primary, and in some cases 

secondary, themes have been identified for 

each recommendation.  Throughout the 

document, the meaning of the following 

topical themes may be nuanced, and might 

shift slightly across different plan elements.  

•	 Data

•	 Partner

•	 Lead By Example

•	 Plan & Implement

•	 Equity & Accessibility

•	 Engagement & Outreach

•	 Safety

•	 Built Environment

•	 Conserve & Preserve

•	 Innovation & Technology

Data
In our increasingly technologically-driven and outcome-oriented society, much of how we view 

the world is driven by data.  Access to meaningful data can allow the City and the community to 

set informed priorities; to better address inequities; to receive feedback on and adjust systems 

and services to improve quality and efficiency; and to measure successes.

Partner
While Columbia remains the largest city and the center of employment in the Midlands region, 

the City must plan and provide for its citizens while keeping the region in mind.  Columbia’s 

future is intertwined with that of the region, and both public and private partnerships are 

crucial to implementing the recommendations of Columbia Compass.  

Lead By Example
As the regional hub and state capital, the City of Columbia should lead by example.  Many 

recommendations set forth in Columbia Compass rely upon not only a commitment to 

excellence but also a cultural shift.  When City staff, and the City as a whole, choose to lead by 

example, we can act as a catalyst for our community, our region, and beyond.

Plan & Implement
Anyone involved in a planning process has heard the old adage about plans just sitting on a 

shelf and gathering dust. This theme is not just about the planning process, but about setting 

and sticking to priorities and seeing them through.  

Equity & Accessibility
Equity and accessibility is both a broad theme and a topical theme for Columbia Compass.  In 

focusing on equity, we look to provide Columbians with what they need to succeed – some may 

require more assistance than others, but all should be provided the opportunity.  A component 

of addressing equity is examining how accessible the City’s spaces and services are, with our 

diverse population in mind.  
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Taking a Thematic View

Engagement & Outreach
Engagement and outreach is about providing all Columbians with the tools and information 

required to help our community thrive.  Local government functions are often a mystery to the 

average citizen.  This theme tackles how we as a city can facilitate a broader understanding 

through developing relationships with and aiding in the education and empowerment of our 

community, while also improving upon the customer experience.  Engagement and outreach 

efforts may often work to target equity and accessibility concerns as well.

Safety
Safety can include one’s perception of personal safety, the ability to safely move throughout 

one’s community (using all modes of travel), safety in relationship to natural and man-made 

hazards, and public safety/emergency management.  Safety is also a broad theme.

Built Environment
The City’s built environment includes buildings, gateways and corridors, connections, design 

and historic character, public space, walkability, accessibility, and more.  This theme is about 

how development, in the broadest sense of the word, shapes the feel and functionality of our 

City.  

Conserve & Preserve
As members of a community, we are all caretakers of our resources.  This theme is about how the City, businesses, and citizens alike can lighten our 

impacts and plan responsibly for our future needs and the needs of our broader ecosystem.

Innovation & Technology
As Columbia seeks to attract and retain talent, focusing on and fostering innovation and technology will be central to these efforts.  Innovation is 

not just about bringing something new to Columbia, but instead is defined by setting the bar, for the region or beyond, and thinking outside the 

box.  Much of this innovation will hinge on technological advances, both within City government-operated systems and within the region.  This 

theme is often complementary to the themes of Lead By Example and Data. 

iStock.com/Svetlozar Hristov
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Endnotes

1	 City of Columbia. (2019, December 1). A Brief History of Columbia. Retrieved from the City of Columbia Website: https://columbiasc.gov/about-columbia
2	 The Columbia Record. (1936, March 21). Speculation Marked Sale of Original City Lots. The Columbia Record, pp. 1-2
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IN  THIS  SECTION

TOPICS

Land use, as well as land use planning, affect both the 
City’s built and natural environment.  As the City grows, 
it is crucial to plan for land use in a way that allows 
residents and businesses to thrive, while also preserving 
those things that make Columbia vibrant, and allow 
Columbia’s residents to thrive. Land Use Planning; 

Demographics; Land Needs; 

Urbanization & Suburbanization; 

Regulations; Greenways; 

Gateways & Corridors; Future 

Land Use; Neighborhood, Area, & 

Corridor Planning

Introduction	 F-198
Anticipating Change	 F-202
Policies & Programs	 F-204
Maps	 F-206
Public Input	 F-224

Cover photo iStock.com/kruck20
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In studying land use, we examine both the current uses throughout the 

City and the desired mix of uses that can help make the community’s 

vision for Columbia a reality.  Land uses are traditionally grouped by 

category, which at the most basic levels are represented by residential, 

commercial, industrial, open space, and agriculture. Providing for the 

right mix of land uses can lead to a community’s success - as with baking 

a cake, each recipe or mixture is different, but each recipe contains critical 

components to success.  When mixed well, these land uses can contribute 

to the unique character of a place, and create livability, vibrancy, and 

quality of life.

Land use planning is the process of thinking about how we’d like our 

built (and un-built) environment to look in the future.  Built on a visioning 

process, land use planning frames the discussion for the steps the City 

needs to take to make the community’s vision a reality.  As a municipal 

government, the City helps facilitate this community-wide visioning 

process through updates to the comprehensive plan, as well as through 

smaller area planning efforts.  The land use element helps to provide 

guidance on where and how growth should occur within the existing 

context of the City’s built environment.  The planning process for the land 

use element and smaller area plans helps identify the context, character, 

and quality of the City’s built environment, and makes recommendations 

for improvements from reinvestment and invigoration to preservation and 

protection.

Introduction

Photo iStock.com/Rawpixel
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PLAN COLUMBIA: A RECENT UPDATE

The land use element was most recently updated in 2014 with the 

adoption of the Plan Columbia Land Use Plan: Putting the Pieces in 

Place.  As part of the planning process, an analysis of current forces 

and trends shaping the development of Columbia was completed.  

Key Plan Columbia findings included:

•	 Growth is anticipated – at the time of the planning process, 

35,000-90,000 additional residents were anticipated by the year 

2040.

•	 Limited land availability – the City has a limited supply of large 

available parcels for development, so most of the future growth 

is anticipated to occur through redevelopment and infill, and will 

need to be more intense.

•	 Predominant low-density residential pattern – much of the City is 

developed at a density of about three units per acre, and single-

family housing is still anticipated to make up a significant portion 

of the future residential demand.

•	 Diverse and increasing housing supply – recent development 

from 2000-2009 increased the supply of housing by 16%, and this 

trend was expected to continue.

•	 Housing infill opportunities – there are a number of individual 

lot vacancies throughout the City’s neighborhoods, which 

allows for infill development in the character and scale of 

these neighborhoods.  Such infill could accommodate a small 

percentage of the City’s future growth.

•	 Relatively small households – Columbia has traditionally had 

a smaller household size than the county or region as a whole 

(in 2010, 38% of the City’s households were single-person 

households), and owner/renter rations are about 50/50.

•	 High housing vacancy, expected to decline – while vacancy rates 

were high in the City in the wake of the recession in the late 

2000s, this vacancy rate is expected to decline significantly in 

coming years due to increased demand.

•	 Columbia’s commercial corridors are extensive, and not likely to 

support full build out without developing a mix of uses.  Adaptive 

reuse of vacant structures, combined with infill development, will 

be key to bringing vibrancy to these corridors. 

•	 Plan Columbia’s critical components helped identify how the 

vision and guiding principles should be implemented in the short 

and long term.  These components helped to: 

•	 Identify future planning areas for additional study and 

visioning to address the market, infrastructure, and other 

needs which are not specifically land-use related.

•	 Develop a glossary of building and land use types to be 

incorporated into development types as appropriate 

primary, secondary, and tertiary uses.

•	 Establish development types (also referred to as future 

land use classifications) that share similar characteristics 

of function, form, and land use. After careful review of 

context and the community’s visions for these areas, these 

development types were used to create a future land use 

map of the City.

•	 Prioritize connections and design in gateways, corridors, 

and greenways - enhancing the public realm.

•	 Establish context and recommend guidelines for adaptive 

reuse, infill, and redevelopment.
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PLAN COLUMBIA: A RECENT UPDATE, CONTINUED

“The City of Columbia will embrace the opportunities afforded 
by the coming decades of growth to become a destination 
for people and businesses. We will focus our efforts on 
reinvesting in our existing neighborhoods and business 
districts and growing where there is opportunity to increase 
housing choices. Our southern spirit will be embodied in a 
built environment that embraces sustainable and unique 
design while providing a rich and dynamic environment for 
our people and businesses to thrive.”    			

- Plan Columbia Vision Statement 

Citizens were engaged throughout the process through public 

meetings and stakeholder focus groups, and a vision statement and 

guiding principles were developed as part of the planning process, 

and the plan document was organized into five separate critical 

components.  

The following Guiding Principles were adopted through the Plan 

Columbia process:

1.	 High quality design of the built environment—public and private 

architecture, streetscape, corridors, gateways and edges—that 

distinguishes the City.

2.	 Strong neighborhoods with distinct identities and amenities 

within walkable distances.

3.	 A connected greenway system that links waterways and 

environmental corridors as 

4.	 A range of housing choices—type, price, and location—that serves 

a diverse population. well as reaches into neighborhoods.

5.	 A strong city center with increased intensity, mix of use, and 

vibrant and active public realm.

6.	 Better utilization of vacant structures and land—through infill 

and redevelopment—that is well-served by infrastructure and 

adjacent to developed land.

7.	 Greater intensity of development at strategic locations that 

creates a mix of uses and a critical mass required for a vibrant 

community.

8.	 A connected community with ease of mobility that better 

balances the needs of pedestrians, automobiles, bicyclists, and 

transit users.
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PLAN COLUMBIA: A RECENT UPDATE, CONTINUED

The analysis and recommendations set forth within Plan Columbia 

were organized into five critical components.  As these components 

have been carried forward within the land use chapter of Columbia 

Compass, they are not discussed in-depth herein.

ADAPTIVE REUSE, 
INFILL, 

REDEVELOPMENT, 
& GREENFIELD 
DEVELOPMENT

AREA  & 
NEIGHBORHOOD 

PLANS BUILDING 
TYPES /

 LAND USES

DEVELOPMENT 
TYPES

CONNECTIONS 
& DESIGN

Critical 

Components

The five critical components of Plan Columbia.
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DEMOGRAPHICS URBANIZATION & SUBURBANIZATION

While demographic trends are inherently difficult to anticipate, 

there are a few nationwide trends that we know will likely effect 

the Midlands.  The U.S. population is expected to continue to grow 

at a steady pace, and those age groups over 65 and under 35 are 

expected to continue to grow, while the age group of 35 to 65 is 

expected to shrink dramatically (from over ¾ of the pie in 2010 to 

around ¼ of the pie in 2030).   With these shifts (which account for 

lower birth rates, the size of age groups, and other factors), average 

household size will also shift – the majority of households will be 

comprised of singles or couples, with only 25% of all households 

expected to include children by 2025. 1 

Analyzing population growth geographically, we can also expect an 

influx of new residents – from 2010 to 2018, the South has continually 

seen the highest rates of population growth – 37% or greater each 

year, when compared with the Northeast, Midwest, and West.2  

Specific to our region, the Central Midlands Council of Governments 

(CMCOG) has estimated that the population of the Midlands will 

grow exponentially, from 839,819 people in 2020 to 1,365,128 in 2050.3  

A more in-depth study of demographic trends affecting Columbia 

and the Midlands can be found in the population chapter of 

Columbia Compass.

With the demographic shifts anticipated above, we have also seen 

shifts in where people live – in 2018, the UN predicted in the 2018 

Revision of World Urbanization Prospects that 68% of the world 

population would live in urban areas by 2050.4  The United States is 

already part of one of the most urbanized regions, with 82% of the 

population of North America living in urban areas in 2018.5  Locally, 

we have seen increasing densities per acre in the core of downtown, 

and within municipal areas.6  While Columbia and the Midlands will 

likely remain a relatively low-density urban area when compared 

to larger cities nation-wide, changing housing preferences (both 

regionally and nationally), especially those tied to our two largest 

generations, will likely drive future land use throughout the Midlands. 

Local population density per square kilometer by Census Tract, 2015.7 A larger 
version of this map can be found in Appendix A.
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LAND NEEDS

Given these nationwide and more localized demographic trends, 

Columbia and the Midlands will need to be strategic about the use 

of available (undeveloped or underdeveloped) land.   For example, 

the majority of housing stock is built to respond to current and past 

trends and generational desires8 – while the number of households 

with children is anticipated to decrease drastically in coming years, 

most of our housing stock nationwide9 (and certainly in Columbia10) 

is made up of detached, single-family homes, many of which fall 

outside of the urban core of the City.  

Shifts in transportation and information technology are already 

changing and will continue to change what we desire from our built 

environment.  As density increases in the downtown core and at 

nodes, it will likely continue to decrease in these outer areas, requiring 

special attention to vacancies and revitalization opportunities along 

the City’s key corridors that serve these residential areas.  

As our regional population increases, there will also be an increased 

strain on local resources and an increased demand for local food 

production.  The Natural Resources Existing Conditions identifies 

the location of key soils critical to agricultural production, and many 

of these soils are located in areas facing increasing development 

pressures.  The critical components identified by Plan Columbia (and 

listed earlier in this document) are meant as a proactive response to 

anticipated shifts in land needs. 
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PLANNING, LAND DEVELOPMENT, & ZONING CODE

CODE REWRITE

Where land use planning takes a longer-term and broader view, 

zoning is a regulatory tool which can implement the vision of a plan 

through setting predictable standards and expectations. Zoning 

districts are more specific than future land use classifications, and 

they carry regulatory weight - they set forth standards for use types 

and how structures should relate to one another, property lines, 

streets, and other physical features.  

The current iteration of the City’s zoning code (with a few updates 

over the years) was adopted in 1979.   The current code includes 

39 base zoning and zoning overlay districts, and with the exception 

of the added overlay districts and updates through the years, is 

typical for a code of its time.  For example, the current code reflects 

a desire to cleanly separate uses, making mixed-use development 

more difficult, and development standards and patterns reflect a 

more auto-dominated and less pedestrian-friendly approach to 

development.

development (subdivision) standards.  The public was engaged 

throughout the rewrite process, building upon public engagement 

during the Plan Columbia process.  The UDO has been adopted 

but is not yet in effect, and includes 40 base and zoning overlay 

districts.  The text of the code will be adopted with a delay in place, 

to allow the City to develop zoning maps based upon the new zoning 

designations.  The future land use maps will be a critical resource 

during the process of creating a new official zoning map of the City.  

A rewrite of the City’s Zoning Ordinance and Land Development 

regulations began in May 2015 following the adoption of Plan 

Columbia with an assessment of the current zoning code.  The goal of 

the rewrite was to create a more user-friendly code that implements 

the recommendations of Plan Columbia, modernizes the regulations 

to more strongly encourage and support infill and redevelopment in a 

context-sensitive manner, and supports and encourages sustainable/

green development.  The Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) 

includes processes and procedures, as well as zoning and land 

PLANNING PROGRAMS

In addition to administering building code, zoning, and land 

development standards, the City’s Planning & Development Services 

Department is responsible for a number of longer-term planning 

studies and initiatives.  The Planning Division focuses on annexation, 

historic preservation (education, assistance, and regulation), bicycle 

and pedestrian planning, planning for and activating public space, 

encouraging high quality design of the built environment (through 

education and regulation), and the development of more detailed 

neighborhood, community, area, and corridor plans.   Planning staff 

gathers data through all of these efforts that helps to underscore, 

move forward, and update the recommendations of the City’s 

comprehensive plan.
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ROLE OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION

The City of Columbia Planning Commission is made up of citizen 

volunteers appointed by City Council.  The Commission’s nine 

members are charged with reviewing and making recommendations 

to City Council regarding amendments to the comprehensive plan, 

neighborhood, area, and corridor plans, and amendments to the 

zoning ordinance (both map and text).  Planning Commission also 

reviews site plans and street name changes.  The functions, powers, 

and duties of the local planning commission are set forth in the 

South Carolina State Code of Laws (§6-29-340), and summarized by 

the Municipal Association of South Carolina, 

In addition to reviewing the comprehensive plan and area plans, the 

Planning Commission can prepare and recommend measures for 

implementing these plans, including:

a.	 “Zoning ordinances, including zoning district maps and necessary 

revisions.

b.	 Regulations for the subdivision or development of land. 

The planning commission is responsible for overseeing the 

administration of land development regulations adopted by the 

local governing body. 

c.	 An official map and appropriate revisions showing the exact 

location of existing or proposed public streets, highways, utility 

rights of way and public building sites, with regulations and 

procedures for administering the official map ordinance. 

d.	 A landscaping ordinance providing required planting, tree 

preservation and other aesthetic considerations.

e.	 A capital improvements program listing projects required to 

implement adopted plans. The planning commission must 

submit an annual list of priority projects to the appropriate 

governmental bodies for consideration when they prepare annual 

capital budgets.

f.	 Policies and procedures to implement adopted comprehensive 

plan elements. These policies and procedures could cover such 

things as expanding corporate limits, extending public water and 

sewer systems, dedicating streets and drainage easements, and 

offering economic development incentive packages.”11 

Columbia’s Planning Commission currently reviews the items 

described in a, b, and d above, however the Commission is not 

engaged on those other items listed, and the City has not adopted an 

Official Map.
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COMPOSITE EXISTING LAND USE MAP

An analysis of the current 

development pattern and 

land use in the City shows 

concentrations of uses.  The 

real standout in this analysis 

is the extensive inventory 

of civic/institutional (which 

is also tax-exempt12) 

land in the City.  A Plan 

Columbia analysis which 

examined commercially and 

residentially-zoned vacant 

parcels (which were not 

located in a floodplain, park, 

or cemetery) hypothesized 

that there were almost 3,799 

acres of land available for 

infill and redevelopment in 

the City.13  The adjacent map 

identifies the existing land 

uses of properties based 

upon 2019 Tax Assessor 

data, cross-checked against 

known existing land uses.

Existing land uses throughout the City, 2019.
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GATEWAYS & CORRIDORS MAP

Gateways are select points in 

or near activity centers which 

are located at prominent 

intersections in the City or 

at entry or exit points to the 

City.  Gateway corridors are 

located along prominent 

roadways in the City, and 

should include unique 

landmarks, landscapes, and 

signs that clearly promote 

the corridor and represent 

the City in a positive and 

attractive manner. This map 

was developed as a part of 

the Plan Columbia planning 

process, and an updated 

version is available within 

the land use chapter of 

Columbia Compass.

Corridors & Gateways Map (Plan Columbia)



F-208

|     C
olu

m
b

ia C
om

p
ass: E

n
vision

 20
36

A
P

P
E

N
D

IX
F  |Maps

GREENWAYS & CONNECTIONS MAP

Urban greenways represent 

existing or proposed linear 

green spaces within the 

City usually found along 

streets and roads where 

special attention to plantings 

and waterways have been 

made to accommodate 

recreational access by 

pedestrians and bicyclists.  

Naturalized greenways and 

blueways represent areas 

which currently contribute 

to a natural stream course 

or contain significant tree 

cover or are along a route 

of one of these features and 

offer potential to connect 

to existing protected open 

spaces. This map was 

developed as a part of the 

Plan Columbia planning 

process, and an updated 

version is available within 

the land use chapter of 

Columbia Compass.
Greenways & Connections Map  (Plan Columbia)
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FUTURE LAND USE MAPS

Future land use maps were initially adopted with Plan Columbia, and 

have been updated regularly to reflect changes to City boundaries 

and more detailed study and examination of neighborhoods and 

corridors since the plan was adopted.  An additional future land use 

classification, Urban Core Mixed Residential – Type 3 (UCMR-3) was 

also added upon recommendation of the Capital City Mill District & 

Corridor Plan (2017), and that study area was remapped as well.  

The future land use classifications of Plan Columbia are grouped into 

four major categories:

•	 Neighborhoods 

•	 Activity Centers & Corridors

•	 Industrial, Transportation, & Utility Centers

•	 Special Districts 

The following future land use maps that follow show how these 

classifications have been applied throughout the City of Columbia.  

These maps help to provide policy guidance to citizens, staff, and 

decision-makers by spatially reflecting the community’s vision for 

their community.  As the City’s boundaries expand, these maps are 

updated to incorporate newly annexed properties into the future land 

use map.



F-210

|     C
olu

m
b

ia C
om

p
ass: E

n
vision

 20
36

A
P

P
E

N
D

IX
F  |

Current Future Land Use Map

City-wide.  Map date 12.27.19; as part of Columbia Compass, changes are proposed to the future land use maps, which are reflected within the land use chapter.
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Current Future Land Use Map

Central.  Map date 12.27.19; as part of Columbia Compass, changes are proposed to the future land use maps, which are reflected within the land use chapter.
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Current Future Land Use Map

North Central.  Map date 12.27.19; as part of Columbia Compass, changes are proposed to the future land use maps, which are reflected within the land use chapter.
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Current Future Land Use Map

Central Southeast.  Map date 12.27.19; as part of Columbia Compass, changes are proposed to the future land use maps, which are reflected within the land use chapter.
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Current Future Land Use Map

East Central.  Map date 12.27.19; as part of Columbia Compass, changes are proposed to the future land use maps, which are reflected within the land use chapter.
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Current Future Land Use Map

Southeast.  Map date 12.27.19; as part of Columbia Compass, changes are proposed to the future land use maps, which are reflected within the land use chapter.
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Current Future Land Use Map

Northeast.  Map date 12.27.19; as part of Columbia Compass, changes are proposed to the future land use maps, which are reflected within the land use chapter.
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Current Future Land Use Map

North.  Map date 12.27.19; as part of Columbia Compass, changes are proposed to the future land use maps, which are reflected within the land use chapter.
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Current Future Land Use Map

I-26 Corridor.  Map date 12.27.19; as part of Columbia Compass, changes are proposed to the future land use maps, which are reflected within the land use chapter.
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Current Future Land Use Map

Broad River.  Map date 12.27.19; as part of Columbia Compass, changes are proposed to the future land use maps, which are reflected within the land use chapter.
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NEIGHBORHOOD, AREA, & CORRIDOR PLANS

The City of Columbia has a rich history of planning for its 

neighborhoods, small areas, and corridors.  Plan Columbia 

recommended the adoption of a more strategic approach to these 

plans, setting forth a framework for area plans, as well as a map of 

future planning areas. 

Each of these plans includes recommendations for a variety of 

projects within their respective study areas.  While the number 

and level of detail of recommendations varies by plan, many of the 

recommendations of these plans have not yet seen implementation.  

The City of Columbia has traditionally planned on a neighborhood 

scale, however Plan Columbia acknowledged that planning for the 

City one neighborhood at a time would be unrealistic, given not only 

the number of neighborhood organizations14, but also that groups 

of adjacent neighborhoods share activity centers, transportation 

corridors, and concerns with one another.   

Maps showing the plans developed in recent years, as well as the 

strategic planning areas set forth by Plan Columbia, are included in 

the pages that follow.  
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Neighborhood, Area, & Corridor Plans Adopted or Endorsed by the City
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Neighborhood, Area, & Corridor Planning Areas Recommended by Plan Columbia

Plan Columbia made recommendations to strategically consolidate planning areas for future planning efforts.  The areas shown above fall mostly within the City. 
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Neighborhood, Area, & Corridor Joint Planning Areas Recommended by Plan Columbia

Plan Columbia made recommendations to strategically consolidate planning areas for future planning efforts.  The areas shown above are generally split by jurisdictional 
boundaries, and as such the recommendation is to plan for these areas jointly with other local governmental entities.
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FALL SURVEY

As part of the Columbia Compass planning process, an initial 

survey was launched through the MetroQuest platform to provide 

an opportunity for citizens to offer input on eight of the nine 

elements of the comprehensive plan (priority investment was not 

included).  The survey launched on September 28, 2018 and was 

active until November 8, 2018.  In addition to collecting participant 

demographics, the survey collected information on each plan 

element by requesting feedback on a series of statements, allowed 

participants to place map markers on an interactive map to identify 

issues and concerns, and asked for open-ended comments on a vision 

for Columbia’s future.  Overall, there were 1,197 survey responses, 

which included 5,085 comments and 37, 014 data points.  

Of those responses, 683 respondents chose to address statements 

relative to the Land Use Element.  Of the eight topics, Land Use 

was the fifth most popular.  Respondents were asked to rank each 

statement on a scale of 1-5 based on how much they agreed or 

disagreed with the statement (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly 

agree).  The aggregate results of these rankings were analyzed to find 

an average position, which is reported for each land use statement.

4.14

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

“A connected greenway system is essential to making Columbia a world-
class city.”

3.84

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

“Density and intensity should increase at strategic locations within the City’s 
core.”

4.32

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

“High quality design of the built environment should be a priority.”

2.58

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

“Columbia has recognizable, attractive gateways at key entrances to the 
City.”

4.12

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

“The City should invest in beautifying and improving streetscaping along key 
corridors.”
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FALL SURVEY, CONTINUED FOCUS GROUPS

Respondents also identified strong places, weak places, and 

opportunities on an interactive map platform.  Maps are available 

in the Appendix I, and were also published online in an interactive 

format and on the plan website, columbiacompass.org, allowing the 

viewer to review the comments made about each map marker.

Feedback received during this survey aligned with the themes 

and guiding principles identified in Plan Columbia.  Through their 

comments, respondents focused on the need for:

•	 Investment and prioritization;

•	 Walkability;

•	 Greenways, gateways, and connections; and

•	 Beautification and improvements to corridors and infrastructure.

As there had been a number of focus groups held during the Plan 

Columbia process, the project team was able to weave in discussions 

of land use into the focus groups for other elements instead of 

hosting focus groups specific to land use.  The themes that arose from 

these focus groups mirrored the guiding principles and discussion of 

existing conditions within Plan Columbia.

Survey respondents also left 280 comments specific to land use.  The most commonly 
used words are shown above, scaled to represent their frequency of usage.
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PUBLIC OPEN HOUSES - OCTOBER 2018

The October 2018 Open Houses served to introduce citizens to each 

of the elements of the comprehensive plan.  Stations were staffed 

topically and included Envision Columbia and each of the elements, 

with the exception of the priority investment element.  Boards for 

the land use element included information summarizing Plan 

Columbia’s vision, guiding principles, and critical components, as well 

as the current future land use maps for the City as a whole.  

An interactive board asked participants to vote on what type of 

land use plan they preferred for Columbia (an exercise similar to the 

Urban Land Institute (ULI) Reality Check15 stakeholders participated 

in during the Plan Columbia planning process) – Dispersed, Corridor, 

Compact Urban, or Multiple Centers.  The majority of participants 

voted for Compact Urban, though many participants discussed the 

difficulty of choosing a single land use pattern for the City, given its 

size and variety of development types.  These findings echoed those 

comments received during the Plan Columbia process.

A summary of the feedback received at the February 2019 Open 

Houses is provided within the Appendices of Columbia Compass, and 

as such is not repeated herein.

The board on the left was utilized at the October 3rd meeting at Richland Library Main; the 
board on the right was utilized at the October 4th meeting at the Eau Claire Print Building.
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1	 Nationwide demographic trends discussed in this section are adapted from: Craig Lewis, FAICP, LEED AP, CNU. (2018, October 31 - November 2). Urban
	 Design Principles for Smart, Resilient Communities. South Carolina American Planning Association Fall 2018 Conference. Greenville, SC.
2	 United States Census Bureau. (2019, November 6). U.S. and World Population Clock: United States Population Growth by Region. Retrieved from United
	 States Census Bureau: https://www.census.gov/popclock/
3	 Central Midlands Council of Governments. (2018). Central Midlands Region Population Projection Report, 2020-2050. Columbia.
4	 United Nations Department of Economic & Social Affairs. (2018, May 16). 68% of the world population projected to live inn urban areas by 2050, says UN. New
	 York, NY.
5	 Ibid
6	 A more in-depth discussion of regional trends related to density and demographics may be found in the population chapter of Columbia Compass.
7	 Central Midlands Council of Governments. (2018). Central Midlands Region Population Projection Report, 2020-2050. Columbia.
8	 The market analysis included within Appendix D, Housing, notes that 60% of the housing stock in Columbia was built prior to 1980, and 21% was built 1980
	 1999.
9	 Adapted from Craig Lewis, FAICP, LEED AP, CNU. (2018, October 31 - November 2). Urban Design Principles for Smart, Resilient Communities. South Carolina
	 American Planning Association Fall 2018 Conference. Greenville, SC.
10	 Per the market analysis included as part of Appendix D, Housing, the 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year estimates indicate that 55% of all
	 housing units in Columbia are single-family detached units.  The Market Analysis also notes that 60% of the housing stock in Columbia was built prior to 1980,
	 and 21% was built 1980-1999, reflecting desires that may not align with the desires of current and future generations.
11	 Municipal Association of South Carolina. (Updated 2018). Comprehensive Planning Guide for Local Governments. Columbia.
12	 A more detailed analysis of tax exempt properties in the City is included in Appendix C, Economic Development.
13	 City of Columbia, SC. (2015). Plan Columbia Land Use Plan: Putting the Pieces in Place. Columbia.
14	 The City’s website listed 120 distinct neighborhood organizations as of June 2019.
15	 The Urban Land Institute hosted a Reality Check Midlands regional visioning exercise in 2013.  This exercise included a series of symposiums on the principles
	 produced by Reality Check. 
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TOPICS

IN THIS  SECTION

Housing is a vital part of everyday life in Columbia. Stable 
housing is essential to people’s health, safety, and well-
being, and it is a primary factor in determining people’s 
access to resources and opportunities. This chapter lays 
out the City’s housing trends and needs, and identifies 
key challenges and opportunities to be addressed in the 
comprehensive plan.

Housing, Complete 

Neighborhoods, Affordability, 

Equity

Introduction	 218
Guiding Principles	 219
Existing Conditions	 222
Recommendations	 228

Cover photo iStock.com/jhorrocks
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Housing and neighborhoods are the fundamental building blocks of our 

community. While housing is built primarily by the private market, the 

City’s role is to guide and manage development to meet community, 

neighborhood, and household needs. To plan effectively for housing, it is 

important to consider land use and transportation trends, demographic 

and economic trends, and past and current policies that have 

contributed to and continue to influence current housing conditions.

The success of our neighborhoods has a direct impact on the overall 

successfulness of the City, making it important for the City to help 

promote safe, stable, and affordable housing options for all of its 

residents. Communities should strive to be inclusive through providing 

housing choices adequate for a range of households and needs. Whether 

people are elderly, aging retirees, empty nesters, working families, 

young workers, or students, they should have housing options that offer 

different price points, sizes, number of bedrooms, and locations. Also 

important is the consideration of where housing is located in relation 

to jobs. People invest more money and time in a community if they 

both live and work there. Additionally, some community members have 

special housing needs that require assistance, such as foster children, 

persons experiencing homelessness, low-income households, persons 

with disabilities, and persons recovering from addictions and mental 

health challenges. 

This chapter discusses key issues that were identified throughout the 

Columbia Compass planning process, including managing change 

in neighborhoods, revitalizing neighborhoods, promoting housing 

affordability, providing a variety of housing choices, and supporting 

complete neighborhoods. 

Introduction

Image iStock.com/ewg3D
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	» Walkable and vibrant 
neighborhoods

	» Enhancement and stabilization 
of underserved neighborhoods

	» Protection of historical and 
cultural characteristics

	» Affordable housing
	» Mix of housing and 

neighborhood choices

We believe in enhancement and stabilization 

of underserved neighborhoods using inclusive 

efforts to expand opportunity, choice, and 

safety. 

The upkeep and rehabilitation of older homes 

can be costly, and this can be a challenge 

for some homeowners, particularly those 

challenged by historically significant societal 

challenges such as discrimination. The City of 

Columbia’s neighborhoods contain a relatively 

old housing stock — 36% of the City’s housing 

stock was built before 1960 compared to just 

15% for the metro area overall. Maintaining these 

aging homes is important for preserving the 

unique character of Columbia’s neighborhoods 

as well as for ensuring that the City continues 

to offer a high quality housing stock. The City 

can help strengthen these communities by 

supporting home maintenance as well as by 

making investments and improvements that 

will provide services and amenities to these 

neighborhoods. It will be essential to involve 

residents in these planning processes in order 

to promote “placekeeping” — equitable growth 

where investment in existing neighborhoods 

enhances the community where they live 

without resulting in gentrification that 

displaces them. It will be particularly important 

for the City to work with renters, who are more 

at risk of displacement.

We believe in creating walkable and vibrant 

neighborhoods connected to destinations 

where residents can learn, shop, work, and play.

Neighborhoods that provide a variety of 

destinations and accessible, connected 

transportation routes help to create complete 

communities where all residents can access 

opportunities. Like many southeastern 

cities, Columbia is most easily navigated 

today by car due to infrastructure and 

development patterns that support driving 

and the separation of housing from jobs and 

commercial centers. As the City continues 

to grow and preferences evolve, there is and 

will continue to be increasing demand for 

alternative transportation infrastructure 

as well as amenities and services that are 

located closer to housing. It is important that 

Columbia’s transportation network consist of an 

interconnected street and sidewalk system that 

will safely and conveniently connect residential 

areas to destinations. These destinations should 

include a mix of housing choices as well as 

places that people access in their daily lives — 

jobs, schools, grocery stores, transit stations, 

and public open spaces and recreational 

facilities. The City of Columbia should foster 

and support these elements of complete 

neighborhoods in order to create vibrant and 

livable neighborhoods.
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	» Walkable and vibrant 
neighborhoods

	» Enhancement and stabilization 
of underserved neighborhoods

	» Protection of historical and 
cultural characteristics

	» Affordable housing
	» Mix of housing and 

neighborhood choices

We believe in advancing development of 

adequate and affordable housing for our 

families, workers, seniors, and disadvantaged 

community members. 

Historically, Columbia has been a relatively 

affordable place to live compared to other U.S. 

metro areas. However, like many cities, the 

City of Columbia is now facing a shortage of 

affordable housing. Since 2010, rental and for 

sale prices of housing in Columbia have risen 

faster than incomes, resulting in rental and for 

sale gaps in the local housing market. These 

gaps in affordable units especially affect low-

income residents. Rising housing prices are 

also impacting the City’s workforce. Currently, 

Columbia metro workers can only afford 42% of 

the City’s rental units and 21% of homes sold in 

the City, meaning that many people who work 

within the City of Columbia cannot afford to live 

here. Models predict that affordability for both 

rental and homeownership units will continue 

to decline. The City will need to address this 

challenge in order to meet the desire for quality 

affordable housing that is well-maintained 

over time and provides residents with access to 

opportunities. 

We believe in managing change in existing 

neighborhoods to support the protection of 

historical and cultural characteristics and 

reduce impacts on established neighborhood 

character.

Columbia’s lengthy and rich history 

makes it home to a number of established 

neighborhoods that display the City’s 

unique architectural style, character, and 

culture. Preserving the older homes in these 

communities not only protects the identity 

and culture of the neighborhoods and 

residents that live there, but also strengthens 

home values and supports local economic 

development. While much contemporary 

development has marked a departure from 

the craftsmanship found in older homes, there 

is a desire to return to a local architectural 

style. Columbia has existing policies in place 

to protect neighborhood character, including 

historic districts, community character districts, 

and design standards. The City should continue 

to embrace its history and character while 

also welcoming the future. Change will be 

necessary in order to create more complete 

neighborhoods, housing choices, and 

affordable housing. This change should not 

be resisted, but instead should be managed 

so that Columbia can grow and thrive while 

maintaining its special culture and character.



221

|     C
olu

m
b

ia C
om

p
ass: E

n
vision

 20
36

H
O

U
SIN

G
04   |Guiding Principles

	» Walkable and vibrant 
neighborhoods

	» Enhancement and stabilization 
of underserved neighborhoods

	» Protection of historical and 
cultural characteristics

	» Affordable housing
	» Mix of housing and 

neighborhood choices

We believe in ensuring the Columbia 

community has access to a mix of housing and 

neighborhood choices throughout the City.

The City of Columbia is comprised of a diverse 

population with people of different needs and 

preferences. The housing stock in Columbia 

should include a range of housing types and 

sizes for rent and for sale at affordable prices 

throughout the City in order to serve the needs 

of all of Columbia’s residents. Changing housing 

preferences and shifting demographics have 

created a desire for a wider variety of housing 

options, including smaller homes that have 

less property to maintain, are proximate to 

downtown, and are in walkable neighborhoods. 

Additionally, it is important for housing options 

to be available at a range of price points 

throughout the City, in locations with safe and 

convenient access to jobs, schools, amenities, 

and services. By expanding and incentivizing 

the development of diverse housing choices, 

the City can help provide people with more 

housing options that are affordable, meet the 

changing preferences of aging residents and 

younger workers and families, provide residents 

with better access to essential services, and 

provide more opportunities for people to age in 

place.
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Based on the 2012-2016 U.S. Census Bureau American Community 

Survey 5-year estimates, Columbia is home to approximately 

132,500 people living in about 45,300 housing units, in addition 

to 116 neighborhood associations. At 55%, a little over half of these 

Columbia households are renters. Similar to other metro areas, the 

surrounding suburbs of Columbia have higher ownership rates than 

the central city. In the MSA, approximately two-thirds of households 

are owners while the remaining third of households are renters. 

Ownership is also lower overall in Columbia than in the MSA, across 

all age cohorts.

Columbia has slightly more single-family homes than other housing 

types. Fifty-five percent of homes in Columbia are single-family 

detached structures, 24% are attached units in relatively small 

structures (less than 10 units), 21% are attached units in larger 

structures (10 or more units), and about 1% are mobile homes. As 

shown in Figure 1, the housing type breakdown differs across owners 

and renters. Ninety-one percent of homeowners in 2016 lived in 

single-family detached homes. In comparison, renters lived in a 

variety of housing types: 25% lived in single-family detached homes, 

HOUSING STOCK

THE DATA

A housing assessment was conducted as part of the Columbia 

Compass: Envision 2036 planning process. Completed in 2018, the 

assessment was generated using 2012-2016 U.S. Census Bureau 

American Community Survey 5-year estimates available at the 

time, 2015 U.S. Census Bureau Longitudinal Employer-Household 

Dynamics, and local market data for rental and for sale properties.

Existing Conditions

74% lived in attached units, and about 1% lived in mobile homes.

The 2008 recession had a notable impact on Columbia’s local 

housing market. Based on local building permit data, there was 

diminished residential construction during and following the 

recession. In 2017 and 2018, single-family permitting reached its 

highest points since 2008. The City of Columbia remains the main 

focus of multi-family permitting in the region.

The homes in Columbia are older and have fewer bedrooms 

compared to the MSA overall.  Thirty-six percent of Columbia’s 

homes were built prior to 1960, whereas only 15% of the housing stock 

in the MSA was built before 1960.

Figure 1. Housing Type, Columbia, (2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-year 
Estimates)1 

All Units
45,25555%

21%

24%
1%

Single Family Attached

Attached: 10 or more units in structure

Attached: fewer than 10 units in structure

Mobile home or other

25%

91%

1%1%

35%

3%

39%

5%

Renters
24,788

Owners
20,467
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Between 2010 to 2016, the median household income in Columbia 

rose from $38,000 to $42,900. During that same time period, 

the income distribution shifted up for both renters and owners. 

These income shifts were comparable to state and national trends. 

However, Columbia still remains in the lower half of incomes for the 

region.

Columbia’s commuting patterns highlight the fact that Columbia is 

a job center, but that residential centers are dispersed throughout 

the region. 113,298 people work in the City and live outside the City; 

28,285 people live in the City and work outside the City; and 20,254 

people live and work in the City. The relatively small number of 

people who both live and work in the City indicate that most people 

are not living and working in the same community. Only 15% of 

Columbia’s workforce lives in the City, with 85% of Columbia workers 

living outside the City. Of those who live in the City, the distribution is 

more balanced but still indicates that most people are not living and 

working in the same place. Over 40% of Columbia residents work 

within the City, while about 60% of residents work outside the City. 

MARKET TRENDS

Figure 2. Rent Distribution, Columbia, 2000, 2010, and 20162 

Rental prices have increased substantially in Columbia between 

2000 and 2016, with median rents rising from about $530 to $850. 

This trend is consistent with the regional market overall. Figure 2 

shows how the price distribution of rentals in Columbia has changed 

between 2000, 2010, and 2016, with the percentage of rentals below 

$500 a month decreasing from 43% to 13% in that time period. 

Figure 3 shows the spatial distribution of median rental rates within 

Columbia’s central city. Census tracts with median rent over $900 

per month include land downtown and directly north and south of 

downtown. Tracts with median rent between $750-900 per month 

include land east of downtown, extending to Fort Jackson, and 

tracts in the northwestern portion of the City. Areas with median 

rent prices below $750 a month are primarily located in the northern 

portions of the City and also extend south to I-77.
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Figure 4. Home Value Distribution, Columbia, 2000, 2010, and 20163 

Figure 3. Median Gross Rent within Central City by Census Tract, Columbia, 20164 

MARKET TRENDS, CONTINUED

Self-reported home values in Columbia are higher compared to the 

MSA. The median home price in the City is $164,000 compared to 

$143,000 in the MSA. Figure 4 shows the distribution of home values 

in Columbia and reveals the substantial decline in the proportion of 

homes valued at less than $100,000, decreasing from 51% in 2000 to 

23% in 2016. 

Zillow data shows that median home prices in Columbia’s for-sale 

market have risen 32% since the recessionary low in 2012. Columbia’s 

median home price is lower than the state and nation overall, but the 

price is still high for the City and may pose challenges for potential 

buyers, especially given the simultaneous increase in interest rates.

2018 housing sales data shows that most of the homes sold were 

single-family detached homes. The forthcoming addition of over 

3,000 single-family homes, primarily in northeast Columbia, suggests 

a continued growth of suburban single-family homes. Patio homes 

also appear to be in high demand and only stayed on the market 

for a few weeks before being sold, which suggests that there is an 

unmet demand for different unit types. 
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Between 1999 and 2016, incomes and sale prices rose at comparable 

rates, as shown in Figure 5. However, rents rose faster than incomes, 

which may make it difficult for renters to save for a downpayment. 

Self-reported home values rose faster than incomes and home 

prices, which suggests an increase in equity for current homeowners, 

but also an increased cost of entry to homeownership. It is also 

important to note that rent and sales prices shown in Figure 5 do not 

include additional costs, such as utilities, insurance, and taxes. These 

are all added costs that get factored into the affordability of a rental 

unit or home.

Figure 6. Homes Sold by Price and Location, Columbia, 2017-2018 Q25 

Figure 5. Summary of Market Trends in Columbia, 1999-20166 

1999 2016 Percent 
Change

Trend Relative 
to Income

Median Income $31,093 $42,875 38%

Median Rent $536 $853 59%

Median Sale Price $93,750 $126,643 35%

Median Home Value $98,500 $164,200 67%

The City’s growth patterns have been influenced by a history of 

settlement, access to amenities and transportation, and housing 

lending practices such as redlining. Current patterns of housing 

values reflect these influences, as shown by the clusters of lower and 

higher valued neighborhoods across the City in Figure 6.

MARKET TRENDS, CONTINUED
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AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS

An affordability and gaps analysis was conducted as part of the 

housing assessment in order to determine how well Columbia’s 

housing market is meeting the needs of residents and how likely 

the market is to accommodate future demand of residents and 

workers. The analysis uses data from the 2012-2016 U.S. Census 

Bureau American Community Survey 5-year estimates, Multiple 

Listing Service, and 2015 U.S. Census Bureau Longitudinal Employer-

Household Dynamics.

The analysis revealed that there is a mismatch in rental units, 

particularly for lower income renters earning less than $20,000, 

which encompasses 36% of all renters. There is a gap of more than 

3,200 units for extremely low income households, not including 

students. There is also a mismatch in rental units for those earning 

between $50,000-$100,000. 

When looking at what workers in the City’s top five industries can 

afford, only one industry (Public Administration) has average wages 

high enough to afford the City’s median rental and sales prices. The 

average metro worker could afford only 42% of rental units and 21% 

of homes sold in the City between 2017-2018, indicating a mismatch 

of prices and incomes.

FUTURE HOUSING NEEDS

With rents and home prices increasing faster than incomes, it is 

likely that households will be out priced in the future. Figure 7 

shows forecasted affordability over the next 10 years using trends 

from the past 16 years. The model shows that both rental and owner 

affordability declines over that time period, with rental affordability 

declining substantially. The decline in rental affordability will 

be especially important to plan for, as renters are particularly 

vulnerable to displacement. 

Figure 7. Affordability Forecasts, City of Columbia, 2016 to 20267 

Income Range
Max 

Affordable 
Home Price 2016 2021 2026 2016 2021 2026

Less than $20,000 $500 36% 30% 25% 13% 9% 6%

$20,000 - $35,000 $875 22% 21% 19% 40% 30% 21%

$35,000 - $50,000 $1,250 16% 16% 15% 34% 41% 47%

$50,000 + $1,250 + 26% 33% 41% 13% 19% 25%

Rental Affordability Forecasts

Income Range
Max 

Affordable 
Home Price 2016 2021 2026 2016 2021 2026

Less than $35,000 $125,900 58% 51% 43% 36% 32% 28%

$35,000 - $50,000 $179,857 16% 16% 15% 30% 31% 30%

$50,000 - $75,000 $269,785 15% 17% 19% 21% 23% 25%

$75,000 + $269,785 + 12% 16% 22% 13% 15% 17%

Owner Affordability Forecasts
% of Renters % of Homes Affordable

% of Renters % of Homes Affordable
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In addition to analyzing the existing housing stock, market trends, 

gaps in affordability, and projections for future housing needs, 

the City met with various stakeholder groups who provided input 

on housing issues and solutions in Columbia. Conversations 

with neighborhood and historic preservation advocates, housing 

developers and real estate professionals, affordable and transitional 

housing advocates, colleges, and the Columbia Planning 

Commission revealed support for the following solutions to address 

housing and neighborhood issues discussed in the Guiding 

Principles:

•	 Expanding affordable housing can be achieved through strong 

incentives to private housing developers, through discounted 

public lands made available to affordable housing developers, 

and through a new community land trust that can produce, own, 

and manage new affordable residential units.
 
•	 Expanding a mix of housing and neighborhood choices in 

Columbia can be achieved by increasing the variety of housing 

types available in downtown and surrounding areas, providing 

a mix of residential units within redeveloping transportation 

corridors, and designing new multi-unit homes within existing 

neighborhoods to be compatible with the surrounding 

neighborhood.

STAKEHOLDER INPUT

•	 Protection of cultural and historical characteristics can 

be supported by incentives to property owners to maintain 

and improve their older homes, ensuring that development 

standards require new units constructed within existing 

neighborhoods are compatible with the surrounding character, 

and increasing community and property owner awareness 

on the value of historic assets and protection tools in place in 

Columbia.

•	 Enhancement and stabilization of underserved neighborhoods 

can be supported by providing ongoing planning assistance to 

vulnerable neighborhoods to identify needed improvements 

and prioritize investment of these, working with vulnerable 

neighborhoods to identify the potential for displacement of 

current residents and seek solutions, and to increase access to 

homeownership assistance and home maintenance assistance.

•	 Fostering walkable and vibrant neighborhoods can be 

supported through designing neighborhoods to include 

parks, greenways, and public spaces; funding construction of 

greenways and sidewalks in neighborhoods that desire these 

facilities; and providing neighborhoods with better access to 

transit. 

These insights, along with inputs provided through community 

workshops and online surveys and discussions with City leaders 

and staff support the following housing and neighborhood 

recommendations.
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WHO IS RESPONSIBLE?

Responsible parties may include City departments and 

divisions, but may also include partner agencies and 

organizations.  Where multiple responsible parties are 

identified, a lead party or primary facilitator will be designated.

DURATION

Implementation of recommendations will be staggered 

throughout the next ten years - the schedule for 

implementation is set forth in the Priority Investment 

chapter.  The duration set for each recommendation  

identifies the amount of time it will take to complete these 

recommendations: 

•	 short - 1 to 3 years

•	 medium - 4-6 years

•	 long - 7-10+ years

"Ongoing" may be added to short, medium, or long to indicate 

where a recommendation may be for a continual action, but 

the action may have a short, medium, or long duration.  For 

example, the planning process for developing a neighborhood 

plan tends to take one year, but the City will plan for more than 

one neighborhood over the course of the 10 years to come, so 

the duration would be listed as "short, ongoing" in this case.

PRIORITY

Recommendations are prioritized to correspond with the 

Priority Investment element.  Prioritization helps us recognize 

items that may need to be completed prior to beginning 

others, as well as helps identify those priorities of greatest 

import to the City.  By setting a prioritization system, we can 

strategically work toward implementation, even as funding is 

limited.

Specific recommendations for priorities and actions for the coming 

years are made in the pages that follow. Recommendations are 

the heart of the plan document - built upon the foundation of the 

data and public input collected, through these recommendations 

we develop an action plan for the next ten years and establish the 

framework for our 2036 vision to be realized.  Throughout Columbia 

Compass, these recommendations are organized in the same 

format, and all of the recommendations of the plan are compiled 

and summarized within the Priority Investment chapter.   

RECOMMENDATION FRAMEWORK

The recommendations that follow are organized to provide 

information about the critical path forward, and where necessary, 

to provide helpful case studies that may help the responsible party/

ies as they move toward implementation.  Each recommendation is 

made in the form of an action statement, the primary topical theme 

is identified in a box in the upper left, and key components are 

identified as follows:
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COST  

Estimated cost ranges are made for each recommendation 

with the recognition that costs may change depending on the 

market and when implementation takes place.

¢ = $0 to $25,000

$ = $25,000 to $50,000

$$ = $50,000 to $100,000

$$$ = $100,000 - $500,000

$$$$ = $500,000 to $1.5M

$$$$$ = $1.5M +

Many of the recommendations within the plan require 

staff support - where this is the case, the symbol to the left 

will accompany the estimated cost.  Where staff support 

is a significant component of cost, often such support is 

already being provided, but an expansion of efforts may be 

necessary.

Often, implementing recommendations requires an 

upfront cost, though the recommendation itself will be 

cost-neutral or result in increased savings in the long run.  

This is generally noted in the text of the recommendation, 

but is also denoted by a small asterisk next to the 

estimated upfront cost.

*

REFERENCE TO THEMES & OTHER ELEMENTS 

The need for and impact of recommendations may relate 

to more than one element and theme.  The primary theme 

is identified in bold, with secondary themes also listed.  

The topical index lists all recommendations by theme.  

Recommendations are housed under the chapter they are 

most related to, but their relationship to additional elements is 

listed herein.

DATA TO BE COLLECTED

In many cases data must be collected to move forward 

strategically with a recommendation and/or to measure success.

MEASURING SUCCESS

This section identifies milestones and benchmarks for each 

recommendation.

CONNECTION WITH ENVISION COLUMBIA

Envision Columbia is City Council’s vision and strategic plan; 

this section identifies how a recommendation helps to further 

the vision set forth in the Envision Columbia focus areas.
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RECOMMENDATION

The following key metrics can be used to measure success: 

•	 The effectiveness of new partnerships, as measured by qualitative data, 

such as a survey of staff members, and quantitative data, which could 

measure the number of policies, programs, and services that result 

from  new partnerships

MEASURING SUCCESS

•	 Plan

•	 Empower

CONNECTION WITH ENVISION COLUMBIA

•	 Enhance

Ensuring that Columbia’s residents have access to stable, affordable 

housing will require a collaborative effort among stakeholders 

that contribute different types of knowledge, resources, and 

technical support. This collective effort should focus on creating 

mixed-use housing solutions to better support housing, service, 

and employment needs of Columbia’s vulnerable neighborhoods. 

These communities may require assistance to prevent or reverse 

neighborhood decline or to avoid involuntary displacement of 

residents. The City of Columbia should take a team-based approach 

by working across City departments and agencies, as well as 

partnering with non-governmental organizations focused on 

housing advocacy, to maintain and enhance affordable housing in 

these neighborhoods.

•	 Identify organizations that have existing relationships with communities 

in vulnerable neighborhoods in order to better engage with and 

understand the needs of these communities

•	 Evaluate areas of overlap with departments and agencies in order to 

improve internal efficiency and external provision of services

•	 Evaluate current processes and standards for information-sharing 

among departments and agencies

DATA TO BE COLLECTED

•	 Economic Development

•	 Land Use

•	 Population

•	 Partner
•	 Engagement & Outreach 

•	 Equity & Accessibility

THEMES OTHER ELEMENTS

Develop collaborative teams comprised of multiple departments, agencies, and 
organizations to work collectively to leverage resources and create housing 
solutions for vulnerable neighborhoods.

•	 Community Development 

(primary)

•	 Columbia Housing Authority

•	 Development corporations

•	 Planning & Development Services

WHO IS RESPONSIBLE?

•	 Regional partners such as 

Affordable Housing Coalition of 

South Carolina, Midlands Housing 

Trust Fund, South Carolina 

Community Loan Fund, SC State 

Housing Authority

Opportunities for partnerships will 
be identified and formalized in the 
short term; relationship building and 
collaboration will be an ongoing process.

SHORT, ONGOING
1-3 years to complete, 

recurring

DURATION

COST

PRIORITY

HIGH
start within 3 

years

¢ - $*



|     C
olu

m
b

ia C
om

p
ass: E

n
vision

 20
36

H
O

U
SIN

G
04   |

231

RECOMMENDATION

•	 Track housing market and demographic trends in order to identify 

neighborhoods where residents might be at risk of displacement, and 

to monitor trends over time. This data could include home sales, rates 

of new development, vacancy rates (both vacant buildings and vacant 

lots), rental prices, median household income, and demographic 

characteristics such as racial makeup.

•	 Identify neighborhoods that are declining or threatened by decline. This 

can be assessed by analyzing metrics such as the number of nuisance 

complaints and code enforcement issues, the number of building 

permits being applied for, reported property maintenance issues, and 

property valuation changes over time in comparison to comparable 

neighborhoods or the area as a whole.

DATA TO BE COLLECTED

The following key metrics can be used to measure success: 

•	 Reduction in code enforcement cases and reported property 

maintenance issues in identified vulnerable neighborhoods

•	 Increase in property values (measure city-wide and by school attendance 

zone, in comparison to identified vulnerable neighborhoods)

•	 Minimal residential displacement at the neighborhood level (as 

observed by neighborhood associations)

MEASURING SUCCESS

Columbia has a number of older neighborhoods that are in need 

of reinvestment in order to maintain a high quality housing 

stock and neighborhood infrastructure. It will be critical to plan 

with community members in order to support revitalization that 

strengthens neighborhoods and fosters equitable growth without 

displacing residents. Ongoing planning assistance will require 

identifying and monitoring changes in vulnerable neighborhoods 

and engaging with communities to identify opportunities for 

investment. Policies and programs to encourage investment should 

be coupled with anti-displacement measures, such as providing 

funding for construction of sidewalks and greenways while also 

improving access to homeownership assistance, considering 

opportunities for a wider variety of housing types that would include 

affordable units, and offering heirs property assistance. 

•	 Plan

•	 Empower

CONNECTION WITH ENVISION COLUMBIA

•	 Prosper

•	 Enhance

•	 Cultural Resources 

•	 Land Use

•	 Population

•	 Equity & Accessibility
•	 Partner

•	 Plan & Implement

THEMES OTHER ELEMENTS

Provide ongoing neighborhood assistance to the most vulnerable neighborhoods 
in need of revitalization and potentially challenged by displacement.

Identification of vulnerable neighborhoods 
should be completed in the short term, 
with monitoring and planning assistance 
provided on an ongoing basis.

SHORT, ONGOING
1-3 years to complete, 

recurring

¢ - $$*

DURATION

COST

PRIORITY

MEDIUM
start within 4-6 

years

•	 Community Development (primary)

•	 Public Works (primary)

•	 Columbia Housing Authority

•	 Development corporations 

WHO IS RESPONSIBLE?

•	 Planning Division

•	 Nonprofits and State and 

federal agencies working on 

housing
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Fruitvale Village, Oakland, CA. Image by Eric Fredericks, Flickr

Fruitvale, a neighborhood in Oakland, CA, is a relatively unique 

community. Similar to other urban neighborhoods, it has exhibited 

the signs of gentrification, as housing prices, homeownership rates, 

median household income, and educational attainment have risen. 

However, unlike many communities, its residents, who are primarily 

members of the Latinx community, have not been displaced. While 

individual resident turnover is difficult to track, a 2018 UCLA study 

examined neighborhood level trends and found that despite these 

economic changes, there were minimal changes in the proportion of 

Latinx residents between 2000-2015.

Many attribute Fruitvale’s revitalization without displacement to the 

redevelopment of a transit station. The project aimed to revitalize the 

declining neighborhood by transforming a surface parking lot next 

to the Fruitvale Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) station into a  mixed-

use, transit-oriented development. The project was developed by 

the Unity Council, a local community development corporation, who 

pushed for the provision of new public services to better support the 

current residents. These services included community services such 

as schools, senior and youth centers, a public library, a clinic, legal 

services, and a Head Start program. The development also included 

47 housing units, 10 of which are affordable, with more affordable 

units planned for the next phase of construction. The affordable 

housing units and community services, as well as the accessible 

Case Study 1
Fruitvale Village, Oakland, CA

Provide ongoing neighborhood assistance to the most vulnerable neighborhoods 
in need of revitalization and potentially challenged by displacement.

and connected design of the village, have helped the neighborhood 

population stay together while also spurring the development of 

new homes and businesses nearby. 

Public-private partnerships were crucial to the success of this 

project, including between the City of Oakland, the local community 

development corporation, BART, and other city, county, and regional 

government agencies. The City supported the project by creating an 

overlay zone that allowed for high density, mixed-use development in 

the area. These partnerships were also critical for financing. The City 

obtained federal HUD grants, issued a $19.8 million bond, included 

Fruitvale in a tax increment financing district, and participated in 

land swaps with the Unity Council in order to help fund the project.
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RECOMMENDATION

•	 Identify populations and neighborhoods that may struggle with 

property maintenance for the purpose of knowing who the target 

audience is for these resources

•	 Examine potential funding sources for these programs, including 

incentives, grants, and more

DATA TO BE COLLECTED

Maintaining aging properties is essential to preserving Columbia’s 

high quality housing stock and unique character. However, 

maintenance of older buildings can be expensive, and some 

property owners struggle to afford payments for improvements to 

their property. The City should provide support and incentives for 

homeowners to maintain their properties in order to help combat 

displacement and neighborhood decline. This could be done 

through evaluating, expanding, and strengthening current low-

income homeowner grant programs to assist with maintenance 

of properties in vulnerable neighborhoods.  Both emergency and 

preventative home repairs should target on improvements to safety, 

accessibility, and energy efficiency, in addition to aesthetic repairs.

•	 Plan

•	 Empower

CONNECTION WITH ENVISION COLUMBIA

•	 Enhance

•	 Cultural Resources

•	 Population
•	 Built Environment
•	 Engagement & Outreach 

•	 Equity & Accessibility

THEMES OTHER ELEMENTS

•	 Community Development (primary)

•	 CPD - Code Enforcement 

•	 Development corporations 

•	 Planning & Development Services

WHO IS RESPONSIBLE?

The following key metrics can be used to measure success: 

•	 Reduction in code enforcement cases and reported property 

maintenance issues

•	 Stabilization or increase of property values  and/or median household 

income

•	 Increase in number of residents taking advantage of low-income 

homeowner grant programs

MEASURING SUCCESS

Support and incentivize the maintenance of properties in existing 
neighborhoods.

The evaluation of current grant programs 

will occur in the short term, with updates 

and expansions implemented within 

three years.

SHORT, ONGOING
1-3 years to complete, 

recurring

¢ - $$    

annually

DURATION

COST

PRIORITY

HIGH
start within 3 

years
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STRONG Homes Loan Process. Graphic courtesy of the City of Milwaukee

STRONG HOMES LOAN PROGRAM

The STRONG Homes Loan Program offers loans to owner occupants of 1-4 family
properties throughout the City of Milwaukee on a first come, first served basis.  

Technical assistance will be provided to homeowners to assist with rehabilitation projects.

Basic Qualifications: (Note: additional qualifications apply) 
c Property must be owned and occupied by applicant for at least 12 months prior to applying      
c Applicant must be current on property taxes
c Applicant must be current on mortgage and utility payments or on an approved payment plan
c Household income qualification (see income guidelines below)

START REHAB! 
Your Rehab Specialist will continue to work with you and your contractor 
to have contracts signed and work begun. The Rehab Specialist  
also assists you by verifying work is done correctly at the time you  
approve payments to contractors. Work should be completed within 90  
days of loan closing. Extensions may be approved for weather related delays.

SUBMIT LOAN APPLICATION 
Please make sure to submit all documents requested on  
the application. Incomplete information may delay your  
application. Application will go through an initial processing  
review which includes obtaining a copy of your credit report.

LOAN OFFICER FINANCIAL REVIEW
Your application will be assigned to a Loan Officer who will 
review your application and determine your financial eligibility 
for the program. If you qualify for a loan through the program, your 
application will be referred to a NIDC Rehabilitation Specialist.

LOAN REVIEW 
Your application, scope of work and selected contractor will be 
presented to an Administrative Review Committee for final  
approval. Your Loan Officer will notify you if approved. If you submit 
a complete application and diligently work with your rehab specialist to 
obtain bids, the time frame from application to approval is about 45 days.   

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
Your Rehab Specialist will work with you to help develop 
a scope of eligible work. A scope of work clearly defines what 
needs to be done during the rehabilitation project. 

BIDDING PROCESS
Your Rehab Specialist will assist you in obtaining bids from 
licensed contractors for the project. You will select the 
contractor you wish to hire for your project. NIDC will perform 
a review of the contractor that you select to make sure that the 
contractor is licensed and qualified to perform the work. 

LOAN CLOSING
If you have been approved for a STRONG Homes loan, 
your Loan Officer will work with you to schedule a loan 
closing. Loan documents are recorded. The loan funds are 
held by the City in an escrow account to pay contractors.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Loan Type:
Repayable Loans:  Monthly payments.  Deferred payment options available 
for homeowners who are low income (<50% Area Median Income) and 
elderly (62 years or older) or disabled.  Mortgage will be placed on property. 

Interest Rate: Based on Income: <50% of Area Median Income – 0% interest, 50% -120% 
of AMI – 3% interest (deferred payment loans carry no interest rate)

Term: Up to 15 years, deferred payment option available for homeowners who are 
low income and elderly or disabled

Loan Amount: $1,000 - $20,000

Partial Forgiveness 
/ Homeownership 
Retention Credit:

25% of the original principal amount of the loan will be forgiven for  
homeowners that own and occupy the property for ten years after completion 
of the project.    This forgivable “Homeownership Retention Credit” portion of 
the loan is not interest bearing and is forgiven in a lump sum after ten years.

Income Limits:
Applicants with household incomes up to 120% Area Median Income are 
eligible to apply. A portion of the funds dedicated for the program will be 
reserved for families with household incomes of <80% of AMI

Eligible Structures: 1-4 family owner-occupied residential properties
Geographic Area: Citywide

Closing Costs: Closing costs will be the actual costs of recording the STRONG Homes  
mortgages and ordering a title report (currently $131 total)

INCOME ELIGIBILITY FOR 
PURPOSE OF DETERMINING 
INTEREST RATE

<50% of Area Median Income  
   0% interest rate, with deferred  
   (no monthly payment) option for  
   elderly or disabled homeowners

50%-120% of Area Median Income 
   3% interest rate

INCOME GUIDELINES (Subject to annual updates)

Family 
Size

50% of Area 
Median Income

80% of Area 
Median Income

120% of Area 
Median Income

1 $28,850 $46,100 $69,240

2 $32,950 $52,700 $79,080

3 $37,050 $59,300 $88,920

4 $41,150 $65,850 $98,760

5 $44,450 $71,150 $106,680

6 $47,750 $76,400 $114,600

7 $51,050 $81,700 $122,520

8 $54,350 $86,950 $130,440

Applications available at:
www.milwaukee.gov/NIDC 

or call (414) 286-5610
Program administered by Department of City Development’s 

Neighborhood Improvement Development Corporation.

Forgivable loans may be limited if applicant has received previous forgivable funds from the City of Milwaukee

Case Study 2
STRONG Neighborhoods Plan, Milwaukee, WI

Milwaukee’s STRONG Neighborhoods Plan is a 2014 initiative to 

combat tax foreclosures in the City. Funded through allocations in 

the annual budget, the plan created and supported a number of 

programs that assist homeowners with maintaining their homes:

STRONG Homes Loan: offers low-interest, deferred, and partially 

forgivable loans up to $20,000 to owner-occupants for emergency 

and essential home repairs.

Home Rehabilitation Loan Program: offers forgivable, low-interest, 

and deferred payment loans to owner-occupants within certain 

income ranges and who reside within a City Targeted Investment 

Neighborhood (TIN).

Neighborhood Improvement Project: offers assistance to owner-

occupants with home repairs for code violations, maintenance, and 

mechanical work in the form of a forgivable loan.

Compliance Loan Program: offers 0% interest, deferred payment 

loans to homeowners for repairs to fix code violations.

The City works with a wide range of partner organizations that 

provide additional services, such as Revitalize Milwaukee, a nonprofit 

that provides free essential home repairs to individuals over 60, 

veterans, and individuals with disabilities. The City of Milwaukee also 

has other homeowner maintenance assistance programs that focus 

on improving energy efficiency and managing stormwater. 

Support and incentivize the maintenance of properties in existing 
neighborhoods.



|     C
olu

m
b

ia C
om

p
ass: E

n
vision

 20
36

H
O

U
SIN

G
04   |

235

RECOMMENDATION

•	 Evaluate which neighborhoods should be targeted for sidewalk or 

street crossing expansion and improvements

•	 Perform a spatial analysis to determine where housing units are 

greater than a 1/2 mile from the following: transit, employment and 

commercial centers, grocery stores, healthcare facilities, schools, parks, 

and emergency facilities

•	 Inventory existing neighborhood amenities accessible to residences

•	 Track unit counts of all housing types and distribution of types across 

the City

DATA TO BE COLLECTED

•	 Attract & Retain

•	 Plan

•	 Connect

CONNECTION WITH ENVISION COLUMBIA

•	 Empower

•	 Enhance

•	 Lead

Complete neighborhoods are connected, walkable communities that 

include a range of housing options and allow all residents to safely 

and conveniently access employment, services, and goods needed 

in daily life. The City should support regulations and initiatives that 

incorporate elements of complete neighborhoods into existing and 

new developments. Implementation could include encouraging a 

mix of uses and housing types in new and existing neighborhoods; 

requiring new neighborhood streets to connect; providing access 

to public spaces and transit in neighborhoods; and improving 

neighborhood accessibility for people of all ages and abilities. 

Promoting complete neighborhoods will require updating and 

investing in City standards related to engineering, code enforcement, 

zoning, land development, public works, and forestry,

The following key metrics can be used to measure success: 

•	 Increase in the number of residential units within a 1/2 mile radius of 

transit, employment and commercial centers, grocery stores, healthcare 

facilities, schools, parks, and emergency facilities

•	 Increase in mileage of the City’s sidewalk and bikeway networks

•	 Increase in the mix of development types and residential development 

within targeted neighborhoods

MEASURING SUCCESS

•	 Cultural Resources

•	 Land Use

•	 Transportation

•	 Built Environment
•	 Equity & Accessibility

•	 Lead By Example

THEMES OTHER ELEMENTS

Continue to proactively examine and revise existing and proposed City standards 
to better align with elements of complete neighborhoods.

Examining and revising the City’s 

standards related to complete 

neighborhoods will be an ongoing 

process throughout the next ten years.

LONG, ONGOING
7-10+ years to complete, 

recurring

¢ - $$

DURATION

COST

PRIORITY

MEDIUM
start within 4-6 

years

•	 Planning & Development 

Services (primary)

•	 Community Development

•	 Development corporations

WHO IS RESPONSIBLE?

•	 Engineering 

•	 Parks & Recreation 

•	 Public Works

•	 Utility Operations
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Heat map showing neighborhoods in the City of Kirkland that are the most 
walkable and neighborhoods where walking to meet daily needs would be a 
challenge. Graphic courtesy of the City of Kirkland

As a part of an update to their comprehensive plan in 2015, the City of 

Kirkland completed a 10 Minute Neighborhood Analysis as a tool for 

measuring walkability. 10 Minute Neighborhoods are communities 

where residents are able to walk a short distance — 1/2 a mile, or 

about ten minutes — to access destinations that meet their daily 

needs. Two key concepts serve as the foundation for Kirkland’s 

definition of a walkable community. The first is destinations, 

meaning the community has places to walk to, which could include 

places that meet commercial, recreational, or transportation 

needs. The second is accessibility, meaning residents are able to 

conveniently access these destinations, not only by walking, but also 

by biking or by wheelchair.

The 10 Minute Neighborhood Analysis borrowed from the City of 

Portland’s methodology for measuring complete neighborhoods. 

Using GIS mapping software, the analysis mapped grocery stores, a 

variety of commercial types, parks, schools, bus stops, intersections, 

sidewalks, and trails. They then used a scoring system to calculate 

cumulative scores and create the heat map shown on the right. 

This analysis is an important initial step in promoting complete 

neighborhoods because it allows the City of Kirkland to identify gaps 

in infrastructure or amenities, prioritize future investments, and 

model future walkability under different land use scenarios.

Lake Washington

10 Minute Neighborhoods: Final Composite Score of Nine Walkability
Inputs

0 ½ 1¼
Mile

5 min 10 min 20 min

Composite Walkability
Score

Trails

Major Streets

Streets

.5 - 5.5 Low

6 - 9 Mid-Low

9.5 - 13 Mid-High

13.5 - 21.5 High

Case Study 3
10 Minute Neighborhood, Kirkland, WA

Continue to proactively examine and revise existing and proposed City standards 
to better align with elements of complete neighborhoods.
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RECOMMENDATION

The following key metrics can be used to measure success:  

•	 Increase in the number of affordable units available

•	 Decrease the gaps in affordable price points available in the rental and 

for sale markets

•	 Lower number of cost-burdened households, as tracked by the Census

•	 Reduced or stabilized median housing rent and for sale prices

MEASURING SUCCESS

•	 Track unit counts for all residential units and distribution of types across 

the City, including affordable units

•	 Conduct a local market-based study that identifies thresholds for 

triggering a developer to use incentives

•	 Identify city-owned land that could be sold or used by the City for the 

development of affordable housing

DATA TO BE COLLECTED

•	 Community Development (primary) 

•	 Planning & Development Services (primary)

•	 Development corporations

WHO IS RESPONSIBLE?

The City of Columbia is facing a shortage of affordable housing 

for both renters and homeowners. Private sector developers can 

be key actors in the provision of affordable housing; however this 

often requires intentional partnerships, policies, or regulations. In 

order to encourage the private sector to provide more affordable 

housing, the City should establish a points system or similar tool 

that would offer incentives for developers to construct affordable 

housing units. Incentives could include benefits such as density 

bonus provisions and regulatory waivers, as well as an expansion 

of the tax abatement program. Development projects would earn 

points, and thus incentives, based on predetermined standards for 

affordability. This points system should be aligned with the City’s 

locational criteria for affordable housing, which is discussed in a 

following recommendation regarding locational standards. Any City 

incentive program should require developers to provide affordable 

units whenever residential or mixed-use construction is involved.

•	 Attract & Retain

•	 Plan

CONNECTION WITH ENVISION COLUMBIA

•	 Prosper

•	 Enhance

•	 Economic Development

•	 Land Use

•	 Population

•	 Equity & Accessibility
•	 Built Environment

•	 Plan & Implement

THEMES OTHER ELEMENTS

Establish incentives to encourage developers to construct affordable housing 
units.

Incentives should be identified and 
implemented in the short term. Monitoring 
and evaluation of these incentive strategies 
should occur on an ongoing basis.

SHORT, ONGOING
1-3 years to complete, 

recurring

¢ - $

DURATION

COST

PRIORITY

HIGH
start within 3 

years
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Asheville utilizes a variety of strategies to incentivize developers 

to provide affordable housing. One of these policies is the Land 

Use Incentive Grant (LUIG), which provides grants to development 

projects that fulfill important public purposes. The City of Asheville’s 

definition of important public purposes includes the development of 

affordable and workforce housing. While North Carolina laws prevent 

the City from offering tax rebates, the grant amounts are equivalent 

to annual City property taxes, with the actual grant amount 

determination guided by a points system. 

Projects are reviewed and approved by the City Council through a 

discretionary process. To be considered for a grant, developments 

must meet the following requirements:

•	 Consist of three or more dwelling units for rent

•	 Include at least 10% of units that meet City affordability standards

•	 Remain affordable for at least 20 years (reported annually to City)

•	 Be located within city limits

•	 Be in a location that provides residents with convenient access to 

jobs, schools, and services

Projects receive more points for including a higher percentage 

of affordable or workforce units, being located closer to a transit 

stop with frequent service, extending long-term affordability, and 

proposing brownfield redevelopment. 

A key component of the Land Use Incentive Grant is that affordable housing 
is developed in locations that make it easy for residents to access jobs and 
community services, which is why developers can earn an additional 20 points by 
locating projects downtown. Image iStock.com/Kruck20

Case Study 4
Land Use Incentive Grant Program, Asheville, NC

Establish incentives to encourage developers to construct affordable housing 
units.
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RECOMMENDATION

•	 Land Use

•	 Population

•	 Transportation

•	 Built Environment
•	 Equity & Accessibility

THEMES OTHER ELEMENTS
Columbia contains a mix of housing types, but most homes within 

the City are single-family detached structures. It is important for a 

city to offer a range of housing options that can support people’s 

diverse preferences and needs. Multi-unit housing can provide 

housing choices that are more affordable, have a smaller footprint 

per unit, and offer convenient access to goods and services. To 

support increased housing choice, the City should encourage the 

development of multi-unit housing along redeveloping corridors and 

within downtown. Incentives could be built into the points system 

that was suggested in the previous recommendation regarding the 

creation of incentives, or the City could offer separate incentives, such 

as density bonuses and regulatory waivers for providing a variety of 

unit types within a development.

•	 Community Development (primary) 

•	 Planning & Development Services (primary)

•	 Development corporations

WHO IS RESPONSIBLE?

•	 Identify vacant and redevelopable land that could be suitable for 

affordable multi-unit housing

•	 Identify City-owned land that could be used for multi-unit housing

DATA TO BE COLLECTED

The following key metrics can be used to measure success: 

•	 Increase in percentage of multi-unit housing within downtown and 

along redeveloping corridors

•	 Increase in the number of units created within downtown and along 

redeveloping corridors

MEASURING SUCCESS

•	 Plan

•	 Connect

CONNECTION WITH ENVISION COLUMBIA

•	 Prosper

•	 Enhance

Incentivize development of multi-unit housing along redeveloping corridors and 
within downtown.

Incentives should be identified and 

implemented in the short term, with 

monitoring and evaluation occurring on 

an ongoing basis.

SHORT, ONGOING
1-3 years to complete, 

recurring

¢ - $

DURATION

COST

PRIORITY

HIGH
start within 3 

years
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RECOMMENDATION

•	 Analyze possible impacts of proposed policy updates on protected class 

populations identified in the U.S. Fair Housing Act

•	 Identify the zoning regulations in areas currently eligible for affordable 

development to determine the use types permitted that could support 

affordable housing

DATA TO BE COLLECTED

•	 Community Development (primary)

•	 Planning & Development Services

•	 Development corporations

WHO IS RESPONSIBLE?
The following key metrics can be used to measure success:  

•	 Updates are made to the current policy

•	 Increased development of affordable units throughout the City

•	 Increased development of affordable units in areas of opportunity 

(based on the HUD Opportunity maps)

•	 The updated policy should be continually examined to ensure alignment 

with City goals as well as state and federal policies and goals

MEASURING SUCCESS

•	 Plan

•	 Empower

•	 Prosper

CONNECTION WITH ENVISION COLUMBIA

•	 Enhance

•	 Lead

•	 Land Use

•	 Population
•	 Equity & Accessibility
•	 Lead By Example

•	 Plan & Implement

THEMES OTHER ELEMENTS
The City of Columbia has locational criteria that establishes where 

new affordable housing can be located. This policy stemmed from 

concerns that affordable housing might become concentrated in 

certain neighborhoods, but it has raised questions about potential 

unintended consequences and compliance with federal guidelines. To 

better support affordable housing, the City should update the policy 

to allow for more flexible locational criteria. The criteria should be 

amended to incorporate factors that address access to opportunity, 

as defined by HUD’s Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Rule, and 

any established policies of the South Carolina State Housing Authority. 

These geographic designations should be examined and updated 

annually through an administrative process in order to keep up with 

changing trends. Additionally, the City should ensure that locational 

criteria are aligned with the points system referenced in a previous 

recommendation regarding the creation of incentives for affordable 

housing, as well as other affordable housing policies. 

Update the City’s policy for affordable housing locational standards to align with 
community goals and comply with federal guidelines.

The policy should be updated in the short 

term and reviewed on an annual basis. 

SHORT, ONGOING
1-3 years to complete, 

recurring

¢ - $

DURATION

COST

PRIORITY

HIGH
start within 3 

years
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RECOMMENDATION

The City of Columbia should leverage its resources in order to 

develop affordable rental and for sale housing. Raising local public 

funds to develop affordable housing is an effective approach that can 

be used to complement regulatory and incentive-based strategies 

and other funding sources. Public-private partnerships will also be 

key to meeting the City’s affordable housing needs. In particular, the 

City can work with developers to provide discounted public lands for 

the construction of affordable housing and require the inclusion of 

affordable housing when public land or incentives are involved. The 

City should also consider acquiring additional public land as part of a 

long-term strategy for affordable housing provision.

The following key metrics can be used to measure success:  

•	 Increase in the number of affordable units available to meet demand

•	 Decrease the gaps in affordable price points available in the rental and 

for sale markets

•	 Lower number of cost-burdened households, as tracked by the Census

•	 Reduction or stabilization in median housing rent and for sale prices

•	 Increase in the acquisition and development of public land for affordable 

housing

MEASURING SUCCESS

•	 Attract & Retain

•	 Plan

CONNECTION WITH ENVISION COLUMBIA

•	 Prosper

•	 Enhance

•	 Identify publicly-owned land that is suitable for housing development  

(considering topography, hazard risk, etc) and accessible to transit, 

services, and amenities

•	 Identify lands to strategically acquire

•	 Identify public-private partnership opportunities

DATA TO BE COLLECTED

•	 Land Use

•	 Population
•	 Equity & Accessibility
•	 Lead By Example 

•	 Partner

THEMES OTHER ELEMENTS

Leverage public land and funding to develop affordable housing.

The City should begin identifying possible 

funding streams, as well as land to be 

acquired or redeveloped, in the short term 

so that these resources can be leveraged 

in the long term.

LONG
7-10+ years to complete

$$ - $$$$

DURATION

COST

PRIORITY

HIGH
start within 3 

years

•	 Community Development (primary)

•	 City Council

•	 City Manager

•	 Columbia Housing Authority

•	 Development corporations 

WHO IS RESPONSIBLE?

•	 Grants Division

•	 Planning & Development 

Services

•	 Real Estate
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Site assessments of High Impact Sites. Image courtesy of City of AshevilleAFFORDABLE HOUSING DUE DILIGENCE STUDY FOR HIGH IMPACT SITES
CITY OF ASHEVILLE

EXISTING CONDITIONS: SITE ASSESSMENT
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Build on the Current Strengths and Assets

• Close proximity to Downtown. 

• Good location for mixed-use community

• White Lab is regional anchor located across the site

Address the Weaknesses

• Not the highest and best use of the site considering 
proximity to downtown and East End neighborhood. 

• S. Charlotte Street is NCDOT road with high traffic 
counts and limited pedestrian crossings creating a 
barrier between East End neighborhood and downtown

• Lack of pedestrian crossing at Martin Luther King Jr. 
Drive on S. Charlotte St.

• Missed opportunity as downtown gateway at the corner 
of Biltmore Avenue and South Charlotte St.

• Lack of connectivity between White Labs and South 
Charlotte St. site 

• Lost pedestrian bridge connection on S. Charlotte 
Street near MLK Drive, and extend it to Biltmore 
Avenue

• Lack of physical or social connection to Stephens-Lee 
Center in East End

• Significant topographic change along S. Market Street 
extension limits the site connection to downtown

• Lack of connectivity to Biltmore Avenue on the west 
side of the site that is a vibrant and mixed-use corridor.

Opportunities

• Restore a connection between East End neigborhood 
and Downtown.

• Provide community-oriented uses (basic goods and 
services) for the East End/Valley Street neighborhood

• More locationally efficient housing; return formerly 
residential-turned urban renewal property to 
residential (and other neighborhood uses). 

SOUTH CHARLOTTE SITE

Site Access 

Lost Site Connections

Planned Projects
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING DUE DILIGENCE STUDY FOR HIGH IMPACT SITES
CITY OF ASHEVILLE

June 19, 2018SITE ASSESSMENT & ANALYSIS

Context: Issues and Opportunities
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RIVERSIDE DRIVE

ROBERTS STREET

HAYWOOD ROAD

Build on the Current Strengths and Assets

• Both parcels are part of the River Arts District.

• Site has great access to French Broad River 

• Several multi-family projects planned in the area

• City-owned Community Center 

• Ongoing improvements and implemenation of RADTIP

Address the Weaknesses

• Adjacency to railroad may constrict site’s housing 
development feasibility due to noise issues (e.g., limits 
any HUD funding, noise, vibration, setbacks)

• Haywood Road overpass impacts the site connectivity 
and views

• The site is located in 100-year flood hazard zone

• Small parcel size and constraints due to floodplain, 
railroad setback, and environmental issues may 
challenge development feasibility and intensity. Broad 
stakeholder concerns over this being an appropriate site 
for affordable housing (due to high cost, low yield)

• Original pioneering generation of artists that first 
populated the RAD are getting priced out or are aging 
out – what/who is the next generation?

• Allowable building height per RAD-RIV zoning (5-6 story) 
could be a neighborhood concern;  this could limit site 
density for new development 

Potential Opportunities

• Opportunity to bridge over to Roberts Street (off-site 
parking?)

• Design character needs to fit in with the “patina” of the 
RAD

• Opportunity for incubator office, entrepreneur space, 
artist housing/studios, and/or SRO model, smaller unit 
types?

• Emerging tourism aspect to RAD , could be opportunity 
for hotels?

95 Roberts Street 
Renovation Project

Stoneyard 
Apartments

Arts and 
Culture 
Center at 14 
Riverside

River Arts District Transportation 
Improvement Project and Master Plan 

RIVERSIDE DRIVE SITE

Site Access 

Lost Site Connections

Planned Projects

01

02

AFFORDABLE HOUSING DUE DILIGENCE STUDY FOR HIGH IMPACT SITES
CITY OF ASHEVILLE

June 19, 2018

Context: Issues and Opportunities
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Build on the Current Strengths and Assets

• Close proximity to Mission Hospital and the surrounding 
medical district. 

• Great central location to serve the hospital employees 
and the emerging brewery district in South Slope.

• Build on the high visibility of the corridor to take 
advantage of market for commercial uses.

• Redevelopment of Lee Walker Heights 

• Perhaps easiest to develop, least impediments.

• Least perceived concern over environmental issues.

Address the Weaknesses

• The site is currently owned by Duke Energy – 
approximately $5.3M purchase price may hinder 
ability to deliver affordability, depending on how it’s 
incorporated.

• Biltmore Avenue is not a pedestrian-friendly 
corridor with a mixture of urban and suburban style 
development, hence the site feels isolated and not 
walkable.   

• Topographical difference of +/- 30ft. between Lee 
Walker Heights and the site create connectivity 
challenges

• Lack of pedestrian crossing at White Fawn Drive on 
Biltmore Avenue.

• Lost connection between Choctaw Street and Short 
Coxe Avenue going through the site.

Opportunities

• Potential need for workforce housing for Mission 
Hospital employees

• Need to incorporate some small community open space, 
opportunities for goods and services to serve South 
Downtown, and explore the possibility of Urban grocery.

• Opportunity to build on the economics of Mission 
Hospital?

• Explore opportunities to connect with McCormick 
Field and Memorial Stadium; potential to create public 
parking

• Provide additional housing growth opportunity for 
Southside and Oakhurst neighborhood

BILTMORE AVENUE SITE

01
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05

Site Access 

Lost Site Connections

Planned Projects

AFFORDABLE HOUSING DUE DILIGENCE STUDY FOR HIGH IMPACT SITES
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Context: Issues and Opportunities

SITE ASSESSMENT & ANALYSIS
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COMPARISON MATRIX:  SITE LOCATIONCITY OF ASHEVILLE
Due Diligent Report For Affordable Housing

DEVELOPMENT READINESS

SITE CONFIGURATION

SITE CAPACITY FOR MIXED-
INCOME DEVELOPMENT

MARKET POTENTIAL FOR 
MIXED-USE

ATTRACTIVENESS TO DEVELOPERS

LAYOUT & DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL

EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS

OFFICE AND RETAIL POTENTIAL

• River Arts District = Attractive
• No demo or site acquisition costs needed
• Small site constricts interest down to specialty developers
• Flood plain dictates builing up a level = higher costs
• Railroad noise limits opportunity for HUD funding

• Small/awkward sites limit density yield
• Shallow site depth limits opportunity for structured 

parking

• Minimal opportunity for conventional retail uses
• Opportunity for specialty retail related to arts

• Approximately 60-90 units total (at stick built)
• 12 to 18 affordable units at 20% mix
• 30 to 45 affordable units at 50% mix
• Potential issues with community scale/massing
• Actual capacity still to be validated

COMPARISON MATRIX:  MARKET/FINANCINGCITY OF ASHEVILLE
Due Diligent Report For Affordable Housing

• Relatively flat site
• Relocation of Town Branch Required
• Costs for relocation of City services; costs for demo

• Larger site facilitates phasing; likely a 2-phase site
• Site topo may help with deck access
• Opportunity for multiple site access points

• Moderate opportunity for office, small scale retail/
services 

• Very limited opportunity for small footprint grocery

• Approximately 400-500 units total (at stick built)
• 80 to 100 affordable units at 20% mix
• 200 to 250 affordable units at 50% mix
• No issues with community scale/massing
• Actual capacity still to be validated

7.5 acres

• High Visibility
• Costs to demolish existing buildings
• Costs for land @ 5.3 million

• Access road to Lee Walker somewhat limits flexi-
bility

• “Flag” lot limits visibility on south of site

• Moderate opportunity for office, small scale retail/
services 

• Very limited opportunity for small footprint grocery

•  Approximately 250-350 units total (at stick built)
• 50 to 70 affordable units at 20% mix
• 125 to 175 affordable units at 50% mix
• No issues with community scale/massing
• Actual capacity still to be validated

5.5 acres 1.8 acres

RIVERSIDESOUTH CHARLOTTE 
STREET

BILTMORE AVENUE

COMPARISON MATRIX

In November 2016, Asheville residents voted for a $25 million 

affordable housing bond to support priorities and strategies 

centered around affordable housing. The general obligation bond 

allocated $25 million to affordable housing over seven years, with $15 

million of the bond dedicated to the repurposing of underutilized, 

locationally efficient City properties for affordable housing. The 

City developed guiding principles for redeveloping City-owned 

land, which focus on respect for the surrounding community, high 

design and construction standards, density along transit corridors, 

environmental sustainability, inclusive housing, walkability, and a 

high return on investment.

The City of Asheville is considering a number of City-owned 

properties for the development of affordable housing, through 

public-private partnerships with developers. Three “high impact 

sites” were identified based on their potential for a high return on 

investment. The City then contracted with a design firm to perform 

a due diligence study for the three sites in order to determine the 

feasibility of successfully developing affordable housing on each of 

the sites. The study involved community engagement and analysis 

of design, land use, engineering, and financial scenarios. While these 

sites have not yet been developed, the findings from the study 

suggest the redevelopment of these sites to be a promising strategy 

for creating more affordable housing in Asheville. 

Case Study 5
Redevelopment of City-Owned Land, Asheville, NC

Leverage public land and funding to develop affordable housing.
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RECOMMENDATION

The following key metrics can be used to measure success:  

•	 Increase in the City’s affordable housing stock at the citywide level

•	 Decrease the gaps in affordable price points available in the rental and 

for sale markets

•	 Lower number of cost-burdened households

MEASURING SUCCESS

•	 Examine details of neighboring jurisdictions’ affordable housing 

programs to evaluate opportunities for partnerships

•	 Identify land that could be acquired by the housing land trust

•	 Determine the appropriate criteria to qualify as a housing land trust 

homeowner (i.e., percentage of AMI)

DATA TO BE COLLECTED

•	 Land Use

•	 Population
•	 Equity & Accessibility
•	 Built Environment

THEMES OTHER ELEMENTS

•	 Attract & Retain

•	 Plan

CONNECTION WITH ENVISION COLUMBIA

•	 Prosper

•	 Enhance

Affordable housing is a long-term problem that requires long-term 

solutions. Housing land trusts, also known as community land 

trusts, are nonprofit organizations that effectively create permanent 

affordable housing options for low-income individuals and families 

by separating land ownership and homeownership. Housing land 

trusts retain rights to the land but allow homeowners to purchase 

the home through a long-term renewable ground lease (typically 

99 years) so that the housing land trust can ensure continued 

affordability. Working with regional partners to establish a regional 

housing land trust is recommended as housing affordability issues 

do not stop at the City’s borders. A regional model also allows the City 

to collaborate with neighbors and partners also working on housing. 

The City of Columbia can adopt a policy in support of collaboration 

to create a regional housing land trust, facilitate creation of the land 

trust with partners, and measure progress after implementation.

Work with regional partners to establish a regional housing land trust that can 
manage affordable units.

The establishment of a regional housing 

land trust should be a long term goal for 

the City.

LONG
7-10+ years to complete

¢ - $$$

annually

DURATION

COST

PRIORITY

LOW
start within 7-10 

years

•	 Community Development (primary)

•	 Development corporations (primary)

•	 Planning Division

•	 Columbia Housing Authority

WHO IS RESPONSIBLE?

•	 Regional non-profits and 

other local government 

departments working on 

housing
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Community Home Trust offers a variety of housing types, including single-family 
homes, town homes, and condos. Image courtesy of Community Home Trust

The Community Home Trust is a nonprofit organization located in 

Orange County, NC that works to create and maintain permanently 

affordable housing options for the community. Their goal is to 

target homeowners such as nurses, university employees, and 

teachers, who work in the community but would not be able to 

afford a market rate home in the area. The Community Home Trust 

specifically serves households that earn less than 60% of the area 

median income.

The trust is able to ensure permanent affordability by retaining the 

title to its properties and conveying ownership using a renewable 99-

year ground lease, which helps to prevent home values from rising 

due to increasing property values. At the same time, homes earn 

limited appreciation each year, which preserves affordability while 

still allowing the current homeowners to build equity.

The trust currently oversees over 300 homes throughout Orange 

County. Some of the homes are located in developments that 

were entirely acquired by the trust, and other homes were built by 

private developers who are required to provide a certain percentage 

of affordable housing in order to meet local inclusionary housing 

standards. The trust is funded through a mix of local government 

grants, private contributions, earned income, and other sources.

Case Study 6
Community Home Trust, Orange County, NC

Work with regional partners to establish a regional housing land trust that can 
manage affordable units.
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Work with regional partners to establish a regional housing land trust that can 
manage affordable units.

Case Study 7
The Guadalupe Home Ownership Program, Austin, TX

The Guadalupe Neighborhood Development Corporation (GNDC) 

is an important affordable housing provider for East Austin. The 

neighborhood of East Austin has traditionally served low to moderate 

income minority populations, following the City’s 1928 Master Plan 

which institutionalized racial segregation by recommending moving 

residents of color to east of East Avenue (now I-35). However, as 

residential areas near city centers have become more desirable, East 

Austin’s minority population has decreased and the home prices 

have increased, making it difficult for long-time residents to stay in 

their homes.

GNDC offers both rental and homeownership opportunities for low 

to moderate income households. In 2012, GNDC developed the first 

community land trust home in the state of Texas. GNDC prioritizes 

current tenants and those with ties to the East Austin area, with 

the goal of preventing displacement of long-time residents. In 

addition to individual community land trust homes, GNDC is in the 

process of developing a subdivision that will contain 90 sustainably 

designed affordable housing units, including single-family, duplex, 

and townhouse units. 58 of these units will be designated for 

homeownership as community land trust homes.

A key factor that helped GNDC to establish their community land 

trust program was a 2011 state law that increased the affordability of GNDC community land trust homeownership unit. Image courtesy of GNDC

land trust properties by making them tax-free. GNDC has also been 

strategically acquiring land since the 1980s, which allowed them to 

buy property before prices skyrocketed. Additionally, GNDC has been 

able to use funds from a City of Austin affordable housing bond in 

order to acquire more land. 

While GNDC is not a regional housing land trust, it demonstrates 

how an established, local organization can operate a housing land 

trust. This case has the potential to serve as a model for how the City 

of Columbia could launch a housing land trust program, with the 

long-term goal of establishing a regional housing land trust.
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RECOMMENDATION

•	 Track the number of individuals experiencing homelessness in order to 

assess transitional housing needs

•	 Identify additional populations in need of transitional housing services 

in order to understand who the target audience is for these services

•	 Identify current agreements and funding provided to organizations and 

programs that provide transitional housing services

DATA TO BE COLLECTED

•	 Community Facilities

•	 Population
•	 Partner
•	 Equity & Accessibility

THEMES OTHER ELEMENTS

The following key metrics can be used to measure success: 

•	 Transitional housing services meet local demand for transitional 

housing needs

•	 Reductions of people suffering from homelessness

•	 Increase in funding, advertisement, and/or volunteering with homeless/

transition services

MEASURING SUCCESS•	 Community Development (primary)

•	 Columbia Housing Authority

•	 Local and regional nonprofits and agencies that help provide 

transitional housing services

•	 SC Department of Mental Health

WHO IS RESPONSIBLE?

•	 Attract & Retain

•	 Plan

CONNECTION WITH ENVISION COLUMBIA

•	 Empower

•	 Prosper

The City of Columbia has a number of established partnerships 

with organizations that provide transitional housing services for 

individuals in need of temporary housing, which could include 

persons challenged by homelessness, recovering from addiction, 

returning from incarceration, and recovering from natural disasters. 

Transitional housing not only provides critical housing and shelter for 

individuals in need, it can also reduce the potential for homelessness. 

However, demand for these services continues to exceed the 

resources available. The City should continue to partner with local 

organizations that work to provide transitional housing services, as 

well as consider expanding upon and creating new partnerships, in 

order to maintain and enhance support for Columbia’s population in 

need of transitional housing. 

Continue to partner with organizations and agencies that provide transitional 
housing services.

The City should evaluate and consider 

expanding partnerships in the short term. 

Collaboration should be ongoing. 

MEDIUM, ONGOING
4-6 years to complete, 

recurring

¢ - $$$*

DURATION

COST

PRIORITY

HIGH
start within 3 

years
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RECOMMENDATION

•	 Zoning Division (primary)

WHO IS RESPONSIBLE?

•	 Plan

•	 Prosper

CONNECTION WITH ENVISION COLUMBIA

•	 Lead

•	 Identify location of current emergency and transitional housing units

•	 Identify number of Columbia residents who are in need of transitional 

or emergency housing services, including those experiencing 

homelessness, recovering from addiction, returning from incarceration, 

and recovering from natural disasters

DATA TO BE COLLECTED

The following key metrics can be used to measure success:  

•	 Supply of emergency and transitional housing units meets local 

demand

MEASURING SUCCESS

Securing stable housing is particularly challenging for individuals 

with special housing needs, which may include persons experiencing 

homelessness, recovering from addiction, returning from 

incarceration, and recovering from natural disasters. Transitional and 

emergency housing provide essential services for these populations. 

These housing types often face development obstacles due to 

procedural hurdles or neighborhood opposition. The City should 

support the development of transitional and emergency housing 

throughout the City by amending the Zoning Ordinance to clearly 

define the uses, permissions, and standards for housing types 

that would serve the needs of these populations. The City should 

also consider an amendment to the Zoning Ordinance that would 

permit residential care facilities by right in appropriate districts, with 

applicable standards.

•	 Community Facilities

•	 Land Use

•	 Population

•	 Equity & Accessibility
•	 Built Environment

THEMES OTHER ELEMENTS

Provide equitable development processes for establishing residential care uses 
that provide necessary services but may spark opposition.

City processes will be evaluated and 

amended in the short term and revisited 

annually. 

SHORT
1-3 years to complete

¢ - $*

DURATION

COST

PRIORITY

HIGH
start within 3 

years
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Endnotes

1	 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-year Estimates
2	 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-year Estimates
4	 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-year Estimates and Clarion Associates
3	 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-year Estimates 
5	 Multiple Listing Service and Clarion Associates
6	 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year estimates, Multiple Listing Service, and BBC Research & Consulting
7	 BBC Research & Consulting
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TOPICS

IN THIS  SECTION

Housing is a vital part of everyday life in Columbia. Stable 
housing is essential to people’s health, safety, and well-
being, and it is a primary factor in determining people’s 
access to resources and opportunities. This chapter lays 
out the City’s housing trends and needs, and identifies 
key challenges and opportunities to be addressed in the 
comprehensive plan.

Housing, Complete 

Neighborhoods, Affordability, 

Equity

Introduction	 218
Guiding Principles	 219
Existing Conditions	 222
Recommendations	 228

Cover photo iStock.com/jhorrocks
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Housing and neighborhoods are the fundamental building blocks of our 

community. While housing is built primarily by the private market, the 

City’s role is to guide and manage development to meet community, 

neighborhood, and household needs. To plan effectively for housing, it is 

important to consider land use and transportation trends, demographic 

and economic trends, and past and current policies that have 

contributed to and continue to influence current housing conditions.

The success of our neighborhoods has a direct impact on the overall 

successfulness of the City, making it important for the City to help 

promote safe, stable, and affordable housing options for all of its 

residents. Communities should strive to be inclusive through providing 

housing choices adequate for a range of households and needs. Whether 

people are elderly, aging retirees, empty nesters, working families, 

young workers, or students, they should have housing options that offer 

different price points, sizes, number of bedrooms, and locations. Also 

important is the consideration of where housing is located in relation 

to jobs. People invest more money and time in a community if they 

both live and work there. Additionally, some community members have 

special housing needs that require assistance, such as foster children, 

persons experiencing homelessness, low-income households, persons 

with disabilities, and persons recovering from addictions and mental 

health challenges. 

This chapter discusses key issues that were identified throughout the 

Columbia Compass planning process, including managing change 

in neighborhoods, revitalizing neighborhoods, promoting housing 

affordability, providing a variety of housing choices, and supporting 

complete neighborhoods. 

Introduction

Image iStock.com/ewg3D
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	» Walkable and vibrant 
neighborhoods

	» Enhancement and stabilization 
of underserved neighborhoods

	» Protection of historical and 
cultural characteristics

	» Affordable housing
	» Mix of housing and 

neighborhood choices

We believe in enhancement and stabilization 

of underserved neighborhoods using inclusive 

efforts to expand opportunity, choice, and 

safety. 

The upkeep and rehabilitation of older homes 

can be costly, and this can be a challenge 

for some homeowners, particularly those 

challenged by historically significant societal 

challenges such as discrimination. The City of 

Columbia’s neighborhoods contain a relatively 

old housing stock — 36% of the City’s housing 

stock was built before 1960 compared to just 

15% for the metro area overall. Maintaining these 

aging homes is important for preserving the 

unique character of Columbia’s neighborhoods 

as well as for ensuring that the City continues 

to offer a high quality housing stock. The City 

can help strengthen these communities by 

supporting home maintenance as well as by 

making investments and improvements that 

will provide services and amenities to these 

neighborhoods. It will be essential to involve 

residents in these planning processes in order 

to promote “placekeeping” — equitable growth 

where investment in existing neighborhoods 

enhances the community where they live 

without resulting in gentrification that 

displaces them. It will be particularly important 

for the City to work with renters, who are more 

at risk of displacement.

We believe in creating walkable and vibrant 

neighborhoods connected to destinations 

where residents can learn, shop, work, and play.

Neighborhoods that provide a variety of 

destinations and accessible, connected 

transportation routes help to create complete 

communities where all residents can access 

opportunities. Like many southeastern 

cities, Columbia is most easily navigated 

today by car due to infrastructure and 

development patterns that support driving 

and the separation of housing from jobs and 

commercial centers. As the City continues 

to grow and preferences evolve, there is and 

will continue to be increasing demand for 

alternative transportation infrastructure 

as well as amenities and services that are 

located closer to housing. It is important that 

Columbia’s transportation network consist of an 

interconnected street and sidewalk system that 

will safely and conveniently connect residential 

areas to destinations. These destinations should 

include a mix of housing choices as well as 

places that people access in their daily lives — 

jobs, schools, grocery stores, transit stations, 

and public open spaces and recreational 

facilities. The City of Columbia should foster 

and support these elements of complete 

neighborhoods in order to create vibrant and 

livable neighborhoods.
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	» Walkable and vibrant 
neighborhoods

	» Enhancement and stabilization 
of underserved neighborhoods

	» Protection of historical and 
cultural characteristics

	» Affordable housing
	» Mix of housing and 

neighborhood choices

We believe in advancing development of 

adequate and affordable housing for our 

families, workers, seniors, and disadvantaged 

community members. 

Historically, Columbia has been a relatively 

affordable place to live compared to other U.S. 

metro areas. However, like many cities, the 

City of Columbia is now facing a shortage of 

affordable housing. Since 2010, rental and for 

sale prices of housing in Columbia have risen 

faster than incomes, resulting in rental and for 

sale gaps in the local housing market. These 

gaps in affordable units especially affect low-

income residents. Rising housing prices are 

also impacting the City’s workforce. Currently, 

Columbia metro workers can only afford 42% of 

the City’s rental units and 21% of homes sold in 

the City, meaning that many people who work 

within the City of Columbia cannot afford to live 

here. Models predict that affordability for both 

rental and homeownership units will continue 

to decline. The City will need to address this 

challenge in order to meet the desire for quality 

affordable housing that is well-maintained 

over time and provides residents with access to 

opportunities. 

We believe in managing change in existing 

neighborhoods to support the protection of 

historical and cultural characteristics and 

reduce impacts on established neighborhood 

character.

Columbia’s lengthy and rich history 

makes it home to a number of established 

neighborhoods that display the City’s 

unique architectural style, character, and 

culture. Preserving the older homes in these 

communities not only protects the identity 

and culture of the neighborhoods and 

residents that live there, but also strengthens 

home values and supports local economic 

development. While much contemporary 

development has marked a departure from 

the craftsmanship found in older homes, there 

is a desire to return to a local architectural 

style. Columbia has existing policies in place 

to protect neighborhood character, including 

historic districts, community character districts, 

and design standards. The City should continue 

to embrace its history and character while 

also welcoming the future. Change will be 

necessary in order to create more complete 

neighborhoods, housing choices, and 

affordable housing. This change should not 

be resisted, but instead should be managed 

so that Columbia can grow and thrive while 

maintaining its special culture and character.
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	» Walkable and vibrant 
neighborhoods

	» Enhancement and stabilization 
of underserved neighborhoods

	» Protection of historical and 
cultural characteristics

	» Affordable housing
	» Mix of housing and 

neighborhood choices

We believe in ensuring the Columbia 

community has access to a mix of housing and 

neighborhood choices throughout the City.

The City of Columbia is comprised of a diverse 

population with people of different needs and 

preferences. The housing stock in Columbia 

should include a range of housing types and 

sizes for rent and for sale at affordable prices 

throughout the City in order to serve the needs 

of all of Columbia’s residents. Changing housing 

preferences and shifting demographics have 

created a desire for a wider variety of housing 

options, including smaller homes that have 

less property to maintain, are proximate to 

downtown, and are in walkable neighborhoods. 

Additionally, it is important for housing options 

to be available at a range of price points 

throughout the City, in locations with safe and 

convenient access to jobs, schools, amenities, 

and services. By expanding and incentivizing 

the development of diverse housing choices, 

the City can help provide people with more 

housing options that are affordable, meet the 

changing preferences of aging residents and 

younger workers and families, provide residents 

with better access to essential services, and 

provide more opportunities for people to age in 

place.
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Based on the 2012-2016 U.S. Census Bureau American Community 

Survey 5-year estimates, Columbia is home to approximately 

132,500 people living in about 45,300 housing units, in addition 

to 116 neighborhood associations. At 55%, a little over half of these 

Columbia households are renters. Similar to other metro areas, the 

surrounding suburbs of Columbia have higher ownership rates than 

the central city. In the MSA, approximately two-thirds of households 

are owners while the remaining third of households are renters. 

Ownership is also lower overall in Columbia than in the MSA, across 

all age cohorts.

Columbia has slightly more single-family homes than other housing 

types. Fifty-five percent of homes in Columbia are single-family 

detached structures, 24% are attached units in relatively small 

structures (less than 10 units), 21% are attached units in larger 

structures (10 or more units), and about 1% are mobile homes. As 

shown in Figure 1, the housing type breakdown differs across owners 

and renters. Ninety-one percent of homeowners in 2016 lived in 

single-family detached homes. In comparison, renters lived in a 

variety of housing types: 25% lived in single-family detached homes, 

HOUSING STOCK

THE DATA

A housing assessment was conducted as part of the Columbia 

Compass: Envision 2036 planning process. Completed in 2018, the 

assessment was generated using 2012-2016 U.S. Census Bureau 

American Community Survey 5-year estimates available at the 

time, 2015 U.S. Census Bureau Longitudinal Employer-Household 

Dynamics, and local market data for rental and for sale properties.

Existing Conditions

74% lived in attached units, and about 1% lived in mobile homes.

The 2008 recession had a notable impact on Columbia’s local 

housing market. Based on local building permit data, there was 

diminished residential construction during and following the 

recession. In 2017 and 2018, single-family permitting reached its 

highest points since 2008. The City of Columbia remains the main 

focus of multi-family permitting in the region.

The homes in Columbia are older and have fewer bedrooms 

compared to the MSA overall.  Thirty-six percent of Columbia’s 

homes were built prior to 1960, whereas only 15% of the housing stock 

in the MSA was built before 1960.

Figure 1. Housing Type, Columbia, (2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-year 
Estimates)1 

All Units
45,25555%

21%

24%
1%

Single Family Attached

Attached: 10 or more units in structure

Attached: fewer than 10 units in structure

Mobile home or other

25%

91%

1%1%

35%

3%

39%

5%

Renters
24,788

Owners
20,467
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Between 2010 to 2016, the median household income in Columbia 

rose from $38,000 to $42,900. During that same time period, 

the income distribution shifted up for both renters and owners. 

These income shifts were comparable to state and national trends. 

However, Columbia still remains in the lower half of incomes for the 

region.

Columbia’s commuting patterns highlight the fact that Columbia is 

a job center, but that residential centers are dispersed throughout 

the region. 113,298 people work in the City and live outside the City; 

28,285 people live in the City and work outside the City; and 20,254 

people live and work in the City. The relatively small number of 

people who both live and work in the City indicate that most people 

are not living and working in the same community. Only 15% of 

Columbia’s workforce lives in the City, with 85% of Columbia workers 

living outside the City. Of those who live in the City, the distribution is 

more balanced but still indicates that most people are not living and 

working in the same place. Over 40% of Columbia residents work 

within the City, while about 60% of residents work outside the City. 

MARKET TRENDS

Figure 2. Rent Distribution, Columbia, 2000, 2010, and 20162 

Rental prices have increased substantially in Columbia between 

2000 and 2016, with median rents rising from about $530 to $850. 

This trend is consistent with the regional market overall. Figure 2 

shows how the price distribution of rentals in Columbia has changed 

between 2000, 2010, and 2016, with the percentage of rentals below 

$500 a month decreasing from 43% to 13% in that time period. 

Figure 3 shows the spatial distribution of median rental rates within 

Columbia’s central city. Census tracts with median rent over $900 

per month include land downtown and directly north and south of 

downtown. Tracts with median rent between $750-900 per month 

include land east of downtown, extending to Fort Jackson, and 

tracts in the northwestern portion of the City. Areas with median 

rent prices below $750 a month are primarily located in the northern 

portions of the City and also extend south to I-77.
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Figure 4. Home Value Distribution, Columbia, 2000, 2010, and 20163 

Figure 3. Median Gross Rent within Central City by Census Tract, Columbia, 20164 

MARKET TRENDS, CONTINUED

Self-reported home values in Columbia are higher compared to the 

MSA. The median home price in the City is $164,000 compared to 

$143,000 in the MSA. Figure 4 shows the distribution of home values 

in Columbia and reveals the substantial decline in the proportion of 

homes valued at less than $100,000, decreasing from 51% in 2000 to 

23% in 2016. 

Zillow data shows that median home prices in Columbia’s for-sale 

market have risen 32% since the recessionary low in 2012. Columbia’s 

median home price is lower than the state and nation overall, but the 

price is still high for the City and may pose challenges for potential 

buyers, especially given the simultaneous increase in interest rates.

2018 housing sales data shows that most of the homes sold were 

single-family detached homes. The forthcoming addition of over 

3,000 single-family homes, primarily in northeast Columbia, suggests 

a continued growth of suburban single-family homes. Patio homes 

also appear to be in high demand and only stayed on the market 

for a few weeks before being sold, which suggests that there is an 

unmet demand for different unit types. 
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Between 1999 and 2016, incomes and sale prices rose at comparable 

rates, as shown in Figure 5. However, rents rose faster than incomes, 

which may make it difficult for renters to save for a downpayment. 

Self-reported home values rose faster than incomes and home 

prices, which suggests an increase in equity for current homeowners, 

but also an increased cost of entry to homeownership. It is also 

important to note that rent and sales prices shown in Figure 5 do not 

include additional costs, such as utilities, insurance, and taxes. These 

are all added costs that get factored into the affordability of a rental 

unit or home.

Figure 6. Homes Sold by Price and Location, Columbia, 2017-2018 Q25 

Figure 5. Summary of Market Trends in Columbia, 1999-20166 

1999 2016 Percent 
Change

Trend Relative 
to Income

Median Income $31,093 $42,875 38%

Median Rent $536 $853 59%

Median Sale Price $93,750 $126,643 35%

Median Home Value $98,500 $164,200 67%

The City’s growth patterns have been influenced by a history of 

settlement, access to amenities and transportation, and housing 

lending practices such as redlining. Current patterns of housing 

values reflect these influences, as shown by the clusters of lower and 

higher valued neighborhoods across the City in Figure 6.

MARKET TRENDS, CONTINUED
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AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS

An affordability and gaps analysis was conducted as part of the 

housing assessment in order to determine how well Columbia’s 

housing market is meeting the needs of residents and how likely 

the market is to accommodate future demand of residents and 

workers. The analysis uses data from the 2012-2016 U.S. Census 

Bureau American Community Survey 5-year estimates, Multiple 

Listing Service, and 2015 U.S. Census Bureau Longitudinal Employer-

Household Dynamics.

The analysis revealed that there is a mismatch in rental units, 

particularly for lower income renters earning less than $20,000, 

which encompasses 36% of all renters. There is a gap of more than 

3,200 units for extremely low income households, not including 

students. There is also a mismatch in rental units for those earning 

between $50,000-$100,000. 

When looking at what workers in the City’s top five industries can 

afford, only one industry (Public Administration) has average wages 

high enough to afford the City’s median rental and sales prices. The 

average metro worker could afford only 42% of rental units and 21% 

of homes sold in the City between 2017-2018, indicating a mismatch 

of prices and incomes.

FUTURE HOUSING NEEDS

With rents and home prices increasing faster than incomes, it is 

likely that households will be out priced in the future. Figure 7 

shows forecasted affordability over the next 10 years using trends 

from the past 16 years. The model shows that both rental and owner 

affordability declines over that time period, with rental affordability 

declining substantially. The decline in rental affordability will 

be especially important to plan for, as renters are particularly 

vulnerable to displacement. 

Figure 7. Affordability Forecasts, City of Columbia, 2016 to 20267 

Income Range
Max 

Affordable 
Home Price 2016 2021 2026 2016 2021 2026

Less than $20,000 $500 36% 30% 25% 13% 9% 6%

$20,000 - $35,000 $875 22% 21% 19% 40% 30% 21%

$35,000 - $50,000 $1,250 16% 16% 15% 34% 41% 47%

$50,000 + $1,250 + 26% 33% 41% 13% 19% 25%

Rental Affordability Forecasts

Income Range
Max 

Affordable 
Home Price 2016 2021 2026 2016 2021 2026

Less than $35,000 $125,900 58% 51% 43% 36% 32% 28%

$35,000 - $50,000 $179,857 16% 16% 15% 30% 31% 30%

$50,000 - $75,000 $269,785 15% 17% 19% 21% 23% 25%

$75,000 + $269,785 + 12% 16% 22% 13% 15% 17%

Owner Affordability Forecasts
% of Renters % of Homes Affordable

% of Renters % of Homes Affordable
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In addition to analyzing the existing housing stock, market trends, 

gaps in affordability, and projections for future housing needs, 

the City met with various stakeholder groups who provided input 

on housing issues and solutions in Columbia. Conversations 

with neighborhood and historic preservation advocates, housing 

developers and real estate professionals, affordable and transitional 

housing advocates, colleges, and the Columbia Planning 

Commission revealed support for the following solutions to address 

housing and neighborhood issues discussed in the Guiding 

Principles:

•	 Expanding affordable housing can be achieved through strong 

incentives to private housing developers, through discounted 

public lands made available to affordable housing developers, 

and through a new community land trust that can produce, own, 

and manage new affordable residential units.
 
•	 Expanding a mix of housing and neighborhood choices in 

Columbia can be achieved by increasing the variety of housing 

types available in downtown and surrounding areas, providing 

a mix of residential units within redeveloping transportation 

corridors, and designing new multi-unit homes within existing 

neighborhoods to be compatible with the surrounding 

neighborhood.

STAKEHOLDER INPUT

•	 Protection of cultural and historical characteristics can 

be supported by incentives to property owners to maintain 

and improve their older homes, ensuring that development 

standards require new units constructed within existing 

neighborhoods are compatible with the surrounding character, 

and increasing community and property owner awareness 

on the value of historic assets and protection tools in place in 

Columbia.

•	 Enhancement and stabilization of underserved neighborhoods 

can be supported by providing ongoing planning assistance to 

vulnerable neighborhoods to identify needed improvements 

and prioritize investment of these, working with vulnerable 

neighborhoods to identify the potential for displacement of 

current residents and seek solutions, and to increase access to 

homeownership assistance and home maintenance assistance.

•	 Fostering walkable and vibrant neighborhoods can be 

supported through designing neighborhoods to include 

parks, greenways, and public spaces; funding construction of 

greenways and sidewalks in neighborhoods that desire these 

facilities; and providing neighborhoods with better access to 

transit. 

These insights, along with inputs provided through community 

workshops and online surveys and discussions with City leaders 

and staff support the following housing and neighborhood 

recommendations.
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WHO IS RESPONSIBLE?

Responsible parties may include City departments and 

divisions, but may also include partner agencies and 

organizations.  Where multiple responsible parties are 

identified, a lead party or primary facilitator will be designated.

DURATION

Implementation of recommendations will be staggered 

throughout the next ten years - the schedule for 

implementation is set forth in the Priority Investment 

chapter.  The duration set for each recommendation  

identifies the amount of time it will take to complete these 

recommendations: 

•	 short - 1 to 3 years

•	 medium - 4-6 years

•	 long - 7-10+ years

"Ongoing" may be added to short, medium, or long to indicate 

where a recommendation may be for a continual action, but 

the action may have a short, medium, or long duration.  For 

example, the planning process for developing a neighborhood 

plan tends to take one year, but the City will plan for more than 

one neighborhood over the course of the 10 years to come, so 

the duration would be listed as "short, ongoing" in this case.

PRIORITY

Recommendations are prioritized to correspond with the 

Priority Investment element.  Prioritization helps us recognize 

items that may need to be completed prior to beginning 

others, as well as helps identify those priorities of greatest 

import to the City.  By setting a prioritization system, we can 

strategically work toward implementation, even as funding is 

limited.

Specific recommendations for priorities and actions for the coming 

years are made in the pages that follow. Recommendations are 

the heart of the plan document - built upon the foundation of the 

data and public input collected, through these recommendations 

we develop an action plan for the next ten years and establish the 

framework for our 2036 vision to be realized.  Throughout Columbia 

Compass, these recommendations are organized in the same 

format, and all of the recommendations of the plan are compiled 

and summarized within the Priority Investment chapter.   

RECOMMENDATION FRAMEWORK

The recommendations that follow are organized to provide 

information about the critical path forward, and where necessary, 

to provide helpful case studies that may help the responsible party/

ies as they move toward implementation.  Each recommendation is 

made in the form of an action statement, the primary topical theme 

is identified in a box in the upper left, and key components are 

identified as follows:
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COST  

Estimated cost ranges are made for each recommendation 

with the recognition that costs may change depending on the 

market and when implementation takes place.

¢ = $0 to $25,000

$ = $25,000 to $50,000

$$ = $50,000 to $100,000

$$$ = $100,000 - $500,000

$$$$ = $500,000 to $1.5M

$$$$$ = $1.5M +

Many of the recommendations within the plan require 

staff support - where this is the case, the symbol to the left 

will accompany the estimated cost.  Where staff support 

is a significant component of cost, often such support is 

already being provided, but an expansion of efforts may be 

necessary.

Often, implementing recommendations requires an 

upfront cost, though the recommendation itself will be 

cost-neutral or result in increased savings in the long run.  

This is generally noted in the text of the recommendation, 

but is also denoted by a small asterisk next to the 

estimated upfront cost.

*

REFERENCE TO THEMES & OTHER ELEMENTS 

The need for and impact of recommendations may relate 

to more than one element and theme.  The primary theme 

is identified in bold, with secondary themes also listed.  

The topical index lists all recommendations by theme.  

Recommendations are housed under the chapter they are 

most related to, but their relationship to additional elements is 

listed herein.

DATA TO BE COLLECTED

In many cases data must be collected to move forward 

strategically with a recommendation and/or to measure success.

MEASURING SUCCESS

This section identifies milestones and benchmarks for each 

recommendation.

CONNECTION WITH ENVISION COLUMBIA

Envision Columbia is City Council’s vision and strategic plan; 

this section identifies how a recommendation helps to further 

the vision set forth in the Envision Columbia focus areas.
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RECOMMENDATION

The following key metrics can be used to measure success: 

•	 The effectiveness of new partnerships, as measured by qualitative data, 

such as a survey of staff members, and quantitative data, which could 

measure the number of policies, programs, and services that result 

from  new partnerships

MEASURING SUCCESS

•	 Plan

•	 Empower

CONNECTION WITH ENVISION COLUMBIA

•	 Enhance

Ensuring that Columbia’s residents have access to stable, affordable 

housing will require a collaborative effort among stakeholders 

that contribute different types of knowledge, resources, and 

technical support. This collective effort should focus on creating 

mixed-use housing solutions to better support housing, service, 

and employment needs of Columbia’s vulnerable neighborhoods. 

These communities may require assistance to prevent or reverse 

neighborhood decline or to avoid involuntary displacement of 

residents. The City of Columbia should take a team-based approach 

by working across City departments and agencies, as well as 

partnering with non-governmental organizations focused on 

housing advocacy, to maintain and enhance affordable housing in 

these neighborhoods.

•	 Identify organizations that have existing relationships with communities 

in vulnerable neighborhoods in order to better engage with and 

understand the needs of these communities

•	 Evaluate areas of overlap with departments and agencies in order to 

improve internal efficiency and external provision of services

•	 Evaluate current processes and standards for information-sharing 

among departments and agencies

DATA TO BE COLLECTED

•	 Economic Development

•	 Land Use

•	 Population

•	 Partner
•	 Engagement & Outreach 

•	 Equity & Accessibility

THEMES OTHER ELEMENTS

Develop collaborative teams comprised of multiple departments, agencies, and 
organizations to work collectively to leverage resources and create housing 
solutions for vulnerable neighborhoods.

•	 Community Development 

(primary)

•	 Columbia Housing Authority

•	 Development corporations

•	 Planning & Development Services

WHO IS RESPONSIBLE?

•	 Regional partners such as 

Affordable Housing Coalition of 

South Carolina, Midlands Housing 

Trust Fund, South Carolina 

Community Loan Fund, SC State 

Housing Authority

Opportunities for partnerships will 
be identified and formalized in the 
short term; relationship building and 
collaboration will be an ongoing process.

SHORT, ONGOING
1-3 years to complete, 

recurring

DURATION

COST

PRIORITY

HIGH
start within 3 

years

¢ - $*
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RECOMMENDATION

•	 Track housing market and demographic trends in order to identify 

neighborhoods where residents might be at risk of displacement, and 

to monitor trends over time. This data could include home sales, rates 

of new development, vacancy rates (both vacant buildings and vacant 

lots), rental prices, median household income, and demographic 

characteristics such as racial makeup.

•	 Identify neighborhoods that are declining or threatened by decline. This 

can be assessed by analyzing metrics such as the number of nuisance 

complaints and code enforcement issues, the number of building 

permits being applied for, reported property maintenance issues, and 

property valuation changes over time in comparison to comparable 

neighborhoods or the area as a whole.

DATA TO BE COLLECTED

The following key metrics can be used to measure success: 

•	 Reduction in code enforcement cases and reported property 

maintenance issues in identified vulnerable neighborhoods

•	 Increase in property values (measure city-wide and by school attendance 

zone, in comparison to identified vulnerable neighborhoods)

•	 Minimal residential displacement at the neighborhood level (as 

observed by neighborhood associations)

MEASURING SUCCESS

Columbia has a number of older neighborhoods that are in need 

of reinvestment in order to maintain a high quality housing 

stock and neighborhood infrastructure. It will be critical to plan 

with community members in order to support revitalization that 

strengthens neighborhoods and fosters equitable growth without 

displacing residents. Ongoing planning assistance will require 

identifying and monitoring changes in vulnerable neighborhoods 

and engaging with communities to identify opportunities for 

investment. Policies and programs to encourage investment should 

be coupled with anti-displacement measures, such as providing 

funding for construction of sidewalks and greenways while also 

improving access to homeownership assistance, considering 

opportunities for a wider variety of housing types that would include 

affordable units, and offering heirs property assistance. 

•	 Plan

•	 Empower

CONNECTION WITH ENVISION COLUMBIA

•	 Prosper

•	 Enhance

•	 Cultural Resources 

•	 Land Use

•	 Population

•	 Equity & Accessibility
•	 Partner

•	 Plan & Implement

THEMES OTHER ELEMENTS

Provide ongoing neighborhood assistance to the most vulnerable neighborhoods 
in need of revitalization and potentially challenged by displacement.

Identification of vulnerable neighborhoods 
should be completed in the short term, 
with monitoring and planning assistance 
provided on an ongoing basis.

SHORT, ONGOING
1-3 years to complete, 

recurring

¢ - $$*

DURATION

COST

PRIORITY

MEDIUM
start within 4-6 

years

•	 Community Development (primary)

•	 Public Works (primary)

•	 Columbia Housing Authority

•	 Development corporations 

WHO IS RESPONSIBLE?

•	 Planning Division

•	 Nonprofits and State and 

federal agencies working on 

housing
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Fruitvale Village, Oakland, CA. Image by Eric Fredericks, Flickr

Fruitvale, a neighborhood in Oakland, CA, is a relatively unique 

community. Similar to other urban neighborhoods, it has exhibited 

the signs of gentrification, as housing prices, homeownership rates, 

median household income, and educational attainment have risen. 

However, unlike many communities, its residents, who are primarily 

members of the Latinx community, have not been displaced. While 

individual resident turnover is difficult to track, a 2018 UCLA study 

examined neighborhood level trends and found that despite these 

economic changes, there were minimal changes in the proportion of 

Latinx residents between 2000-2015.

Many attribute Fruitvale’s revitalization without displacement to the 

redevelopment of a transit station. The project aimed to revitalize the 

declining neighborhood by transforming a surface parking lot next 

to the Fruitvale Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) station into a  mixed-

use, transit-oriented development. The project was developed by 

the Unity Council, a local community development corporation, who 

pushed for the provision of new public services to better support the 

current residents. These services included community services such 

as schools, senior and youth centers, a public library, a clinic, legal 

services, and a Head Start program. The development also included 

47 housing units, 10 of which are affordable, with more affordable 

units planned for the next phase of construction. The affordable 

housing units and community services, as well as the accessible 

Case Study 1
Fruitvale Village, Oakland, CA

Provide ongoing neighborhood assistance to the most vulnerable neighborhoods 
in need of revitalization and potentially challenged by displacement.

and connected design of the village, have helped the neighborhood 

population stay together while also spurring the development of 

new homes and businesses nearby. 

Public-private partnerships were crucial to the success of this 

project, including between the City of Oakland, the local community 

development corporation, BART, and other city, county, and regional 

government agencies. The City supported the project by creating an 

overlay zone that allowed for high density, mixed-use development in 

the area. These partnerships were also critical for financing. The City 

obtained federal HUD grants, issued a $19.8 million bond, included 

Fruitvale in a tax increment financing district, and participated in 

land swaps with the Unity Council in order to help fund the project.
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RECOMMENDATION

•	 Identify populations and neighborhoods that may struggle with 

property maintenance for the purpose of knowing who the target 

audience is for these resources

•	 Examine potential funding sources for these programs, including 

incentives, grants, and more

DATA TO BE COLLECTED

Maintaining aging properties is essential to preserving Columbia’s 

high quality housing stock and unique character. However, 

maintenance of older buildings can be expensive, and some 

property owners struggle to afford payments for improvements to 

their property. The City should provide support and incentives for 

homeowners to maintain their properties in order to help combat 

displacement and neighborhood decline. This could be done 

through evaluating, expanding, and strengthening current low-

income homeowner grant programs to assist with maintenance 

of properties in vulnerable neighborhoods.  Both emergency and 

preventative home repairs should target on improvements to safety, 

accessibility, and energy efficiency, in addition to aesthetic repairs.

•	 Plan

•	 Empower

CONNECTION WITH ENVISION COLUMBIA

•	 Enhance

•	 Cultural Resources

•	 Population
•	 Built Environment
•	 Engagement & Outreach 

•	 Equity & Accessibility

THEMES OTHER ELEMENTS

•	 Community Development (primary)

•	 CPD - Code Enforcement 

•	 Development corporations 

•	 Planning & Development Services

WHO IS RESPONSIBLE?

The following key metrics can be used to measure success: 

•	 Reduction in code enforcement cases and reported property 

maintenance issues

•	 Stabilization or increase of property values  and/or median household 

income

•	 Increase in number of residents taking advantage of low-income 

homeowner grant programs

MEASURING SUCCESS

Support and incentivize the maintenance of properties in existing 
neighborhoods.

The evaluation of current grant programs 

will occur in the short term, with updates 

and expansions implemented within 

three years.

SHORT, ONGOING
1-3 years to complete, 

recurring

¢ - $$    

annually

DURATION

COST

PRIORITY

HIGH
start within 3 

years
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STRONG Homes Loan Process. Graphic courtesy of the City of Milwaukee

STRONG HOMES LOAN PROGRAM

The STRONG Homes Loan Program offers loans to owner occupants of 1-4 family
properties throughout the City of Milwaukee on a first come, first served basis.  

Technical assistance will be provided to homeowners to assist with rehabilitation projects.

Basic Qualifications: (Note: additional qualifications apply) 
c Property must be owned and occupied by applicant for at least 12 months prior to applying      
c Applicant must be current on property taxes
c Applicant must be current on mortgage and utility payments or on an approved payment plan
c Household income qualification (see income guidelines below)

START REHAB! 
Your Rehab Specialist will continue to work with you and your contractor 
to have contracts signed and work begun. The Rehab Specialist  
also assists you by verifying work is done correctly at the time you  
approve payments to contractors. Work should be completed within 90  
days of loan closing. Extensions may be approved for weather related delays.

SUBMIT LOAN APPLICATION 
Please make sure to submit all documents requested on  
the application. Incomplete information may delay your  
application. Application will go through an initial processing  
review which includes obtaining a copy of your credit report.

LOAN OFFICER FINANCIAL REVIEW
Your application will be assigned to a Loan Officer who will 
review your application and determine your financial eligibility 
for the program. If you qualify for a loan through the program, your 
application will be referred to a NIDC Rehabilitation Specialist.

LOAN REVIEW 
Your application, scope of work and selected contractor will be 
presented to an Administrative Review Committee for final  
approval. Your Loan Officer will notify you if approved. If you submit 
a complete application and diligently work with your rehab specialist to 
obtain bids, the time frame from application to approval is about 45 days.   

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
Your Rehab Specialist will work with you to help develop 
a scope of eligible work. A scope of work clearly defines what 
needs to be done during the rehabilitation project. 

BIDDING PROCESS
Your Rehab Specialist will assist you in obtaining bids from 
licensed contractors for the project. You will select the 
contractor you wish to hire for your project. NIDC will perform 
a review of the contractor that you select to make sure that the 
contractor is licensed and qualified to perform the work. 

LOAN CLOSING
If you have been approved for a STRONG Homes loan, 
your Loan Officer will work with you to schedule a loan 
closing. Loan documents are recorded. The loan funds are 
held by the City in an escrow account to pay contractors.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Loan Type:
Repayable Loans:  Monthly payments.  Deferred payment options available 
for homeowners who are low income (<50% Area Median Income) and 
elderly (62 years or older) or disabled.  Mortgage will be placed on property. 

Interest Rate: Based on Income: <50% of Area Median Income – 0% interest, 50% -120% 
of AMI – 3% interest (deferred payment loans carry no interest rate)

Term: Up to 15 years, deferred payment option available for homeowners who are 
low income and elderly or disabled

Loan Amount: $1,000 - $20,000

Partial Forgiveness 
/ Homeownership 
Retention Credit:

25% of the original principal amount of the loan will be forgiven for  
homeowners that own and occupy the property for ten years after completion 
of the project.    This forgivable “Homeownership Retention Credit” portion of 
the loan is not interest bearing and is forgiven in a lump sum after ten years.

Income Limits:
Applicants with household incomes up to 120% Area Median Income are 
eligible to apply. A portion of the funds dedicated for the program will be 
reserved for families with household incomes of <80% of AMI

Eligible Structures: 1-4 family owner-occupied residential properties
Geographic Area: Citywide

Closing Costs: Closing costs will be the actual costs of recording the STRONG Homes  
mortgages and ordering a title report (currently $131 total)

INCOME ELIGIBILITY FOR 
PURPOSE OF DETERMINING 
INTEREST RATE

<50% of Area Median Income  
   0% interest rate, with deferred  
   (no monthly payment) option for  
   elderly or disabled homeowners

50%-120% of Area Median Income 
   3% interest rate

INCOME GUIDELINES (Subject to annual updates)

Family 
Size

50% of Area 
Median Income

80% of Area 
Median Income

120% of Area 
Median Income

1 $28,850 $46,100 $69,240

2 $32,950 $52,700 $79,080

3 $37,050 $59,300 $88,920

4 $41,150 $65,850 $98,760

5 $44,450 $71,150 $106,680

6 $47,750 $76,400 $114,600

7 $51,050 $81,700 $122,520

8 $54,350 $86,950 $130,440

Applications available at:
www.milwaukee.gov/NIDC 

or call (414) 286-5610
Program administered by Department of City Development’s 

Neighborhood Improvement Development Corporation.

Forgivable loans may be limited if applicant has received previous forgivable funds from the City of Milwaukee

Case Study 2
STRONG Neighborhoods Plan, Milwaukee, WI

Milwaukee’s STRONG Neighborhoods Plan is a 2014 initiative to 

combat tax foreclosures in the City. Funded through allocations in 

the annual budget, the plan created and supported a number of 

programs that assist homeowners with maintaining their homes:

STRONG Homes Loan: offers low-interest, deferred, and partially 

forgivable loans up to $20,000 to owner-occupants for emergency 

and essential home repairs.

Home Rehabilitation Loan Program: offers forgivable, low-interest, 

and deferred payment loans to owner-occupants within certain 

income ranges and who reside within a City Targeted Investment 

Neighborhood (TIN).

Neighborhood Improvement Project: offers assistance to owner-

occupants with home repairs for code violations, maintenance, and 

mechanical work in the form of a forgivable loan.

Compliance Loan Program: offers 0% interest, deferred payment 

loans to homeowners for repairs to fix code violations.

The City works with a wide range of partner organizations that 

provide additional services, such as Revitalize Milwaukee, a nonprofit 

that provides free essential home repairs to individuals over 60, 

veterans, and individuals with disabilities. The City of Milwaukee also 

has other homeowner maintenance assistance programs that focus 

on improving energy efficiency and managing stormwater. 

Support and incentivize the maintenance of properties in existing 
neighborhoods.
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RECOMMENDATION

•	 Evaluate which neighborhoods should be targeted for sidewalk or 

street crossing expansion and improvements

•	 Perform a spatial analysis to determine where housing units are 

greater than a 1/2 mile from the following: transit, employment and 

commercial centers, grocery stores, healthcare facilities, schools, parks, 

and emergency facilities

•	 Inventory existing neighborhood amenities accessible to residences

•	 Track unit counts of all housing types and distribution of types across 

the City

DATA TO BE COLLECTED

•	 Attract & Retain

•	 Plan

•	 Connect

CONNECTION WITH ENVISION COLUMBIA

•	 Empower

•	 Enhance

•	 Lead

Complete neighborhoods are connected, walkable communities that 

include a range of housing options and allow all residents to safely 

and conveniently access employment, services, and goods needed 

in daily life. The City should support regulations and initiatives that 

incorporate elements of complete neighborhoods into existing and 

new developments. Implementation could include encouraging a 

mix of uses and housing types in new and existing neighborhoods; 

requiring new neighborhood streets to connect; providing access 

to public spaces and transit in neighborhoods; and improving 

neighborhood accessibility for people of all ages and abilities. 

Promoting complete neighborhoods will require updating and 

investing in City standards related to engineering, code enforcement, 

zoning, land development, public works, and forestry,

The following key metrics can be used to measure success: 

•	 Increase in the number of residential units within a 1/2 mile radius of 

transit, employment and commercial centers, grocery stores, healthcare 

facilities, schools, parks, and emergency facilities

•	 Increase in mileage of the City’s sidewalk and bikeway networks

•	 Increase in the mix of development types and residential development 

within targeted neighborhoods

MEASURING SUCCESS

•	 Cultural Resources

•	 Land Use

•	 Transportation

•	 Built Environment
•	 Equity & Accessibility

•	 Lead By Example

THEMES OTHER ELEMENTS

Continue to proactively examine and revise existing and proposed City standards 
to better align with elements of complete neighborhoods.

Examining and revising the City’s 

standards related to complete 

neighborhoods will be an ongoing 

process throughout the next ten years.

LONG, ONGOING
7-10+ years to complete, 

recurring

¢ - $$

DURATION

COST

PRIORITY

MEDIUM
start within 4-6 

years

•	 Planning & Development 

Services (primary)

•	 Community Development

•	 Development corporations

WHO IS RESPONSIBLE?

•	 Engineering 

•	 Parks & Recreation 

•	 Public Works

•	 Utility Operations
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Heat map showing neighborhoods in the City of Kirkland that are the most 
walkable and neighborhoods where walking to meet daily needs would be a 
challenge. Graphic courtesy of the City of Kirkland

As a part of an update to their comprehensive plan in 2015, the City of 

Kirkland completed a 10 Minute Neighborhood Analysis as a tool for 

measuring walkability. 10 Minute Neighborhoods are communities 

where residents are able to walk a short distance — 1/2 a mile, or 

about ten minutes — to access destinations that meet their daily 

needs. Two key concepts serve as the foundation for Kirkland’s 

definition of a walkable community. The first is destinations, 

meaning the community has places to walk to, which could include 

places that meet commercial, recreational, or transportation 

needs. The second is accessibility, meaning residents are able to 

conveniently access these destinations, not only by walking, but also 

by biking or by wheelchair.

The 10 Minute Neighborhood Analysis borrowed from the City of 

Portland’s methodology for measuring complete neighborhoods. 

Using GIS mapping software, the analysis mapped grocery stores, a 

variety of commercial types, parks, schools, bus stops, intersections, 

sidewalks, and trails. They then used a scoring system to calculate 

cumulative scores and create the heat map shown on the right. 

This analysis is an important initial step in promoting complete 

neighborhoods because it allows the City of Kirkland to identify gaps 

in infrastructure or amenities, prioritize future investments, and 

model future walkability under different land use scenarios.

Lake Washington

10 Minute Neighborhoods: Final Composite Score of Nine Walkability
Inputs

0 ½ 1¼
Mile

5 min 10 min 20 min

Composite Walkability
Score

Trails

Major Streets

Streets

.5 - 5.5 Low

6 - 9 Mid-Low

9.5 - 13 Mid-High

13.5 - 21.5 High

Case Study 3
10 Minute Neighborhood, Kirkland, WA

Continue to proactively examine and revise existing and proposed City standards 
to better align with elements of complete neighborhoods.
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RECOMMENDATION

The following key metrics can be used to measure success:  

•	 Increase in the number of affordable units available

•	 Decrease the gaps in affordable price points available in the rental and 

for sale markets

•	 Lower number of cost-burdened households, as tracked by the Census

•	 Reduced or stabilized median housing rent and for sale prices

MEASURING SUCCESS

•	 Track unit counts for all residential units and distribution of types across 

the City, including affordable units

•	 Conduct a local market-based study that identifies thresholds for 

triggering a developer to use incentives

•	 Identify city-owned land that could be sold or used by the City for the 

development of affordable housing

DATA TO BE COLLECTED

•	 Community Development (primary) 

•	 Planning & Development Services (primary)

•	 Development corporations

WHO IS RESPONSIBLE?

The City of Columbia is facing a shortage of affordable housing 

for both renters and homeowners. Private sector developers can 

be key actors in the provision of affordable housing; however this 

often requires intentional partnerships, policies, or regulations. In 

order to encourage the private sector to provide more affordable 

housing, the City should establish a points system or similar tool 

that would offer incentives for developers to construct affordable 

housing units. Incentives could include benefits such as density 

bonus provisions and regulatory waivers, as well as an expansion 

of the tax abatement program. Development projects would earn 

points, and thus incentives, based on predetermined standards for 

affordability. This points system should be aligned with the City’s 

locational criteria for affordable housing, which is discussed in a 

following recommendation regarding locational standards. Any City 

incentive program should require developers to provide affordable 

units whenever residential or mixed-use construction is involved.

•	 Attract & Retain

•	 Plan

CONNECTION WITH ENVISION COLUMBIA

•	 Prosper

•	 Enhance

•	 Economic Development

•	 Land Use

•	 Population

•	 Equity & Accessibility
•	 Built Environment

•	 Plan & Implement

THEMES OTHER ELEMENTS

Establish incentives to encourage developers to construct affordable housing 
units.

Incentives should be identified and 
implemented in the short term. Monitoring 
and evaluation of these incentive strategies 
should occur on an ongoing basis.

SHORT, ONGOING
1-3 years to complete, 

recurring

¢ - $

DURATION

COST

PRIORITY

HIGH
start within 3 

years
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Asheville utilizes a variety of strategies to incentivize developers 

to provide affordable housing. One of these policies is the Land 

Use Incentive Grant (LUIG), which provides grants to development 

projects that fulfill important public purposes. The City of Asheville’s 

definition of important public purposes includes the development of 

affordable and workforce housing. While North Carolina laws prevent 

the City from offering tax rebates, the grant amounts are equivalent 

to annual City property taxes, with the actual grant amount 

determination guided by a points system. 

Projects are reviewed and approved by the City Council through a 

discretionary process. To be considered for a grant, developments 

must meet the following requirements:

•	 Consist of three or more dwelling units for rent

•	 Include at least 10% of units that meet City affordability standards

•	 Remain affordable for at least 20 years (reported annually to City)

•	 Be located within city limits

•	 Be in a location that provides residents with convenient access to 

jobs, schools, and services

Projects receive more points for including a higher percentage 

of affordable or workforce units, being located closer to a transit 

stop with frequent service, extending long-term affordability, and 

proposing brownfield redevelopment. 

A key component of the Land Use Incentive Grant is that affordable housing 
is developed in locations that make it easy for residents to access jobs and 
community services, which is why developers can earn an additional 20 points by 
locating projects downtown. Image iStock.com/Kruck20

Case Study 4
Land Use Incentive Grant Program, Asheville, NC

Establish incentives to encourage developers to construct affordable housing 
units.
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RECOMMENDATION

•	 Land Use

•	 Population

•	 Transportation

•	 Built Environment
•	 Equity & Accessibility

THEMES OTHER ELEMENTS
Columbia contains a mix of housing types, but most homes within 

the City are single-family detached structures. It is important for a 

city to offer a range of housing options that can support people’s 

diverse preferences and needs. Multi-unit housing can provide 

housing choices that are more affordable, have a smaller footprint 

per unit, and offer convenient access to goods and services. To 

support increased housing choice, the City should encourage the 

development of multi-unit housing along redeveloping corridors and 

within downtown. Incentives could be built into the points system 

that was suggested in the previous recommendation regarding the 

creation of incentives, or the City could offer separate incentives, such 

as density bonuses and regulatory waivers for providing a variety of 

unit types within a development.

•	 Community Development (primary) 

•	 Planning & Development Services (primary)

•	 Development corporations

WHO IS RESPONSIBLE?

•	 Identify vacant and redevelopable land that could be suitable for 

affordable multi-unit housing

•	 Identify City-owned land that could be used for multi-unit housing

DATA TO BE COLLECTED

The following key metrics can be used to measure success: 

•	 Increase in percentage of multi-unit housing within downtown and 

along redeveloping corridors

•	 Increase in the number of units created within downtown and along 

redeveloping corridors

MEASURING SUCCESS

•	 Plan

•	 Connect

CONNECTION WITH ENVISION COLUMBIA

•	 Prosper

•	 Enhance

Incentivize development of multi-unit housing along redeveloping corridors and 
within downtown.

Incentives should be identified and 

implemented in the short term, with 

monitoring and evaluation occurring on 

an ongoing basis.

SHORT, ONGOING
1-3 years to complete, 

recurring

¢ - $

DURATION

COST

PRIORITY

HIGH
start within 3 

years
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RECOMMENDATION

•	 Analyze possible impacts of proposed policy updates on protected class 

populations identified in the U.S. Fair Housing Act

•	 Identify the zoning regulations in areas currently eligible for affordable 

development to determine the use types permitted that could support 

affordable housing

DATA TO BE COLLECTED

•	 Community Development (primary)

•	 Planning & Development Services

•	 Development corporations

WHO IS RESPONSIBLE?
The following key metrics can be used to measure success:  

•	 Updates are made to the current policy

•	 Increased development of affordable units throughout the City

•	 Increased development of affordable units in areas of opportunity 

(based on the HUD Opportunity maps)

•	 The updated policy should be continually examined to ensure alignment 

with City goals as well as state and federal policies and goals

MEASURING SUCCESS

•	 Plan

•	 Empower

•	 Prosper

CONNECTION WITH ENVISION COLUMBIA

•	 Enhance

•	 Lead

•	 Land Use

•	 Population
•	 Equity & Accessibility
•	 Lead By Example

•	 Plan & Implement

THEMES OTHER ELEMENTS
The City of Columbia has locational criteria that establishes where 

new affordable housing can be located. This policy stemmed from 

concerns that affordable housing might become concentrated in 

certain neighborhoods, but it has raised questions about potential 

unintended consequences and compliance with federal guidelines. To 

better support affordable housing, the City should update the policy 

to allow for more flexible locational criteria. The criteria should be 

amended to incorporate factors that address access to opportunity, 

as defined by HUD’s Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Rule, and 

any established policies of the South Carolina State Housing Authority. 

These geographic designations should be examined and updated 

annually through an administrative process in order to keep up with 

changing trends. Additionally, the City should ensure that locational 

criteria are aligned with the points system referenced in a previous 

recommendation regarding the creation of incentives for affordable 

housing, as well as other affordable housing policies. 

Update the City’s policy for affordable housing locational standards to align with 
community goals and comply with federal guidelines.

The policy should be updated in the short 

term and reviewed on an annual basis. 

SHORT, ONGOING
1-3 years to complete, 

recurring

¢ - $

DURATION

COST

PRIORITY

HIGH
start within 3 

years
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RECOMMENDATION

The City of Columbia should leverage its resources in order to 

develop affordable rental and for sale housing. Raising local public 

funds to develop affordable housing is an effective approach that can 

be used to complement regulatory and incentive-based strategies 

and other funding sources. Public-private partnerships will also be 

key to meeting the City’s affordable housing needs. In particular, the 

City can work with developers to provide discounted public lands for 

the construction of affordable housing and require the inclusion of 

affordable housing when public land or incentives are involved. The 

City should also consider acquiring additional public land as part of a 

long-term strategy for affordable housing provision.

The following key metrics can be used to measure success:  

•	 Increase in the number of affordable units available to meet demand

•	 Decrease the gaps in affordable price points available in the rental and 

for sale markets

•	 Lower number of cost-burdened households, as tracked by the Census

•	 Reduction or stabilization in median housing rent and for sale prices

•	 Increase in the acquisition and development of public land for affordable 

housing

MEASURING SUCCESS

•	 Attract & Retain

•	 Plan

CONNECTION WITH ENVISION COLUMBIA

•	 Prosper

•	 Enhance

•	 Identify publicly-owned land that is suitable for housing development  

(considering topography, hazard risk, etc) and accessible to transit, 

services, and amenities

•	 Identify lands to strategically acquire

•	 Identify public-private partnership opportunities

DATA TO BE COLLECTED

•	 Land Use

•	 Population
•	 Equity & Accessibility
•	 Lead By Example 

•	 Partner

THEMES OTHER ELEMENTS

Leverage public land and funding to develop affordable housing.

The City should begin identifying possible 

funding streams, as well as land to be 

acquired or redeveloped, in the short term 

so that these resources can be leveraged 

in the long term.

LONG
7-10+ years to complete

$$ - $$$$

DURATION

COST

PRIORITY

HIGH
start within 3 

years

•	 Community Development (primary)

•	 City Council

•	 City Manager

•	 Columbia Housing Authority

•	 Development corporations 

WHO IS RESPONSIBLE?

•	 Grants Division

•	 Planning & Development 

Services

•	 Real Estate
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Site assessments of High Impact Sites. Image courtesy of City of AshevilleAFFORDABLE HOUSING DUE DILIGENCE STUDY FOR HIGH IMPACT SITES
CITY OF ASHEVILLE

EXISTING CONDITIONS: SITE ASSESSMENT
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Build on the Current Strengths and Assets

• Close proximity to Downtown. 

• Good location for mixed-use community

• White Lab is regional anchor located across the site

Address the Weaknesses

• Not the highest and best use of the site considering 
proximity to downtown and East End neighborhood. 

• S. Charlotte Street is NCDOT road with high traffic 
counts and limited pedestrian crossings creating a 
barrier between East End neighborhood and downtown

• Lack of pedestrian crossing at Martin Luther King Jr. 
Drive on S. Charlotte St.

• Missed opportunity as downtown gateway at the corner 
of Biltmore Avenue and South Charlotte St.

• Lack of connectivity between White Labs and South 
Charlotte St. site 

• Lost pedestrian bridge connection on S. Charlotte 
Street near MLK Drive, and extend it to Biltmore 
Avenue

• Lack of physical or social connection to Stephens-Lee 
Center in East End

• Significant topographic change along S. Market Street 
extension limits the site connection to downtown

• Lack of connectivity to Biltmore Avenue on the west 
side of the site that is a vibrant and mixed-use corridor.

Opportunities

• Restore a connection between East End neigborhood 
and Downtown.

• Provide community-oriented uses (basic goods and 
services) for the East End/Valley Street neighborhood

• More locationally efficient housing; return formerly 
residential-turned urban renewal property to 
residential (and other neighborhood uses). 

SOUTH CHARLOTTE SITE
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RIVERSIDE DRIVE

ROBERTS STREET

HAYWOOD ROAD

Build on the Current Strengths and Assets

• Both parcels are part of the River Arts District.

• Site has great access to French Broad River 

• Several multi-family projects planned in the area

• City-owned Community Center 

• Ongoing improvements and implemenation of RADTIP

Address the Weaknesses

• Adjacency to railroad may constrict site’s housing 
development feasibility due to noise issues (e.g., limits 
any HUD funding, noise, vibration, setbacks)

• Haywood Road overpass impacts the site connectivity 
and views

• The site is located in 100-year flood hazard zone

• Small parcel size and constraints due to floodplain, 
railroad setback, and environmental issues may 
challenge development feasibility and intensity. Broad 
stakeholder concerns over this being an appropriate site 
for affordable housing (due to high cost, low yield)

• Original pioneering generation of artists that first 
populated the RAD are getting priced out or are aging 
out – what/who is the next generation?

• Allowable building height per RAD-RIV zoning (5-6 story) 
could be a neighborhood concern;  this could limit site 
density for new development 

Potential Opportunities

• Opportunity to bridge over to Roberts Street (off-site 
parking?)

• Design character needs to fit in with the “patina” of the 
RAD

• Opportunity for incubator office, entrepreneur space, 
artist housing/studios, and/or SRO model, smaller unit 
types?

• Emerging tourism aspect to RAD , could be opportunity 
for hotels?

95 Roberts Street 
Renovation Project

Stoneyard 
Apartments

Arts and 
Culture 
Center at 14 
Riverside

River Arts District Transportation 
Improvement Project and Master Plan 

RIVERSIDE DRIVE SITE

Site Access 
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Planned Projects
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Build on the Current Strengths and Assets

• Close proximity to Mission Hospital and the surrounding 
medical district. 

• Great central location to serve the hospital employees 
and the emerging brewery district in South Slope.

• Build on the high visibility of the corridor to take 
advantage of market for commercial uses.

• Redevelopment of Lee Walker Heights 

• Perhaps easiest to develop, least impediments.

• Least perceived concern over environmental issues.

Address the Weaknesses

• The site is currently owned by Duke Energy – 
approximately $5.3M purchase price may hinder 
ability to deliver affordability, depending on how it’s 
incorporated.

• Biltmore Avenue is not a pedestrian-friendly 
corridor with a mixture of urban and suburban style 
development, hence the site feels isolated and not 
walkable.   

• Topographical difference of +/- 30ft. between Lee 
Walker Heights and the site create connectivity 
challenges

• Lack of pedestrian crossing at White Fawn Drive on 
Biltmore Avenue.

• Lost connection between Choctaw Street and Short 
Coxe Avenue going through the site.

Opportunities

• Potential need for workforce housing for Mission 
Hospital employees

• Need to incorporate some small community open space, 
opportunities for goods and services to serve South 
Downtown, and explore the possibility of Urban grocery.

• Opportunity to build on the economics of Mission 
Hospital?

• Explore opportunities to connect with McCormick 
Field and Memorial Stadium; potential to create public 
parking

• Provide additional housing growth opportunity for 
Southside and Oakhurst neighborhood

BILTMORE AVENUE SITE

01
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03

04

05

Site Access 

Lost Site Connections

Planned Projects
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SITE ASSESSMENT & ANALYSIS

6

SOUTH CHARLOTTE 
STREET

BILTMORE AVENUE RIVERSIDE

COMMUNITY SERVICES
within 1-mile walk

ACCESS TO PARKS  
AND OPEN SPACE 

within 1-mile walk

PREFERRED LOCATION
PROXIMITY
VISIBILITY

ACCESS

EDUCATION
RETAIL SERVICES

BANKS
HEALTHCARE

COMMUNITY SERVICES
CULTURAL

GROCERY STORE
MARKET

DINING

COMMUNITY GARDEN
RECREATION FIELD

PLAYGROUND
URBAN PLAZA

RECREATION TRAIL

WALKABLE STREETS
BIKE LANES

WALK SCORE

PROXIMITY TO 
FOOD SERVICES

within 1-mile walk

WALKABLE STREETS AND 
BIKE NETWORK

TRANSPORTATION & 
TRANSIT

FLOODPLAIN 
AVOIDANCE

IS THE SITE IN A FLOODPLAIN?

W1

W2

44
WALK SCORE

CITY BUS ROUTES
S5S1

S2

55
WALK SCORE

S5S1

S2N

83
WALK SCORE

COMPARISON MATRIX:  SITE LOCATIONCITY OF ASHEVILLE
Due Diligent Report For Affordable Housing

DEVELOPMENT READINESS

SITE CONFIGURATION

SITE CAPACITY FOR MIXED-
INCOME DEVELOPMENT

MARKET POTENTIAL FOR 
MIXED-USE

ATTRACTIVENESS TO DEVELOPERS

LAYOUT & DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL

EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS

OFFICE AND RETAIL POTENTIAL

• River Arts District = Attractive
• No demo or site acquisition costs needed
• Small site constricts interest down to specialty developers
• Flood plain dictates builing up a level = higher costs
• Railroad noise limits opportunity for HUD funding

• Small/awkward sites limit density yield
• Shallow site depth limits opportunity for structured 

parking

• Minimal opportunity for conventional retail uses
• Opportunity for specialty retail related to arts

• Approximately 60-90 units total (at stick built)
• 12 to 18 affordable units at 20% mix
• 30 to 45 affordable units at 50% mix
• Potential issues with community scale/massing
• Actual capacity still to be validated

COMPARISON MATRIX:  MARKET/FINANCINGCITY OF ASHEVILLE
Due Diligent Report For Affordable Housing

• Relatively flat site
• Relocation of Town Branch Required
• Costs for relocation of City services; costs for demo

• Larger site facilitates phasing; likely a 2-phase site
• Site topo may help with deck access
• Opportunity for multiple site access points

• Moderate opportunity for office, small scale retail/
services 

• Very limited opportunity for small footprint grocery

• Approximately 400-500 units total (at stick built)
• 80 to 100 affordable units at 20% mix
• 200 to 250 affordable units at 50% mix
• No issues with community scale/massing
• Actual capacity still to be validated

7.5 acres

• High Visibility
• Costs to demolish existing buildings
• Costs for land @ 5.3 million

• Access road to Lee Walker somewhat limits flexi-
bility

• “Flag” lot limits visibility on south of site

• Moderate opportunity for office, small scale retail/
services 

• Very limited opportunity for small footprint grocery

•  Approximately 250-350 units total (at stick built)
• 50 to 70 affordable units at 20% mix
• 125 to 175 affordable units at 50% mix
• No issues with community scale/massing
• Actual capacity still to be validated

5.5 acres 1.8 acres

RIVERSIDESOUTH CHARLOTTE 
STREET

BILTMORE AVENUE

COMPARISON MATRIX

In November 2016, Asheville residents voted for a $25 million 

affordable housing bond to support priorities and strategies 

centered around affordable housing. The general obligation bond 

allocated $25 million to affordable housing over seven years, with $15 

million of the bond dedicated to the repurposing of underutilized, 

locationally efficient City properties for affordable housing. The 

City developed guiding principles for redeveloping City-owned 

land, which focus on respect for the surrounding community, high 

design and construction standards, density along transit corridors, 

environmental sustainability, inclusive housing, walkability, and a 

high return on investment.

The City of Asheville is considering a number of City-owned 

properties for the development of affordable housing, through 

public-private partnerships with developers. Three “high impact 

sites” were identified based on their potential for a high return on 

investment. The City then contracted with a design firm to perform 

a due diligence study for the three sites in order to determine the 

feasibility of successfully developing affordable housing on each of 

the sites. The study involved community engagement and analysis 

of design, land use, engineering, and financial scenarios. While these 

sites have not yet been developed, the findings from the study 

suggest the redevelopment of these sites to be a promising strategy 

for creating more affordable housing in Asheville. 

Case Study 5
Redevelopment of City-Owned Land, Asheville, NC

Leverage public land and funding to develop affordable housing.
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RECOMMENDATION

The following key metrics can be used to measure success:  

•	 Increase in the City’s affordable housing stock at the citywide level

•	 Decrease the gaps in affordable price points available in the rental and 

for sale markets

•	 Lower number of cost-burdened households

MEASURING SUCCESS

•	 Examine details of neighboring jurisdictions’ affordable housing 

programs to evaluate opportunities for partnerships

•	 Identify land that could be acquired by the housing land trust

•	 Determine the appropriate criteria to qualify as a housing land trust 

homeowner (i.e., percentage of AMI)

DATA TO BE COLLECTED

•	 Land Use

•	 Population
•	 Equity & Accessibility
•	 Built Environment

THEMES OTHER ELEMENTS

•	 Attract & Retain

•	 Plan

CONNECTION WITH ENVISION COLUMBIA

•	 Prosper

•	 Enhance

Affordable housing is a long-term problem that requires long-term 

solutions. Housing land trusts, also known as community land 

trusts, are nonprofit organizations that effectively create permanent 

affordable housing options for low-income individuals and families 

by separating land ownership and homeownership. Housing land 

trusts retain rights to the land but allow homeowners to purchase 

the home through a long-term renewable ground lease (typically 

99 years) so that the housing land trust can ensure continued 

affordability. Working with regional partners to establish a regional 

housing land trust is recommended as housing affordability issues 

do not stop at the City’s borders. A regional model also allows the City 

to collaborate with neighbors and partners also working on housing. 

The City of Columbia can adopt a policy in support of collaboration 

to create a regional housing land trust, facilitate creation of the land 

trust with partners, and measure progress after implementation.

Work with regional partners to establish a regional housing land trust that can 
manage affordable units.

The establishment of a regional housing 

land trust should be a long term goal for 

the City.

LONG
7-10+ years to complete

¢ - $$$

annually

DURATION

COST

PRIORITY

LOW
start within 7-10 

years

•	 Community Development (primary)

•	 Development corporations (primary)

•	 Planning Division

•	 Columbia Housing Authority

WHO IS RESPONSIBLE?

•	 Regional non-profits and 

other local government 

departments working on 

housing
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Community Home Trust offers a variety of housing types, including single-family 
homes, town homes, and condos. Image courtesy of Community Home Trust

The Community Home Trust is a nonprofit organization located in 

Orange County, NC that works to create and maintain permanently 

affordable housing options for the community. Their goal is to 

target homeowners such as nurses, university employees, and 

teachers, who work in the community but would not be able to 

afford a market rate home in the area. The Community Home Trust 

specifically serves households that earn less than 60% of the area 

median income.

The trust is able to ensure permanent affordability by retaining the 

title to its properties and conveying ownership using a renewable 99-

year ground lease, which helps to prevent home values from rising 

due to increasing property values. At the same time, homes earn 

limited appreciation each year, which preserves affordability while 

still allowing the current homeowners to build equity.

The trust currently oversees over 300 homes throughout Orange 

County. Some of the homes are located in developments that 

were entirely acquired by the trust, and other homes were built by 

private developers who are required to provide a certain percentage 

of affordable housing in order to meet local inclusionary housing 

standards. The trust is funded through a mix of local government 

grants, private contributions, earned income, and other sources.

Case Study 6
Community Home Trust, Orange County, NC

Work with regional partners to establish a regional housing land trust that can 
manage affordable units.
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Work with regional partners to establish a regional housing land trust that can 
manage affordable units.

Case Study 7
The Guadalupe Home Ownership Program, Austin, TX

The Guadalupe Neighborhood Development Corporation (GNDC) 

is an important affordable housing provider for East Austin. The 

neighborhood of East Austin has traditionally served low to moderate 

income minority populations, following the City’s 1928 Master Plan 

which institutionalized racial segregation by recommending moving 

residents of color to east of East Avenue (now I-35). However, as 

residential areas near city centers have become more desirable, East 

Austin’s minority population has decreased and the home prices 

have increased, making it difficult for long-time residents to stay in 

their homes.

GNDC offers both rental and homeownership opportunities for low 

to moderate income households. In 2012, GNDC developed the first 

community land trust home in the state of Texas. GNDC prioritizes 

current tenants and those with ties to the East Austin area, with 

the goal of preventing displacement of long-time residents. In 

addition to individual community land trust homes, GNDC is in the 

process of developing a subdivision that will contain 90 sustainably 

designed affordable housing units, including single-family, duplex, 

and townhouse units. 58 of these units will be designated for 

homeownership as community land trust homes.

A key factor that helped GNDC to establish their community land 

trust program was a 2011 state law that increased the affordability of GNDC community land trust homeownership unit. Image courtesy of GNDC

land trust properties by making them tax-free. GNDC has also been 

strategically acquiring land since the 1980s, which allowed them to 

buy property before prices skyrocketed. Additionally, GNDC has been 

able to use funds from a City of Austin affordable housing bond in 

order to acquire more land. 

While GNDC is not a regional housing land trust, it demonstrates 

how an established, local organization can operate a housing land 

trust. This case has the potential to serve as a model for how the City 

of Columbia could launch a housing land trust program, with the 

long-term goal of establishing a regional housing land trust.
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RECOMMENDATION

•	 Track the number of individuals experiencing homelessness in order to 

assess transitional housing needs

•	 Identify additional populations in need of transitional housing services 

in order to understand who the target audience is for these services

•	 Identify current agreements and funding provided to organizations and 

programs that provide transitional housing services

DATA TO BE COLLECTED

•	 Community Facilities

•	 Population
•	 Partner
•	 Equity & Accessibility

THEMES OTHER ELEMENTS

The following key metrics can be used to measure success: 

•	 Transitional housing services meet local demand for transitional 

housing needs

•	 Reductions of people suffering from homelessness

•	 Increase in funding, advertisement, and/or volunteering with homeless/

transition services

MEASURING SUCCESS•	 Community Development (primary)

•	 Columbia Housing Authority

•	 Local and regional nonprofits and agencies that help provide 

transitional housing services

•	 SC Department of Mental Health

WHO IS RESPONSIBLE?

•	 Attract & Retain

•	 Plan

CONNECTION WITH ENVISION COLUMBIA

•	 Empower

•	 Prosper

The City of Columbia has a number of established partnerships 

with organizations that provide transitional housing services for 

individuals in need of temporary housing, which could include 

persons challenged by homelessness, recovering from addiction, 

returning from incarceration, and recovering from natural disasters. 

Transitional housing not only provides critical housing and shelter for 

individuals in need, it can also reduce the potential for homelessness. 

However, demand for these services continues to exceed the 

resources available. The City should continue to partner with local 

organizations that work to provide transitional housing services, as 

well as consider expanding upon and creating new partnerships, in 

order to maintain and enhance support for Columbia’s population in 

need of transitional housing. 

Continue to partner with organizations and agencies that provide transitional 
housing services.

The City should evaluate and consider 

expanding partnerships in the short term. 

Collaboration should be ongoing. 

MEDIUM, ONGOING
4-6 years to complete, 

recurring

¢ - $$$*

DURATION

COST

PRIORITY

HIGH
start within 3 

years
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RECOMMENDATION

•	 Zoning Division (primary)

WHO IS RESPONSIBLE?

•	 Plan

•	 Prosper

CONNECTION WITH ENVISION COLUMBIA

•	 Lead

•	 Identify location of current emergency and transitional housing units

•	 Identify number of Columbia residents who are in need of transitional 

or emergency housing services, including those experiencing 

homelessness, recovering from addiction, returning from incarceration, 

and recovering from natural disasters

DATA TO BE COLLECTED

The following key metrics can be used to measure success:  

•	 Supply of emergency and transitional housing units meets local 

demand

MEASURING SUCCESS

Securing stable housing is particularly challenging for individuals 

with special housing needs, which may include persons experiencing 

homelessness, recovering from addiction, returning from 

incarceration, and recovering from natural disasters. Transitional and 

emergency housing provide essential services for these populations. 

These housing types often face development obstacles due to 

procedural hurdles or neighborhood opposition. The City should 

support the development of transitional and emergency housing 

throughout the City by amending the Zoning Ordinance to clearly 

define the uses, permissions, and standards for housing types 

that would serve the needs of these populations. The City should 

also consider an amendment to the Zoning Ordinance that would 

permit residential care facilities by right in appropriate districts, with 

applicable standards.

•	 Community Facilities

•	 Land Use

•	 Population

•	 Equity & Accessibility
•	 Built Environment

THEMES OTHER ELEMENTS

Provide equitable development processes for establishing residential care uses 
that provide necessary services but may spark opposition.

City processes will be evaluated and 

amended in the short term and revisited 

annually. 

SHORT
1-3 years to complete

¢ - $*

DURATION

COST

PRIORITY

HIGH
start within 3 

years
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Endnotes

1	 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-year Estimates
2	 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-year Estimates
4	 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-year Estimates and Clarion Associates
3	 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-year Estimates 
5	 Multiple Listing Service and Clarion Associates
6	 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year estimates, Multiple Listing Service, and BBC Research & Consulting
7	 BBC Research & Consulting
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TOPICS

IN THIS  SECTION

Housing is a vital part of everyday life in Columbia. Stable 
housing is essential to people’s health, safety, and well-
being, and it is a primary factor in determining people’s 
access to resources and opportunities. This appendix 
assesses the housing market as well as the impact of 
existing policies.

Housing Market Assessment, 

Affordability, Housing Policy 

Analysis

Introduction	 D-101
Market Assessment	 D-102
Policy Analysis	 D-122

Cover photo iStock.com/benedek
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The market assessment and policy analysis included herein provide a 

snapshot of the factors affecting housing in Columbia. The information 

that follows was researched and compiled by Clarion Associates, and 

includes an analysis of available data, policies, and public input.

The market assessment describes Columbia’s current housing stock and 

market trends in rental and owner-occupied housing. It also presents an 

affordability analysis which compares supply and demand for housing 

at different price points and income and forecasts affordability needs 

through 2028.

The policy analysis includes an inventory and assessment of the existing 

policies, programs, and strategies in place today that guide changes 

to housing and the City’s neighborhoods. These foundational policies 

will be used as a starting point for developing policy direction in the 

new comprehensive plan. This analysis also includes a summary of 

relevant federal, state, local, and nonprofit agencies and organizations 

that assist housing in neighborhoods in Columbia in a variety of ways. 

New or expanded policy direction may include partnership efforts with 

these groups to further housing goals in Columbia. It concludes with 

a summary of relevant policy topics for further exploration during the 

Columbia Compass planning effort, and next steps for evaluating policy 

options.

Introduction

Photo iStock.com/andrei stanescu
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HOUSING STOCK

Columbia is home to about 132,500 people living in 45,300 housing 

units. Just over half of those households are renters (55%; a slight 

increase from 53% in 2010). The adjacent figure shows the proportion 

of households in Columbia and surrounding communities that are 

owners and renters in both 2010 and 2016. As is typical in a metro 

area, surrounding suburbs tend to have higher ownership rates than 

the core city. In the Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) overall, two-

thirds of households are owners and one-third are renters.

Blythewood has the highest ownership rate in the metro area (91% of 

all households are owners) and Columbia has the lowest (47% of all 

households are owners). All communities in the metro except Irmo 

and Blythewood experienced a decline in ownership between 2010 

and 2016. 

 
 

P a g e  2 of 25 

 

FFiigguurree  11..  
TTeennuurree  iinn  CCoolluummbbiiaa  
aanndd  ssuurrrroouunnddiinngg  
ccoommmmuunniittiieess,,  22001100  
aanndd  22001166  

Source: 
2012-2016 American Community 
Survey 5-Year estimates. 

 

Figure 2 shows ownership rates by age of householder for the City of Columbia and 

the Columbia MSA. Ownership rates in Columbia are lower than the metro overall for 

each age cohort.  

Tenure in Columbia and surrounding communities, 2010 and 2016.  
Source: 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year estimates.
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HOUSING STOCK, CONTINUED

The below chart shows ownership rates by age of householder for 

the City of Columbia and the Columbia MSA. Ownership rates in 

Columbia are lower than the metro overall for each age cohort.

A shown in the following figure, the vast majority (91%) of owners live 

in single family detached units. Renters live in a variety of housing 

types: 25% in single family detached homes, 1% in mobile homes and 

the remainder split between small and medium-sized multi-family 

developments. 

Age of Householder Columbia Columbia 
Metro

Percentage 
Point 

Difference
All Households 45% 67% -22%

15 to 24 years 4% 13% -9%

25 to 34 years 25% 42% -16%

35 to 44 years 43% 63% -20%

45 to 54 years 54% 73% -19%

55 to 64 years 64% 80% -16%

65 years and over 72% 86% -14%

Ownership Rate by Age of Householder, 20161.  

Overall, about 55 percent of homes in Columbia are single family 

detached structures. Twenty four percent are attached units in 

relatively small structures (fewer than 10 units in structure) and 21 

percent are attached units in larger structures (10 or more units in 

structure). One percent of homes are mobile homes. 

All Units
45,25555%

21%

24%
1% Single Family Attached

Attached: 10 or more units in structure

Attached: fewer than 10 units in structure

Mobile home or other

25%

91%

1%1%

35%

3%

39%

5%

Renters
24,788

Owners
20,467

Housing Type, Columbia (2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-year Estimates)
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HOUSING STOCK, CONTINUED

Compared to the MSA overall, Columbia’s homes are older and have 

fewer bedrooms. The following two charts compare Columbia’s 

housing stock to the metro areas by number of bedrooms and year 

built. 

About 36 percent of Columbia’s housing stock was built before 1960, 

compared to just 15 percent of the metro area overall. Nineteen 

percent of Columbia’s housing stock was built after the year 2000 

compared to 25 percent of the metro’s housing stock.

 
 

P a g e  4 of 25 

 

FFiigguurree  33..  
HHoouussiinngg  
TTyyppee,,  
CCoolluummbbiiaa,,  
22001166  

Source: 
2012-2016 
American 
Community 
Survey 5-Year 
estimates. 

 

Compared to the MSA overall, Columbia’s homes are older and have fewer 

bedrooms. Figures 4 and 5 compares Columbia’s housing stock to the metro areas 

by number of bedrooms and year built.  

FFiigguurree  44..  
NNuummbbeerr  ooff  BBeeddrroooommss  
CCoolluummbbiiaa  aanndd  MMeettrroo  
AArreeaa,,  22001166  

Source: 
2012-2016 American Community 
Survey 5-Year estimates. 

 

 

No bedroom 
(studio)

1 bedroom

2 bedrooms

3 bedrooms

4 bedrooms

5 or more 
bedrooms
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About 36 percent of Columbia’s housing stock was built before 1960, compared to 

just 15 percent of the metro area overall. Nineteen percent of Columbia’s housing 

stock was built after the year 2000 compared to 25 percent of the metro’s housing 

stock. 

FFiigguurree  55..  
AAggee  ooff  HHoouussiinngg  SSttoocckk,,  CCoolluummbbiiaa  aanndd  MMeettrroo  AArreeaa,,  22001166  

 
Source: 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year estimates. 

Figure 6 shows the number of building permits issued in Columbia by unit type 

between 1998 and 2018. The permit data indicate diminished residential 

construction during and following the recession. Single Family permitting in 2017 

and 2018 was the highest since 2008 though multifamily permitting remains low 

(despite some activity in 2014-2015). 

   

Age of Housing Stock. (2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-year Estimates)

Number of Bedrooms Columbia and Metro Area.  (2012-2016 American Community 
Survey 5-year Estimate)
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About 36 percent of Columbia’s housing stock was built before 1960, compared to 

just 15 percent of the metro area overall. Nineteen percent of Columbia’s housing 

stock was built after the year 2000 compared to 25 percent of the metro’s housing 

stock. 
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AAggee  ooff  HHoouussiinngg  SSttoocckk,,  CCoolluummbbiiaa  aanndd  MMeettrroo  AArreeaa,,  22001166  

 
Source: 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year estimates. 

Figure 6 shows the number of building permits issued in Columbia by unit type 

between 1998 and 2018. The permit data indicate diminished residential 

construction during and following the recession. Single Family permitting in 2017 

and 2018 was the highest since 2008 though multifamily permitting remains low 

(despite some activity in 2014-2015). 
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HOUSING STOCK, CONTINUED

The following chart shows the number of building permits issued in Columbia by unit type between 1998 and 2018. The permit data indicate 

diminished residential construction during and following the recession. Single Family permitting in 2017 and 2018 was the highest since 2008 

though multi-family permitting remains low (despite some activity in 2014-2015).
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FFiigguurree  66..                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      
BBuuiillddiinngg  PPeerrmmiittss,,  CCoolluummbbiiaa,,  11999988--22001188  

 
Source: HUD State of the Cities Data Systems Building Permit Database and BBC Research & Consulting. 

 

MARKET TRENDS 

The following section discusses market trends in the rental and ownership markets 

in Columbia. It begins with a discussion of income and commuting to provide 

context for home price trends.  

IInnccoommee  aanndd  CCoommmmuuttiinngg  PPaatttteerrnnss.. The median household income in Columbia rose 

from $38,300 to $42,900 between 2010 and 2016—a 12 percent gain. Even so, 

Columbia remains in the lower half of incomes for the region (see Figure 7).  

Units in single family structures Units in 2-4 unit multi-family structures Units in 5+ unit multi-family structures

Building Permits, Columbia, 1998-2018.2 
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MARKET TRENDS

The following section discusses market trends in the rental and 

ownership markets in Columbia. It begins with a discussion of 

income and commuting to provide context for home price trends. 

INCOME AND COMMUTING PATTERNS

The median household income in Columbia rose from $38,300 

to $42,900 between 2010 and 2016 - a 12 percent gain. Even so, 

Columbia remains in the lower half of incomes for the region (see the 

adjacent figure). 

2010 2016

Irmo  $59,264
Lexington  $58,800 

Forest Acres  $52,205

Lexington County  $52,205

Columbia MSA  $48,311
Richland County  $47,922

West Columbia $41,847

Cayce $40,627

Columbia $38,272

$63,326  Lexington (7.7%)

$58,714  Forest Acres (4.9%)
$58,446  Irmo (-1.4%)

$58,714  Lexington County (6.1%)

$51,287  Columbia MSA (6.2%)
$50,899  Richland County (6.2%)

$45,599  Cayce (12.2%)

$42,875  Columbia (12%)

$38,694  West Columbia (-7.5%)

Median Household Income, Columbia and Surrounding Communities, 
2010-2016.  Blythewood is not shown as it skews the graphic.  Median 
income in Blythewood was $98,333 in 2010 and $85,658 in 2016.3 



D-107

|     C
olu

m
b

ia C
om

p
ass: E

n
vision

 20
36

A
P

P
E

N
D

IX
D   |Market Assessment

MARKET TRENDS, CONTINUED

At the median, Columbia renter income is $29,900 and owner income is $70,600.  Median renter and owner incomes increased at about the same rate 

between 2000 and 2016. It should be noted that renters had much slower income growth through the recession years but faster income growth since 

2010 than owners. The net result is similar total growth between 2000 and 2016.

As shown below, the income distribution of both owners and renters shifted up between 2000 and 2016:

•	 The number and proportion of owners earning less than $50,000 per year declined, offset primarily by increases in owners earning more than 

$100,000. 

•	 The number and proportion of renters earning less than $25,000 per year declined, offset by modest increases in all other renter income cohorts.4

Income distribution of owners and renters, Columbia, 2000 and 20165.

2000 2016 2000 - 2016
Numerical Change

2000 - 2016
Percentage Point ChangeNumber Percent Number Percent

Total 42,077 45,255 3,178 8%

Owners

   Less than $25,000 4,278 22% 2,832 14% -1,446 -8%

   $25,000 - $50,000 5,589 29% 4,217 21% -1,372 -9%

   $50,000 - $75,000 3,663 19% 3,718 18% 55 -1%

   $75,000 - $100,000 2,048 11% 2,859 14% 811 3%

   $100,000 + 3,577 19% 6,841 33% 3,264 15%

   Total 19,155 100% 20,467 100%

Renters

   Less than $25,000 13,089 57% 10,747 43% -2,342 -14%

   $25,000 - $50,000 6,719 29% 7,504 30% 785 1%

   $50,000 - $75,000 2,029 9% 3,636 15% 1,607 6%

   $75,000 - $100,000 675 3% 1,548 6% 873 3%

   $100,000 + 410 2% 1,343 5% 943 4%

   Total 29,922 100% 24,788 100%
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MARKET TRENDS, CONTINUED

The income shifts by tenure experienced in Columbia are similar to the state and nation overall.

Income distribution of owners and renters, Columbia, South Carolina, and the United States, 2000 and 2016.6 

2000 2016 Percentage Point Change

Columbia South Carolina United States Columbia South Carolina United States Columbia South Carolina United States

Owners

   Less than $25,000 22% 26% 20% 14% 19% 14% -8% -7% -6%

   $25,000 - $50,000 29% 31% 28% 21% 24% 20% -9% -7% -8%

   $50,000 - $75,000 19% 22% 22% 18% 20% 19% -1% -2% -4%

   $75,000 - $100,000 11% 10% 13% 14% 14% 14% 3% 3% 1%

   $100,000 + 19% 10% 16% 33% 33% 33% 15% 13% 16%

   Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Renters

   Less than $25,000 57% 52% 46% 43% 43% 37% -14% -9% -9%

   $25,000 - $50,000 29% 31% 32% 30% 30% 28% 1% -2% -4%

   $50,000 - $75,000 9% 11% 13% 15% 15% 16% 6% 4% 3%

   $75,000 - $100,000 3% 3% 5% 6% 6% 8% 3% 3% 3%

   $100,000 + 2% 2% 4% 5% 6% 11% 4% 4%

   Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
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MARKET TRENDS, CONTINUED

According to the Census Bureau’s Longitudinal Employer-Household 

Dynamics (LEHD) data, Columbia has about 106,300 in-commuters 

(people living outside Columbia but working in Columbia), 26,100 

out-commuters (people living in but working outside Columbia), and 

18,700 people that both live and work in Columbia. The below figure 

illustrates the proportional share of in-commuters, out-commuters 

and live/work residents of Columbia.

The top five locations where Columbia residents work (out-

commuting destinations) and where Columbia workers live (in-

commuting origins) are shown below. The relatively low percentage 

by individual location reflects a decentralized job market (outside 

Columbia) for out-commuters and a decentralized residential market 

(outside Columbia) for in-commuters.

106,302
employed in 
Columbia, living 
outside 

26,135
living in 
Columbia, 
employed 
outside

18,712
employed and live in Columbia

Commuting Patterns, Columbia, 2015.7 

Columbia (42%)

Forest Acres (4%)

West Columbia (3%)

Cayce (3%)

Seven Oaks (2%)

1

4

5

3

2

Columbia (15%)

St. Andrews (3%)

Seven Oaks (2%)

Lexington (2%)

Forest Acres (2%)

1

4

5

3

2

Where Columbia residents 
work (Top 5)

Where Columbia workers 
live (Top 5)

Commuting Destinations and Origins, Columbia residents and workers, 2015.8 

County-to-county commuting patterns show that about 40 percent 

of Richland County residents are out-commuters. Top destinations 

for those out-commuters are Lexington County (18%), Greenville 

County (3%), and Charleston County (2%). Lexington County residents 

are more likely to be out-commuters with 56 percent of residents 

traveling to jobs outside their county of residence. Top destinations 

for Lexington County out-commuters are Richland County (36%, 

Greenville County (3%), Charleston County (2%), and Aiken County 

(2%). 

The Columbia Compass Transportation Appendix provides additional 

information on commuting trends, including the following top work 

destinations for Columbia residents (60% Richland County, 42% 

Columbia, 17% Lexington County) and the top home locations for 

Columbia workers (45% Richland County, 21% Lexington County, 15% 

Columbia). This creates a major strain on the City’s arterials roadways 

as over 100,000 commuters travel between dispersed residential 

areas to a few centralized job centers at predictable times each day.
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MARKET TRENDS, CONTINUED

RENTAL MARKET

Trends over time indicate substantial increases in rental prices in 

Columbia, though current rents are consistent with the regional 

market overall. The median rent in Columbia in 2016 was $853, up 

from $536 in 2000 and $742 in 2010. As shown below, median rent 

in the metro area is very consistent between communities—most 

ranging from $850 to $890 (excluding Blythewood and Lexington at 

the high end).

The below graph shows median rent by number of bedrooms for 

Columbia and the metro area. Not surprisingly, rents are highest for 

units with four or five bedrooms and are lowest for studios.

The below graph shows the price distribution of rentals in Columbia 

in 2000, 2010 and 2016. In 2000 43 percent of all rentals were less 

than $500 per month; by 2010 that dropped to 18 percent and by 

2016 only 13 percent of rentals were priced below $500 per month. 

Rent Distribution, Columbia, 2000, 2010, and 2016.9 
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As shown in Figure 12, median rent in the metro area is very consistent between 

communities—most ranging from $850 to $890 (excluding Blythewood and 

Lexington at the high end).  

FFiigguurree  1122..  
MMeeddiiaann  GGrroossss  RReenntt,,    
CCoolluummbbiiaa  aanndd  
SSuurrrroouunnddiinngg  
CCoommmmuunniittiieess,,  22001166  

Source: 
2012-2016 American Community 
Survey 5-Year estimates. 

 

Figure 13 shows median rent by number of bedrooms for Columbia and the metro 

area. Not surprisingly, rents are highest for units with four or five bedrooms and are 

lowest for studios.  

$1,256

$1,036

$972

$892

$882

$869

$862

$858

$855

$853

Blythewood

Irmo

Lexington

Richland County

Cayce

West Columbia

Columbia MSA

Forest Acres

Lexington County

Columbia

Median Gross Rent, Columbia and Surrounding Communities, 2016.10 

Median Gross Rent by Number of Bedrooms, Columbia and Metro Area, 2016.11 
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FFiigguurree  1133..  
MMeeddiiaann  GGrroossss  RReenntt,,  bbyy  
NNuummbbeerr  ooff  BBeeddrroooommss,,  
CCoolluummbbiiaa  aanndd  MMeettrroo  
AArreeaa,,  22001166  

Source: 
2012-2016 American Community 
Survey 5-Year estimates. 

 

Figure 14 shows the price distribution of rentals in Columbia in 2000, 2010 and 2016. 

In 2000 43 percent of all rentals were less than $500 per month; by 2010 that 

dropped to 18 percent and by 2016 only 13 percent of rentals were priced below $500 

per month.  

FFiigguurree  1144..  
RReenntt  DDiissttrriibbuuttiioonn,,  CCoolluummbbiiaa,,  22000000,,  22001100  aanndd  22001166  

 
Source: 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year estimates. 

Figure 15 shows median rental rates by Census tract in Columbia. The tracts with 

median rent above $900 per month include land downtown, directly north of 

downtown, and directly south of downtown. Areas with median rent between $750-

$900 per month include lands directly east of downtown and extending the 

No bedroom 
(studio)

1 bedroom

2 bedrooms

3 bedrooms

4 bedrooms

5 or more 
bedrooms

$587
$676

$733
$733

$857
$818

$1,005
$977

$1,292
$1,284

$1,192
$1,356

Columbia

Columbia MSA



D-111

|     C
olu

m
b

ia C
om

p
ass: E

n
vision

 20
36

A
P

P
E

N
D

IX
D   |Market Assessment

MARKET TRENDS, CONTINUED

The adjacent map shows median 

rental rates by Census tract in 

Columbia. The tracts with median 

rent above $900 per month include 

land downtown, directly north of 

downtown, and directly south of 

downtown. Areas with median 

rent between $750-$900 per 

month include lands directly east 

of downtown and extending the 

distance to Fort Jackson, as well as 

tracts on the northwestern portion 

of the City abutting the Broad River. 

Census tracts with median rent 

below $750 per month are located 

mainly in the northern portions 

of the City, and Census tracts with 

median rents between $750 and 

$950 are located in the northern 

and southeastern portions of the 

central city, extending south to I-77.

Median Gross Rent by Census Tract, Columbia Center City, 2016 12 



D-112

|     C
olu

m
b

ia C
om

p
ass: E

n
vision

 20
36

A
P

P
E

N
D

IX
D   |Market Assessment

MARKET TRENDS, CONTINUED

OWNERSHIP MARKET

Self-reported home values in Columbia are higher than the metro 

overall: median of $164,000 in the City versus $143,000 metro-wide. 

As shown in the following graph, Blythewood has the highest 

median home value in the metro at $265,100 and Cayce has the 

lowest at $120,000.

The below graph shows the distribution of home values in Columbia 

and indicates the proportion of homes valued at less than $100,000 

declined substantially between 2000 (51%) and 2016 (23%).

Median Home Value, Columbia and Surrounding Communities, 2016.13 

According to Zillow data, the median price of homes on the for-

sale market in Columbia has risen 32% since the recessionary low 

in 2012. Although the median price is lower in Columbia than the 

state and nation overall, the increase in price may be difficult for 

many potential buyers to manage, especially when coupled with an 

increase in interest rates over the same period.
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Figure 16, Blythewood has the highest median home value in the metro at $265,100 

and Cayce has the lowest at $120,000.  

FFiigguurree  1166..  
MMeeddiiaann  HHoommee  VVaalluuee,,    
CCoolluummbbiiaa  aanndd  
SSuurrrroouunnddiinngg  
CCoommmmuunniittiieess,,  22001166  

Source: 
2012-2016 American Community 
Survey 5-Year estimates. 

 

Figure 17 shows the distribution of home values in Columbia and indicates the 

proportion of homes valued at less than $100,000 declined substantially between 

2000 (51%) and 2016 (23%). 

FFiigguurree  1177..  
HHoommee  VVaalluuee  DDiissttrriibbuuttiioonn,,  CCoolluummbbiiaa,,  22000000,,  22001100  aanndd  22001166  

 
Source: 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year estimates. 

According to Zillow data, the median price of homes on the for-sale market in 

Columbia has risen 32% since the recessionary low in 2012. Although the median 

price is lower in Columbia than the state and nation overall, the increase in price 

$265,100

$186,900

$174,900

$120,000

$151,500

$143,900

$143,000

$131,200

$123,600

$164,200

Blythewood

Irmo

Lexington

Richland County

Cayce

West Columbia

Columbia MSA

Forest Acres

Lexington County

Columbia

Median Sale Prices of Homes in Columbia, the Metro Area, South Carolina, and the 
US, 2008-2018.15 
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may be difficult for many potential buyers to manage, especially when coupled with 

an increase in interest rates over the same period.  

FFiigguurree  1188..  
MMeeddiiaann  SSaallee  PPrriiccee  ooff  HHoommeess  iinn  CCoolluummbbiiaa,,  tthhee  MMeettrroo  AArreeaa,,  SSoouutthh  CCaarroolliinnaa,,  aanndd  tthhee  
UUSS,,  22000088--22001188  

 
Source: Zillow Data and BBC Research & Consulting. 

Multiple Listing Service (MLS) data indicate the 2018 median sale price of all homes 

sold in Columbia was $150,480—lower than the metro median of $169,900. Median 

prices by product type ranged from $93,000 for condos to $157,000 for single family 

homes.  

United States South Carolina Columbia MSA Columbia

Home Value Distribution, Columbia, 2000, 2010, and 2016.14 
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MARKET TRENDS, CONTINUED

Multiple Listing Service (MLS) data indicate the 2018 median sale price of all homes sold 

in Columbia was $150,480 - lower than the metro median of $169,900. Median prices by 

product type ranged from $93,000 for condos to $157,000 for single family homes.

Just over half of all homes sold in 2018 were priced between $100,000 and $200,000. 

Nineteen percent were priced below $100,000. 

Sale Price Distribution, Columbia, 2006, 2017, and 2018 (January - August)17 

Median Sale Price by Type, Columbia, 2018 (January - August)16 
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FFiigguurree  1199..  
MMeeddiiaann  SSaallee  PPrriiccee  
bbyy  TTyyppee,,    
CCoolluummbbiiaa,,  22001188  
((JJaann--AAuugg))  

Source: 
Multiple Listing Service and 
BBC Research & 
Consulting. 

 

Just over half of all homes sold in 2018 were priced between $100,000 and $200,000. 

Nineteen percent were priced below $100,000.  

FFiigguurree  2200..  
SSaallee  PPrriiccee  DDiissttrriibbuuttiioonn,,  CCoolluummbbiiaa,,  22000066,,  22001177  aanndd  22001188  ((JJaann--AAuugg))  

 
Source: Multiple Listing Service and BBC Research & Consulting. 

Figure 21 shows the characteristics of homes sold in Columbia and the metro area in 

2018. Most of the homes sold in Columbia in 2018 were single family detached. About 

10% were attached (either patios or condos).  Patio homes, with a median price of 

$106,000, were in high demand and only lasted 15 days on the market (at the 

median) 

All Homes

Single-Family

Patio Home18 

Townhome

Condo

$150,480

$169,900

$157,000

$176,000

$106,000

$117,000

$125,000

$120,500

$93,000

$102,000

Columbia

Columbia MSA

 
 

P a g e  17 of 25 

 

FFiigguurree  1199..  
MMeeddiiaann  SSaallee  PPrriiccee  
bbyy  TTyyppee,,    
CCoolluummbbiiaa,,  22001188  
((JJaann--AAuugg))  

Source: 
Multiple Listing Service and 
BBC Research & 
Consulting. 

 

Just over half of all homes sold in 2018 were priced between $100,000 and $200,000. 

Nineteen percent were priced below $100,000.  

FFiigguurree  2200..  
SSaallee  PPrriiccee  DDiissttrriibbuuttiioonn,,  CCoolluummbbiiaa,,  22000066,,  22001177  aanndd  22001188  ((JJaann--AAuugg))  

 
Source: Multiple Listing Service and BBC Research & Consulting. 

Figure 21 shows the characteristics of homes sold in Columbia and the metro area in 

2018. Most of the homes sold in Columbia in 2018 were single family detached. About 

10% were attached (either patios or condos).  Patio homes, with a median price of 

$106,000, were in high demand and only lasted 15 days on the market (at the 

median) 
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MARKET TRENDS, CONTINUED

Income Range Sale Price Price per Square Foot Total Square Feet Days on Market % of All Sales

City of Columbia

   All Homes $150,480 $85 1,727 27 100%

   Single Family $157,000 $85 1,829 26 87%

   Patio Home $106,000 $84 1,242 15 3%

   Townhome $125,000 $88 1,400 28 3%

   Condo $93,000 $81 1,100 41 7%

Columbia Metro

   All Homes $169,900 $89 1,922 27 100%

   Single Family $176,000 $89 2,020 27 91%

   Patio Home $117,000 $93 1,264 13 2%

   Townhome $120,500 $87 1,351 24 2%

   Condo $102,000 $85 1,146 41 3%

Median Characteristics of Homes Sold, Columbia and Metro Area, 2018 (January - August)19 

The below table shows the characteristics of homes sold in Columbia and the metro area in 2018. Most of the homes sold in Columbia in 2018 were 

single family detached. About 10% were attached (either patios or condos).  Patio homes, with a median price of $106,000, were in high demand and 

only lasted 15 days on the market (at the median).
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MARKET TRENDS, CONTINUED

The adjacent map shows 

residential property sales and 

sale prices in 2017 and 2018 

from MLS data. Sales tend to 

be spatially clustered by price. 

Generally, sales prices in areas 

north and northeast of downtown 

Columbia tend to range from 

less than $75,000 up to $300,000. 

Higher sales prices, especially 

those above $300,000, tend to 

be located in neighborhoods 

directly east of downtown and 

the University of South Carolina 

campus with additional clusters in 

eastern Columbia. Developments 

within City limits north of Fort 

Jackson include a mix of sale 

prices, although they also 

generally follow the pattern of 

spatial clustering by price.

Homes Sold by Price and Location, Columbia, 2017-2018 Q2. Source: Multiple Listing Service and Clarion.
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MARKET TRENDS, CONTINUED AFFORDABILITY & GAPS ANALYSIS

SUMMARY OF MARKET TRENDS

Between 1999 and 2016 rents rose faster than incomes—reducing 

affordability in the rental market. As a result, renters may find it 

harder to save for a downpayment and prepare for homeownership, 

even though sale prices generally rose at a manageable pace relative 

to incomes. Self-reported home values rose faster than both incomes 

and home prices—indicating an increase in equity for existing 

owners.

Summary of Market Trends in Columbia, 1999-201620 

1999 2016 Percent 
Change

Trend Relative 
to Income

Median Income $31,093 $42,875 38%

Median Rent $536 $853 59%

Median Sale Price $93,750 $126,643 35%

Median Home Value $98,500 $164,200 67%

To examine how well Columbia’s current housing market meets 

the needs of its residents, and to determine how likely it is to 

accommodate demand of future residents and workers, BBC 

Research & Consulting conducted a modeling effort called a “gaps 

analysis.”  The analysis compares the supply of housing at various 

price points to the number of households who can afford such 

housing. If there are more housing units than households, the 

market is “oversupplying” housing at that price range. Conversely, 

if there are too few units, the market is “undersupplying” housing. 

The gaps analysis conducted addresses both rental affordability and 

ownership opportunities for renters who want to buy.

MISMATCH IN THE RENTAL MARKET

The below table compares the number of renter households in 

Columbia in 2016, their income levels, the maximum monthly rent 

they could afford without being cost burdened, and the number 

of units in the market that were affordable to them. The “Rental 

Gap” column shows the difference between the number of renter 

households and the number of rental units affordable to them. 

Negative numbers (in parentheses) indicate a shortage of units at 

the specific income level; positive units indicate an excess of units.
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AFFORDABILITY & GAPS ANALYSIS, CONTINUED

The gap analysis above shows that:

•	 Thirty-six percent of renters (8,845 households) living in 

Columbia earn less than $20,000 per year. These renters need 

units that cost less than $500 per month to avoid being cost 

burdened. Just 13 percent of rental units (3,305 units) in the city 

rent for less than $500/month (including subsidized rental units). 

This leaves a “gap,” or shortage, of 5,093 units for these extremely 

low income households.

•	 The 5,093-unit gap consists of students, working residents 

earning low wages, residents who are unemployed and residents 

Mismatch in the Rental Market, Columbia, 201622 

Income Range
Max 

Affordable 
Rent

Renters Rental Units
Rental Gap Cumulative 

GapNumber Percent Number Percent

Less than $5,000 $125 2,417 10% 291 1% (2,126) (2,126)

$5,000 to $9,999 $250 2,184 9% 904 4% (1,280) (3,406)

$10,000 to $14,999 $375 2,635 11% 948 4% (1,687) (5,093)

$15,000 to $19,999 $500 1,609 6% 1,162 5% (447) (5,540)

$20,000 to $24,999 $625 1,902 8% 2,110 8% 208 (5,332)

$25,000 to $34,999 $875 3,537 14% 7,913 32% 4,376 (957)

$35,000 to $49,999 $1,250 3,937 16% 8,473 34% 4,506 3,549

$50,000 to $74,999 $1,875 3,636 15% 2,635 10% (1,001) 2,548

$75,000 to $99,999 $2,500 2,503 10% 584 2% (1,919) 629

$100,000 or more 398 2% 90 0% (308)

Total / Low Income Gap 24,788 100% 25,109 100% (5,540)

who are disabled and cannot work. BBC estimates that up to 

1,82221 of those households may be occupied by students, leaving 

3,271 units as the non-student gap. 

In sum, the private rental market in Columbia largely serves renters 

earning between $25,000 and $75,000 per year—76 percent of 

rental units are priced within that group’s affordability range. The 

market fails to adequately serve the 43 percent of renters earning 

less than $25,000 per year—even when accounting for the impact of 

subsidized housing programs.
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AFFORDABILITY & GAPS ANALYSIS, CONTINUED

The “shortage” shown in the gaps model for high income renters 

suggests those renters are spending less than 30 percent of their 

income on housing—perhaps in order to save for a down payment 

on a home purchase. 

GAPS IN THE FOR-SALE MARKET

A similar gaps analysis was conducted to evaluate the market 

options affordable to renters who may wish to purchase a home in 

Columbia. Again, the model compared renters, renter income levels, 

the maximum monthly housing payment they could afford, and 

the proportion of units in the market that were affordable to them. 

Market Options for Renters Wanting to Buy, City of Columbia, 201623 

Income Range
Max 

Affordable 
Home Price

Renters Homes Listed / Sold 2017 - 2018 Q2 Renter 
Purchase Gap

Percent of 
homes that 

are AttachedNumber Percent Number Percent

Less than $35,000 $125,900 14,284 58% 2,967 36% -22% 19%

$35,000 to $49,999 $179,857 3,967 16% 2,467 30% 14% 6%

$50,000 to $74,999 $269,785 3,636 15% 1,727 21% 6% 5%

$75,000 to $99,999 $359,713 1,548 6% 550 7% 0% 3%

$100,000 to $149,999 $539,570 955 4% 354 4% 0% 3%

$150,000 or more $539,570+ 398 2% 170 2% 0% 2%

Total /Gap below $35,000 24,788 100% 8,235 100% -22% 10%

The maximum affordable home prices shown in Figure 25 assume a 

30-year mortgage with a 10 percent down payment and an interest 

rate of 4.42 percent. The estimates also incorporate property taxes, 

insurance and utilities (assumed to collectively account for 35% of the 

monthly payment). 

The “Renter Purchase Gap” column in the below chart shows 

the difference between the proportion of renter households and 

the proportion of homes listed or sold in 2017 and 2018 that were 

affordable to them. Negative numbers indicate a shortage of units at 

the specific income level; positive units indicate an excess of units. 
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AFFORDABILITY & GAPS ANALYSIS, CONTINUED

The for sale gaps analysis shows the Columbia market to be relatively 

affordable for renters earning more than $35,000 per year. Renters 

earning less than $35,000 per year can afford a max home price of 

$125,900. Just over 2,900 homes were listed or sold in Columbia in 

2017-18 in that price range, accounting for 36 percent of all listed/

sold homes (compared to 58% of renters in that affordability range). 

About one in five of the homes sold in that price range were 

attached homes (e.g., condos, townhomes, duplexes). 

It is important to note that home size, condition and housing 

preferences (such as home location) are not considered in the 

affordability model. The model also assumes that renters are able to 

save for a 10 percent down payment (up to $12,600 for a household 

earning less than $35,000 annually).

WHAT CAN WORKERS AFFORD?

The table on the following page displays affordable rental and 

ownership options for workers earning the average wage by industry. 

Among the five largest industries of Columbia residents (which 

account for 55% of all resident workers) only one industry has average 

wages high enough to afford the city’s median rent of $853/month 

and median sale price of $115,000. 

Affordability for Columbia workers (those who live and work in the 

city as well as in-commuters) is similar: two of the top five industries 

can afford median rent and the median home price. Overall, the 

average Columbia metro worker - earning $27,330 per year - could 

afford 42 percent of Columbia’s rental units and 21 percent of the 

homes sold in Columbia in 2017-18.
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AFFORDABILITY & GAPS ANALYSIS, CONTINUED

Affordability for Workers by Industry, City of Columbia, 2016.  Wages reflect the Columbia MSA average annual wages; all other data are for the City of Columbia.24 

Industry Job distribution for 
Columbia residents

Job distribution for 
Columbia workers

Average Annual 
Wage in Columbia

Max 
Affordable 

Rent
Can Afford 

Median Rent?
Max 

Affordable 
Home Price

Can Afford 
Median Home 

Price?

Private, Total, all industries 100% 100% $27,330 $683 no $97,327 no

Health & Social Services 13% 18% $31,931 $798 no $113,711 no

Accommodation & Food Services 12% 10% $12,904 $323 no $45,953 no

Educational Services 11% 6% $26,767 $669 no $95,322 no

Retail Trade 10% 8% $15,888 $397 no $56,580 no

Public Administration 9% 22% $40,119 $1,003 yes $142,870 yes

Admin & Waste Services 9% 9% $20,860 $522 no $74,286 no

Finance & Insurance 6% 7% $43,462 $1,087 yes $154,775 yes

Manufacturing 6% 2% $37,363 $934 yes $133,056 yes

Professional Services 6% 7% $55,000 $1,375 yes $195,864 yes

Other Services 3% 3% $19,577 $489 no $69,717 no

Wholesale Trade 3% 2% $42,384 $1,060 yes $150,936 yes

Transportation & Warehousing 3% 0% $24,004 $600 no $85,482 no

Construction 3% 2% $26,027 $651 no $92,686 no

Information 2% 1% $39,949 $999 yes $142,265 yes

Real Estate 2% 2% $31,398 $785 no $111,813 no

Arts, Entertainment, & Recreation 1% 1% $10,964 $274 no $39,045 no

Utilities 1% 0% $36,250 $906 yes $129,092 yes

Natural Resources 0% 0% $11,691 $292 no $41,634 no

Mining and Oil & Gas Extraction 0% 0% $51,076 $1,277 yes $181,890 yes
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FUTURE HOUSING NEEDS

Since 2010, rents and home prices in Columbia rose faster than incomes. If that trend continues, an increasing proportion of households may be 

priced out of the market. The adjacent tables model affordability changes over the next 10 years, using trends from the past 16 years to forecast 

changes in income and housing costs. The forecast model presents income ranges relative to tenure and for the sake of simplicity, lending 

conditions are assumed to remain constant. 

 

As demonstrated in the following charts, affordability of rentals declines substantially over the forecast period. 

Owner affordability declines as well, though not as quickly.

Affordability Forecasts, City of Columbia, 2016 to 202625 

Owner Affordability forecasts

Income Range Max Affordable 
Home Price

Percent of Renters Percent of Homes Affordable

2016 2021 2026 2016 2021 2026

Less than $35,000 $125,900 58% 51% 43% 36% 32% 28%

$35,000 - $50,000 $179,857 16% 16% 15% 30% 31% 30%

$50,000 - $75,000 $269,785 15% 17% 19% 21% 23% 25%

$75,000 + $269,785 + 12% 16% 22% 13% 15% 17%

Rental Affordability forecasts

Income Range Max Affordable 
Home Price

Percent of Renters Percentage of Rentals Affordable

2016 2021 2026 2016 2021 2026

Less than $20,000 $500 36% 30% 25% 13% 9% 6%

$20,000 - $35,000 $875 22% 21% 19% 40% 30% 21%

$35,000 - $50,000 $1,250 16% 16% 15% 34% 41% 47%

$50,000 + $1,250 + 26% 33% 41% 13% 19% 25%
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

With a population of about 132,500 residents and a diversity of 

institutions and industries, Columbia’s land area includes a wide-

ranging stock of neighborhoods and housing. The City’s housing 

landscape has changed over the years as market conditions and 

demographics have shifted, and there are opportunities to meet 

current and future needs. 

Now, the Columbia Compass comprehensive plan offers an 

opportunity to review and make recommendations to update 

existing policies and programs. This housing policy analysis provides 

a review and inventory of existing housing policies, strategies, 

and regulations in order to inform the discussion about tools and 

approaches that could be considered in the new comprehensive 

plan.

This policy analysis identifies several key areas where the City of 

Columbia has established policy direction:

•	 Equity and Choice: housing diversity, affordable housing, and 

homelessness

•	 Land Use and Design: managing growth in greenfield areas, infill 

and redevelopment, design of neighborhoods and homes, and 

student housing

•	 Neighborhood Reinvestment: revitalizing declining 

neighborhoods, decreasing vacancy and blight, code 

enforcement, reducing hazards in homes, and rehabilitation and 

reinvestment of aging homes and structures

•	 Preservation and Sustainability: historic preservation, adaptive 

reuse, design regulations, green housing development

•	 Serving Neighborhoods: neighborhood connectivity, 

infrastructure, and amenities

Early feedback from the community suggests that there are several 

key policy themes in need of additional focus and resources:

•	 Need to grow inventory of affordable housing

•	 Need to expand the mix of available housing options

•	 Support for development of transit-accessible housing

•	 Protect neighborhood character

•	 Support revitalization of aging neighborhoods

CURRENT POLICY DIRECTION & THEMES

INTRODUCTION

Developing policy direction for the future of housing and 

neighborhoods in Columbia requires two assessments: (1) an 

understanding of the current policy direction in place, and (2) 

community aspirations for the future. This summary of housing and 

neighborhood policies and themes will serve as the foundational 

policy guidance for developing the Housing Element of the new 

Columbia Compass comprehensive plan. While not all policies will 

necessarily be maintained in the new plan, and new policy direction 

may be developed, it is nonetheless important to understand the 

guidance set by current policies and to build off these foundations.

Plan Inventory

The plan inventory includes the full list of existing community-

wide and area plans, conservation and historic district guidelines, 

community character districts, relevant regulations, and other 

documents. The policy direction from these documents was 

thoroughly assessed through a policy matrix database prepared by 

Clarion Associates.
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CURRENT POLICY DIRECTION & THEMES, CONT.

Plan/Regulation Date of Completion

Community-wide Plans

Plan Columbia - Land Use Plan: putting the pieces in 
place

February 2015; revised: 
December 2017

Envision Columbia, Columbia City Council Vision 
Statement

January 2017

Public Space Public Life Action Plan June 2016

City of Columbia Consolidated Plan: 2015-2019; 
Community Development Department

July 2015

Walk Bike Columbia – Pedestrian & Bicycle Master 
Plan

May 2015

The Comprehensive Plan for Columbia, South Carolina: 
2008-2018

September 2008

City-wide Architectural Survey & Historic Preservation 
Plan

1993 (Bryan Survey)

Area Plans

Eau Claire Historic Resources Survey October 2018

Capital City Mill District Area and Corridor Plan December 2017

South Main Capital District Area Plan July 2017

West Gervais District Plan February 2017

Walkable 29203: Cane Creek & North Main Areas 
Pedestrian Master Plan

October 2016

Devine Street / Fort Jackson Boulevard Commercial 
Nodal Plan

November 2013

Rosewood Plan – Corridor and Neighborhood Plan May 2012

Plan/Regulation Date of Completion

Innovista Master Plan July 2007

Five Points “FutureFive” Redevelopment and Master 
Plan

August 2006

Lower Waverly Redevelopment Plan July 2006

The Master Plan for The Villages of North Columbia December 2005

A Plan for the Redevelopment of East Central City June 2004

Columbia Owens Master Plan August 2002

City Center Master Plan April 1999

Conservation & Historic District Guidelines

Cottontown/Bellevue Architectural Conservation 
District Design Guidelines

June 2009

Earlewood Protection Area Design Guidelines 2005

Elmwood Park Architectural Conservation District (Sec. 
17-2.5(g)(6)b, Standards for Structure and Site Design)

See new Zoning 
Ordinance and 
Land Development 
Regulations

Governor’s Mansion Protection Area (Sec. 17-2.5(g)(6)b, 
Standards for Structure and Site Design)

See new Zoning 
Ordinance and 
Land Development 
Regulations

Granby Architectural Conservation District Guidelines 2010

Landmark District (Sec. 17-2.5(g)(6)b, Standards for 
Structure and Site Design)

See new Zoning 
Ordinance and 
Land Development 
Regulations
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CURRENT POLICY DIRECTION & THEMES, CONT.

Plan/Regulation Date of Completion

Melrose Heights / Oak Lawn Architectural 
Conservation District Design Guidelines

October 2003

Oakwood Court Architectural Conservation District June 2007

Old Shandon / Lower Waverly Design Guidelines September 2001

Seminary Ridge District Guidelines June 2018

University Hill Architectural Conservation District 
Design Guidelines

March 2008

Wales Garden Architectural Conservation District April 2008

Waverly Protection Area Guidelines December 2016

West Gervais Historic Commercial District and 
Protection Area District Design Guidelines 

February 2017

Whaley Street Protection Area Historic District 
Guidelines

October 2010

Community Character Districts

Heathwood Community Character District See new Zoning 
Ordinance and 
Land Development 
Regulations and Sec. 17-
324 of the current Code 
of Ordinances

Hollywood-Rose Hill Community Character District See new Zoning 
Ordinance and 
Land Development 
Regulations and Sec. 17-
324 of the current Code 
of Ordinances 

Plan/Regulation Date of Completion

Shandon Community Character District See new Zoning 
Ordinance and 
Land Development 
Regulations and Sec. 17-
324 of the current Code 
of Ordinances

Sherwood Forest Community Character District See new Zoning 
Ordinance and 
Land Development 
Regulations and Sec. 17-
324 of the current Code 
of Ordinances

Whaley Street Community Character District See new Zoning 
Ordinance and 
Land Development 
Regulations and Sec. 17-
324 of the current Code 
of Ordinances

Regulations & Other Documents

Abandoned Buildings Revitalization Act Current South Carolina 
law – originally enacted 
June 2013

Zoning Ordinance and Land Development Regulations 
Assessment

Public Review Draft 
made available February 
2016

Rewritten Zoning Ordinance and Land Development 
Regulations

Adopted but not yet in 
effect as of January 
2020

Bailey Bill Ordinance; Chapter 17, Article 5, Division 5. 
Special Property Tax Assessments for Rehabilitated 
Historic Properties.

Current South Carolina 
law – originally enacted 
in 1992
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CURRENT POLICY DIRECTION & THEMES, CONT. Assessment & Summary

The assessment and summary of current policy direction in 

Columbia is divided into the following themes:

1.	 Land Use and Design 

2.	 Neighborhood Reinvestment

3.	 Serving Neighborhoods

4.	 Equity and Choice

5.	 Preservation and Sustainability

LAND USE & DESIGN

Several City plans address land use and design; however, the Plan 

Columbia Land Use Plan (adopted 2015) is the primary source of 

broad community-wide land use and design policy direction. The 

Plan Columbia Land Use Plan, the text of which was most recently 

amended in December 2017, replaced the Land Use Element of The 

Columbia Plan: 2018 (TCP-2018). The launch and initiation phase of 

the land use plan included a review of existing plans and conditions, 

and the land use plan carries forward relevant policies from those 

previous plans. 

The land use plan laid the groundwork for the rewrite of the City’s 

Zoning Ordinance and Land Development Regulations, which is in 

the public review draft phase at the time of writing this document. 

The future land use maps are regularly updated. 

Two other key documents are the Columbia Zoning Ordinance 

and Land Development Regulations Assessment and the newly 

updated Zoning Ordinance and Land Development Regulations. The 

Assessment is important because it serves as the bridge between 

the land use plan and the rewritten regulations that will implement 

the land use plan. 

Plan/Regulation Date of Completion

Columbia Zoning Ordinance, Chapter 17 - Planning, 
Land Development and Zoning

Current ordinance was 
drafted in 1979 and 
has undergone multiple 
subsequent revisions; 
the rewritten code has 
been adopted but is not 
yet in effect.

Columbia Historic Preservation Ordinance; Chapter 
17 , Article V - Historic Preservation and Architectural 
Review

Current ordinance was 
drafted in 1979 and 
has undergone multiple 
subsequent revisions; 
the rewritten code has 
been adopted but is not 
yet in effect.

Methodology

The analysis of existing policies, plans, and regulations was 

conducted using the following methodology:

1.	 Inventory. Create a comprehensive inventory of active plans, 

policies, and any other regulations or documents that guide 

policymaking in Columbia. 

2.	 Categorize. Conduct a systematic review and categorization of 

policies according to key topic areas.

3.	 Assess. Assess policies and identify key themes. Establish themes 

by assessing a number of factors including frequency of policies, 

how recently policies were adopted, and whether they are area-

wide or geographically focused.
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CURRENT POLICY DIRECTION & THEMES, CONT.

The Zoning Ordinance and Land Development Regulations 

document is important because it serves as the rules and procedures 

that govern and shape all future development in Columbia. Policies 

drawn from these documents related to land use and design that 

have an impact on housing and neighborhoods are summarized and 

themed in this section.

Managing Housing Growth in Greenfield Areas

The Plan Columbia Land Use Plan provides clear policy guidance 

for new development in greenfield areas. Plan policies encourage 

growth in existing infill areas and discourage growth in greenfield 

areas; however where greenfield development occurs, the Plan’s 

guidelines are:

1.	 New developments should emphasize connectivity. Emphasize 

connectivity in the design of greenfield development, in 

particular to adjacent developments.

2.	 Open Space should be accessible and connected. Design new 

developments to protect open space, make it accessible, and 

connect it to existing or future networks of open space where 

possible. 

3.	 Design transportation infrastructure for multiple users. New 

roads should accommodate multiple users by including 

sidewalks, bike lanes, and on-street parking consistent with the 

Walk Bike Columbia Pedestrian & Bicycle Master Plan.

4.	 Ensure service and infrastructure is adequate for new 

development. Manage growth so that it is coordinated and 

timed relative to infrastructure availability. 

5.	 Make development compatible with surrounding areas. The 

edges of new development should be consistent with adjacent 

land uses and the scale of the surrounding development context. 

Infill & Redevelopment

Infill and redevelopment are addressed directly in the Plan Columbia 

Land Use Plan. Guidelines for infill and redevelopment include the 

following:

1.	 Promote compatibility with surrounding development. Infill 

development and redevelopment of existing buildings should 

be built with a similar scale and lot configuration. Architectural 

proportions of new structures should align with the block and 

street dimensions of the recommended development type (as 

designated in the land use plan).

2.	 Provide transitions between development intensities. Where 

infill occurs between development intensities, buildings should 

balance the scale between the two intensities.

3.	 Ensure context-sensitivity for transportation infrastructure. 

Features of the right-of-way should be consistent with the 

existing context or regulating streetscape plan, if one exists.

4.	 Prioritize the existing street network in new developments. 

Established street networks should maintain dominance for 

building orientation in redevelopment. Alleys are encouraged in 

redevelopment to provide intensification of development within 

a site.

5.	 Expand development along commercial corridors. Existing 

underutilized properties along commercial corridors provide 

opportunities for infill and redevelopment that includes a mix of 

uses. 
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CURRENT POLICY DIRECTION & THEMES, CONT.

Design of Neighborhoods & Homes

The Plan Columbia Land Use Plan provides guidance for the design 

of neighborhoods and homes. The plan’s neighborhoods chapter 

provides a vision of:

•	 Well-connected neighborhoods

•	 Unique architectural character with high quality design

•	 Higher intensity neighborhoods near activity centers and 

corridors

•	 A variety of housing types within neighborhoods

•	 Vibrant neighborhood activity centers

•	 A network of parks, green spaces, tree canopy, access to water

•	 Protection, preservation, and emulation of historic and 

established neighborhoods

There are 10 distinct neighborhood development types in the land 

use plan. Each development type provides guidance for building 

types, land uses, street and block patterns, and other design 

elements. These development types provided guidance for the 

restructured zone districts as outlined in the Regulations Assessment 

and implemented through the updated Zoning Ordinance and Land 

Development Regulations.

Student Housing

Undergraduate, graduate, and professional student enrollment has 

grown over the years at the University of South Carolina Columbia 

campus. Total enrollment has increased from 23,000 (15,200 

undergraduate) students in 2000 and 29,600 (21,400 undergraduate) 

students in 2010, to 34,800 (26,700 undergraduate) students in 2018.26  

As of 2017, 75 percent of all full-time students lived off-campus.27

Columbia hosts several other smaller public, private, and religious 

colleges and universities with full-time students, including 

Allen University, Benedict College, Columbia College, Columbia 

International University, Lutheran Theological Seminary (Lenoir-

Rhyne), and Midlands Technical College.

Allen University has three residence halls that accommodate about 

560 students. Students also have off-campus living options. Benedict 

College has eight campus residence communities. 319 seniors 

graduated from Benedict College in the 2016-2017 Academic Year. 

Columbia College has five on-campus residence halls. Most first 

and second year undergraduate students are required to stay on 

campus. 610 undergraduate students (approximately 1,000 total 

students) attend Columbia International University (CIU). CIU has six 

on-campus residence halls and all undergraduate students under 

the age of 23 are required to live on campus. Lutheran Theological 

Seminary (Lenoir-Rhyne) has ten student housing options, including 

townhomes, apartments, houses, and Greek housing with Eight 

fraternities and sororities. One of the university’s goals outlined in 

the strategic plan is to establish graduate- and adult-appropriate 

dedicated housing. Midlands Technical College (MTC) enrolls 

approximately 18,000 students annually and does not provide on-

campus housing. 
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CURRENT POLICY DIRECTION & THEMES, CONT.

The University of South Carolina Off-Campus Living and 

Neighborhood Relations Division offers students advice for off-

campus living. When student behavior in the community breaks 

rules, the University will get involved. Freshmen are required to take 

University 101, which includes information and advice for students 

when they eventually move out on their own. 

There is limited policy direction for off-campus student housing in 

Columbia’s existing plans. The Innovista Master Plan could include 

more than 6,500 student and market-rate residential units. The 

updated Zoning Ordinance and Land Development Regulations30 

address student housing in several key ways, described on the 

following pages.

University Of South Carolina Student Housing Quick Facts (2018)28 

Number of fraternities  and sororities with chapter houses: 19

Number of residence halls (buildings): 49

Number of students can be accommodated in college housing: 9,049

Percentage of undergraduates living in fraternity/sorority 
housing:

9%

Percentage of full-time undergraduates that live in college-
owned, -operated, or affiliated housing29:

34.3%

Percentage of full-time undergraduates that live off campus or 
commute:

65.7%

Number of housing units (rooms, apartments, houses) 
available for undergraduates

6,283

Although U o f SC provides student housing on campus (9,049 

students can be accommodated in college housing), and first year 

students are required to live on-campus (unless issued a waiver), a 

number of students live off-campus. Student housing in Columbia 

is expected to be provided with a mix of market rate housing for 

non-students, on-campus dormitories, and special student housing. 

U of SC itself has partnered with private developers to construct a 

public-private student housing development: Campus Village. This 

project was approved by the University of South Carolina trustees in 

August 2017. The development plan includes demolition of four 1970-

era aging dormitory structures with 1,211 beds on the south side of 

U of SC’s campus and development of a 3,750-bed student housing 

complex with eight quad-styled residence halls and a mix of uses.

The University of South Carolina Off-Campus Living and Neighborhood Relations 
Division offers students advice for off-campus living.
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There is limited policy direction for off-campus student housing in Columbia’s 

existing plans. The Innovista Master Plan could include more than 6,500 student and 

market-rate residential units. The draft Zoning Ordinance and Land Development 

Regulations5 addresses student housing in several key ways, as described below. 

  

      
  
TThhee  UUnniivveerrssiittyy  ooff  SSoouutthh  CCaarroolliinnaa  OOffff--CCaammppuuss  LLiivviinngg  aanndd  NNeeiigghhbboorrhhoooodd  RReellaattiioonnss  DDiivviissiioonn  ooffffeerrss  
ssttuuddeennttss  aaddvviiccee  ffoorr  ooffff--ccaammppuuss  lliivviinngg..  
  

PPrriivvaattee  DDoorrmmiittoorriieess  

First, the draft regulations expand on the definition for private dormitory in the 

current zoning ordinance.6 The updated definition for private dormitory is: 

A building not owned or operated by a college or university that contains 

bedrooms for students attending a college or university. Each bedroom shall 

have an individual private bathroom with a bath or shower. Bedrooms may 

be arranged around a common area with a kitchen which is shared by 

students renting the bedrooms, or along a hall which provides access to a 

common kitchen space. Bedrooms shall be rented to the student on an 

 
5 Currently in the public review phase. 
6 The Zoning Ordinance and Land Development Regulations Rewrite document may be adopted in 
2019, replacing the former adopted Zoning Ordinance.  
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CURRENT POLICY DIRECTION & THEMES, CONT.

First, the updated regulations expand on the definition for private 

dormitory in the current zoning ordinance.31 The updated definition 

for private dormitory is:

students. In addition to housing students, these facilities and houses 

also provide students with meal plans in the form of lunch and 

dinner. Off-campus fraternity and sorority houses are limited to a 

small number of zoning districts as special exception uses. 

Student Housing in Single-Family Neighborhoods

Many communities with colleges or universities often face a unique 

set of challenges with students living in off-campus, single-family 

neighborhoods. In many communities, homes originally built for 

owner-occupied, single-family houses may be converted over time 

to rental housing for students. This trend can result in increasing 

complaints by neighborhood residents about parking, noise, and 

other issues arising from student rental housing. Furthermore, 

conversion of neighborhood housing to student rental properties 

can result in a decreasing inventory of available non-student owner-

occupied and rental housing in certain areas. There is currently little 

policy guidance that addresses student housing in predominantly 

single-family neighborhoods. 

Some existing policies and regulations influence student housing 

in single-family neighborhoods. The definition of family is one-way 

communities regulate the number of unrelated persons residing in a 

single residential unit, including single-family homes. In the updated 

Zoning Ordinance and Land Development Regulations, a family 

is defined as “an individual; two or more persons related by blood, 

marriage, or adoption; or a group of three or fewer individuals not 

related by blood, marriage, or adoption, living together in a dwelling 

unit as a single housekeeping unit.” These policies are intended 

to limit the number of unrelated persons living as family units in a 

home.

A building not owned or operated by a college or university 

that contains bedrooms for students attending a college or 

university. Each bedroom shall have an individual private 

bathroom with a bath or shower. Bedrooms may be arranged 

around a common area with a kitchen which is shared by 

students renting the bedrooms, or along a hall which provides 

access to a common kitchen space. Bedrooms shall be rented 

to the student on an annual basis or for an academic semester 

or summer term. Accessory uses may include fitness facilities, 

pools, parking areas, and similar facilities.

The following standards apply to private dormitories in Columbia32:

•	 Limit private dormitories to specific zoning districts and require 

conditional permits or special exception permits

•	 Require a minimum distance of 600 feet from certain districts

•	 Establish a maximum density of 150 bedrooms per acre33

•	 Restrict occupancy to one person per bedroom

•	 Require pedestrian facilities and long- and short-term bicycle 

parking

•	 Require compliance with preservation or design overlay design 

guidelines

Fraternity & Sorority Houses

Just over 6,300 U of SC students (27 percent of undergraduate 

student body) belong to one of the 47 chapters of fraternities 

and sororities. The U of SC Greek Village, which is an on-campus 

development, includes 20 facilities and houses approximately 700 
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Fort Jackson

Fort Jackson also plays an important role in providing supply and 

demand for housing. The fort consists of over 52,000 acres, with 

ranges, field training sites, and 1,160 buildings. Approximately 9,500 

soldiers and civilians work on post. An additional 10,000 students 

attend courses on the base.

Currently, about 800 families and 400 single soldiers live on post 

year-round. Thirty new homes are expected to be built over the next 

two years, which will result in a total of approximately 850 homes. 

The remaining soldiers and civilians live off-post. These numbers are 

projected to remain stable through 2024.

NEIGHBORHOOD REINVESTMENT

Columbia’s success in the future will largely be determined by the 

health of its neighborhoods. Neighborhoods serve as the organizing 

framework for placemaking in the community. As neighborhoods 

age, it is important to ensure that maturing neighborhoods are 

targets for reinvestment, and that they do not reach a tipping point 

and begin declining (i.e., decreasing property values, increasing 

property vacancies, increasing code enforcement issues and criminal 

activity). 

Several of Columbia’s guiding policy documents include goals, 

objectives, and policies that emphasize neighborhood stabilization 

and reinvestment in vacant housing and blighted properties.

Generally, themes from these policy documents include the 

following:

•	 Revitalize declining neighborhoods. The Comprehensive Plan 

emphasizes the need to focus resources in already developed 

areas across Columbia to create high-quality environments for 

all residents. Distressed neighborhoods should be identified and 

targeted for priority investment and improvement activities.34

•	 Decrease vacancy and blight. The 2015-2019 Consolidated 

Plan outlines how the City will utilize HUD funding and non-

federal sources to reduce vacancy of buildings and blight across 

Columbia, through means including demolition, rehabilitation 

and/or reconstruction of long-neglected commercial or 

residential properties. TCP2018 and the Plan Columbia Land Use 

Plan reinforce this policy direction.35

•	 Employ stricter code enforcement. Code enforcement is 

important to ensuring the health, safety, and welfare of all of 

Columbia’s residents. Typical code enforcement cases include 

noncompliant structures, abandoned and derelict vehicles, front-

yard parking, overgrown lots, and boarded windows.  This policy 

direction is prevalent in the Housing element of TCP2018 in 

addition to the Villages of North Columbia Master Plan, A plan 

for the Redevelopment of East Central City, and others. 

•	 Reduce hazards in homes. A goal of the 2015-2019 Consolidated 

Plan is to incorporate the reduction of hazardous and unsafe 

housing conditions (lead-based paint, mold, asbestos) in all of 

the City’s housing programs. 

•	 Identify and provide assistance to homeowners with needed 

repairs.  Assist low- to moderate-income homeowners who are 

in need of substantial rehabilitation and major repairs, especially 

those with housing problems that pose immediate health and 

safety danger to the occupants and surrounding area. This policy 

is defined in the 2015-2019 Consolidated Plan. 
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Relevant Programs

•	 Façade Improvement Loan Program. The City of Columbia’s 

Facade Improvement Program aims to improve the appearance 

of commercial corridors throughout the city that are significantly 

deteriorated.

•	 Abandoned Buildings Act (ABA).  This is a state-wide policy that 

was approved by the SC State Legislature in 2013. It provides 

a tax credits to incentivize the rehabilitation, renovation or 

redevelopment of abandoned buildings and sites. The ABA tax 

credit is only allowed if rehabilitation expenses exceed $250,000 

and the property must become income-producing following the 

investment.

SERVING NEIGHBORHOODS

The City plays a vital role in maintaining the health of its 

neighborhoods. The public realm, including streets, sidewalks, curb 

and gutter, street lighting, stormwater infrastructure, parks and 

open spaces, and other public amenities are critical components 

of neighborhoods that need maintenance and improvements 

over time. Some communities may be missing these important 

components outright and are opportunities for expanding 

neighborhood services. Appendices E and G, Transportation and 

Community Facilities respectively,  outline many of these amenities 

and opportunities for improvement.

Many of Columbia’s guiding policy documents include goals, 

objectives and policies that emphasize serving neighborhoods. 

The themes from these policy documents include neighborhood 

connectivity and neighborhood infrastructure and amenities.

Neighborhood Connectivity

Several plans (such as TCP2018, Walk Bike Columbia, the Plan 

Columbia Land Use Plan, the Capital City Mill District Area & 

Corridor Plan, the Villages of North Columbia Master Plan, the West 

Gervais District Plan, the Rosewood Corridor and Neighborhood 

Plan, and the Devine Street/Fort Jackson Commercial Node 

Plan) emphasize connecting people to jobs, schools, destinations, 

adjacent communities, and one another. The following guidelines for 

neighborhood connectivity are included in current plans:

•	 Promote active forms of transportation, such as bicycling, 

walking, public transit. Create and support an urban 

environment that reduces automobile dependence and 

encourages active movement in everyday life. Ensure proper 

linkages to community facilities and destinations.

•	 Balance the needs of pedestrians, automobiles, bicyclists, 

and transit users.   Biking, walking, and using transit for 

transportation should be easy and, efficient commuting choices 

available in Columbia. 

•	 Provide a mix of transportation choices that are accessible and 

ADA compliant. Transportation options should meet the needs 

of all users, including children, families, the aging, and persons 

with disabilities.36

•	 Prioritize safety. Roads, sidewalks, and transportation facilities 

should be safe and comfortable for pedestrians and cyclists, with 

the overall objective to reduce injuries and fatalities.
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Neighborhood Infrastructure & Amenities

TCP2018 and Plan Columbia Land Use Plan provide visioning and 

guidance for the proliferation of community services and amenities 

provided throughout the City.

•	 Ensure community facilities and services are adequate for 

present and future development. Provide public facilities and 

services in a manner that are efficient in delivery, meeting both 

current and future community needs. New development should 

be coordinated and timed relative to infrastructure availability. 

•	 Provide a connected greenway system. The greenway system 

should reach into Columbia’s neighborhoods, while linking 

waterways and environmental corridors, to provide access to 

parkland and open space throughout the City of Columbia. 

•	 Promote the natural, cultural, and physical amenities of 

Columbia. Columbia should preserve and enhance its natural 

amenities, such as parks, open space, and tree-lined streets that 

are landmark features of the region. 

•	 Ensure an equitable distribution of services and amenities 

throughout Columbia. Equitable distribution of community 

services throughout Columbia ensures that all neighborhoods 

have an equal opportunity to take advantage Columbia’s 

resources.   

•	 Develop small neighborhood pocket parks and increase 

educational services and outreach programs. Identify areas that 

are suitable for small neighborhood amenities. (Area Specific)37

EQUITY & CHOICE

Successful cities provide their residents with a variety of housing 

options that meet individual household’s unique needs. Housing 

is needed for all stages of a person’s life: youth, college student, 

worker, growing family, empty nester, and aging resident; and 

equitable housing options provide each household with the 

housing characteristics that best meet their needs. These topics are 

addressed in several of Columbia’s guiding policy documents and 

include themes related to housing diversity, affordable housing, and 

addressing homelessness.

Housing Diversity

Several current policy documents include direction to maintain and 

increase the diversity of housing options in Columbia. Furthermore, 

one of the focus areas of Envision Columbia is “Enhancing 

Columbia’s Neighborhoods,” which promotes a diverse housing stock 

that serves residents in a variety of income categories and life stages. 

Other policies provide the following direction:

•	 Provide a range of housing choices that serves a diverse 

population and meets the needs of current and future 

generations. Several City-wide and area-specific policies38 

emphasize the need to ensure availability and access of housing 

types and options to all of the City’s residents to meet present 

and future housing needs. Housing options should be safe, 

appropriate, and affordable.

•	 Permit the use of accessory dwelling units to expand the 

range of housing options. Plan Columbia provided guidance 

for modifying City ordinances to allow accessory dwelling 

units in conjunction with single-family occupied houses. The 
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updated Zoning Ordinance and Land Development Regulations 

document proposes permitting accessory dwelling units in 

residential and some mixed-use zone districts and includes 

standards to ensure compatibility with the character of the 

neighborhood.

•	 Expand accommodations for an aging population. Several 

City-wide and area-specific policies39 promote accessibility for 

aging and disabled populations, including special facilities 

and resources for seniors. Policies also promote diverse multi-

generational neighborhoods with a variety of housing options—

including small-footprint homes with minimal maintenance 

responsibilities that allow seniors to age in place.

•	 Promote fair housing. As a goal in the 2015-2019 Consolidated 

Plan, the City intends to continually identify and address 

impediments to Fair Housing Choice, educate the community 

on fair housing rules and meet HUD fair housing requirements. 

•	 Expand opportunities for homeownership and close the gap 

in homeownership.  The 2015-2019 Consolidated Plan aims to 

enhance homebuyer opportunities for low- and middle-income 

residents.

Affordable Housing

TCP2018 and the 2015-2019 Consolidated Plan include affordable 

housing policy direction to increase the supply of affordable housing 

and improve the quality of existing affordable housing. Policy 

direction in those plans includes:

•	 Incentivize affordable housing development. TCP2018 includes 

an action to consider establishing incentives to encourage 

affordable housing, including multi-family rental units that are 

affordable under the HUD standards for affordable housing as 

well as owner-occupied units. 

•	 Support a Housing Trust Fund. TCP2018 includes an action to 

create and support a housing trust fund. The Midlands Housing 

Trust Fund was established in 2011 and is currently supported 

financially by the City of Columbia. 

•	 Remove barriers to creating affordable housing. The 2015-

2019 Consolidated Plan outlines a strategy to overcoming 

obstacles and barriers that prevent the expansion of affordable 

housing that is focused on reviewing and evaluating the City’s 

administrative procedures, ordinances and regulations. That 

was also a key goal in the Regulations Assessment and updated 

Zoning Ordinance and Land Development Regulations. 
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The following table lists current affordable housing programs in Columbia. The Columbia Compass planning process explored additional 

programs and case studies from other communities to potentially implement in Columbia. The housing chapter of the plan includes several 

recommendations for expanding affordable housing

Program Program Description

The HOME Investment 
Partnerships Program 
(HOME)

HUD Program that serves three objectives in Columbia: 1) expand the supply of decent, safe, sanitary, and affordable housing to very low and low 
income individuals; 2) mobilize and strengthen the ability of local governments to provide affordable housing services; 3) leverage private sector 
participation and expand the capacity of non-profit housing providers.

Community Development 
Block Grant (CDBG)

HUD program; funds local community development activities, specifically for provide decent housing and suitable living environments, and 
expanding economic opportunities. See below for more details about prioritization of CDBG funds in Columbia.

Housing Opportunity for 
People with AIDS (HOPWA)

Federal Funds for housing assistance and related supportive services to address the specific needs of low-income persons living with HIV/AIDS 
and their families

City Lender I & II Programs City partnership with local financial institutions. Provides funds to assist low-to-moderate income families throughout Columbia who are 
interested in becoming homeowners.

Housing Emergency Loan 
Program (HELP)

Provides deferred loan payments to qualified households for homeowner repair and emergency rehabilitation.

Individual Development 
Account (IDA) Program

Established to promote asset building among low to moderately-low income individuals. IDAs are savings accounts that can be used only for 
first-time home purchases, capitalizing a small business, or for educational or job training expenses.

Maintenance Assistance 
Program

Forgivable loan program (up to $15,000 over 5 years) for qualified homeowners in target areas of Columbia to make energy efficiency repairs.

Midlands Housing Trust Fund A certified Community Development Financial Institution established in 2011 that lends to housing developers for creation, rehabilitation, and 
preservation of affordable housing for households earning less than 80% of Area Median Income in the Midlands area.



D-135

|     C
olu

m
b

ia C
om

p
ass: E

n
vision

 20
36

A
P

P
E

N
D

IX
D   |Policy Analysis

CURRENT POLICY DIRECTION & THEMES, CONT.

Community Development Block Grants

The Community Development Act of 1974 created the Community 

Development Block Grant (CDBG) program. It was re-authorized 

in 1990 as part of the Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable 

Housing Act. The primary objective of the CDBG program is to 

develop viable urban communities by providing decent housing 

and a suitable living environment and by expanding economic 

development opportunities for persons of low and moderate income. 

The CDBG Program is funded and regulated at the federal level by 

the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 

and administered locally by the City of Columbia’s Community 

Development Department. 

The City’s objectives for this program are in accordance with HUD’s 

National Objectives which seeks the development of a viable 

urban community through the implementation of national goals, 

principally for the benefit of low-and moderate-income (LMI) 

persons:

•	 Benefiting Low and Moderate Income (LMI) Persons

•	 LMI – Individual Benefit

•	 LMA – Area Benefit

•	 LMC – Limited Clientele Benefit

•	 LMH – Housing Benefit

•	 LMJ – Creates or Retains Job Benefit

•	 Addressing Slum or Blight; or

•	 Meeting a Particular Urgent Community Need

CDBG funds are also directed toward addressing the City of 

Columbia’s Priority Needs:

•	 Improving Affordable Housing Options

•	 Expanding Economic Opportunities

•	 Providing Suitable Living Environments

•	 Improving Capacity of Area Housing and Community Service 

Providers

The City of Columbia receives applications from qualified entities to 

apply for funding for projects and activities that are consistent with the 

locally developed CDBG Program Priorities and to address the federal/

local Consolidated Plan objectives. The Consolidated Plan is a planning 

document required by HUD. The plan requirements are designed to 

help states and local jurisdictions assess their affordable housing and 

community development needs and market conditions, and to make 

data-driven, place-based investment decisions. The consolidated 

planning process serves as the framework for public engagement to 

identify priorities for housing and community development and HUD 

funding, including CDBG funds.

The following four program priorities needs and thirteen program 

goals are consistent with the 2015-2019 Consolidated Plan and 

approved by City Council. All funded activities, programs or projects 

must be consistent with the priority needs and goals of the 

Consolidated Plan, as set forth below.

1.	 Improving Affordable Housing

2.	 Expanding Economic Opportunities

3.	 Providing for Suitable Living Environments

4.	 Improving the Capacity of Area Housing & Community Service 

Providers
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Program Goals

1.	 Provide homebuyer opportunities

2.	 Increase and improve the supply of affordable rental housing

3.	 Assist homeowners with needed repairs

4.	 Provide for special needs housing opportunities

5.	 Promote Fair Housing

6.	 Provide support to new and expanding businesses

7.	 Provide job training and job placement services

8.	 Improve access to economic opportunities

9.	 Improve access to housing opportunities

10.	 Decrease vacancy and blight

11.	 Reduce hazards in homes, including lead-based paint, mold and 

asbestos

12.	 Improve the availability of public services and facilities

13.	 Increase capacity of housing and services providers

The CDBG grant amount is determined by the higher of two formulas:

•	 Data based on overcrowded housing, population and poverty, or

•	 Data based on age of housing, population growth lag and poverty.

Because the data used to calculate either formula varies from year 

to year, the funding amount is not predetermined. For fiscal year 

2019-2020, the City anticipates receiving $2,387,184 in CDBG revenue, 

($1,026,764 in new entitlement, estimated $650,000 in Revolving Loan 

Fund (RLF) and $710,420 in prior RLF). During this funding cycle, a total 

of $2,028,782 is available for Public Service Activities, and Non-Public 

Service Activities (public facility improvements, and housing activities) 

located within the four priority redevelopment areas.  Of the funding, 

$150,000 is available for Public Service Activities; and $1,878,782 is 

available for Non-Public Service Activities.  Only City departments and 

development corporations are eligible to apply for funding for public 

facilities improvements and housing activities.

City Council defined priority areas in which to target CDBG funding for 

the past three fiscal years (FY2017 through FY2019).  All redevelopment 

areas are identified in the 2015-2019 Consolidated Plan. Priority is given 

to projects that are located within the four Targeted Redevelopment 

Areas. However, projects for all redevelopment areas are eligible. 

Priority redevelopment areas are determined by City Council, generally 

based upon input provided by the public during public engagement 

for the consolidated plan, as well as a review of planning conditions. 

The current Targeted Redevelopment Areas were designated during 

the most recent consolidated planning process and may change over 

time. Maps depicting all Targeted Redevelopment Areas are below. 

The four current Prioritized Targeted Redevelopment Areas include:

•	 Booker Washington Heights Redevelopment Area Map (eligible 

for public service activities)

•	 Farrow Road Business Corridor (eligible for public service activities)

•	 Edisto Court Redevelopment Area (eligible for public service 

activities)

•	 King/Lyon Streets Redevelopment Area (eligible for public service 

activities)
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Other targeted redevelopment areas include:

•	 Belvedere Redevelopment Area (eligible for public service 

activities)

•	 Brandon Acres/Cedar Terrace Redevelopment Area Map (eligible 

for public service activities)

•	 Pinehurst Redevelopment Area (eligible for public service 

activities)

•	 Neighborhood Revitalization Stabilization Area (NRSA) (eligible 

for public service activities)

22 Community Development NOFA 2019-20                                                                        Final.-10/29/2018
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Homelessness

The 2015-2019 Consolidated Plan identifies a Homelessness Strategy 

to expand the quality and availability of services for populations 

afflicted with homelessness, with an overall goal of reducing and 

ending homelessness. The action components of this strategy 

include: 

•	 Reach out to persons who are homeless (especially unsheltered 

persons) and assess their individual needs. 

•	 Address the emergency shelter and transitional housing needs 

of people experiencing homelessness. 

•	 Help individuals and families who are homeless make the 

transition to permanent housing.

•	 Provide services to persons at risk of becoming homeless. At risk 

groups include: (1) people who have been homeless before; (2) 

people being discharged from public institutions or aging out of 

foster care; and (3) extremely low-income households.

A key component of Columbia’s homelessness strategy is the 

continued participation in the Midlands Area Consortium for the 

Homeless (MACH). MACH is a non-profit organization that exists to 

fulfill a single purpose to end homelessness by making a difference 

in the lives of people who are experiencing homelessness. MACH 

promotes collaboration and planning among state and local 

governments, corporate and non-profit organizations, and faith-

based entities among the 13-county Midlands Area.

PRESERVATION & SUSTAINABILITY

Creating enduring and sustainable neighborhoods is an important 

policy goal of the City. Columbia has established strong protections 

for historic properties and established neighborhoods with valued 

characteristics. The City’s policy and regulatory framework addresses 

historic preservation, adaptive reuse, neighborhood design, 

protection of community character, and support for sustainable 

building practices.

Historic Preservation and Adaptive Reuse

Columbia’s architectural and business growth has left the City with 

a significant historical legacy. The City’s historic core was designed 

in 1786 with wide streets, a greenway, and a civic focus. The City of 

Columbia now has over 180 locally-designated individual historic 

landmarks and fifteen historic districts. The Plan Columbia Land Use 

Plan states that, despite this strong historical legacy, “development 

since the 1970s has often been of a more temporary and fleeting 

quality than its predecessors. This [land use] plan expresses a desire 

to return to a local architectural vernacular that embraces the era 

but is designed for sustainability to become part of the legacy of 

the City.” The plan provides clear direction for historic preservation, 

stating that “historic and established neighborhoods have positive 

qualities worth protecting and emulating, including preservation 

and restoration of historic buildings.”

The updated Zoning Ordinance and Land Development Regulations 

carries forward special procedures and standards that aim to ensure 

certain buildings and areas that are valued by the community are 

protected and that new development or redevelopment is designed 
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appropriately. A Certificate of Design Approval (Major or Minor) is 

required to develop or redevelop a historic landmark or a property 

within a historic district. To develop a property in a Design District, 

a Certificate of Design Approval (Major or Minor) is required. Major 

applications must be approved through the Design Development 

Review Commission while Minor applications may be approved by the 

staff. 

Design Overlay Districts

In addition to design standards within certain base zone districts, 

there are also several design and historic preservation overlay districts 

that contain special design standards. The districts listed in the 

following table are carried forward and renamed. In some cases, 

text in the district regulations was revised for clarity. The OV-GATE-#: 

Gateway Design Overlay District is a new district in the updated 

Zoning Ordinance and Land Development Regulations. It establishes 

a framework that applies to the establishment of future gateway 

districts in the City. It first requires establishment of the vision and 

development goals for the specific gateway corridor in a corridor plan, 

which will include recommendations for specific regulatory changes.

Overlay District Purpose

OV-5P: Five 
Points Design 
Overlay District 

Support the established character of the Five Points area 
as a walkable, mixed use destination. District standards and 
guidelines promote high-density mixed-use development, 
pedestrian-oriented community form, and economic vitality.

Overlay District Purpose

OV- ID: Innovista 
Design Overlay 
District

Support the transition of the Innovista area to a walkable, 
mixed use destination. District standards and guidelines 
promote transition from vacant and low-intensity industrial 
and commercial uses to pedestrian-oriented mixed uses with 
unified form.

OV-NMC: North 
Main Corridor 
Design Overlay 
District

Support the transition of the North Main Corridor to a 
pedestrian-oriented, mixed-use corridor that is compatible 
with surrounding residential development. District standards 
and guidelines promote transition from a low-intensity 
commercial development pattern to a walkable, mixed-use 
corridor that supports multiple modes of travel.

OV-CC: City 
Center Design 
Overlay District

Encourage new development and redevelopment that is 
consistent with the character of Downtown Columbia. 
District standards and guidelines are intended to ensure 
new uses, building form, and site features are compatible 
with Downtown’s high-density, walkable urban character, 
and support Downtown’s identity as an employment and 
destination commercial center.

OV-HP: Historic 
Preservation 
Overlay District 
(See Table 6: 
Established 
Historic Sub-
Districts)

Encourage new development and redevelopment that 
is consistent with the character of original or historic 
development in the historic districts and sites. District 
standards and guidelines are intended to prevent destruction 
of historic structures and ensure new uses, building design, 
and site features are compatible with the character of historic 
districts and sites.

OV-GATE-#:  
Gateway Design 
Overlay District

Provide a sense of arrival into the City, assist in navigation, 
and support the City’s overall identity. District standards will 
be established following the adoption of gateway plans that 
identify the character of specific gateway locations.

OV-CCP: 
Community 
Character 
Protection 
Overlay District

Minimize the possibility that construction activity within a 
residential community would drastically negatively affect the 
existing character of that community.

Renamed and Purposed Design Overlay Districts
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CURRENT POLICY DIRECTION & THEMES, CONT.

The Historic Preservation Overlay District

Development in a sub-district (within the OV-HP district) is required 

to comply with the standards and sub-district design guidelines 

identified in the following table.  Individual locally designated 

landmarks would also be mapped as part of this overlay district.

Historic Sub-District Applicable Standards and Design Guidelines

Cottontown/
Bellevue

Cottontown/Bellevue Architectural Conservation District 
Design Guidelines

Oakwood Court Oakwood Court Architectural Conservation District

Earlewood Earlewood Protection Area Design Guidelines

Elmwood Park 
Architectural 
Conservation 
District

Sec. 17-2.5(g)(6)b, Standards for Structure and Site Design, 
of the draft Zoning Ordinance and Land Development 
Regulations

Governor's Mansion 
Protection Area

Sec. 17-2.5(g)(6)b, Standards for Structure and Site Design, 
of the draft Zoning Ordinance and Land Development 
Regulations 

Granby Granby Architectural Conservation District Design 
Guidelines

Landmark District Sec. 17-2.5(g)(6)b, Standards for Structure and Site Design, 
of the draft Zoning Ordinance and Land Development 
Regulations 

Melrose Heights/
Oak Lawn

Melrose Heights/Oak Lawn Architectural Conservation 
District Design Guidelines

Old Shandon/Lower 
Waverly

Old Shandon/Lower Waverly Protection Area Design 
Guidelines

Established Historic Sub-Districts

Historic Sub-District Applicable Standards and Design Guidelines

Seminary Ridge Seminary Ridge Protection Area District Design 
Guidelines40 

University Hill University Hill Architectural Conservation District Design 
Guidelines

Wales Garden Wales Garden Architectural Conservation District

Waverly Waverly Protection Area Design Guidelines

West Gervais Street 
Historic Commercial 
District

West Gervais Street Historic Commercial District Design 
Guidelines 

West Gervais Street 
Protection Area

West Gervais Street Protection Area Design Guidelines41  

Whaley Street 
Protection Area

Whaley Street Protection Area Design Guidelines

The Bailey Bill

The Bailey Bill (SC Code of Laws Section 4-9-195 and Section 5-21-140) 

is a special property tax abatement program for historic properties 

administered locally through the Planning Division. The Bailey Bill 

may be applied to commercial or residential properties that are: 

a) individually listed in the National Register of Historic Places; b) a 

contributing property in a National Register district; c) an individual 

City of Columbia historic landmark; or d) a contributing building in 

a local historic district. Generally, the Bailey Bill encourages sensitive 

rehabilitation of historic buildings by requiring retention and 

preservation of historic features and materials. The Bailey Bill doesn’t 
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prohibit sensitive additions to historic buildings. When property 

owners invest 20 percent or more of the building’s assessed value 

back into the building for qualifying repairs, the assessed value of 

the property is locked in at the publicly assessed value prior to the 

rehabilitation for the 20 years following the initial certification. This 

results in a tax abatement for the property that is an important 

incentive for rehabilitation. 

Green Housing Development

The land use plan provides clear direction to promote a sustainable 

and unique built environment. Area plans, like the Capital City 

Mill District Area & Corridor Plan, include policies for green design 

and materials. This direction is carried forward in the Regulations 

Assessment. Key recommendations include:

•	 Remove unnecessary barriers for market-driven green building 

innovations

•	 Create meaningful incentives for green building features

•	 Add reasonable requirements for green building features in new 

development

•	 Coordinate standards and incentives in development regulations

The Zoning Ordinance and Land Development Regulations include 

both green building standards and incentives for green building. 

Residential developments with fewer than three dwelling units are 

exempt from the green building standards. The standards include a 

point system where proposed developments that include between 

three and 29 units must earn three points, and developments 

proposed with 30 or more units must earn four points. Point-

earning green building activities are organized by location, energy 

conservation, alternative energy, passive solar, water conservation 

and water quality, vegetation, urban agriculture, building materials, 

and transportation. Developments earning these points are provided 

with green building incentives in the form of density bonuses, 

increase in height, increase in lot coverage, and reduction from 

minimum parking requirements. In the future, there are a variety 

of sustainability provisions the City could consider establishing. The 

Sustainable Development Code42 is a great resource for identifying 

new sustainability provisions being implemented by other 

communities to improve the health and resiliency of neighborhoods 

and other areas of communities.
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KEY HOUSING ACTORS

The table that follows includes a list of agencies that are involved in housing and neighborhoods policies and programs in Columbia.

Agency / Organization Agency / Organization Mission

Affordable Housing Coalition of SC Policy and advocacy group dedicated to the creation, preservation and improvement of affordable/workforce housing for all South 
Carolinians. It is the only professional association in South Carolina representing all aspects of the affordable/workforce housing 
industry.  

Columbia Code Enforcement Division Enforces a variety of local ordinances related to the property maintenance and nuisances on all properties in the city of Columbia.

Columbia Development Corporation Assists economic development in Columbia through public-private partnerships and business development.

Columbia Empowerment Zone, Inc. Primarily focuses on fostering small business growth and job creation.

Columbia Housing Authority Provides affordable housing to approximately 15,000 residents within the City of Columbia and throughout the Columbia Metropolitan 
area. There are approximately 2,500 units of housing for families of low and moderate incomes and 3,100 Section 8 housing vouchers 
and Moderate Rehabilitation Certificates managed by the Housing Authority. The Housing Authority also operates several homeless 
programs, including the Housing First program, Permanent Supportive Housing Program for the Homeless, and outreach to the 
homeless community.

The majority of affordable units managed by the Columbia Housing Authority are located within City limits. The A greater percentage 
of units within the City are multifamily units while most of the units located outside of the City are single-family houses. The larger 
multifamily complexes are located within City limits. Several of the older complexes have been demolished and replaced with mixed 
income Hope VI units, which resulted in the loss of affordable units.

Columbia Housing Development 
Corporation

Fosters the development of new housing and the preservation of existing housing in City neighborhoods.

Columbia Planning and Development 
Services

Administers City services related to current and long-term planning, zoning, permitting, and land development.

Community Development Department Administers federal, state and local funding for housing and community development and monitors compliance.
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Agency / Organization Agency / Organization Mission

Eau Claire Development Corporation Community-based nonprofit organization; facilitates conservation and redevelopment in all Eau Claire/North Columbia neighborhoods.

Epworth Children’s Home This home provides a residential services program, independent living program, foster care & adoption program, medical evaluations, 
educational services and life skills classes, and counseling to children.

Greater Columbia Community Relations 
Council

Evaluates community relations issues within the community and formulates recommendations that address appear in the best 
interests of the community as a whole.

Hannah House This shelter focuses on women and children. They provide several services: spiritual enrichment, counseling, life skills classes, goal 
setting, case management, job prep classes, soft skills and interview skills classes, GED classes, tutoring, scholarships for jobs, 
nutrition classes, financial education classes, budget training, and assistance with debt reduction. There are more than 40 beds.

Homeless No More Nonprofit organization that works to support homeless and at-risk families through emergency services, transitional and affordable 
housing, and advocacy.

Mental Illness Recovery Center, Inc. Nonprofit organization that aids those who have become homeless due to mental illness and/or emotional disorders. It provides 
counseling, housing (permanent housing, a program for homeless individuals or families who need intensive therapeutic services, and 
referrals to homeless shelters), and help with financial management.

Midlands Housing Trust Fund Promotes community development through financing, technical assistance, and advocacy for the creation and preservation of 
affordable housing for households at 80 percent area median income (AMI) in the Midlands region.

Oliver Gospel Mission This shelter helps men who are homeless or addicted to drugs and/or alcohol and homeless women. For male addicts, it provides a 
4-phase recovery program as well as literacy classes and resume, interview, and GED prep. For women, it provides opportunities to 
gain skills needed to maintain stable employment and housing.

Palmetto Place Children’s Shelter This shelter helps children and teens who have faced abuse, abandonment, neglect and/or homelessness. It provides an emergency 
shelter, after-school programs, tutoring, recreational and social activities, and housing and wraparound services to homeless and 
unaccompanied teens.

Palmetto State Base Camp Nonprofit organization that provides transitional residential housing for homeless veterans along with a program designed to make 
them self-sufficient.
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Agency / Organization Agency / Organization Mission

Samaritan’s Well This shelter is for women and their children. It provides a stable transition shelter, life skills training, weekly Bible studies, assistance 
with goal setting, and financial management.

SC Association for Community 
Economic Development

Coalition of individuals and organizations who support the development of healthy and economically sustainable communities 
throughout South Carolina. Members work to build wealth and create economic opportunity for SC residents, focusing on minority 
communities and other groups who have been left out of the economic mainstream.

SC Community Loan Fund Advance equitable access to capital by providing loans, technical assistance, and advocacy for affordable housing, healthy food, 
community facilities, and community business enterprises.

SC Housing Finance and Development 
Authority

State authorized housing finance entity charged with creating quality affordable housing opportunities for the citizens of South 
Carolina, including funding and developing affordable housing.

SC State Housing Trust Fund Fund created by the S.C. General Assembly in 1992 to assist in the development, rehabilitation, and acquisition of affordable housing. 
The Trust Fund is funded through fees charged through the state documentary stamp tax.

TN Development Corporation Develops affordable and long-lasting rental housing throughout Columbia.

Together SC Statewide membership organization that is focused on bringing together South Carolina's leaders and partners to strengthen the 
state's entire nonprofit community.

Transitions Homeless Recovery Center This shelter focuses on homeless adults, both men and women. It provides housing as well as daily programs and services. The 
programs focus on empowering and transitioning youth aged 18-24 and those aged 62 or older into independent living.

United Way of the Midlands Identifies and responds to the critical human services needs across the communities in the Midlands.

The Women’s Shelter This shelter’s primary focus is women. It provides primary shelter, transitional housing, food, clothing, transportation, educational 
programs, dental services, and on-site counseling.
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EMERGING THEMES

During Phase 2 of Columbia Compass (Public Meetings) the 

project team met with several focus groups and residents at public 

workshops.43 The following themes have emerged from these 

interviews with focus groups and stakeholders, and the assessment 

of current market conditions and trends found earlier in this 

Appendix.

Theme 1: Need to Grow Inventory of Affordable Housing. 

Like many communities throughout the nation, Columbia is 

experiencing a shortage of affordable housing. The City needs to find 

new solutions to promote and facilitate development of affordable 

housing for several sectors of the population: empty-nesters, the 

elderly, middle income households, critical employees such as 

police officers and teachers, students, low-income households, and 

persons that have life challenges (substance abuse, prior convictions, 

foster children aging out of the foster care system, and persons 

that are challenged by homelessness). City Council is considering 

new solutions to foster the development of affordable housing. 

The comprehensive planning process can shed light on additional 

strategies being used by other communities that Columbia can 

explore, including use of publicly owned lands. 

Theme 2:  Need to Expand the Mix of Available Housing Options.

The type of housing units offered in the City may not be meeting 

the needs of current and future residents, particularly at price points 

they can afford and in preferred locations. Smaller homes with less 

land to maintain proximate to downtown are cited as a particular 

type of housing that has limited availability. Affordable student rental 

housing that is proximate to and within easy commuting distance to 

USC campus is also cited as another need. Affordable rental housing 

for households not yet ready or interested in purchasing housing 

(e.g., young workers, empty-nesters) is also in need. Housing that is 

affordable to middle income residents may be available in Columbia, 

but many of the neighborhoods where these homes are located 

are served by school districts challenged by negative perceptions. 

Public school enrollment districts and housing choice in Columbia 

are intrinsically linked and are an important issue to be addressing in 

this plan. 

Theme 3: Support Development of Transit Accessible Housing. 

The affordable housing issue can only be solved if transportation 

is part of the equation. The trends that have made downtown 

and historic, walkable neighborhoods proximate to downtown 

so favorable are resulting in better accessibility for those that can 

afford it. The market is effectively “pushing” households that can’t 

afford the housing prices in preferred locations to the edges of the 

community. Many of these households do not have the resources 

to afford their own cars. Over time as the population grows and less 

land is available to develop, it will be important to have affordable 

housing units served by transit to make employment options, job 

training, education, and daily needs more accessible to lower income 

populations. There are opportunities to add multifamily and missing 

middle housing arranged in a walkable mixed-use pattern along 

underutilized commercial corridors throughout the City.
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EMERGING THEMES, CONTINUED

Theme 4: Protect Neighborhood Character. 

Columbia is fortunate to have historic neighborhoods that express 

the architectural character of the City’s past. Many of these 

communities are protected through historic district regulations 

that regulate the details of modifications to the home. Other 

communities don’t have historic district protections, but instead 

have conservation overlay zoning that applies a more limited set 

of protections to reduce the incidence of teardowns. It appears 

that more education is needed to help property owners and other 

members of the community understand why these protections are 

in place. It may also be beneficial to streamline existing regulations 

for developers and property owners to make it easier to comply with 

the regulations. This could be a single document that compiles all 

the regulations applied within the various districts into regulatory 

topic areas or by geographic location. 

Some neighborhoods may need additional tools to protect the 

historic character of the community. These choices will need to be 

carefully weighed to ensure that goals to expand housing choice and 

housing availability in Columbia area not being challenged by overly 

protectionist policies applied in older neighborhoods. 

Theme 5: Support Revitalization of Aging Neighborhoods. 

There are several older neighborhoods in Columbia that are in need 

of investment to ensure that the housing stock does not decline 

to the point of needing to be demolished. Some homeowners 

have difficulty affording upgrades to their home. Even with the 

tax abatement support of the Bailey Bill, some property owners 

of historic properties can’t afford initial payments to make 

improvements to their home, which can result in visual and 

structural challenges for the home and have a negative impact on 

the neighborhood. The City may need to provide additional resources 

to provide public assistance for rehabilitation of homes in these 

neighborhoods to comply with higher standards applied in these 

communities. It will also be important to identify ways to maintain 

the existing fabric of communities so that residents are not displaced 

as new investment occurs. Ensuring that landlords are properly 

maintaining their rental properties is another opportunity to ensure 

the viability of older neighborhoods over time.
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1	 Source: 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year estimates.
2	 Source: HUD State of the Cities Data Systems Building Permit Database and BBC Research & Consulting.
3	 Source: 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year estimates.
4	 It should be noted that students are likely included in the ACS estimates of low income renters. The ACS indicates that there are 5,104 undergraduate
	 students living in poverty in Columbia. Applying a household size of 2.8 persons per household to the population estimate results in the estimate of 1,822
	 student households likely included in the renter households earning less than $20,000 per year. 
5	 Source: 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year estimates.
6	 Ibid.
7	 Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2015 Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics, and BBC Research & Consulting.
8	 Ibid.
9	 Source: American Community Survey 5-Year estimates.
10	 Ibid.
11	 Ibid.
12	 Source: 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year estimates and Clarion.
13	 Source: American Community Survey 5-Year estimates.
14	 Ibid.
15	 Source: Zillow Data and BBC Research & Consulting.
16	 Source: Multiple Listing Service and BBC Research & Consulting.
17	 Ibid.
18	 Patio homes are smaller, typically single-story homes which are attached to one another.
19	 Source: Multiple Listing Service and BBC Research & Consulting.
20	 Source: 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year estimates, Multiple Listing Service, and BBC Research & Consulting
21	 The ACS indicates that there are 5,104 undergraduate students living in poverty in Columbia. Applying a household size of 2.8 persons per household to the
	 population estimate results in the estimate of 1,822 student households likely included in the rental gap for residents earning less than $20,000 per year. 
22	 Source: 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year estimates, Multiple Listing Service, and BBC Research & Consulting.
23	 Ibid..
24	 Source: 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year estimates, Multiple Listing Service, 2015 Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics, and BBC
	 Research & Consulting.
25	 Source: BBC Research & Consulting
26	 Source: Official Enrollment Report, University of South Carolina Enrollment. Office of Institutional Research, Assessment, and Analytics (2018) http://ipr.sc.edu
	 enrollment/ (Numbers are rounded to the nearest 100).
27	 Source: Office of Institutional Research, Assessment, and Analytics. University of South Carolina (2018) http://ipr.sc.edu/enrollment/
28	 Source: Office of Institutional Research, Assessment, and Analytics. University of South Carolina Office of Institutional Research, Assessment, and Analytics
	 (2018)
29	 Affiliated housing is privately-owned independent from the University of South Carolina’s Office of Off-Campus Living & Neighborhood Relations but has
	 working relationships with the office.
30	 The draft language has been adopted, however at the time of publication is not yet in effect.
31	 The draft language has been adopted, however at the time of publication is not yet in effect.
32	 These standards are in Section 17-4.2.(c) Standards for Specific Principal Uses in the Zoning Ordinance and Land Development Regulations.
33	 The Board of Zoning Appeals may grant a Special Exception Permit to exceed this density under specified circumstances.
34	 The Master Plan for The Villages of North Columbia elaborates on this topic and identifies a course of action for particular neighborhoods in need (area
	 specific).
35	 TCP2018 p. 258 and Plan Columbia Land Use Plan p.4
36	 Also discussed in West Gervais District Plan (pg. 84) – Area Specific
37	 The Master Plan for The Villages of North Columbia
38	 This policy direction is referenced in the Plan Columbia: Land Use Plan, TCP2018, and the West Gervais District Plan (pg. 38).
39	 This policy direction is referenced in the Plan Columbia Land Use Plan and the Master Plan for The Villages of North Columbia.
40	 This historic sub-district was relatively recently downgraded.
41	 The West Gervais Street Protection Area Guidelines are consolidated with the West Gervais Street Historic Commercial District Design Guidelines.
42	 https://sustainablecitycode.org/ 
43	 A detailed Memorandum entitled “Columbia Compass Housing Element Kickoff Meetings Input” documents these community inputs.
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