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Introduction

Introduction: A Data-Driven Housing Assessment

Franklin County, North Carolina, stands at a critical juncture in its develop-
ment trajectory. Once characterized as a largely rural and small-town com-
munity, Franklin County has in recent years been propelled by rapid popu-
lation growth and regional economic shifts.

The North Carolina Housing Supply Gap Analysis and Economic Impact Re-
port, released in late 2024 by Bowen National Research and the NC Chamber
Foundation, North Carolina Home Builders Association, and NC REALTORS,®
ranks Franklin County fourth in the state for counties with the highest per-
centage of population growth.! According to the report, the county has seen
a population increase of 11.7% just between 2020 and 2024. Bowen proj-
ects that this pace of growth will continue with a further 10.5% population
increase by 2030. Growth at this rate has many implications for the county.

Such dramatic population gains have brought both opportunity and chal-
lenge. Median household incomes have risen significantly, from around
$40,000 a decade ago to just about $72,000 (ACS 2019-2023), yet this
prosperity is unevenly distributed. An influx of higher-income households,
often relocating from the Raleigh-Durham metropolitan area or from out-
of-state, has contributed to rising incomes but also quickly escalating home
values, increased rents, and new housing construction.

The benefits of growth have not been universally experienced. Approximate-
ly 11% of Franklin County residents remain in poverty, and nearly 20% of
households report incomes of $35,000 or less. Moreover, housing cost bur-
den, defined as spending more than 30% of income on housing, continues
to weigh heavily on lower-and-moderate-income households, with teach-
ers, social workers, first responders, young families, and seniors among the
most acutely affected.

The rapid growth and changing socio-economic profile are outpacing the
available housing supply and efforts to keep pace with population growth.
The University of North Carolina at Greensboro’s Center for Housing and
Community Studies projections (see page #) show that the overall housing
supply is already inadequate with a deficit of at least 777 units and signif-
icant rental market compression causing the displacement of low-income
renters.

Franklin County is projected to face even further housing shortfalls in the
near future in both in the rental and for-sale markets. Projections from

1 https://ncchamber.com/2025/02/05/new-report-details-significant-housing-supply-gap-in-north-car-
olina/
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Bowen National Research (2024) show the housing supply gap growing to
5,610 units or more (766 rental units and 4,844 owner-occupied units) by
2030 given current rates of residential construction and population growth.
Against this backdrop, the need for a comprehensive, data-driven housing
assessment is both urgent and clear.

Franklin County’s leadership has recognized that the existing housing mar-
ket fails to provide adequate options for all of its residents. The county is
facing not only a shortage of affordable and workforce housing units as well
as the displacement of long-term residents, threatening the social fabric
that has defined its communities. In response, the County has partnered
with the University of North Carolina at Greensboro’s Center for Housing
and Community Studies (CHCS), commissioning a housing assessment that
moves beyond simple enumeration to provide a strategic, actionable road-
map for sustainable housing development.

Study Objectives & Methodology

The Franklin County Housing Assessment adopted a mixed-methods re-
search approach, reflecting best practices in both applied sociology and
urban planning. These included secondary data compilation and meta-anal-
ysis, as well as key informant interviews. The assessment’s scope is broad
and ambitious, aiming not merely to document existing conditions but to
interrogate the underlying social, economic, and structural determinants of
housing affordability. The core research objectives were as follows:

e Market Analysis: A comprehensive analysis of social, economic, geo-
graphic, and demographic factors shaping the local housing market.

e Needs and Gap Analysis: An estimation of the current and projected
shortfall of housing units for low- and moderate-income residents, utiliz-
ing secondary data sources, as well as original qualitative research with
stakeholders.

e Barriers Analysis: Identification of the institutional, regulatory, and
market barriers impeding the development of affordable and workforce
housing, including land use policy, infrastructure deficits, financing con-
straints, and social opposition.

e Policy Recommendations: The formulation of short-, medium-, and
long-term strategies, leveraging local, state, and federal resources, and
incorporating innovative models such as land banking, public-private
partnerships, and land use reforms.

Franklin County Housing Assessment
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The report’s core data were derived from the U.S. Census Bureau’s Ameri-
can Community Survey (2019-2023), the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analy-
sis, and the North Carolina Office of State Budget and Management, which
together supplied demographic, economic, and housing market statistics at
the county, state, and national levels. These sources enabled the analysis
of trends in population growth, income, home values, rent levels, and hous-
ing cost burden. Additionally, local data from the Franklin County Planning
Department and housing transaction records from Redfin were integrated
to provide up-to-date information on home sales and zoning patterns. The
assessment also utilized spatial analysis to examine geographic variations
in income, poverty, and housing affordability across census block groups.
Finally, the analysis was supplemented by a housing gap calculation, which
compared the supply of affordable rental units at various income levels to
the actual number of renter households, identifying where shortfalls exist.

Role of the Steering Committee

A cornerstone of the project’s participatory ethos was the formation of a
Steering Committee, comprised of local experts, government officials, non-
profit leaders, business representatives, and community stakeholders. The
committee was assembled at the outset of the study, with members recom-
mended and approved through collaboration between Franklin County staff
and the research team. The committee’s key functions include:

Serving as local experts and thought partners,

Refining research questions and advising on instrument design,

Reviewing and contextualizing findings from research, and

Acting as the primary audience for interim reports.

Kickoff and subsequent meetings, held both in-person and virtually, set the
tone for collaborative engagement and shared learning. The committee’s
involvement ensured that the assessment remained grounded in the lived
experiences and priorities of Franklin County residents, while also drawing
upon the technical expertise required for rigorous policy analysis.

Project Timeline

The Franklin County Affordable Housing Assessment was formally initiated
on December 1, 2024. The project timeline was structured to ensure sys-
tematic data collection, analysis, and engagement across each phase. Key
milestones include:

Franklin County Housing Assessment
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e December 2024 - February 2025: Project initiation, work plan final-
ization, Steering Committee recruitment, background research, and sec-
ondary data compilation.

e March - April 2025: Key informant interviews, additional secondary
data compilation.

e May - July 2025: Data analysis, GIS mapping, additional secondary
data compilation.

e July - August 2025: Synthesis of findings, drafting and review of rec-
ommendations, and compilation of the final report.

Franklin County Housing Assessment
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Background: Findings from Past Studies & Reports

A review of the last decade of planning, market, and housing reports for
Franklin County reveals a region caught between its rural legacy and the
pressures and possibilities of rapid peri-urban growth. The most consistent
and urgent theme across all documents is the extraordinary pace of popu-
lation and housing growth, particularly in the county’s southern and west-
ern portions, adjacent to Wake County and the expanding Triangle region.
This growth has fundamentally shifted the county’s character: formerly ag-
ricultural areas have seen waves of single-family subdivision development,
while the population itself has grown more economically diverse, with sig-
nificant increases in both higher-income in-migrants and ethnically diverse
with increasing Hispanic and African American households.

Despite these changes, the housing market has not kept pace with de-
mand or with the needs of a diversifying population. Multiple reports doc-
ument a persistent and widening gap in affordable and workforce housing.
The majority of new residential development remains single-family and
owner-occupied, leaving few options for renters, first-time buyers, young-
er adults, essential workers, and seniors. Housing prices and rents have
escalated sharply, median home values rose by more than 30% between
2000 and 2010, and have since accelerated further. Meanwhile, incomes,
particularly for non-commuting and lower-wage households, have not kept

up.

A recurring finding is that infrastructure provision, especially water, sewer,
and transportation, both enables and constrains the development of new
housing, particularly multifamily and affordable units. System Develop-
ment Fee (SDF) studies show that the costs of expanding utility capaci-

ty are rising rapidly and are increasingly passed on to new development.
While this “growth pays for growth” approach is fiscally responsible, it also
raises the up-front costs for housing construction, which can further lim-
it the feasibility of affordable projects. At the same time, utility allocation
policies have sometimes inadvertently encouraged low-density sprawl,
rather than compact, mixed-use, and transit-oriented development that
could support greater affordability and sustainability.

Franklin County’s Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice and re-
lated plans document not only affordability gaps, but also patterns of res-
idential segregation, persistent income disparities, and lack of access for
households with disabilities or those needing larger, family-sized rental
units. Discriminatory practices, while less overt than in the past, remain
embedded in access to credit, down payment resources, and even infor-

Franklin County Housing Assessment
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mation about housing opportunities. In addition, regulatory barriers,
such as restrictive zoning, minimum lot sizes, and infrastructure limita-
tions, have stifled innovation in housing types, especially the "missing
middle” (e.g., duplexes, townhomes, small apartments).

Almost universally, the reports call for intentional, coordinated, and eg-
uity-focused planning. Several policy recommendations are repeated
throughout:

e Diversify Housing Types: Revise local ordinances to support a
broader mix of housing, duplexes, townhomes, accessory dwelling
units, and multifamily, especially in town centers, near jobs, and
along planned transit corridors.

e Link Land Use, Transportation, and Infrastructure: Integrate
housing development with investments in water/sewer and transpor-
tation (including multimodal, bike/pedestrian, and transit), to ensure
that affordable housing is accessible to employment and services,
and to minimize sprawl.

e Preserve and Expand Affordable Housing: Use incentives, part-
nerships, and flexible zoning to support both the preservation of
existing affordable units and the creation of new ones, including
through public-private collaboration, nonprofit development, and use
of public land.

e Strategically Manage Growth: Direct new development toward
areas with existing infrastructure; support infill, redevelopment, and
revitalization of older neighborhoods; and protect farmland and open
space through smart growth principles.

e Coordinate Regionally: Work across municipal and county lines to
manage the spillover effects of Triangle growth, maintain affordabili-
ty, and align infrastructure with projected population and employment
changes.

e Address Equity and Fair Housing: Enhance outreach, education,
and down payment assistance for underrepresented groups; support
accessible and family-sized rentals; and monitor and reduce exclu-
sionary practices.

Taken together, these reports make clear that Franklin County’s contin-
ued prosperity and quality of life depend on its ability to balance growth
with affordability, equity, and sustainability. Meeting the housing needs
of current and future residents, especially lower-income, workforce, and

Franklin County Housing Assessment
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marginalized households, will require not just building more units, but
doing so in a way that is intentional, connected, and community-driven.
The region has an opportunity to learn from its neighbors and its own
history, adopting policies and practices that create a diverse, livable,
and resilient Franklin County.

Franklin County Housing Assessment
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Northeast Area Study: Market Assessment Technical Memo
(2012)

Stantec Consulting Services & J S Lane Company. (2012). Northeast
Area Study: Market Assessment Technical Memo. Prepared for the
Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization.

The Market Assessment Technical Memo for the Northeast Area Study
(NEAS) provides a comprehensive analysis of demographic, econom-
ic, and land use trends for a rapidly transforming region that includes
parts of Franklin and Wake Counties, North Carolina. This report serves
as a foundational document for understanding the social and econom-
ic changes reshaping the NEAS and for informing future land use and
transportation planning. The assessment draws on census data, local
economic indicators, market segmentation, and retail analysis to of-
fer an integrated picture of a region in transition from rural pastures to
suburban “bedroom community.”

One of the central themes of the report is the extraordinary pace of
growth in the NEAS, which experienced a 58% population increase be-
tween 2000 and 2010. This growth has led to profound changes in land
use, with significant single-family subdivision development replacing
former farmland and open space. The area is increasingly characterized
by ethnic and economic diversity, with a notable rise in the Hispanic
population, and an influx of higher-earning residents driving up house-
hold incomes and home values. However, this growth has also contrib-
uted to demographic polarization, with an aging population (increase in
people over 45) and a shrinking share of younger adults (ages 25-44),
likely due to out-migration or a preference for urban lifestyles.

Economically, while the housing stock and population are shifting to-
ward a suburban model, employment remains rooted in manufacturing
and construction, even as service, healthcare, retail, and education sec-
tors are gaining ground. This suggests a transitional economy in which
new residents often commute out of the area for employment in urban
job centers such as Raleigh and the Research Triangle Park. The region
has a significant jobs-to-housing imbalance, with a net outflow of over
35,000 jobs as residents live locally but work elsewhere, a hallmark of
“bedroom community” development.

The report underscores the tension between rapid residential growth
and the availability of affordable or workforce housing. The NEAS saw
the number of housing units increase by over 50% from 2000 to 2010,

Franklin County Housing Assessment
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yet housing affordability remains a challenge, particularly as home val-
ues and rents continue to climb. The median home value rose from
$110,682 in 2000 to $146,607 in 2010 and was projected to surpass
$173,000 by 2015. While this rise reflects strong demand, it also signals
a growing shortage of housing options for moderate- and lower-income
households.

Demographic shifts, such as the influx of families seeking affordable
housing near employment centers, have not been matched by a cor-
responding diversification of housing types. Most new housing is sin-
gle-family, and there is limited evidence in the report of new “missing
middle” or multifamily developments that could provide options for
younger adults, seniors, or workers in lower-wage service and retail
jobs. The “Family Portrait” and “American Quilt” market segments, pre-
dominant in the region, reflect the presence of young families and rural
households, but also suggest the risk of growing income stratification.

Recommendations from the Report

The report recommends the creation of a unified land use and transpor-
tation plan to manage growth, preserve the area’s economic competi-
tiveness, and address emerging infrastructure challenges. Specifically, it
calls for:

e Coordinated regional planning to ensure that growth does not over-
whelm existing infrastructure or undermine community character.

e A greater mix of housing types, including affordable and workforce
options, to meet the needs of both current and future residents.

e Enhanced investment in local retail and service amenities to reduce
“leakage” of consumer spending to surrounding urban areas and to
improve the local quality of life.

e Strategies to address the jobs-housing imbalance, such as support-
ing local economic development and improving access to transit and
transportation networks.

e Targeted infrastructure investment, including broadband and internet
access, which remains lower in Franklin County than in Wake, further
disadvantaging rural residents and limiting opportunities for remote
work and education.

Franklin County Housing Assessment
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Franklin County Census Analysis 2000-2010 (2014)

Franklin County Planning Department. (2014). Franklin County Census
Analysis 2000-2010. Franklin County, North Carolina.

Prepared by the Franklin County Planning Department, the Franklin
County Census Analysis 2000-2010 offers an in-depth examination of
how Franklin County, North Carolina, evolved over a decade marked by
significant demographic and economic change. The analysis centers on
four core areas, population, housing, education, and economy, under-
scoring the interdependence of these domains in shaping local develop-
ment trajectories.

A central finding of the report is the highly uneven spatial distribution
of growth. The southern part of the county, especially areas adjacent to
Wake County and the towns of Wake Forest and Rolesville, absorbed the
bulk of new residents. This pattern is attributed to greater job oppor-
tunities, proximity to major highways, and access to water and sewer
services. Among the county’s towns, Youngsville experienced the most
dramatic expansion, growing by nearly 78%, while Bunn and Centerville
saw slight population declines.

The age profile of the county is also shifting. The median age rose to 39
years by 2010, with the “baby boomer” generation (then 50-68 years
old) accounting for over 10% of the population. The report anticipates
an increasing share of elderly residents in the coming years, likely in-
tensifying demand for senior-friendly and affordable housing options.

Rapid population growth has been accompanied by substantial hous-

ing development. Over 5,000 new households were created between
2000 and 2010, bringing the total housing units to over 23,000. Both
owner-occupied and rental housing increased, but rental units grew at

a slightly higher rate (up almost 4%), indicating heightened demand

for flexible, affordable options. The housing stock is still predominantly
owner-occupied, reflecting Franklin County’s traditionally rural character,
yet rising rental demand points to evolving needs, particularly among
newcomers, younger families, and those priced out of homeownership.

Maintaining pace with projected population growth will require the con-
struction of at least 2,700 new housing units over the next 15 years.
Importantly, housing and population growth rates have closely tracked
one another, underscoring the necessity for ongoing, balanced expan-
sion to prevent housing shortages or unsustainable cost increases.

Franklin County Housing Assessment
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State of the Region: Northeast Area Study (2014)

Stantec Consulting Services & J S Lane Company. (2014). State of the
region: Northeast Area Study. Prepared for the Capital Area Metro-
politan Planning Organization & Kerr-Tar Regional Transportation Plan-
ning Organization.

The State of the Region report, produced as part of the Northeast Area
Study (NEAS), offers a comprehensive snapshot of current conditions,
trends, and challenges across northeastern Wake County and southern
Franklin County. The NEAS region, encompassing both rapidly growing
suburban communities (such as Wake Forest, Knightdale, and Rolesville)
and rural towns (such as Bunn, Franklinton, and Youngsville), serves as
a vital case study of the shifting dynamics of growth, mobility, and land
use in the Research Triangle region of North Carolina.

One of the report’s central themes is the interplay between rapid popu-
lation growth, land development, and transportation infrastructure. Be-
tween 2000 and 2010, the NEAS study area’s population grew by 58%,
far outpacing the state’s average of 16%. Housing units and house-
holds expanded at a similar rate (59% and 58%, respectively), but this
growth was unevenly distributed, clustering around small towns and
suburban corridors. The influx of new residents, particularly those with
higher incomes, has driven up demand for housing, services, and mo-
bility options, while also intensifying pressure on agricultural land and
open space.

Another key learning is the increasing economic and cultural diversity of
the area. The Hispanic population doubled from 5.4% in 2000 to 10%

in 2010, while the share of households earning over $100,000 per year
more than doubled, sighaling a significant socioeconomic shift. This de-
mographic transformation has implications for both housing needs and
the types of transportation and community facilities required.

Residential development is identified as the primary driver of change.
Between 2000 and 2010, nearly 21,000 new homes were built in the
area, and the median home value increased by 32% (from $110,682 to
$146,607). However, the pace of new housing construction has strug-
gled to keep up with continued demand, especially for affordable and
workforce housing. The region anticipates a need for an additional
88,000 houses by 2040, underscoring the scale of the challenge ahead.

Despite its growth, the region retains a predominantly rural character,
with 43% of land in agriculture and roughly a quarter still undeveloped.

Franklin County Housing Assessment
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This creates both opportunities and tensions: new housing can meet de-
mand, but risks encroaching on farmland and environmentally sensitive
areas. Many new subdivisions are single-family homes, and while these
meet some market preferences, there is a growing need for diverse
housing types, including multi-family, “missing middle,” and affordable
units, to serve lower- and moderate-income households, essential work-
ers, and an aging population.

Challenges to affordable and workforce housing are further complicated
by infrastructure limitations (such as water, sewer, and transportation),
rising land costs, and the fact that the majority of residents commute
outside the area for work, highlighting the importance of integrated re-
gional planning.

Recommendations from the Report
The NEAS report offers several key recommendations:

e Support compact, mixed-use development near town centers and
along major corridors to reduce sprawl and make efficient use of ex-
isting infrastructure.

e Encourage a greater mix of housing types and price points, including
incentives for affordable and workforce housing in both new develop-
ments and infill/redevelopment projects.

e Integrate land use, transportation, and housing policy to ensure that
transportation investments, such as expanded transit, sidewalks, and
bike paths, serve the needs of all residents, especially those without
access to a private vehicle.

e Preserve farmland and open space by directing growth toward desig-
nated development areas and implementing conservation tools.

e Promote health and livability by investing in active transportation
(sidewalks, trails, bike lanes) and ensuring access to parks and recre-
ation.

Franklin County Housing Assessment
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Franklin County & Town of Louisburg Comprehensive Transpor-
tation Plan (2014)

Bollinger, J. B. (2014, March). Franklin County and Town of Louisburg
comprehensive transportation plan. North Carolina Department of
Transportation & Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization.

The Franklin County and Town of Louisburg Comprehensive Transporta-
tion Plan (CTP), prepared in partnership with NCDOT, local municipali-
ties, CAMPO, and the Kerr-Tar Rural Planning Organization, presents a
forward-looking vision for a multi-modal transportation system designed
to accommodate projected growth through 2035. The plan integrates
analysis of existing and future roadway needs, public transit, rail, bicy-
cle and pedestrian infrastructure, and incorporates community and envi-
ronmental considerations throughout the planning process.

A central learning from the CTP is the interplay between transporta-
tion infrastructure and patterns of land use and residential growth. The
plan is explicit that transportation investments must both anticipate and
guide future development. As the county continues to experience pop-
ulation growth, driven in part by proximity to Raleigh and the Research
Triangle, the western side of Louisburg and the southern parts of the
county are identified as major nodes for new residential and commercial
development. Strategic corridors, such as US 401, are targeted for wid-
ening and modernization to support increased mobility, economic activi-
ty, and access to jobs.

The CTP also emphasizes the importance of multi-modal solutions.
While highway improvements are prioritized for relieving congestion, es-
pecially on critical corridors like US 401, the plan integrates recommen-
dations for bus transit, rail (including prospective Southeast High-Speed
Rail), and extensive bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure. This holistic
approach seeks to ensure that all residents, including those without pri-
vate vehicles, have equitable access to transportation options.

Although the CTP is primarily a transportation document, its implications
for housing development, especially affordable and workforce housing,
are significant. The plan links future transportation investments directly
to anticipated residential growth. For example, improved corridors and
new bypasses will open up previously inaccessible or less desirable land
for development, providing opportunities for new housing subdivisions,
including those affordable to workforce households.

Growth is concentrated along water and sewer lines and major road-
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ways, notably between Youngsville and Franklinton and west of Louis-
burg. The plan notes that these infrastructure investments are likely to
attract higher-density residential developments and mixed-use projects,
which, if guided by inclusive zoning and housing policies, can increase
the availability of affordable housing. However, the report also notes
the risk that unchecked development may exacerbate sprawl or create
pockets of exclusion if not paired with thoughtful land use regulation
and public investment in affordable options.

Public transit and active transportation recommendations are particu-
larly important for lower-income households who may be more reliant
on modes other than personal vehicles. The plan’s support for expand-
ed bus service, improvements to regional and intercity rail connections,
and new bicycle/pedestrian paths can help reduce the cost of living by
providing affordable mobility, connecting residents to jobs, schools, and
services.

Recommendations from the Report
Among its recommendations, the CTP calls for:

e Major highway upgrades (such as widening US 401 and constructing
bypasses for Louisburg, Bunn, Franklinton, and Youngsville) to ac-
commodate growth and reduce congestion.

e Integration of land use and transportation planning, encouraging lo-
calities to align zoning and development codes with infrastructure
investments to support higher-density, mixed-use, and affordable
housing.

e Expanded bus and demand-response transit options to serve key cor-
ridors and underserved populations.

e Preservation of rail corridors for future passenger and freight service,
including possible commuter rail connections.

e Investment in bicycle and pedestrian networks to promote safe, ac-
tive transportation throughout the county and towns.

The plan’s implementation guidance stresses the importance of local
leadership and coordination, regional planning, and aggressive pursuit
of funding. It also recognizes the necessity of environmental review and
community engagement to ensure that transportation projects serve
both current and future residents equitably.

Franklin County Housing Assessment
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Franklin County Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice
Study (2014)

The Wooten Company. (2014). Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing
Choice. Franklin County.

The Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice Study (AI), updat-
ed in February 2014 for Franklin County, North Carolina, serves as both
a legal compliance document and a strategic planning tool for advancing
fair and affordable housing. This report is mandated for localities receiv-
ing Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds, aligning Frank-
lin County with federal and state fair housing requirements, and with
HUD'’s call to “affirmatively further fair housing.” The Al is comprehen-
sive, incorporating demographic trends, a housing needs assessment,
and a detailed investigation of possible discriminatory practices and
policies that may limit housing opportunities for protected classes and
low-income residents.

A central theme in the report is the persistence of structural barriers

to housing choice. Franklin County is growing and diversifying, its pop-
ulation increased from 47,260 in 2000 to 60,619 in 2010, with rising
shares of elderly, disabled, and Hispanic residents. Yet, affordability
and fair access remain elusive for many. Over 31% of homeowners and
more than 50% of renters spend over 30% of their income on housing,
a clear sign of widespread housing cost burden. This is compounded by
poverty rates above 15% and an unemployment rate higher than the
state average at the time of the report.

The analysis highlights demographic challenges: large numbers of sin-
gle-parent and elderly households, a growing population with disabili-
ties, and marked disparities in income and homeownership by race and
ethnicity. For example, median incomes for African American and His-
panic households lag significantly behind those of White households,
reflecting both historical and current barriers to economic mobility.

Franklin County’s housing stock is notable for its high proportion of sin-
gle-family detached homes and mobile homes (over a quarter of all
units), with relatively few multifamily or rental options. Rental housing,
when available, is often concentrated in areas of minority or low-income
populations, with public housing units primarily located in Louisburg.
The scarcity of affordable rentals, especially those with three or more
bedrooms for families, and the limited availability of accessible units for
people with disabilities are highlighted as pressing concerns. The mar-
ket’s reliance on older housing stock raises issues of substandard con-
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ditions and inadequate facilities, although some improvements in basic
amenities (plumbing, kitchens, heat) have occurred.

Development regulations and local zoning are not found to be explicitly
discriminatory, but the report observes that the availability of water and
sewer infrastructure has more bearing on where multifamily and afford-
able housing can be developed than zoning per se. A further challenge
is the slow pace of new affordable multifamily construction.

The Al documents patterns of residential segregation that reflect histori-
cal and economic legacies. Minority concentrations are particularly nota-
ble in Franklinton and Louisburg, and while there is no recent evidence
of overt discriminatory steering or blockbusting, housing choices for
minorities remain limited by income, lack of financial literacy, and other
barriers. Section 8 vouchers and public housing opportunities exist but
are insufficient to meet demand, with long waiting lists and particular
difficulties for smaller households and those with special needs.

Access to homeownership is hindered by lack of down payment resourc-
es, poor credit, and limited knowledge of the homebuying process, bar-
riers that disproportionately affect minorities and low-income residents.
Disparities in lending are harder to quantify because Franklin County is

not in a metropolitan area and thus lacks HMDA data coverage.

Recommendations from the Report

The report identifies several priority areas for intervention:

e Addressing housing affordability through job training, economic de-
velopment, and direct assistance (such as down payment programs).

e Expanding fair housing education and outreach for residents, land-
lords, realtors, and developers, with a special focus on reaching
Spanish-speaking populations and people with disabilities.

e Increasing the supply and diversity of affordable housing units, par-
ticularly larger rentals and accessible homes for those with disabili-
ties.

e Improving economic and housing literacy, especially for first-time
buyers and those from disadvantaged backgrounds.

e Enhancing accessibility by supporting adaptation of existing homes
and incentivizing the construction of new accessible units.

e Collecting and disseminating more information in multiple languages
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and formats, and leveraging partnerships with local organizations and
faith groups to reach underserved populations.
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Franklin County Written Analysis Supporting System Develop-
ment Fees (2018)

LKC Engineering, PLLC. (2018). Franklin County Written Analysis Sup-
porting System Development Fees. Franklin County, North Carolina.

The Written Analysis Supporting System Development Fees report

for Franklin County is a technical report prepared by LKC Engineering
to satisfy the requirements of North Carolina Session Law 2017-138
(House Bill 436), which mandates a rigorous, transparent process for
justifying water and sewer capacity (system development) fees. The
purpose of the report is to document existing water and sewer system
capacities, identify current and future infrastructure needs, and recom-
mend system development fee (SDF) adjustments necessary to ensure
that new development pays its fair share for growth-related infrastruc-
ture expansion.

The analysis opens with an executive summary outlining Franklin Coun-
ty’s rapid population growth, driven by its proximity to the Research
Triangle and Raleigh. It provides detailed descriptions of the county’s
existing water and sewer systems, current service areas, and customer
base, serving approximately 6,000 residential water and 3,000 sewer
customers. The report describes historical growth patterns, the capacity
and capital needs of utility systems, and the legislative and methodolog-
ical framework used to calculate fair and defensible SDFs.

A central theme of the report is the close connection between infrastruc-
ture capacity and responsible growth management. The analysis shows
that the county’s utilities, particularly the water supply system, are near
existing capacity and face immediate expansion needs to support ongo-
ing residential and economic development. Historic data show a rapid
return to pre-recession (pre-2008) building rates, with more than 600
new houses per year at peak and renewed momentum as of 2017.

The study details the importance of growth paying for growth, highlight-
ing that SDFs are designed to finance 100% of future, growth-related
infrastructure, thereby minimizing cross-subsidization by existing rate-
payers. The report also reflects a broader statewide trend toward trans-
parency and uniformity in utility fee calculation.

While the report is focused on technical and financial aspects of infra-
structure provision, its implications for housing development are clear
and substantial. The scale of fee increases is significant: recommended
SDFs for a typical three-bedroom house would rise from $2,600 (com-
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bined water and sewer) to $7,800, a 300% increase. For non-residential
customers, capacity-based fees are also established. This adjustment is
intended to more accurately reflect the costs imposed by new develop-
ment and to ensure long-term sustainability of utility systems.

Recommendations from the Report

The principal recommendation is for Franklin County to adopt the new,
substantially higher SDFs for both water and sewer service, reflecting
the full cost of planned infrastructure upgrades and expansions. The re-
port recommends periodic updates to SDFs as new capital projects are
completed or as cost estimates change, as well as a dynamic approach
to aligning infrastructure investment with actual growth patterns. Spe-
cial provisions address timing of fee collection and policy options for
phased or delayed implementation to avoid sudden market disruption.
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Franklin Next Comprehensive Development Plan (2020)

Franklin County, North Carolina. Department of Planning & Inspections.
(2020). Franklin Next comprehensive development plan. Franklin
County, NC.

The Franklin Next Comprehensive Development Plan is Franklin Coun-
ty’s official, long-range policy guide for shaping future growth, devel-
opment, and conservation over a 20-year horizon. Developed through
extensive community engagement, including public meetings, surveys,
stakeholder interviews, and committee input, the plan reflects the aspi-
rations and concerns of a rapidly growing county in the Research Trian-
gle region of North Carolina. The plan replaces the county’s 2000 Com-
prehensive Land Use Plan and synthesizes recommendations from more
recent efforts, such as the Parks & Recreation Master Plan, Hazard Miti-
gation Plan, and the Cypress Creek Watershed Plan. Its scope is broad,
addressing land use, housing, transportation, infrastructure, economic
development, open space, health, and agriculture.

A central theme of the plan is the necessity of managed, balanced
growth to preserve the county’s rural character while accommodating
projected increases in population and development pressure. Franklin
County has experienced significant demographic change and is now one
of the fastest-growing counties in North Carolina, with population pro-
jections suggesting growth from approximately 70,000 today to over
90,000 by 2040. Much of this growth is attributed to the county’s af-
fordable cost of living, rural charm, and proximity to Raleigh and the
broader Research Triangle, making it an attractive destination for new
residents seeking both value and access to urban amenities.

The plan underscores the challenges and opportunities this growth
brings. Among the most pressing issues are the protection of agricultur-
al land, the need for infrastructure expansion (especially water, sewer,
and broadband), and the preservation of open space and natural re-
sources. The plan sets forth a vision for a county that can successfully
balance the benefits of new development with the need to conserve its
environmental and cultural assets.

Housing is a major focus of the plan, particularly the need to provide a
variety of options to serve a multi-generational and increasingly diverse
population. Data from the plan show that about 95% of existing hous-
ing is single-family (site-built or manufactured), with only about 5% of
units being multi-family. Yet, demand is shifting: both older adults and
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millennials are seeking alternatives to large-lot single-family homes,
preferring smaller, strategically located housing with access to amenities
and employment.

Building permits for over 2,900 homes were issued between 2009 and
2018, but the rate of construction has at times been constrained by
water supply limitations. Home values remain lower than in neighboring
Wake County, but both home prices and rents are rising, with the me-
dian home value increasing from $140,300 (2017) to $175,600 (2019),
and average rents for a three-bedroom unit rising from $1,057/month in
2015 to $1,215/month in 2019. The plan estimates the county will need
over 9,000 additional housing units by 2040 to keep pace with growth.

The plan emphasizes the need for more “"missing middle” hous-

ing (duplexes, townhomes, small apartments) and encourages com-
pact, mixed-residential development patterns in areas with existing

or planned infrastructure. This approach is intended to both support
affordability and reduce development pressure on agricultural and nat-
ural lands. Infill development and the revitalization of existing neigh-
borhoods are encouraged, as is the integration of affordable/workforce
housing within mixed-use centers, near employment nodes, and along
transit corridors.

Recommendations from the Report
Key recommendations for housing and community development include:

e Diversifying the Housing Stock: Encourage a mix of housing types
(including multi-family, townhomes, and accessory dwelling units) to
serve a range of incomes, ages, and family sizes.

e Strategic Growth Management: Direct new development toward areas
with adequate infrastructure, especially in and near towns, to maxi-
mize the use of public investment and protect rural and agricultural
areas.

e Affordable and Workforce Housing: Support policy updates and incen-
tives that facilitate the creation and preservation of affordable and
workforce housing, including flexible zoning, density bonuses, and
public-private partnerships.

e Infrastructure Investment: Prioritize expansion and maintenance of
water, sewer, broadband, and transportation networks to support res-
idential growth and economic development.
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e Conservation and Quality of Life: Preserve open space, natural re-
sources, and the agricultural base to maintain quality of life, support
health, and ensure a resilient local economy.
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Franklin County Bicycle & Pedestrian Plan (2021)

Alta Planning + Design. (2021). Franklin County, NC Bicycle & Pedestri-
an Plan. Prepared for Franklin County, North Carolina.

The Franklin County Bicycle & Pedestrian Plan (adopted 2021) rep-
resents a significant effort to position Franklin County, North Carolina,
as a more connected, healthy, and vibrant community by improving
infrastructure for walking and biking. Prepared by Alta Planning + De-
sign, this comprehensive plan is the product of a collaborative planning
process involving county officials, municipal partners, stakeholders, and
residents, all of whom contributed insights and feedback through char-
rettes, public workshops, and stakeholder meetings. The resulting doc-
ument is not merely a technical manual, but a vision for the future of
mobility, recreation, and public health in Franklin County.

Several key themes emerge throughout the plan. First, there is a strong
emphasis on connectivity, both between towns (such as Franklinton,
Louisburg, Bunn, and Youngsville) and within communities, linking
parks, schools, downtowns, and residential areas. The plan recognizes
that a well-designed network for all ages and abilities enhances access
to recreation, jobs, and essential services, and it aims to integrate gre-
enways, sidewalks, and bike lanes into a unified system. Second, the
report highlights the economic, health, environmental, and safety ben-
efits of active transportation. Studies cited in the plan indicate substan-
tial returns on investment: for every dollar spent on trail construction,
$1.72 in annual local business revenue, tax revenue, and health/trans-
portation benefits is realized. Health outcomes, such as reduced obesity
and chronic disease rates, are linked to increases in physical activity,
and safety is improved through traffic calming and infrastructure that
protects non-motorized users. The plan also foregrounds equity, noting
that improved mobility should serve all residents regardless of age, abil-
ity, or socioeconomic status.

While the primary focus of the report is on bike and pedestrian infra-
structure, it does make several important connections to housing de-
velopment, particularly affordable and workforce housing. The plan
explicitly calls for new residential developments, especially in growing
areas such as Youngsville and near Franklinton, to incorporate greenway
access and active transportation linkages into their site designs. By en-
suring that neighborhoods are connected to larger county and regional
networks, the plan supports housing that is not only affordable in terms
of purchase price or rent, but also “affordable” in terms of transporta-
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tion costs, a major burden for low- and moderate-income households.
Moreover, improved access to jobs, schools, and services via active
transportation routes directly benefits residents of affordable and work-
force housing, who may be more reliant on modes other than personal
vehicles.

Additionally, the plan points out opportunities to leverage new subdivi-
sions and mixed-use developments to fund or implement parts of the
bike/pedestrian network. For example, new developments along major
corridors are encouraged to contribute to side path construction or trail
easements as a condition of approval, promoting a more holistic and in-
clusive growth model. This strategy also reduces the isolation of afford-
able housing developments by ensuring that residents can safely and
efficiently reach employment, education, and recreation opportunities.

Recommendations from the Report

The plan’s recommendations are multi-faceted and actionable. High-pri-
ority projects identified include the Franklinton to Novozymes Rail Trail,
the Louisburg Industrial Park Trail, the Youngsville Luddy Park Trail, and
Bunn Main Street Crosswalks. Each project is analyzed for connectivity,
cost, right-of-way needs, and alignment with previous plans. The plan
also includes policy recommendations, such as revising local ordinanc-
es to require active transportation facilities in new developments and
adopting Complete Streets principles. Programmatic steps include pur-
suing state and federal funding, partnering with local employers (such
as Novozymes and area industrial parks), and engaging the public in
implementation and stewardship. The report further suggests integrat-
ing the proposed network with regional and statewide trails (e.g., the
East Coast Greenway and the S-Line rail corridor), ensuring Franklin
County’s residents are not isolated but linked to broader economic and
recreational opportunities.
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Northeast Area Study (NEAS) Project Workbook (2021)

Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization. (2021). Northeast Area
Study (NEAS) project workbook. NC Capital Area Metropolitan Plan-
ning Organization.

The Northeast Area Study (NEAS) Project Workbook, produced by the
Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (CAMPO) in collabora-
tion with Franklin and Wake Counties and a host of local partners, rep-
resents a significant and forward-looking regional planning initiative.
The workbook’s primary aim is to guide sustainable growth, equitable
transportation, and community development across a diverse area that
bridges rural and suburban communities, small towns, and emerging
suburban nodes. Franklin County, with its blend of agricultural heritage
and proximity to the fast-growing Triangle region, stands at the center
of many of the report’s concerns and recommendations.

A central learning from the NEAS is the importance of integrated plan-
ning that aligns land use, transportation, health, and environmental
considerations. Public input revealed several shared priorities: improv-
ing safety and convenience for all modes of travel, preserving farmland
and open space, fostering vibrant town centers, and increasing access
to local shopping and employment opportunities. Residents repeated-

ly voiced support for more density within towns, enhanced walkability,
and improved public transportation, especially to serve those with fewer
resources.

For Franklin County specifically, the report highlights both opportuni-
ties and challenges posed by rapid growth. On the one hand, the coun-
ty’s traditional rural identity and high share of prime farmland remain
assets. On the other, increased demand for housing from commuters
working in the Triangle has led to rising housing costs, growing conges-
tion, and a shift toward suburban-style development patterns.

The NEAS acknowledges that the region’s rapid population growth and
economic shifts are driving both opportunity and strain in the housing
market. Franklin County, once a bastion of affordable rural living, now
experiences mounting pressure on housing affordability as demand out-
paces supply, especially in areas proximate to Raleigh and Research Tri-
angle Park. The workbook notes a 57% population growth in the study
area since 2000, compared to 16% statewide, reflecting extraordinary
demand for new housing.

However, much of the recent and projected housing development has
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taken the form of low-density, single-family subdivisions, which, while
meeting market demand, also contribute to car dependency, longer
commute times, and the loss of farmland and open space. The NEAS
identifies the need to diversify housing stock by encouraging mixed-use,
higher-density, and affordable housing, particularly within established
town centers and along transit corridors. The plan argues that concen-
trating development in these areas not only supports affordability but
also makes better use of existing infrastructure and fosters more walk-
able, connected communities.

The study’s scenario analysis demonstrates that compact, transit-ori-
ented growth (the “All-In Transit” scenario) produces the greatest gains
in walkability, minimizes the loss of agricultural land, and delivers the
highest return on investment. Such strategies are recommended as a
means to provide affordable housing options while managing growth
pressures and sustaining the region’s character.

Recommendations from the Report

The NEAS Project Workbook concludes with detailed recommendations
at both the system and project level. For housing, the plan calls on local
governments to:

e Revise development ordinances to allow and incentivize a broader
range of housing types, including multifamily, mixed-use, and acces-
sory dwelling units.

e Prioritize higher-density and affordable housing in town centers and
near transit, rather than continued greenfield development at the ur-
ban fringe.

e Coordinate transportation investments with land use planning to en-
sure that affordable housing has access to jobs, schools, and essen-
tial services.

e Adopt complete streets and access management strategies to en-
hance safety and mobility for all users, particularly in areas undergo-
ing infill or redevelopment.
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Town of Wake Forest Housing Affordability Plan (2022)

Town of Wake Forest, North Carolina. (2022). Town of Wake Forest
housing affordability plan.

The Town of Wake Forest Housing Affordability Plan, adopted in Sep-
tember 2022, is a comprehensive policy blueprint designed to address
the mounting challenges of housing affordability in one of the fast-
est-growing areas of North Carolina. Developed with extensive input
from local stakeholders, including service providers, residents, public
officials, and an advisory committee, the plan combines rigorous data
analysis with community engagement to chart actionable strategies for
expanding affordable housing opportunities in Wake Forest and, by ex-
tension, for informing efforts in neighboring Franklin County:.

The central theme of the plan is the inadequacy of the current hous-
ing market to meet the needs of low- and moderate-income residents,
especially as high-income in-migration drives prices up and housing
supply fails to keep pace. Between 2010 and 2020, Wake Forest’s popu-
lation grew by 55%, nearly tenfold over three decades, fueling extraor-
dinary demand for both ownership and rental housing. This growth is
unevenly distributed, with the vast majority of new households earning
more than $100,000, creating fierce competition for housing and exac-
erbating affordability challenges for existing residents. Data show that
the median income of new residents is nearly $50,000 higher than that
of existing households, placing pressure on lower-income groups.

Racial and economic disparities are stark: while the town is diversify-
ing, Black and Hispanic households earn substantially less than White
and Asian households and are more likely to rent and to experience cost
burden. The plan further identifies that cost burden, defined as spend-
ing over 30% of income on housing, affects over 30% of renters (with
nearly 12% severely cost burdened) and a growing share of homeown-
ers, particularly among seniors and Black households. Displacement
pressures are mounting, particularly as rising property values, rents,
and redevelopment threaten to push out long-term and vulnerable resi-
dents.

Wake Forest’s housing stock is dominated by single-family homes, with
only 17% multifamily units, much lower than the county and state av-
erage. Despite significant new construction (65% of homes built since
2000), most has been market-rate, targeting higher-income buyers.
Multifamily rental housing, especially units affordable to low-income
renters, is scarce and aging. New development has been skewed toward
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greenfield sites, and there is a loss of “naturally occurring affordable
housing” as older, lower-cost units are replaced or upgraded.

Median home values and rents have surged: by 2021, the median home
price reached $427,000, up 61% since 2015, and median rents in-
creased by over $200/month in just two years, with a 32% overall in-
crease from 2015 to 2021. The supply of homes affordable to first-time
buyers and renters earning less than $50,000 has dwindled, and the
gap between the median renter income and the income required to buy
a median-priced home is widening.

Recommendations from the Report
The plan proposes a multi-pronged strategy with three main pillars:

e Expand and Preserve Homeownership: Tools include down payment
assistance, support for Community Land Trusts, owner-occupied re-
habilitation programs, incentive zoning to encourage affordable units,
and promotion of accessory dwelling units (ADUs).

e Create New Affordable Rental Housing: Prioritizing use of public land
for affordable housing, supporting public housing redevelopment, and
providing local “gap funding” for Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LI-
HTC) developments.

e Build Capacity and Partnerships: Increasing coordination with Wake
County and other regional partners, supporting organizational capaci-
ty for affordable housing delivery, enhancing data collection and mon-
itoring, and continuing robust community engagement.

e Importantly, the plan acknowledges that the market alone cannot
solve affordability issues and that public policy, especially local zon-
ing, incentives, and targeted investments, must play a more proac-
tive role. The plan also stresses the importance of addressing dis-
placement, supporting aging in place, and ensuring that new housing
options are accessible to diverse households, including first respond-
ers and essential workers.
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Louisburg 2030 Comprehensive Plan (2022)

Town of Louisburg, North Carolina. (2022, June). Louisburg 2030 com-
prehensive plan. Town of Louisburg.

The Louisburg 2030 Comprehensive Plan, adopted in April 2022, sets
forth a strategic vision for the future development of Louisburg, the
county seat of Franklin County, North Carolina. The plan is the result of
an extensive participatory process involving public surveys, communi-
ty meetings, and the guidance of a diverse steering committee, ensur-
ing that it reflects both local priorities and broader regional dynamics.
Structurally, the plan is divided into four main sections: Introduction,
Vision Framework, Future Land Use, and Implementation, each provid-
ing the foundation for thoughtful growth and stewardship of the town’s
unique assets.

A central theme running through the plan is purposeful and managed
growth that preserves the character of Louisburg while positioning it
to absorb anticipated population increases from the rapidly expanding
Research Triangle region. The plan notes that, while Franklin County’s
population has grown significantly, by nearly 8,000 people since 2010,
Louisburg’s own population has remained relatively stable at just over
3,000. However, the town is now experiencing heightened interest in
new residential development, with approvals for roughly 300 new lots
poised to increase the population to nearly 3,800 in the near future.
Projections suggest that, with strategic annexation and development,
the population could reach as high as 9,600 by 2050.

The vision statement at the heart of the plan emphasizes growing with
intention, leveraging local heritage and assets, and creating a com-
munity that is attractive to both existing residents and newcomers.
Five guiding principles animate this vision: strengthening downtown
as a civic and economic hub, maintaining a well-kept appearance, fos-
tering active and healthy lifestyles, expanding economic opportunity,
and ensuring high-quality governmental services. These principles are
operationalized through targeted strategies aimed at revitalizing the
downtown, improving public spaces, enhancing parks and recreation,
supporting local businesses, and planning for infrastructure and public
utility expansion.

Housing, and specifically the need for affordable and workforce housing,
receives focused attention throughout the plan. Recognizing rising costs
and a constrained supply, the plan calls for revising zoning and devel-
opment regulations to lower barriers for building housing attainable to
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households near the local median income. The Future Land Use Map
(FLUM) delineates several residential “focus areas,” each with tailored
recommendations for density, design, and character. While most resi-
dential areas are envisioned as single-family, low-to-moderate density
neighborhoods, the plan encourages more diverse housing forms, par-
ticularly in areas designated for redevelopment or higher density, such
as the South Main neighborhood, the Woods Neighborhood, and around
downtown and Depot Hill.

The plan advocates for mixed-use and higher-density projects in key
areas, supporting not only new single-family homes but also multifam-
ily and townhome developments, especially where proximity to jobs,
services, and public transportation can be maximized. Special mention
is made of the Depot Hill area, where redevelopment is anticipated to
include townhomes and condominiums, providing housing options with
scenic river views and easy access to downtown amenities.

Beyond land use policy, the plan recommends proactive partnerships
with nonprofit organizations and the private sector to create affordable
housing, and encourages the use of incentives, regulatory flexibility,
and public-private partnerships to meet housing needs. The integration
of greenways, sidewalks, and bike paths is also highlighted, ensuring
that new neighborhoods are both accessible and connected, an essential
consideration for workforce and low-income households.

Recommendations from the Report

Key recommendations related to affordable and workforce housing in-
clude:

e Regularly reviewing and updating zoning ordinances to facilitate a
wider range of housing types and densities.

e Prioritizing the redevelopment of aging or underutilized areas for
mixed-use, higher-density, and affordable housing.

e Expanding public infrastructure and utilities to support new residen-
tial growth, particularly in designated annexation areas.

e Developing incentives and partnerships to encourage the construction
of attainable housing and the rehabilitation of existing homes.

e Coordinating with Franklin County and neighboring jurisdictions to
ensure that regional growth is managed in a way that supports af-
fordability, infrastructure efficiency, and the protection of community
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character.
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Youngsville 2050 Volume 1: Comprehensive Land Use and Trans-
portation Plan (2023)

Town of Youngsville, North Carolina. (2023, December). Youngsville
2050: Comprehensive Land Use and Transportation Plan (Vols. 1 &
2). Adopted December 14, 2023. Town of Youngsville.

The Youngsville 2050 Comprehensive Land Use and Transportation Plan
(CLUTP), adopted in November 2023, is an ambitious and forward-look-
ing document designed to guide the Town of Youngsville, North Carolina,
through the next 25 years of growth and development. The plan is root-
ed in extensive community engagement, with local residents, business
owners, and stakeholders all playing key roles in articulating a shared
vision for the future. The CLUTP is structured as a two-volume set: Vol-
ume 1 outlines the vision, land use and transportation strategies, and
implementation roadmap, Volume 2 provides the context, demographic
data, and background that inform the recommendations in Volume 1.

At its core, the CLUTP seeks to manage Youngsville’s rapid growth, driv-
en in large part by the town’s proximity to the expanding Triangle re-
gion, in @ manner that preserves its character, supports economic vital-
ity, and enhances quality of life for all residents. Over the past decade,
the town’s population has nearly doubled, and projections suggest this
trend will continue, possibly surpassing 20,000 residents by 2050. Rec-
ognizing both the opportunities and challenges inherent in such growth,
the plan lays out a framework for intentional, coordinated development
that aligns land use, housing, transportation, parks, and public facilities.

A salient theme throughout the report is the concept of place-making,
the deliberate creation of vibrant, walkable, and connected neighbor-
hoods where people of all ages, incomes, and backgrounds can thrive.
The plan is built around five key “Vision Elements”: public spaces, a
thriving downtown, connected places, planned infrastructure, and a
healthy community. These elements are operationalized through a fu-
ture land use map and the identification of several “Place Types,” includ-
ing Downtown Center, Mixed Use Neighborhoods, Transit-Oriented De-
velopment (TOD), Residential Neighborhoods, Employment & Innovation
Districts, Rural Edge, and Public Parks & Open Spaces.

Of particular relevance to affordable and workforce housing, the plan
envisions substantial residential growth through mixed-use and high-
er-density developments. In the Downtown Center and Mixed Use
Neighborhoods, the CLUTP explicitly calls for a diversity of housing
types, including multi-family homes, townhouses, and accessory dwell-
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ing units, alongside commercial and civic spaces. The emphasis on
walkability and proximity to services is designed to reduce transporta-
tion costs, a major consideration for workforce and lower-income house-
holds. Further, the prospective Transit-Oriented Development (TOD)
area, centered around a future commuter rail station, is slated for
high-intensity residential and commercial development, creating oppor-
tunities for affordable housing linked directly to regional employment
centers.

The plan also takes a holistic approach to infrastructure and transporta-
tion. Instead of accommodating growth solely by expanding roadways,
the CLUTP prioritizes connectivity through a network of multimodal
streets, greenways, sidewalks, and trails. This is not only a strategy for
mitigating congestion but also a deliberate move to create healthier,
more sustainable communities. The transportation plan is closely inte-
grated with the land use strategy, ensuring that new housing, especially
affordable and workforce options, will have safe, accessible routes to
jobs, schools, and essential services, whether by foot, bicycle, or public
transit.

Another key learning is the plan’s focus on environmental stewardship
and the protection of rural character. New growth is concentrated within
the town limits and the extraterritorial jurisdiction (ETJ), sparing for-
ests, farms, and natural areas on the rural edge from development. By
encouraging infill and compact growth, the plan supports both afford-
ability and sustainability, reducing infrastructure costs and fostering
more inclusive, integrated neighborhoods.

Recommendations from the Report

The CLUTP offers a comprehensive set of recommendations. Chief
among these are revising development ordinances to require mixed-use
and higher-density housing types in appropriate areas, adopting Com-
plete Streets principles to ensure that all transportation investments
are accessible and safe for all users, and leveraging new private devel-
opments to fund or build needed infrastructure. Additionally, the plan
urges the town to proactively seek state and federal funding, coordi-
nate with regional transit projects (such as the S-Line rail corridor), and
regularly update the development ordinance to remain aligned with the
community’s evolving needs.
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Youngsville 2050 Volume 2: The Story of Youngsville - Commu-
nity Profile (2023)

Town of Youngsville, North Carolina. (2023, November 9). The Story of
Youngsville: Community Profile (Vol. 2 of Youngsville 2050 Compre-
hensive Land Use and Transportation Plan). Town of Youngsville.

Volume 2 of the Youngsville 2050 CLUTP, The Story of Youngsville, pro-
vides an in-depth historical, demographic, and spatial analysis of the
Town of Youngsville, North Carolina, situating its present realities within
a narrative arc that stretches from pre-colonial settlement to contem-
porary suburbanization. The report is organized into several sections
that chart the history of the community, provide a demographic and
economic profile, analyze housing and commuting patterns, and explore
land use, assets, challenges, and opportunities for the future.

The historical overview grounds the reader in Youngsville’s origins, from
its Native American roots through periods of plantation agriculture, in-
dustrial expansion via railroads, and the transformation wrought by the
automobile and modern infrastructure. This trajectory contextualizes the
current pressures of growth and suburbanization, driven largely by spill-
over from the booming Triangle region. Since the turn of the 21st cen-
tury, Youngsville has seen its population nearly double, and suburban,
auto-oriented development has increasingly supplanted farmland and
rural landscapes.

A salient theme is the dramatic shift in demographics and the built en-
vironment. Youngsville is now a rapidly growing and relatively young
community, with the 2021 population at 2,503, a 74.2% increase since
2010. The population is diverse and skews younger than state and peer
community averages, with a median age of 29.7. The town is charac-
terized by a growing share of renters (55% of households), even as the
dominant housing form remains single-family detached homes (61%).
However, both home prices and rents have surged sharply, home values
increased by 54.5% and rents by 23.5% from 2017 to 2021. Median
home values are significantly higher than both state and county averag-
es, indicating substantial housing cost pressures and heightened risk of
affordability challenges for low- and moderate-income residents.

Workforce and commuting data reveal that most residents work outside
Youngsville and Franklin County, with only 3.9% working in town and
over 75% commuting to other counties. The average commute time is
nearly 28 minutes, and the overwhelming majority (89.3%) drive alone,
highlighting the community’s car dependency. Walkability and bike infra-
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structure lag behind peer and aspirant communities, reinforcing barriers
to affordable transportation options.

Crucially, the report identifies limited housing options as a central chal-
lenge. The current housing stock offers few alternatives for low- to
moderate-wage earners or public sector workers. The limited supply of
multifamily and affordable units, combined with rising housing costs,
creates barriers for the growing workforce and risks excluding essential
workers and new entrants to the community. The majority of new con-
struction is oriented toward owner-occupied, single-family homes, with
multifamily housing representing just 5.3% of the housing stock, sub-
stantially lower than many aspirant communities.

The plan also outlines systemic infrastructure constraints that impact
housing development, notably the limited capacity of water and waste-
water utilities. The county’s current policy of rationing new connec-
tions to 50 per phase per year has inadvertently encouraged sprawling,
low-density development on the periphery and stymied efforts to pro-
mote higher-density, mixed-use, and affordable housing options within
town limits. The misalignment between utility allocation and land use
priorities is recognized as a barrier to the development of workforce and
affordable housing and is targeted for reform in future county planning.

Recommendations from the Report

Recommendations from the report underscore the necessity for coor-
dinated action. These include updating utility allocation policies to pri-
oritize denser, mixed-use development; revising local ordinances to
diversify the housing stock and encourage affordable and multifamily
housing; improving pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure to provide
non-auto mobility options; and investing in downtown revitalization

to make Youngsville more attractive and accessible. The plan calls for
learning from peer and aspirant communities that have succeeded in
increasing multifamily housing and managing housing cost burdens, as
well as leveraging regional connectivity, such as prospective commuter
rail, to support workforce mobility.
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Franklin County Water & Wastewater System Development Fee
Study (2024)

Willdan Financial Services. (2024, February). Franklin County, North
Carolina water & wastewater system development fee study. Franklin
County, North Carolina.

The Franklin County Water & Wastewater System Development Fee
Study (SDF Study), prepared by Willdan Financial Services, serves as a
rigorous, legally required analysis supporting the recalibration of water
and sewer system development fees for new development across Frank-
lin County. The report’s primary objective is to ensure that capital costs
associated with system expansion, necessary to accommodate rapid
growth, are equitably distributed between current users and newcom-
ers, thereby enacting the principle that “growth pays for growth” rather
than shifting the financial burden solely to existing ratepayers.

The report opens with a detailed discussion of the legal and policy
framework surrounding system development fees (SDFs), outlining the
evolution of North Carolina statutes, significant legal precedents, and
the requirements of N.C.G.S. 162A (as updated through 2023). It de-
scribes three accepted methodologies for calculating SDFs: the Buy-In
Method (based on existing utility asset value), the Incremental/Margin-
al Cost Method (future expansions only), and the Combined Method (a
weighted average of the two). Franklin County, in consultation with the
consultant, selected the Combined Method, aligning with industry best
practice and reflecting the county’s need to simultaneously recover past
investments and plan for future capacity.

A central theme is the challenge of managing and financing growth amid
an accelerating pace of development. Franklin County, like much of the
Triangle region, is grappling with the demands of a rising population,
new housing subdivisions, and increased commercial activity. The anal-
ysis finds that both water and wastewater systems face immediate and
long-term capacity constraints, requiring substantial investment to pre-
vent service bottlenecks and to maintain regulatory compliance.

The study underscores that system development fees are not taxes or
general assessments, but direct charges linked to the proportional us-
age and impact of new development. This connection between user de-
mand and fee calculation is critical to legal defensibility and public ac-
ceptance.

While the report is technical in focus, its recommendations have signifi-
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cant implications for the development of affordable and workforce hous-
ing. The new proposed SDFs for a standard single-family connection are
$3,990 (water) and $2,170 (wastewater), totaling $6,160, an increase
from previous fee schedules. These costs are assessed up-front, typical-
ly at the time of building permit or connection, and are proportional for
larger or non-residential users.

On one hand, robust system development fees help ensure that infra-
structure keeps pace with residential expansion, including affordable
and workforce units, by funding the water and sewer capacity essential
for new subdivisions. Without sufficient SDF revenue, the county would
face difficult choices: slow growth, reduce service levels, or shift costs
to existing households (potentially impacting affordability across the
board).

On the other hand, higher SDFs can add to the up-front cost of housing
development, potentially constraining the feasibility of affordable and
workforce projects, particularly for nonprofit developers or those serving
low-income households. The report acknowledges the need for periodic
review and the possibility of policy flexibility, such as waivers, credits, or
alternative funding, for targeted projects, but does not prescribe these
within the technical study.

Recommendations from the Report

The study’s principal recommendations are:

e Adopt the calculated SDFs and implementation methodology for all
new water and sewer connections, ensuring fees are collected equita-
bly and consistently at the time of permitting or connection.

e Set the new SDFs to take effect on January 1, 2025, or at an alterna-
tive date as chosen by the County Board of Commissioners.

e Review and update the SDF analysis at least every five years, and
sooner if major capital plans or cost structures change.

¢ Maintain transparency and public involvement in the SDF adoption
process, including a 45-day public comment period and a formal
hearing before enactment.
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Housing Profile

Franklin County is predominantly rural, located just northeast of Wake County
and the city of Raleigh. It has become a satellite to Raleigh and new housing
is most often located in the southwest corner of the county, closest to Raleigh

and Durham.

The demographic makeup of Franklin County is similar to that of North Caroli-
na and neighboring Wake County; however, the median age in Franklin County
is slightly higher. Franklin County also has a high percentage of homeowners,
as opposed to renters.

Median home values and rents are also lower than Wake County, making
Franklin County an attractive area for people looking for a lower cost of living
while still working in Raleigh or Durham.

North Carolina

United States

Population (2023)
White
Black
Hispanic
Other
Median Age
Households
Owners
Renters
Vacant Housing Units

Median Home Value
Median Rent
Household Poverty
Total Cost Burden
Severe Cost Burden

Median Household Income

Franklin County Wake County

71,962
43,982 (61%)
16,452 (23%)
7,637 (11%)

3,891 (5%)
40.9

27,442
21,438 (78%)
6,004 (22%)

3,348

$71,386

$240,900
$988
2,988 (11%)
7,820 (28%)
2,970 (11%)

1,151,009
656,508 (57%)
217,801 (19%)
131,104 (11%)
145,596 (13%)

37.2
445,636
287,109 (64%)
158,527 (36%)
36,363
$101,763
$422,800
$1,508
35,017 (8%)
159,535 (36%)
52,548 (12%)

10,584,340
6,419,285 (61%)
2,147,308 (20%)
1,158,750 (11%)

858,997 (8%)
39.1

4,186,924
2,778,672 (66%)
1,408,252 (34%)

628,271
$69,904
$259,400
$1,162
545,776 (13%)
1,458,211 (35%)
512,020 (12%)

332,387,540
193,338,267 (58%)
39,981,609 (12%)
63,131,589 (19%)
35,936,075 (11%)

38.7

127,482,865
82,892,037 (65%)
44,590,828 (35%)

14,850,011
$78,538
$303,400
$1,348
15,880,048 (12%)
49,580,581 (39%)
18,201,241 (14%)

US Census, American Community Survey, 2019-2023
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Population
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The county has an estimated 2024 population of almost 80,000 people - an
increase of 165% since 1980. Based on the North Carolina Office of State
Budget and Management, this trend is expected to continue, with popula-
tion projections reaching almost 130,000 residents over the next 25 years.

This increase in population, along with the proximity to Wake County, has
fueled economic growth in Franklin County, with the county GDP more than
doubling since 2001.

Franklin County Population, 2023 Real GDP % Growth 2001-2023

180%
160%
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80%
60%
40%
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. 4 W 97423 emmFranklin e==\Vake e===North Carolina

US Census, American Community Survey, 2019-2023; US Bureau of Economic Analysis via
FRED, NC Office of State Budget and Management; Franklin County Planning Department
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New Residents to Franklin County by Year
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Since 2015, Franklin County has seen 4,000-5,500 new residents move into
the county each year, the majority coming from elsewhere in North Carolina.

This kind of population growth places a heavy strain on the housing market
and Franklin County has added thousands of homes to accommodate the
influx of new residents. The vast majority of these new housing units have
been single family detached homes, while the number of lower cost mobile
homes has been declining.

Housing Units Added, 2015-2023

5000
4,385
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O JE— I |
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-1000 Detached and Duplexes  Multifamily Multifamily —

US Census, American Community Survey, 2019-2023
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Almost all of the housing in
Franklin County (95%) is sin-
gle family detached houses
or mobile homes. Multifam-
ily apartment buildings are
not common and make up a
small percentage of the hous-
ing units in Franklin County.
This lack of housing density
represents a challenge for af-
fordable housing options.

The majority of the county
is zoned for agricultural pur-
poses (AR) or low density
residential (R-30). Maintain-
ing this level of population
density will limit the growth
of Franklin County and could
drive up the value of homes,
making home ownership
more difficult for new buyers.

Franklin County Zoning, 2024
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Housing Units by Type, 2023

0% 20% 40%

2% 0%
| 2% |

2%

80% 100%

m Single Family Detached m®mTownhomes and Duplexes m Small Multifamily

B Large Multifamily m Mobile Homes

US Census, American Community Survey, 2019-2023; Franklin County Planning Depart-

Other

TTICTIC

Franklin County Housing Assessment

46



Housing Profile

Franklin County Income, 2023 Franklin County Poverty, 2023

Household Income
[] $28,815 - $48,036
[ $48,037 - $62,037
[ $62,038 - $86,964
I $86,965 - $125,578
I $125,579 - $170,232

% Household Poverty
[ 0% -2.9%
[13%-8%

I 8.1% - 14.8%

B 14.9% - 24.4%

I 24.5% - 35%

The median household income in Franklin County is $71,386. Incomes tend
to be higher in the southwest side of the county, with some of the lowest
household incomes along the eastern border. These mirrors the rates of
poverty, with some Census block groups having as many as one in three
households below the poverty line.

While income has increased steadily for both homeowners and renters, the
median household income for homeowners in Franklin County is roughly
double that of renters and has increased at a greater rate since 2015.

Median Income by Year
$90,000

$80,000
$70,000
$60,000
$50,000
$40,000
530,000 —_/—f
$20,000
$10,000

$0
2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023

emsOwner Income essmRenter Income
US Census, American Community Survey, 2019-2023
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Median Home Value, 2023 Median Rent, 2023
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Median Rent
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Median Home Value
[ ] <$128,100
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I $236,000 - $292,400
B $292,400 - $457,300

Home values in Franklin County tend to be the highest along the south-west
border, particularly around Youngsville and Wake Forest, while rent prices
range across the county.

Rent prices have increased at a consistent rate since 2015, but Franklin
County saw a large increase in home values starting in 2022. This has driv-
en the median home value in Franklin County to around $240,000, while the
median rent is just under $1,000 a month.

Median Housing Costs by Year
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$220,000 $1,200
$180,000 $1,000
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US Census, American Community Survey, 2019-2023
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Median Home Value, 2023 Median Rent, 2023
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Home values in Franklin County tend to be the highest along the south-west
border, particularly around Youngsville and Wake Forest, while rent prices
range across the county.

Rent prices have increased at a consistent rate since 2015, but Franklin
County saw a large increase in home values starting in 2022. This has driv-
en the median home value in Franklin County to around $240,000, while the
median rent is just under $1,000 a month. Since 2015, owner and renter
incomes have not kept up with the increase in home values; however, rent-
ing has remained an affordable option.

Median Housing Costs Income and Housing Costs,
by Year 2015-2023
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Income and Housing Costs Percent
Change, 2015-2023
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Income for both homeowners and renters has increased at a greater rate
than rental rates in Franklin County; however, both have been outpaced by
increases in home values, which have risen 86% from 2015 to 2023. While
renting remains an affordable option, rising home values make home own-
ership more difficult.

Based on home sales in the county, the median home sale price in Frank-
lin County increased over 160% from January 2015 to January 2025. This
makes it increasingly more difficult for renters to move to home ownership.

Median Home Sale Price, 2015-2024
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Median Home Sale Price, 2015-2024
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Based on actual home sales in the county, the median home sale price in
Franklin County has increased over 160% from $156,250 in January 2015
to $412,495 in January 2025.

Home sale prices in Franklin County are comparable to those across North
Carolina, but are consistently around 20% less than Wake County, making
Franklin a more affordable option for people who live or work in Raleigh.
However, with the sharp increase in home prices, it is increasingly more
difficult for renters to tranistion to home ownership. As home sale prices
have increased at a higher rate than home values, it is also more difficult for
current homeowners in Franklin County to move to new homes within the
county.
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Cost Burden is defined as
a household that spends
more than 30% of the
household income on Renter Cost Burden by Income, 2023
housing costs (i.e., rent 1,400

or mortgage, plus utili-
ties). In Franklin Coun-
ty, 6,600 households met

this definition in 2023. o
While renters are propor- 800
tionally much more likely

to be cost-burdened, over 600
4,000 homeowners were 400
cost-burdened.

While households at any 0
income bracket can be -

affected, cost burden is <$20,000 $20,000  $35,000 - $50,000 - $75,000+
much more likely among ' ' '

families making less than
$50,000 a year. 51% of
homeowners and 77% of
renters making less than
$50,000 are cost-bur-
dened. And this issue only
gets worse among low- Owner Cost Burden by Income, 2023
er-income households; 14,000
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Owner Cost Burden, 2023 Renter Cost Burden, 2023
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Because cost burden can affect any household, it is spread across the county
for both homeowners and renters alike. In some Census block groups, al-
most half of homeowners are affected. Since 2015, cost burden for renters
has remained fairly stable, while renters experiencing severe cost burden
(spending more than 50% of household income on housing costs) has in-
creased slightly. For homeowners, cost burden has decreased since 2015,
from 17% of all homeowners to 11%.

Cost Burden by Year and Tenant Status
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Rental Housing Gap, 2023
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The chart above shows the cumulative renter housing gap; that is, the num-
ber of rental units that are affordable at different income levels compared
to the number of renter households at those income levels. This analysis at-
tempts to identify a number of affordable housing units that could be created
to address the shortfall of affordable housing options within the county.

For example, there are 1,544 renter households with an income of less than
$20,000 a year. At that income, there are only 334 rental units that would
be affordable, leading to a gap of 1,210 affordable rental units.

This housing gap persists until the income level of $50,000 a year. Beyond
this income level, there are enough affordable housing options for renters;
however, we know that there are still cost-burdened households at these
income levels. Some households take rental units that are well below the
affordable level, effectively removing an affordable housing option for a
low-income household.
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Housing Affordability GAP in Franklin County

The relationship between wages and housing costs in Franklin County exem-
plifies a broader crisis in housing affordability that is prevalent across much
of the state. According to the 2025 Out of Reach: The High Cost of Hous-
ing report by the National Low Income Housing Coalition,! the Fair Market
Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment in Franklin County is $1,763 per
month. To afford this rent without exceeding the recommended threshold
of 30% of income spent on housing, a household must earn at least $33.90
per hour, or over $70,520 annually, assuming full-time employment. How-
ever, the average renter wage in Franklin is only $15.20 per hour, and the
Federal minimum wage has remained fixed at $7.25 per hour since 2009.
This means that the typical renter household in Franklin County would need
88 work hours weekly to afford FMR and a minimum wage household would
need 188 work hours to afford the same 2-bedroom unit. Thus, low- and
moderate-income workers face a significant gap between what they earn
and what is required to secure modest, decent housing at prevailing market
rates.

This wage-to-housing cost gap has led to a circumstance in which, accord-
ing to the ACS (5 year estimate 2019-2023), 43% of Franklin County renter
households and 19% of homeowners are cost-burdened. Yet only 349 of the
7,820 cost burdened households in Franklin (about 4.5%) receive subsidized
housing. Naturally occurring affordable housing units (NOAH),? are limited
to aging multifamily units, older homes in need of repairs, and a declining
number of manufactured or mobile homes.

Using 2024 ACS 1-year estimates, UNCG CHCS has projected the housing
stock availability by monthly cost for income tiers from less than 30% AMI
to over 150% AMI in Franklin County. The data reveal a critical mismatch
between household incomes and available housing stock (see Table X).

For the 3,113 households in the lowest income bracket, the maximum af-
fordable housing cost is just $537.36 per month, yet there are only 333
units priced at this rate resulting in a deficit of 2,780 units. This shortfall
indicates that the county’s lowest-income residents face severe housing in-
security and are likely paying well beyond what is considered affordable,
leading to housing instability and potential displacement.

Households earning 31 to 80% of AMI show modest surpluses in housing
availability, 2,579 units in total. Yet, those in the moderate-income ranges

1 National Low Income Housing Coalition. (2025). Out of Reach 2025: The High Cost of Housing.
Washington, DC https://nlihc.org/oor
2 residential properties that are affordable without requiring government subsidies or rent restrictions
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(81 t0120% and 121 to150% AMI) face deficits of 801 and 1,502 units
respectively, forcing home seekers in this income range to either displace
those in lower cost housing or seek housing outside the county. These are
also the income ranges that typically include essential workers such as
teachers, police officers, and healthcare support staff, people critical to
the functioning of the local economy.

When moderate-income households move into lower-cost housing be-
cause there are insufficient affordable options at their income level the
phenomenon is referred to as “market compression,” "income-based dis-
placement,"” or "upward filtering." This form of displacement puts further
pressures on low-income households pushing them out of the market
altogether, as they are unable to compete for the limited supply of afford-

able units.?

The imbalance seen in Franklin with an oversupply at the upper end and
a deep shortage at the lower and moderate ends, underscoring the need
for targeted development of affordable and workforce housing to meet
the needs of Franklin County’s residents and to support a resilient and
inclusive local economy.

Table 1 - Housing Supply Gap Franklin County (UNCG CHCS - Imputed
from ACS 2019-2023 data)

Income Households Rent Renter Units Owner Units Total Difference
Less than 3,113 Less than 237 96 333 -2,780
30% AMI $500

31-50% 3,113 Less than 2,190 2,055 4,245 1,132
AMI $1000

51-80% 4,254 Less than 1,520 4,182 5,702 1,448
AMI $1500

81%-120% 4,875 Less than 163 3,911 4,074 -801
AMI $2,000

121-150% 3,245 Less than 144 1,599 1,743 -1,502
AMI $2,500

More than 7,884 More than 16 9,595 9,611 1,727
151% AMI $2,500

TOTAL 26,485 -777

3 https://www.urbandisplacement.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/udp_research_brief_052316.

pdf
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Projections from Bowen National Research show that by 2030 there will
be a total housing deficit of 5,610 units, with the most acute shortages
in the for-sale market (4,844 units) compared to rental units (766 units).
The gap is especially severe for households in the 51-120% AMI range,
where both rental and for-sale options are lacking. Notably, the 51-80%
AMI group faces a combined deficit of 1,630 units, driven primarily by a
significant shortfall in affordable for-sale housing. Similarly, the 81-120%
AMI group has the largest single deficit of any income bracket at 2,093
units, again with for-sale housing being the primary concern. For house-
holds with very low incomes (less than 30% AMI), the deficit is smaller
in absolute numbers but remains critical, particularly for rental housing.
Even higher-income households (above 121% AMI) face notable shortag-
es, indicating that the housing market is failing to keep pace with demand
across the full spectrum of incomes. Overall, these findings underscore a
pressing need for both rental and for-sale housing development at all in-
come levels, but particularly for workforce and moderate-income house-
holds, to ensure the community can meet the housing needs of its rapidly
growing population.

Table 2 - Housing Gap Franklin County, NC (Bowen National research
2024)

Income Rental Gap For-Sale Gap Total Deficit
Less than 30% AMI -230 -27 -257
31-50% AMI -68 -411 -479
51-80% AMI -195 -1,435 -1630
81%-120% AMI -170 -1,923 -2093
121-150% AMI -85 -891 -976
More than 151% AMI -18 -157 -175
Total Gap -766 -4844 -5610
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Franklin’s Housing Continuum

The continuum of housing is a conceptual framework used by housing re-
searchers and policymakers to describe the full range of housing types need-
ed to meet the diverse and evolving needs of a community’s residents. In a
healthy, well-functioning housing market, each step along this continuum is
adequately supplied. This allows households to move fluidly between hous-
ing types as their life circumstances change, such as when they experience
changes in employment, income, health, age, or household composition.

Figure 1 - Continuum of Housing (from Atkey et al. 2022 )*
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Homelessness Emergency Transitional Supportive Community or Below-Market Private
Services Shelters Housing Housing Social Housing Rental/Ownership Rental Ownershlp
Social services for Short-term lodging ~ Temporary housing for Facilicies wich Developed with public Private rental or Units owned by ~ Housing purchased by
people who lack for people people transitioning  integrated services to  funding; owned/operated ownership units individuals/firms  individuals/houscholds
stable, safe, or experiencing from shelters to help people live by govemment, non-profits, subsidized by c]’ursins market rents  at market prices
d housing homel permanent housing independendy or co-operatives government

At one end of the continuum are emergency shelters and transitional ac-
commodations for individuals and families experiencing displacement; at
the other end are market-rate homeownership options, including entry-lev-
el to luxury homes. Between these poles lie supportive housing, subsidized
rentals, market-rate rentals, and various forms of assisted or affordable
homeownership.?

e Emergency and Transitional Housing: Temporary solutions for those
in crisis, including shelters for people fleeing violence, disasters, or sud-
den loss of housing.

e Supportive and Subsidized Housing: Permanent or transitional hous-
ing with supportive services for individuals facing chronic homelessness,
mental illness, disabilities, or addiction.

e Affordable Rentals and Assisted Homeownership: Housing for low-

1 Atkey, J., Chau, L., Falvo, N., Flynn, A., Gurstein, P., Jones, C., Suttor, G., Whitzman, C., Eidelman,
G., Hachard, T., & Slack, E. (2022). The municipal role in housing (Who Does What Series No. 1). Insti-
tute on Municipal Finance and Governance, Munk School of Global Affairs & Public Policy, University of
Toronto. https://www.researchgate.net/publication/360264379_The_Municipal_Role_in_Housing

2 Sills, S. (2020). Affordable and Healthy Homes in North Carolina: Context and Opportunities for In-
novation. Blue Cross and Blue Shield of North Carolina Foundation. https://www.bcbsncfoundation.org/
wp-content/uploads/2020/06/Affordable-and-Healthy-Homes-in-North-Carolina.pdf
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and moderate-income households, often supported through public sub-
sidies or non-profit partnerships.

e Market-Rate Rentals and Homeownership: Unsubsidized housing
options for a range of incomes and preferences, including both rental
and ownership opportunities.

Emergency & Transitional Housing

There are no general-purpose homeless shelters, rapid rehousing pro-
grams, homeless prevention, or transitional housing projects in Franklin
County. Social Service agencies in the county, and the NC 211 system
by extension, must refer those seeking assistance to shelters in other
counties. Meanwhile, data from various sources highlight persistent need
for emergency shelter and housing crisis interventions, with hundreds of
local residents seeking urgent assistance each year.

These data that follows, detailing the increasing rate of evictions, home-
lessness, and increased calls for assistance, underscore the urgent need
for robust homelessness prevention measures, including eviction diver-
sion programs, rental assistance, and policies aimed at increasing housing
affordability and security for Franklin County's most vulnerable residents.

Eviction Filings

The data on eviction filings compiled by the Princeton Eviction Lab?® for
Franklin County from 2000 to 2018 reveal steadily increasing from rate
from 340 filings in 2000 to 501 filings by 2018. The eviction-filing rate,
measured as the number of filings per 100 renters, remained persistently
high, fluctuating between 6.84 and 9.54 per 100 renters. The overall vol-
ume of filings remained elevated, indicating that eviction is a consistent
risk faced by renters in Franklin County.

Sociological research underscores that eviction is not merely a legal pro-
cess but a profound disruption in the lives of individuals and families,
often resulting in a downward spiral that includes loss of housing, job
instability, educational discontinuity for children, and increased risk of
homelessness. The persistence of high eviction rates, even during pe-
riods of economic growth, highlights the structural vulnerabilities in the
rental housing market, such as stagnant wages, rising rents, and limit-
ed access to affordable housing, that disproportionately affect low- and
moderate-income households.

3 https://evictionlab.org/
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Post-pandemic data directly from the NC Judicial Branch for 2023-2024*
show a total of 597 summary ejectment filings in either Civil District or
Civil Magistrate courts in Franklin County. This represents an increase of
20% in the last six years.

Table 3 - Eviction Filings 2000-2018 (Eviction Lab)

Year Eviction Filings- | Eviction-Filing-Rate
Filings Per-Day (per100 renters)

2000 340 0.93 8.57
2001 330 0.9 7.92
2002 417 1.14 9.54
2003 415 1.14 9.07
2004 390 1.07 8.16
2005 430 1.18 8.63
2006 441 1.21 8.51
2007 463 1.27 8.6
2008 424 1.16 7.59
2009 497 1.36 8.58
2010 439 1.2 7.32
2011 458 1.25 7.47
2012 465 1.27 7.41
2013 473 1.3 7.38
2014 471 1.29 7.19
2015 468 1.28 7
2016 467 1.28 6.84
2017 494 1.35 7.09
2018 501 1.37 7.05

Homeless Point-In-Time Count

The 2025 Point-In-Time (PIT) Count, conducted by the NC Balance of
State Continuum of Care,> shows that there were two households (one
with children, one without children) and a total of five persons who were
experiencing homelessness during the one-night enumeration in Janu-
ary 2025. These figures were on par with the previous year which also
showed five persons and three households experiencing homelessness.
PIT counts only capture those who are literally homeless on the night of
the count. There may be others who are unstably housed, couch surfing,
doubled up with friends or family, or living in unsafe conditions, not re-

4 https://www.nccourts.gov/assets/documents/publications/vcap_issue_filings_order_results_fy23-
24 .xIsx
5 https://ncceh.org/data-research-publications/#1
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flected in this data.

Homeless Youth

The McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act is a federal law originally
enacted in 1987, designed to ensure educational access and stability for
children and youth experiencing homelessness in the United States. The
law requires every state and school district to take active steps to iden-
tify and support homeless students, so that homelessness does not be-
come a barrier to their education. The Act defines “homeless children and
youth” as individuals who lack a fixed, regular, and adequate nighttime
residence.

In Franklin County Schools, the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance
program is coordinated by a licensed School Social Worker who also ful-
fills the critical roles of Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), Foster Care
Coordinator, and Homebound Services Coordinator, reflecting a multifac-
eted approach to supporting vulnerable student populations.

Over the past four academic years, the district has identified a nota-
ble and rising number of students experiencing homelessness: from 158
students in 2019-2020 and reaching 208 students by 2022-2023.° This
upward trend is indicative of both heightened housing instability in the
community and, potentially, improvements in identification and outreach
efforts by school personnel.

Figure 2 - Homeless Students - McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Program - Franklin County
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6 https://www.fcschools.net/departments/exceptional-children-student-services/mckinney-vento
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Between July 18, 2024, and July 17, 2025, NC 211, an information and
referral service operated by the United Way of North Carolina with fund-
ing support from the state’s general assembly, received a total of 849
requests for assistance from residents of Franklin County.” A significant
proportion of these contacts reflected acute housing insecurity and re-
lated needs: specifically, 343 calls, or approximately 40.4% of the total,
were for emergency housing assistance, while an additional 247 calls,
accounting for 29.1%, sought help with urgent utility expenses.

A more detailed breakdown of housing and shelter requests reveals
several critical needs within the county. Requests for low-cost housing
comprised the largest share, with 139 calls, underscoring the persistent
demand for affordable housing options. Requests for rent assistance fol-
lowed, with 95 calls, indicating a high prevalence of households at risk of
losing their current housing due to financial hardship. There were also 82
calls (23.9% of all housing calls) seeking access to shelters, reflecting a
considerable population experiencing homelessness or imminent housing
loss.

Taken together, these data suggest that Franklin County residents are
experiencing acute and varied housing-related challenges, with particular
emphasis on affordability, risk of eviction, and homelessness. The volume
and nature of calls to NC 211 point to gaps in the local housing safety net
and the need for expanded resources and services to support the most
vulnerable populations.

Table 4 - NC 211 Calls for Housing Assistance

Housing & Shelter Requests Calls Percent
Low-cost housing 139 40.5%
Rent assistance 95 27.7%
Shelters 82 23.9%
Home repair/ maintenance 14 4.1%
Mortgage assistance 10 2.9%
Contacts 3 0.9%
Landlord/ tenant issues 0 0.0%
Other housing & shelter 0 0.0%
Total 343 100.0%

7 https://nc.211counts.org/
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Franklin County Department of Social Services

The Franklin County Department of Social Services (DSS) is responsible
for the administration of approximately 36 distinct programs aimed at
supporting vulnerable populations throughout the county. According to
the Franklin County Annual Comprehensive Financial Report for 2024,8
Franklin County DSS has 111 staff who serve as many as 19,555 Medicaid
eligible individuals and 9,560 SNAP eligible individuals.

Among its housing-related offerings, Franklin County DSS provides a
range of supports to households experiencing or at risk of a housing cri-
sis. The Emergency Assistance (EA) program delivers limited cash sup-
port to families with children under 18, targeting urgent needs related
to rent and utilities. Additionally, the Crisis Intervention Program (CIP)
and Low-Income Energy Assistance Program (LIEAP) provide vital assis-
tance to households facing life-threatening or health-related emergen-
cies, making payments directly to utility vendors to ensure continuity of
heating or cooling during periods of acute need.

Beyond these core programs, DSS staff deliver ancillary services to ad-
dress housing insecurity. These include referrals to subsidized housing,
though such options are limited, characterized by lengthy waiting lists
and priority access for elderly residents and single mothers with chil-
dren. When funds are available, DSS may provide rental assistance, with
support typically capped at $600 per instance and $1,200 per year per
household. Utility assistance is also available, though demand often ex-
ceeds resources, particularly given the prevalence of poorly insulated
housing stock and resulting high utility bills.

In cases where individuals or families have no immediate housing op-
tions, DSS may offer short-term emergency placements in hotels or mo-
tels for two to three nights, providing a brief window to secure a more
stable arrangement or seek shelter outside of the county. Clients seeking
assistance are often provided with referrals to local churches or faith-
based organizations that may offer additional material support. DSS also
collaborates with community partners to coordinate White Flag shelter
nights during periods of extreme weather and facilitates referrals to the
Safe Space Inc. shelter for survivors of domestic violence.

Despite these efforts, DSS reports significant service gaps, especially for
individuals who do not meet the eligibility criteria for high-priority groups,
such as single adults without children, younger adults with disabilities,

8 https://www.franklincountync.gov/DocumentCenter/View/813/Franklin-County-Audit-Report-
2024-PDF
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and those with poor credit. The county lacks sufficient shelter and tran-
sitional housing infrastructure to meet the breadth of local need. As a
result, although DSS processes a large volume of emergency housing
requests (such as a reported 493 applications in January 2025 alone) it
is typically able to directly assist only a small fraction, averaging 6 to 11
households per month.

The operational funding for these programs is derived primarily from fed-
eral and state allocations, supplemented by grant funding and a mod-
est contribution from county resources. This reliance on external funding
sources both sustains and constrains the scope of services offered locally,
particularly in areas such as housing and emergency assistance.

According to the Comprehensive Financial Report for 2024, DSS spent
$8,708,917 on administrative costs and $1,741,079 on programs. Among
the expenditures was $848,494 spent (of $1,357,104 budgeted) on pro-
grams for special assistance, crisis intervention, and related temporary
housing supports, representing 62.5% of the budgeted funding for these
essential services.

This underutilization of funds and the high administrative costs (5 times
that of programs) in the face of well documented needs may demonstrate
the challenges faced by the agency due to a variety of causes including:

e Strict Eligibility Requirements or Documentation Burdens: Res-
idents may face complex application processes or stringent eligibility
criteria that make it hard to qualify for assistance, leading to low-
er-than-expected program participation and spending.

e Complex Compliance Requirements: Managing public funds, es-
pecially for federally- or state-funded programs, often requires exten-
sive reporting, monitoring, and compliance activities, which are re-
source-intensive.

e Capacity Constraints: Staff shortages or turnover within DSS may
limit the number of applications processed, especially for labor-inten-
sive supports like crisis intervention or temporary housing.

e Policy or Prioritization Shifts: Changes in local or state policy, or
shifting priorities among county leadership, can delay or restrict dis-
bursement of program funds.
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Domestic Violence - Safe Space Inc

Safe Space Inc., based in Louisburg, is the only organization in Frank-
lin County solely dedicated to meeting the needs of victims of domestic
violence, sexual assault, and human trafficking. Founded in 1997, Safe
Space Inc. operates as a vital community resource, providing both im-
mediate shelter and a broad continuum of support services aimed at ad-
dressing and ultimately reducing relationship violence and sexual assault
in Franklin County and surrounding areas.

Each year, Safe Space Inc. serves more than 600 families, providing not
just emergency shelter but a holistic suite of services designed to help
survivors navigate the complex web of challenges associated with leaving
abusive situations. The organization collaborates with other human ser-
vice providers, participates in the coordinated entry process for housing,
and advocates for policy changes and increased investment in affordable
housing, recognizing that housing insecurity is both a cause and conse-
quence of domestic violence and family instability.

At the core of Safe Space’s operations is its 13-bed emergency shelter,
which offers a confidential and secure environment for individuals and
their children fleeing abuse. The shelter can accommodate stays of up
to 90 days. Recognizing that crises do not follow a schedule, Safe Space
provides 24/7 crisis intervention through a dedicated hotline, ensuring
continuous support and guidance. The organization is notably inclusive,
providing dedicated support for Spanish-speaking clients, LGBTQ indi-
viduals, immigrants, and people with disabilities. During times of excep-
tional crisis, such as the COVID-19 pandemic, Safe Space has leveraged
additional resources to provide emergency financial assistance, utility
payments, and rental support, recognizing the economic precarity faced
by its clients.

Safe Space also operates a thrift shop that both funds its operations and
directly supports survivors and their families. Clients are able to shop
for free for essential goods, while proceeds from community sales sus-
tain core services and prevention initiatives. Despite these innovative ap-
proaches to funding, the organization remains heavily reliant on grants,
donations, and federal funding, primarily through the Governor’s Crime
Commission, which administers Victims of Crime Act (VOCA) and Vio-
lence Against Women Act (VAWA) grants. However, the organization fac-
es financial precarity due to federal funding cuts, which have impacted
prevention programming and increased the need for local government
support.
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Informal Support - Franklin County Interfaith Council

Among the limited organizations providing emergency and transition-
al housing resources is the Franklin County Interfaith Council (FCIC),
headquartered in Louisburg. The FCIC is a faith-driven, community-based
nonprofit serving as a central collaborative body for local religious com-
munities and leaders. While the Council’s overarching mission is to foster
interfaith dialogue, promote unity, and address pressing social concerns
across Franklin County, a significant portion of its work is devoted to sup-
porting housing stability and addressing homelessness in the community.

The FCIC plays a pivotal, though primarily facilitative, role in the local
continuum of care for individuals and families experiencing housing in-
security. The Council does not directly operate emergency or transitional
housing facilities. Instead, its contribution to the local housing safety net
is best described as one of coordination, advocacy, and resource referral.

The Council maintains a robust network of churches, service providers, and
volunteers. When individuals and families in crisis approach the Council
for help, staff and volunteers work to refer them to the most appropriate
resources, which may include shelters in neighboring counties, partner
agencies, or local service providers that can offer food, clothing, rental
assistance, or other emergency supports. This referral and resource net-
work is especially important in a county with no general-purpose home-
less shelter and limited transitional housing options.

One of the Council’s notable functions is its support for *“White Flag” cold
weather emergency shelters. These temporary shelters are activated in
Louisburg, Franklinton, and surrounding areas during extreme weather
conditions, providing safe and immediate shelter for individuals and fam-
ilies who would otherwise be exposed to life-threatening circumstanc-
es. The Council’s involvement includes coordinating local congregations
and volunteers and providing logistical support to ensure that emergency
shelter is available during these critical periods.

Supportive, Subsidized, & Affordable Housing

Recovery Housing

Recovery housing, also known as sober living, provides a safe, support-
ive, and substance-free environment for individuals recovering from sub-
stance use disorders. They provide a structured living arrangement with
peer support and accountability, that helps people transition from treat-

Franklin County Housing Assessment 66



Housing Continuum

ment programs. Oxford Houses are one form of recovery housing. They
are peer-run, self-supported sober living residences. There are over 330
Oxford Houses in North Carolina alone. There were no residential recov-
ery housing programs or Oxford Houses found within Franklin County.

Reentry Housing

Reentry housing refers to programs and housing options that provide
safe, stable, and affordable accommodation for individuals returning to
the community after incarceration. These housing solutions play a crucial
role in supporting successful reintegration by addressing the immedi-
ate housing needs of formerly incarcerated people and helping prevent
homelessness, relapse, and recidivism. The Kerr-Tar Workforce Develop-
ment Board Reentry Team connects formerly incarcerated or justice-in-
volved individuals to housing assistance and other support including case
management, transportation, employment, and referrals to community
resources. Similarly, the Franklin County Reentry Program Committee in
Louisburg consists of a network of individuals and agencies with an inter-
est in providing supervision, guidance and coordination to the reintegra-
tion of formerly incarcerated. No dedicated group homes for reentry were
found in Franklin County.

Housing for Individuals with Intellectual/Developmental Disabilities
(IDD) or Mental Iliness

There is a total of 48 beds county wide in supportive housing programs
for adults with intellectual/developmental disabilities (IDD) and mental
illness in Franklin County. These services are primarily funded through
Medicaid with payments administered by Local Management Entities/
Managed Care Organizations (LME/MCOs). The bulk of support comes
from through the NC Innovations Waiver and State Plan Medicaid, which
cover community-based services such as Alternative Family Living (AFL)
and supervised group homes. State funds supplement Medicaid for indi-
viduals who are not waiver-eligible or to fill gaps in reimbursement, while
LME/MCOs manage and disburse these public funds to providers based on
service authorizations.

The data presented in the table below offers a snapshot of the supportive
housing landscape in Franklin County, focusing on adult residential op-
tions licensed by the NC Department of Health and Human Services (NC
DHHS). The table includes a variety of housing providers, each operating
under slightly different models of supervised or supportive living, pri-
marily for adults with developmental disabilities or mental iliness. These
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settings are integral to the county’s continuum of housing opportunities,
reflecting a broader state and national trend toward community-based,
person-centered housing solutions.

The NC Department of Health and Human Services oversees licensure,
quality assurance, and compliance for these homes. The department’s
policies are designed to promote person-centered planning, community
inclusion, and the least restrictive environment possible for individuals
with disabilities. The supportive housing options shown here are essential
components of the larger continuum of housing, from fully independent
living, to supported apartments, to supervised group homes and alterna-
tive family living. This continuum is necessary to meet the varied needs
of individuals, especially as they age or as their care needs fluctuate.

The primary types of supportive housing captured in the table are “Su-
pervised Living: Alternative Family Living in a Private Residence” and
“Supervised Living for Adults with Developmental Disabilities” or “*Mental
Illness.” Alternative Family Living (AFL) arrangements are typically small-
scale, home-based settings where one or two individuals with disabilities
live with a host family or provider, receiving 24-hour supervision and
support. This model emphasizes normalization, integration, and individu-
alized care, offering a homelike environment rather than an institutional
setting. In Franklin County, several homes, including The Travis Home,
Cassie’s Place, Ms. Chevi’s Place, and Will Woods Home, operate under
this AFL model, with capacities ranging from 2 to 3 beds each. These
small capacities reflect the philosophy that people with disabilities bene-
fit from intimate, stable environments that foster social connection and
personal growth.

The group home model includes residences such as Annie’s Place, Eason
Court, Franklin County Group Home #1 and #2, and House of Blessings.
These generally have capacities of 3 to 6 beds. Licensed group homes of-
fer structured daily routines, life skills training, medication management,
and assistance with activities of daily living, all within a community-based
setting. These homes are staffed around the clock and are intended to
strike a balance between independence and supervision. Notably, most
licenses are valid through December 2025, indicating recent compliance
with state regulatory standards.
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Table 5 - NC DHHS Supportive Residential Programs in Franklin County

Legal Name DBA Name Address Program Type Beds
Caring Hands & Sup- | The Travis 100 Westbrook Supervised Living: Alter- 2
plementary Enrich- Home Lane, Franklinton native Family Living in a
ment Education, LLC Private Residence
Advantage Care In Annie's Place 75 Jacks Drive, Supervised Living for 3
Home Services, Inc Youngsville Adults with Developmen-
tal Disabilities
United Support Cassie's Place 130 Torrington Av- | Supervised Living: Alter- 3
Services, Inc. enue, Franklinton native Family Living in a
Private Residence
Eason Court Group Eason Court #2 | 124 Gregory Manor, | Supervised Living for 3
Home LLC Youngsville Adults with Mental Iliness
Abound Health, LLC | Ms. Chevi's 56 Forest Hill Court | Supervised Living: Alter- 3
Place Unit B, Louisburg native Family Living in a
Private Residence
Joan Hewitt Will Woods 125 Will Woods Supervised Living: Alter- 3
Home Way, Franklinton native Family Living in a
Private Residence
C&M Family Care C&M Family 112 Allen Avenue, [Supervised Living for 5
Services, LLC Care Services, |Franklinton Adults with Developmen-
LLC. tal Disabilities
Eason Court Group Eason Court 113 Eason Court, Supervised Living for 5
Home LLC Youngsville Adults with Mental Iliness
Legacy Human Franklin County | 663 Moulton Road, |Supervised Living for 5
Services, Inc. Group Home Louisburg Adults with Developmen-
#1 tal Disabilities
Legacy Human Franklin County | 29 Strange Road, Supervised Living for 5
Services, Inc. Group Home Louisburg Adults with Developmen-
#2 tal Disabilities
Higher Cause Higher Cause 105 Ridgewood Supervised Living for 5
Residences, LLC Residence Road, Youngsville Adults with Developmen-
tal Disabilities
Americares Health House of 123 Vineyard Drive, | Supervised Living for 6
Services LLC dba Blessings Louisburg Adults with Mental Iliness
House of Blessings

HUD Subsidized Units

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) plays a
critical role in tracking and supporting affordable housing through a va-
riety of multifamily subsidized housing programs. These programs, doc-
umented in HUD’s A Picture of Subsidized Households series, encompass
a broad spectrum of assistance, including public housing, Housing Choice
Vouchers, Project-Based Section 8, Section 202 and 811 Supportive
Housing, as well as other targeted subsidies.® By regularly surveying and
aggregating data on subsidized households at the county, city, and tract

9 US Department of Housing and Urban Development’s A Picture of Subsidized Households
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levels, HUD offers policymakers, planners, and researchers essential in-
sights into both the supply and demand for affordable, deeply subsidized
housing.

In Franklin County, there are a total of 187 HUD-subsidized multifamily
housing units are distributed across both non-profit and for-profit owner-
ship models and are primarily concentrated in Louisburg and Franklinton.
This includes:

e Academy Village Apartments: 50 units acquired in 2023 by New York
based Tredway, an affordable housing real estate developer, in part-
nerships with Charlotte-based Affordable Housing Institute, Inc. and
The Federation Cos., a Charleston, South Carolina-based private equity
firm.

e Franklin Court Apartments: 50 units managed by Remnant Manage-
ment a privately held firm from Fayetteville NC.

e Green Hill Manor I: 72 units operated by Franklin Vance Warren Oppor-
tunity, Inc. specifically for low-income seniors currently slated for sub-
stantial upgrades and rehabilitation, to be supported by a $4.5 million
Freddie Mac financing request.

e ARC/HDS Franklin County:° 6 units providing housing and supportive
services for individuals with developmental disabilities and operated by
Legacy Human Services, Inc.

e CAC of Franklin Co. (also known as Burnette Rd. Apartments): 9 units
for very low-income adults with severe and persistent mental illness
operating through a collaboration with Legacy Human Services, Inc. as
the Local Operating Unit (LOU), and The Arc of North Carolina (HUD).

The expiration dates for several properties, especially those expiring in
2025, raise important questions about the long-term preservation of af-
fordability and the potential for loss of subsidized units in the near future.
This data underscores the ongoing necessity of proactive policy and pro-
grammatic interventions to both sustain and expand affordable housing
options for the county’s low-income and vulnerable residents. In the con-
text of rapid population growth and increasing market rents, the role of
HUD-subsidized housing remains an indispensable component of Franklin
County’s housing safety net.

10 Note that several properties appear both on the list of NC DHHS/ Medicaid Supported housing
and the HUD Subsidized list. Often construction and some ongoing operations are subsidized under
HUD 202 or HUD 811 programs while day-to-day services and staffing or per diem rates for clients
may be supplemented by Medicaid.
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Table 6 — HUD Subsidized Properties in Franklin County

Property Name |Owner Address 1 City Total | Expiration
Company Type Units Date

Academy Village [ Profit Motivated |207-10 Hawkins |Franklinton 50 7/23/32

Apartments St

ARC/HDS Non-Profit 29 Strange Rd Louisburg 6 2/28/25

Franklin County

Franklin Court Profit Motivated | 310 Second Louisburg 50 5/31/41

Apartments Street

Green Hill Non-Profit 360 Burnette Rd |Louisburg 72 9/30/32

Manor I

CAC of Franklin | Non-Profit 362 Burnette Rd |Louisburg 9 3/31/25

Co.

Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) Units

The Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program is the nation’s larg-
est federal initiative for creating and preserving affordable rental housing
for low- and moderate-income households. Established by the Tax Reform
Act of 1986, LIHTC provides tax incentives to private developers and in-
vestors to build, rehabilitate, or preserve affordable rental housing. In
exchange for these tax credits, developers commit to keeping a specified
portion of units affordable, typically for households earning no more than
60% of the area median income, for at least 15 to 30 years. The program
leverages private capital to finance affordable housing production, with
state housing agencies overseeing the competitive allocation of credits.
LIHTC developments range from multifamily apartment buildings to sin-
gle-family rental homes and play a critical role in expanding the supply of
quality, affordable housing across urban, suburban, and rural communi-
ties in the United States.

The table below provides a snapshot of Low-Income Housing Tax Credit
(LIHTC) projects across Franklin County, spanning from the late 1980s
through 2020. The majority of these properties are located in Louisburg,
with additional developments in Bunn and Franklinton. The data reveals
that most LIHTC projects in the area were allocated in the late 1980s
and mid-1990s, with a few more recent and larger developments, such
as Sterling Mill Lofts (96 units, 2016) and Franklin Court Apartments (50
units, 2020), reflecting contemporary efforts to expand affordable hous-
ing. The bulk of units are restricted to households earning at or below
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60% of Area Median Gross Income (AMGI), with some units at the 50%

AMGI threshold.

A striking observation is that only a handful of projects are currently ac-
tive in the LIHTC program, including Bunn Manor (managed by Remnant
Management), Winston Place (Pendergraph Development LLC), Sterling
Mill Lofts (Nusbaum Associates, L.P.), Franklin Court Apartments (Vitus
Development IV, LLC), and the two single family homes at 936A & 936B
South Main Street (Michael and Jeffery Freeman). These LIHTC properties
have a total of 198 affordable units. Most of the older, small-scale devel-
opments, often consisting of just one or two units, are no longer active
in the LIHTC program, suggesting that their compliance periods have
expired or the properties have transitioned to market-rate or other uses.

Table 7 — LIHTC Properties in Franklin County

Project Name City Year | Units |Income Active?
Bunn Manor Apts Bunn 1993 24 |[60% AMGI Yes
936a & 936b South Main Street Louisburg 1994 2 60% AMGI Yes
Winston Place Franklinton |2005 26 [60% AMGI Yes
Sterling Mill Lofts Franklinton |2016 96 |[60% AMGI Yes
Franklin Court Apartments Louisburg 2020 50 |60% AMGI Yes
Mckenzie Park Apts Louisburg 1989 40 |[60% AMGI No
Ridley St-A Louisburg 1989 1 60% AMGI No
Ridley St-B Louisburg 1989 4 60% AMGI No
Ridley St-C Louisburg 1989 4 60% AMGI No
Ridley St-D Louisburg 1989 4 60% AMGI No
Ridley St-E Louisburg 1989 4 60% AMGI No
Ridley St-F Louisburg 1989 4 60% AMGI No
Ridley Street G Louisburg 1989 2 60% AMGI No
Pwe Ridley St M Louisburg 1990 16 |60% AMGI No
Ridley St M Louisburg 1990 16 |60% AMGI No
936a + 936b South Main Street Louisburg 1994 2 60% AMGI No
Dent Lane A Louisburg 1995 2 60% AMGI No
Dent Lane B Louisburg 1995 2 50% AMGI No
Dent Lane B Louisburg 1995 2 50% AMGI No
Dent Lane C Louisburg 1995 2 50% AMGI No
Dent Lane C Louisburg 1995 2 50% AMGI No
204 + 206 Cooper Street Louisburg 1996 2 50% AMGI No
204 + 206 Dent Lane Louisburg 1996 2 60% AMGI No
208 + 210 Cooper Street Louisburg 1996 2 50% AMGI No
208 + 210 Dent Lane Louisburg 1996 2 60% AMGI No
212 + 214 Cooper Street Louisburg 1996 2 50% AMGI No
Franklin County Housing Assessment 72




Housing Continuum

Project Name City Year | Units |Income Active?
216 & 218 Cooper Street Louisburg 1996 2 50% AMGI No
216 + 218 Cooper St Louisburg 1996 2 50% AMGI No
911 S Main St Louisburg 1996 1 50% AMGI No
Dent Lane D Louisburg 1996 2 60% AMGI No
Harris Street Apts Louisburg 1996 2 50% AMGI No

This attrition over time underscores a key challenge in affordable hous-
ing preservation: as properties exit the LIHTC program, the supply
of affordable units may diminish unless new projects are consistently
brought online. The predominance of small, scattered-site developments
in earlier years also reflects a piecemeal approach, while the more re-
cent larger-scale developments indicate a shift toward more consolidated
and potentially sustainable models of affordable housing provision. This
data demonstrates the need for reinvestment and preservation funding
to maintain existing affordable options for low- and moderate-income
households.

Historic Tax Credit (HTC)

Historic Tax Credit (HTC) properties are buildings that qualify for tax in-
centives aimed at promoting the preservation and adaptive reuse of his-
toric structures. The principal federal initiative, known as the Historic Tax
Credit program, offers a 20% income tax credit for qualified rehabilitation
expenditures on income-producing properties that have been officially
certified as historic. This program serves as a critical catalyst for commu-
nity revitalization, enabling the restoration of large, underutilized, or va-
cant buildings and facilitating their transformation into new uses such as
affordable housing, mixed-use developments, and commercial spaces. By
leveraging these incentives, communities can preserve their architectural
heritage while stimulating economic growth and neighborhood renewal.

Table 8 - Historic Tax Credit Properties

Name City Year - HTC |Building Type - HTC
Massenburg House Louisburg 2005 Single Family

Old Methodist Parsonage Louisburg 2004 Single Family

Perry House Louisburg 2001

Sterling Cotton Mill Franklinton |2020 Three or More Housing Units
The Yarboro-Cobb-Holden House | Louisburg 2002 Office

Underhill-Perry House Louisburg 2020 Commercial
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USDA Rural Development Multifamily Properties

USDA Rural Development, through its Rural Housing Service, plays a piv-
otal role in supporting affordable multifamily housing in Franklin Coun-
ty, particularly in communities that may be underserved by traditional
urban-focused housing programs. The active USDA portfolio in Frank-
lin County comprises several Section 515 Rural Rental Housing projects,
which provide essential rental options for both families and seniors. No-
table properties include Winston Place Apartments in Franklinton (26
units), River Ridge Apartments in Louisburg (30 units), Louisburg Elderly
Apartments (30 units), and McKenzie Park Apartments (40 units). These
properties offer assistance to low-income residents through rental assis-
tance offsetting the full cost of housing and ensuring deep affordability
for their occupants.

The properties reflect a mix of family and elderly housing, addressing dif-
ferent segments of local need. Most of these projects date back to the late
1970s through the early 1990s, and each is managed by organizations
with significant experience in operating rural affordable housing, as indi-
cated by the number of properties under their management. Importantly,
each property also has an estimated exit year from the USDA portfolio,
ranging from 2034 to 2041. This signals the period in which affordability
restrictions may expire, at which point these developments could poten-
tially convert to market-rate housing unless preservation strategies are
implemented. The long-term preservation of these units is therefore a
critical concern for housing advocates and policymakers in Franklin Coun-
ty. As rural communities face unique challenges, including limited hous-
ing supply, low vacancy rates, and lower household incomes, the USDA
Rural Development multifamily portfolio is an indispensable component
of the region’s affordable housing infrastructure, providing stable, deeply
subsidized homes for some of the county’s most
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Table 9 - USDA Multifamily Properties in Franklin County

Project Name City Units | Project | Date of Estimated |Percent of

Type Operation |Property Units with
Exit Year Rental
Assistance

Winston Place Franklinton | 26 Family |12/23/86 |2039 100

Apts

River Ridge Louisburg |30 Family |10/25/77 2034 100

Apartments

Louisburg Elderly |Louisburg |30 Elderly [2/29/80 2035 100

Apartments

Mckenzie Park Louisburg |40 Family |4/3/91 2041 83

Apartments

Assisted Home Ownership

The NC Housing Finance Agency (NCHFA) provides financing to local gov-
ernments and nonprofit organizations statewide for home ownership and
home repair and rehabilitation. In 2024, NCHFA assisted 5,880 homeown-
ers statewide providing over $1.38 billion in financing. Since its establish-
ment by the NC General Assembly 50 years ago, the NCHFA has invested
$195,557,000 in 1,740 homes and apartments in Franklin County.!!

The Community Partners Loan Pool (CPLP) is a down payment assistance
program administered by the NCHFA, designed to increase homeowner-
ship opportunities for low- and moderate-income households. CPLP pro-
vides qualified buyers with up to 25% of the sales price (up to $50,000)
when paired with an NC Home Advantage Mortgage™, or up to 10% with
a USDA Section 502 loan. Assistance is offered as a 0% interest, deferred
second mortgage, typically repaid upon sale or at the end of the mortgage
term. In 2025, $12 million has been allocated to support eligible buyers.

Eligibility for CPLP requires that household income not exceed 80% of
the Area Median Income, a minimum credit score of 640, and comple-
tion of both a homebuyer education course and in-person counseling.
Homes must meet specific quality standards and pass inspections. CPLP
members, local nonprofits or government agencies, guide buyers through
the process, from eligibility determination to education and closing. By
requiring education and counseling, CPLP ensures that new homeowners
are prepared not just to purchase, but to sustain successful homeowner-
ship.

The following agencies provide Community Partners Loan Pool services

11 https://2024.housingbuildsnc.com/
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for Franklin County (note that none are located within the county itself):

e Centre for Homeownership & Economic Development Corporation
(Durham)

e Consumer Education Services, Inc (Raleigh)
e DHIC, Inc. (Raleigh)
e Franklin Vance Warren Opportunity, Inc. (Henderson)

e Reinvestment Partners (Raleigh)

Repair and Weatherization Assistance for Homeowners

Weatherization and repair programs administered by Franklin Vance War-
ren Opportunity, Inc. (FVYWOPP) and the Kerr-Tar Regional Council of Gov-
ernments (KTCOG) represent essential interventions for promoting hous-
ing quality, safety, and affordability among low-and-moderate-income
populations in Franklin County. FVWOPP’s Weatherization Program focus-
es on improving energy efficiency and lowering utility costs for elderly
and low-income households. By funding repairs and weatherization, up
to a maximum of $12,000 per household, this program not only reduces
monthly expenses for those on fixed or limited incomes but also contrib-
utes to healthier and safer living environments. Despite its impact, de-
mand for weatherization services routinely outpaces available resources,
underscoring the persistent need for expanded funding and support.

Similarly, the Urgent Repair Program (URP), administered by KTCOG and
supported by the North Carolina Housing Finance Agency, targets very low
and low-income households with special needs, including the frail elderly
and persons with disabilities. The URP offers deferred, interest-free loans,
up to $12,000, to address housing conditions posing immediate threats
to health and safety or to provide crucial accessibility modifications, with
the loan amount forgiven over four years provided the homeowner re-
mains in the property. Additional home repair assistance programs are
also available, prioritizing older adults, individuals with disabilities, vet-
erans, single parents, large families, and households with young children
exposed to lead hazards. Typical activities include roof repairs, lead re-
mediation, plumbing and HVAC upgrades, window and door replacement,
and accessibility improvements.

The significance of these programs lies in their role as a critical component
of the local social safety net. By ensuring that homes remain habitable,
energy-efficient, and compliant with safety standards, weatherization
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and repair assistance not only preserve affordable housing stock but also
help prevent displacement and homelessness. In an era of rising housing
costs and aging infrastructure, such interventions are indispensable for
enabling low-income households to remain safely housed, age in place,
and maintain social and economic stability within their communities.
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Current Market-Rate Rentals Opportunities

An analysis of Franklin County’s rental market as of July 2025 reveals a
landscape in which single-family homes comprise the vast majority of mar-
ket-rate rental opportunities, while apartments, condos, and townhouses
are far less prevalent. Listings across major platforms such as Zillow, Apart-
ments.com, Rent Café, and Realtor.com show that most available rentals
are houses, with rents spanning a wide spectrum, from just under $1,000
to as high as $3,600 per month.

There are few naturally occurring affordable housing opportunities (aka NO-
AHs). Only a small fraction of the rental inventory is priced under $1,000
(7.5%), while the largest segments fall in the $1,001-%$1,500 (26.9%),
$1,501-$2,000 (26.9%), and $2,001-$2,500 (28.4%) monthly rent cate-
gories. Rentals above $2,500 account for just over 10% of the market.

When examining supply by bedroom count, the data indicate that nearly
half (47.8%) of all rentals are three-bedroom units, with two-bedroom units
making up 29.9% and one-bedroom options representing an extremely lim-
ited 1.5% of supply. Larger homes, those with four or more bedrooms, com-
prise a notable, though much smaller, share of the market.

This data collectively underscores a rental market that is weighted toward
larger, higher-cost, single-family units, with limited availability of afford-
able and smaller multifamily rental options. Such conditions pose particular
challenges for lower-income households and smaller families or individuals
seeking affordable housing and suggest ongoing pressures around rental
affordability and access in Franklin County.

Table 10 — Current Rental Market Conditions Franklin County (July 2025)

Source Inventory Rent Range Housing Types

Zillow 72 $995- $3,200 56 Houses
5 Townhouses
11 Apartments/Condos

Apartments.com 38 $995- $3,600 34 Houses

4 Townhouses
Rent Café 18 $935 -$2,395 |2 Houses

16 Apartments
Realtor.com 54 $965- $3,600 46 Houses

4 Townhouses
4 Apartments/Condos
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Table 11 - Current Rental Market Supply by Monthly Rent (July 2025)

Price Range Percent of Current Supply
Under $1,000 7.5%
$1,001 to $1,500 26.9%
$1,501 to $2,000 26.9%
$2,001 to $2,500 28.4%
More than$2500 10.4%

Table 12 - Current Rental Market Supply by Bedrooms (July 2025)

Beds Percent of Current Supply
1 bed 1.5%
2 beds 29.9%
3 beds 47.8%
4 beds 17.9%
5+ beds 10.4%

Representative Samples Rental Market July 2025

The representative rental listings for Franklin County in July 2025 illustrate
the broad range of housing options and price points available to renters,
while also highlighting persistent affordability concerns. Entry-level units
such as duplexes, apartments, and mobile homes with two bedrooms
and one or two baths are typically priced between $1,040 and $1,450
per month, serving as the most accessible options for small households
or those on moderate incomes. These lower-priced rentals are distributed
across communities like Louisburg, Franklinton, Youngsville, and Cen-
terville, but their limited supply is emblematic of the overall scarcity of
affordable rental stock in the county.

As the size and amenities of rental homes increase, so do monthly rents,
with three-bedroom single-family homes commonly listed from $1,600
to $3,200 per month. Particularly in Youngsville and Lake Royale, rental
prices for larger homes, especially those with four bedrooms or upgrad-
ed features, can approach or exceed $2,500, placing them firmly out of
reach for many working families. This progression of rental prices by unit
size and location mirrors broader trends in the housing market, where
larger and newer single-family rentals increasingly command premium
rents.
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Louisurg — 2 bed/ 2 bath Duplex $1,040/month

Franklinton — 2 bed/ 1 bath Apartment $1,095/month
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Louisburg - 2 bed/ 2 bath Mobile Home $1,100/month
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Franklinton — 2 bed/ 1 bath Single Family Home $1,300/month

Youngsville — 2 bed/ 2 bath Duplex $1,345/month
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Youngsville — 3 bed/ 2 bath Single Family Home $1,850/month

Franklin County Housing Assessment

82



Rental Opportunities

Lake Royale — 3 bed/ 2.5 bath Single Family Home $2,450/month
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Youngsville — 3 bed/ 3 bath Single Family Home $3,200/month
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Current Market-Rate Home Ownership Opportunities

The data below suggests a robust housing market characterized by rela-
tively high prices, moderate inventory, and quick turnover, reinforcing the
challenges faced by buyers in accessing affordable homeownership oppor-
tunities in Franklin County.

Table 13 - Current Housing Market Conditions Franklin County (June 2025)

Source Inventory Median Sales Price |Sold Days on Market
Rocket 493 $385,000 84 36
Zillow 328 $364,920 NA 21
Long & Foster 438 $405,000 123 54
Doorify MLS 414 $410,000 111 17

As shown in the table above, the current housing market conditions in Frank-
lin County, as of June 2025, reflect a dynamic but somewhat tight real estate
environment, with slight differences among listing services. Inventory levels
range from 328 homes listed by Zillow to 493 homes reported by Rocket,
indicating some variation depending on the data source. Median sales prices
range from $364,920 (Zillow) to $410,000 (Doorify MLS) somewhat higher
than the median sales price for NC at just under $340,000. Homes tracked
by Doorify MLS showed an average of just 17 days on market, while Long &
Foster reports the slowest pace at 54 days. The volume of homes sold also
varied, with Long & Foster showing at 123 sales, and Rocket reporting 84.

Based on data from Rocket Mortgages (Table X below) there is a concentra-
tion of listings in the three-bedroom segment, with 60.2% of homes avail-
able and a median sales price of $364,900, reflecting a 5.8% year-over-year
increase. Two-bedroom homes are notably scarce (4.1% of listings) yet
have experienced the highest annual price appreciation at 7.2%, bringing
the median sales price to $245,000. In contrast, both the smallest (1-bed-
room, less than 1% of listings) and largest (5+ bedrooms, 7.1% of listings)
homes have seen declines in median sales price, dropping by 3.4% and
7.2% respectively. Four-bedroom homes remain a substantial part of the
market (28.0% listings) but also show a modest 3.9% decline in price, with
a median sales price of $495,000.
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Table 14 — Housing Supply by Number of Bedrooms and Median Prices (June 2025 — Rocket Mortgag-
es)

Beds Percent of Listings Median Sales Price Change YoY
1 Bedroom 0.6% $140K -3.4%
2 Bedrooms 4.1% $245K +7.2%
3 Bedrooms 60.2% $364.9K +5.8%
4 Bedrooms 28.0% $495K -3.9%
5+ Bedrooms 7.1% $450K -7.2%

Table 15- Housing Supply by Price Range (July 2025 - Zillow)

Listing Price Range Percent of Listings
Under $100,000 0.4%

$100,000 to $150,000 1.1%

$150,001 to $200,000 1.1%

$200,001 to $300,000 10.0%

$300,001 to $400,000 29.1%
$400,001 to $500,000 28.6%

$500,001 to $750,000 19.3%
$750,001 to $1,000,000 7.0%
More than $1,000,000 3.5%

Table X (above) reveals the deeply stratified nature of the for-sale housing
supply in Franklin County as of July 2025, with a pronounced scarcity of
affordable options. Only 0.4% of listings are priced under $100,000, and
notably, both are categorized as teardowns or requiring substantial reha-
bilitation, effectively removing them from consideration for most buyers
seeking immediately habitable housing. The $100,000 to $150,000 seg-
ment represents just 1.1% of listings and is dominated by manufactured
or mobile homes, as is the $150,001 to $200,000 range, where four out
of six available properties are mobile homes. Homes in the $200,001 to
$300,000 bracket comprise only 10% of listings, further highlighting lim-
ited access for low- and moderate-income buyers.

In stark contrast, nearly 58% of all listings fall between $300,000 and
$500,000, with 29.1% priced from $300,001 to $400,000 and another
28.6% from $400,001 to $500,000. Higher price segments are also well
represented, with 19.3% of listings between $500,001 and $750,000,
7.0% between $750,001 and $1,000,000, and 3.5% exceeding $1 mil-
lion.

Collectively, these patterns suggest continued strong demand and price
escalation for moderately sized homes, particularly those with two or
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three bedrooms, while both ends of the size spectrum are experiencing
softening prices and, in the case of one-bedroom units, extreme scarci-
ty. The supply distribution by price underscores the upward pressure on
home prices and the dominance of higher-value properties in the market.
The scarcity of truly affordable, site-built homes, especially for first-time
buyers or those on limited incomes, reflects broader regional and national
trends of housing unaffordability and reinforces the urgent need for more
inclusive housing policies and development strategies that address the
full spectrum of local demand.

Representative Samples For-Sale Market July 2025

The representative samples from the for-sale housing market in Franklin
County as of July 2025 highlight a striking diversity in both housing types
and price points, reflecting the broader complexity of the region’s housing
landscape.

At the lower end of the market, options are very limited and include prop-
erties such as a 3-bedroom, 2-bath uninhabitable single-family home
in Lake Royale for $95,000, and a selection of modest, non-traditional
dwellings such as a camper with an addition ($135,000 for 900 square
feet) and a 1-bedroom mobile home with an addition ($138,000 for 400
square feet).

Moving up the price scale, conventional older single-family homes and
manufactured homes in Louisburg, Bunn, and Katesville and other areas
range from $175,000 to nearly $300,000, typically offering between 900
and 1,600 square feet and accommodating families seeking modest but
stable housing.

The mid-market is represented by newly built townhouses and larger
single-family homes priced from $275,000 to nearly $430,000, offering
greater square footage and more amenities, and likely appealing to mid-
dle-income buyers.

At the upper end, there is a significant leap in both size and price, with
luxury homes, many boasting over 3,000 square feet and multiple bath-
rooms, commanding prices from $660,000 to nearly $1.7 million. These
high-end properties are located in desirable neighborhoods and water-
front locations in Louisburg, Youngsville, and Lake Royale and reflect the
growing appeal of Franklin County among affluent households moving
from the Raleigh area.
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Lake Royale — 1 bed/1 bath Mobile Home w/addition 400 square feet $138,000
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Louisburg — 3 bed/2 bath Single Family Home 1,092 square feet $269,900
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Near Centerville — 4 bed/3 bath Single Family Home 1,610 square feet $285,000
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Spring Hope - 3 bed/3 bath Single Family Home 2,404 square feet $429,900
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Franklinton — 4 bed/3 bath Single Family Home 3,061 square feet $660,000
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Louisburg - 4 bed/3 bath Single Family Home 2,817 square feet $910,000
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Youngsville — 4 bed/4 bath Single Family Home 4,158 square feet $1,690,000
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Stakeholder Input & Recommmendations

The stakeholder input section of the Franklin County Housing Assessment
report integrates qualitative insights gathered through interviews conducted
with a diverse set of local stakeholders. Interviewees included representa-
tives from manufactured housing providers, social service agencies such as
Franklin Vance Warren Opportunity Inc., educational leaders from Johnson
County Schools, municipal officials including the Mayor of Louisburg and
planning directors from Louisburg and Youngsville, as well as representa-
tives from regional bodies such as Kerr-Tar Regional Council of Governments
and nonprofit entities like the United Way and Safe Space.

Utilizing a semi-structured interview script developed specifically for this
study, participants provided in-depth insights into economic trends, housing
affordability challenges, development barriers, and strategies for inclusive
growth. Interviews were recorded with participants' consent, transcribed,
and subsequently analyzed using a Grounded Theory approach, enabling
the identification of emergent themes and ensuring that the findings reflect
the nuanced experiences and perspectives of Franklin County stakeholders.
This rigorous methodology ensures that recommendations emerging from
this study are deeply rooted in community insights and aligned with local
needs and aspirations.

This following table provides a structured thematic analysis of the principal
challenges and dynamics shaping the housing landscape in Franklin County,
as identified by key informants and stakeholders. The themes reflect broad
consensus on several intersecting pressures: rapid economic growth and
population influx, much of it driven by spillover from Wake County, have
increased demand while exacerbating housing supply shortages, particular-
ly for affordable and rental units. The housing affordability crisis is under-
scored by sharply rising home prices and land costs, with workforce groups
such as teachers and young professionals especially affected by the lack of
attainable housing. A critical gap exists in the provision of multi-family and
higher-density housing, limited further by restrictive zoning and regulatory
barriers. Stakeholders also highlight increasing homelessness and housing
instability, largely attributed to insufficient affordable options and inade-
quate emergency or transitional housing. Social service constraints, includ-
ing limited rental assistance and high utility costs, further complicate efforts
to support vulnerable populations. Additionally, infrastructure limitations,
most notably in water and sewer capacity, impede new development and
intensify existing bottlenecks. Finally, community resistance to multifamily
and affordable housing developments (often manifesting as NIMBYism) re-
mains a persistent barrier to change.
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Table 16 - Themes and Codes - Analysis of Stakeholder Interviews

Workforce
Housing Needs

Limited
Multi-Family
Housing
Options

Zoning and
Regulation
Challenges

Homelessness
and Housing
Instability

Social Service
Constraints

Infrastructure
Limitations

Community
Resistance

Rising Land Prices

Housing for Teachers,
Public Servants, Young
Professionals

Apartments,
Townhomes, Duplexes

Restrictive Zoning, ADUs,
Manufactured Home
Regulations

Lack of Emergency
Housing, High Homeless-
ness Risk, Couch Surfing

Limited Rental
Assistance, High Utility
Costs, Limited Social
Service Funding

Water and Sewer
Capacity, Traffic Issues,
Utility Expansion

Barriers

Public Backlash, Negative

Attitudes towards Multi-
family, NIMBYism

making affordability difficult.

Lack of affordable housing for key
community workforce groups,
including teachers and public
servants.

Insufficient availability of
multi-family and denser housing
types within the county.

Regulations that limit or
restrict the types of housing that
can be developed.

Increase in homelessness or
housing instability due to high
housing costs and lack of
affordable options.

Insufficient social services and
financial support for vulnerable
populations.

Limited capacity in infrastructure,
especially water and sewer sys-
tems, restricting new develop-
ments.

Community resistance or negative
perceptions towards multifamily
and affordable housing projects.

"housing prices doubled in recent years"

"teachers can't afford homes;
roommates necessary", "housing

unaffordable for young workforce"

"very little multi-family, very little dense
housing", "no real push for multifamily in

county jurisdiction"

"county very specific on where duplexes
can be built", "zoning regulations
limiting duplexes and multifamily"

"homelessness increasing, more couch

surfing", "veterans sleeping in vehicles"

"Rental assistance needs significantly
higher than available resources", “Utility
bills $600-$700 monthly"

"water infrastructure is controlled by the
county... fairly limited”, “Water, water,
water... county challenges with
infrastructure"

"people do not want apartments,
multifamily seen negatively", "community

resistance limits development"

Theme Sub-codes Definitions Example Quotes Consensus
Economic Population Growth, Increase in population and "Wake County encroachment driving costs | High
Development Commercial Expansion, economic activities attracting new [ up", "tremendous growth from Wake consensus
and Growth Employment residents but raising housing costs. | County spilling over"
Opportunities
Housing Sup- Insufficient Stock, Overall insufficient supply of "insufficient rental market, limited High
ply Issues Inadequate Housing housing units, especially affordable | affordable units”, “*no apartments or consensus
Types, Shortage of and rental units. affordable rental units available"
Rental Properties
Housing High Housing Costs, Refers to significant increases in "housing is becoming a lot less High
Affordability Limited Affordable Units, the cost of housing and land, affordable for working families", consensus

Moderate to
High
consensus
High
consensus

High
consensus

High
consensus

Moderate
consensus
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Economic Development & Growth

Economic development and growth emerged prominently as both a cat-
alyst and a complicating factor in Franklin County's ongoing housing af-
fordability challenges. From the perspective of stakeholders, growth,
particularly as an overflow from nearby Wake County, is viewed as a
double-edged sword: simultaneously driving economic vitality while ex-
acerbating housing scarcity and inflating prices. Interviewees repeatedly
emphasized that recent growth pressures have brought about profound
demographic shifts, intensifying competition for housing and pushing af-
fordability out of reach for many local residents.

One critical sub-code identified was population growth, characterized by
an influx of new residents drawn primarily by Franklin County’s proximity
to rapidly expanding urban centers. Stakeholders described this trend as
a consequence of individuals and families seeking comparatively afford-
able living conditions while maintaining employment connections in near-
by Raleigh and Durham. As one elected official articulated:

"Growth in Wake County is now spilling over into Franklin County.
We are now experiencing a tremendous growth of housing people
moving from Wake County and coming into Franklin County. So we
have developers coming and building homes. However, some of
these homes are over and above the means of some of the citizens
here...."”

Stakeholders from Youngsville and Franklinton similarly identified in-
creased housing development triggered by external demand. One stake-
holder from Franklinton reflected on the changes he has observed, noting
the extent to which external markets shape local conditions:

"I see more out-of-state residents coming and buying homes here
than I see locals or North Carolina residents... We're growing quick-
ly. We've got a couple developments that have started, one with
600 units... somebody saw something in us because just a few
years ago, it was, for lack of better terms, a dead town."

Another key sub-code was commercial expansion, which stakeholders
connected directly to rising housing costs and shifting local dynamics.
Several respondents observed how the emergence of new commercial
hubs, industrial facilities, and retail developments, especially in areas
adjacent to major highways, significantly increased land values. A repre-
sentative from Kerr-Tar Regional Council of Governments noted the impli-
cations of these trends for infrastructure and public services:
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"The traffic concerns are pretty significant in the Youngsville area...
Youngsville has always been a pretty proactive community, though,
and they're taking steps to deal with some of those traffic issues...
[But] I'm not real sure about how the growth is being managed
and if everybody is being taken into consideration."

Stakeholders also identified employment opportunities as an essential
component in discussions of economic growth. While new jobs typically
indicate positive economic activity, interviewees expressed concern that
most employment opportunities created within Franklin County were in-
sufficiently matched with the housing affordability required by the work-
ers holding these jobs. A member of the Board of Education highlighted
this dilemma succinctly:

"I'm thinking about several different types of folks... young people
starting out, the young teachers, the young firemen, the young
police folks, young EMTs. The income in those professions...doesn't
always provide enough. Recent years between the interest rate and
the cost of housing have skyrocketed. Affordable housing...$350,000
to $400,000, that's not affordable for someone starting their young
life."

Within the stakeholder group, there was notable consensus about the
tension created by growth. However, a nuanced dissent emerged in at-
titudes toward managing that growth. Several interviewees, particularly
municipal representatives, viewed growth and development positively,
framing these changes as necessary for regional prosperity and improved
infrastructure investments.

Conversely, some stakeholders voiced hesitation or outright resistance
to rapid growth, citing worries about losing the county’s rural character,
increasing traffic congestion, and exacerbating socioeconomic disparities.
A planning professional expressed this nuanced perspective from a per-
sonal standpoint:

"With the amount of growth that we're having right now, it actually
is making my wife and I a little bit uncomfortable... we left Durham
because we felt claustrophobic, and now the idea of our infrastruc-
ture trying to take on 600 homes within the next five to ten years...
that's going to give us a thousand more vehicles on the road... it’s
just a personal preference, but it’s significant.”

Franklin County Housing Assessment

98



Stakeholder Input

Housing Supply, Affordability, & Zoning Issues

From the stakeholders' perspective, housing supply issues in Franklin
County constitute a profound barrier to achieving stable, affordable living
conditions for a diverse array of residents. Across multiple conversations,
stakeholders described the county’s housing supply as insufficient in both
quantity and variety. This shortage has been exacerbated by rapid demo-
graphic growth, rising costs, restrictive zoning policies, and the limited
presence of affordable multi-family housing.

A central sub-code emerging from the interviews was insufficient housing
stock, broadly characterized by a pronounced shortage of housing units
relative to growing demand. Stakeholders consistently noted that avail-
able housing has not kept pace with Franklin County’s recent population
growth and accompanying economic expansion. A representative from
local planning reflected on the scale of this gap:

"I think, you know, a lot of these folks, particularly that work within
they either rent apartments in Wake Forest that are probably in the
$1,200 range, but even that, you know, it’s a steep price to pay,
but I think that’s really, you know, probably going to be there. You
know, aside from single, single, wide, mobile home rentals. There’s
a number of those in the county. And then the other option, you
know, is they, they maybe live on a family you know, there’s a lot
of local, local folks that work for Franklin County, or, you know,
that live on family property and probably have purchased used
manufactured homes or maybe inherited what have you. But yeah,
I just don’t know how someone would make those ends meet at
this point, I think would be very tough.”

Similarly, another stakeholder involved in social services underscored the
severe implications of the inadequate housing supply, highlighting its im-
pact on vulnerable populations:

"There’s not a day I don’t get a call about someone needing afford-
able housing. What we usually do is refer people to the subsidized
housing that we have here, which is very limited. We have, I think,
four in the county, and the waiting lists are years out, and it’s di-
vided up where the priority is given to, like, single moms with kids
or just the elderly. So, we have another gap of people like, let’s
say, for instance, I had a call last week about a man, a male, who
was about 35 years old, owned house and stuff like that, fixed in-
come. He doesn't fit into either one of those categories.”
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Stakeholders in Franklin County repeatedly described workforce housing
needs as a critical concern, emphasizing that many essential workers, in-
cluding teachers, public employees, and young professionals, struggle to
find affordable, decent, and conveniently located homes. This challenge
was attributed to a combination of high housing costs, stagnant wages,
and a mismatch between the available housing stock and the needs of the
workforce. A central sub-code in this theme was the mismatch between
income and housing costs.

"There's definitely a need for affordable housing for our teachers
in the, in the county, because our teachers pay scales are not up
as much as you see our bigger neighboring counties. There's not a
lot of affordable housing for newly employed people coming out of
college no matter what degree here in Franklin County. So, having
a roommate, or staying with their parents until marriage, or find-
ing a roommate, and I have to say, probably two single people as
roommates, it would still be a struggle for them to pay some of
the prices on some of the apartments and condos here in Franklin
County.”

Another key code identified by stakeholders was the lack of multi-family
and rental units. Multiple informants described how the county’s hous-
ing stock is overwhelmingly single-family homes, with limited duplexes,
apartments, or townhomes. Interviewees noted these types of housing
units as essential to meeting the needs of younger professionals, low-
er-income families, and seniors.

"I think, you know, a lot of these folks, particularly that work with-
in [Franklin], they either rent apartments in Wake Forest that are
probably in the $1,200 range, but even that, you know, it’s a steep
price to pay. But I think that’s really, you know, probably going to
be there. You know, aside from singlewide, mobile home rentals.
There’s a number of those in the county. And then the other option,
you know, is they, they maybe live on a family you know, there’s
a lot of local, local folks that work for Franklin County, you know,
that live on family property and probably have purchased used
manufactured homes or maybe inherited what have. But yeah, I
just don’t know how someone would make ends meet at this point,
I think would be very tough.”

Stakeholders noted that zoning policies and community attitudes further
compound the housing supply shortage, frequently manifesting as reg-
ulatory and zoning barriers. A planning official explained how restrictive
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zoning policies effectively limit the development of higher-density, more
affordable housing options:

"I think at everything [multifamily] is south of Louisburg, Franklin-
ton and Youngsville...you really don't have a lot of that density that
you're referencing... the county is very specific on where duplexes
can be built, so it's really just that one zoning district... and it's
not a very large land area...so there's just not a lot of opportunity.
When I think of the northern part of the county...there's not a lot of
opportunity, it seems, outside of buying an acre...You know, there's
manufactured home parks... more than 30 years [old].”

Another planner described the impact of zoning restrictions:

"We revised our unified development ordinance, but zoning for mul-
tifamily housing is still limited to very few areas. So even though
we need apartments and townhomes, the regulations make it very
hard to build them where they’re actually needed most.”

Another significant code identified was the regulation of Accessory Dwell-
ing Units (ADUs). Stakeholders discussed ADUs as potentially beneficial
tools for increasing affordable housing stock; however, they noted that
regulations and restrictions significantly hinder their widespread adop-
tion. For example, a stakeholder involved directly in planning processes
reflected on the complexity and unintended consequences of current ADU
regulations:

"We allowed accessory dwelling units to encourage affordable op-
tions. But because we put restrictions on size and use, few resi-
dents have pursued them. It ended up being mostly higher-income
individuals building them for their families, rather than something
broadly useful for affordability."

Similarly, stakeholders expressed concern about the constraints placed on
manufactured and mobile homes by local regulatory policies. These forms
of housing, frequently recognized as affordable options for lower-income
residents, were noted as facing significant regulatory obstacles. One re-
spondent explained these limitations:

"I think a lot of people, when they think Manufactured Home Park,
you know, they’re not used to high standards, and the ordinance
certainly holds them to a little bit higher standards and what a lot
of the existing ones are, which I'm in agreement with. I think it’s
good...We don’t want a lot of you know, if I'm if I'm being frank,
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we don’t want run down places. We want nice places, whether it’s
a manufactured home park or a subdivision that’s selling $900,000
houses. We want everybody to have a good quality of life.”

Another recurring sub-code was the prevalence of substandard housing,
particularly older manufactured homes and mobile homes with significant
maintenance issues. One nonprofit executive explained,

"We do a lot of outreach. Obviously, with the handicapped ramps,
we’ve slowed down quite a bit, as far as that’s concerned, because
my fellows have retired, but we do get a lot of people who are liv-
ing in conditions that are not okay, and we can’t, because of insur-
ance and different things, go in and help them fix things. I do have
a few friends that I can call and say, you know, this trailer has a
leak, and we go and help fix the roof or something like that, but
that’s just really on our own time.”

Additionally, respondents noted challenges related to the housing quality
and energy efficiency of existing properties, especially mobile homes, ex-
acerbating affordability issues through high utility costs. One interviewee
from DSS highlighted this issue:

"The homes that people are renting are not insulated well, older
mobile homes, and their electric bills are six, $700...it's a struggle.
You pay your utility bill, you pay your rent, and it's a catch 22, so
it's a daily thing here with us.”

While the majority of stakeholders agreed on the existence and severi-
ty of the supply shortage, there were a few nuanced, dissenting views.
Some suggested that recent development might soon outpace demand,
especially in rapidly growing municipalities. For example, one stakeholder
described: “There’s 1000 homes coming into place there in Franklinton,
but a lot of old politics that keep things stopped.” Another noted market
forces and developer interests:

“In that I think in that situation, they saw what another developer
was doing and how the sales were going for them. I think that’s
what two...more market conditions then, yeah. I mean, if there’s
an opportunity for a developer to get in and get out and sell, rather
than having to have a long-term management or, yep, yep, they’ll
get their money back much more quickly.”

Consequently, stakeholders in Franklin County clearly recognize housing
supply issues as multi-dimensional challenges rooted in structural inad-
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equacies, regulatory constraints, and social attitudes. The shortage of
suitable housing has direct implications for community stability, economic
vitality, and social equity. Navigating these complex dynamics will require
comprehensive and collaborative policy interventions that not only ad-
dress immediate housing deficits but also anticipate future demographic
and economic trends.

Homelessness & Housing Instability

Stakeholders across Franklin County consistently described homeless-
ness and housing instability as complex, hidden, and deeply intertwined
with the county’s shortage of affordable and appropriate housing. From
the stakeholders' perspective, homelessness and housing instability in
Franklin County are exacerbated by limited emergency resources and
rising economic pressures. Multiple respondents framed homelessness
not merely as a lack of shelter, but as a broader phenomenon intertwined
with poverty, economic vulnerability, and inadequate social supports.

A prominent sub-code emerging from the interviews was emergency
housing shortages, reflecting a critical lack of immediate housing options
for individuals and families experiencing sudden homelessness. Stake-
holders noted repeatedly that the county has minimal resources and no
general-purpose shelters, leaving vulnerable populations without neces-
sary immediate relief during crises. As one nonprofit representative poi-
ghantly stated:

“...here in Franklin County, we do not have, like, a homeless shel-
ter. We do have a domestic violence shelter, very limited. So typ-
ically, we have to either go to Rocky Mount, Raleigh, or Durham,
and sometimes Henderson... and some of these shelters the whole
family unit cannot go, so the male may have to be separated from
the female and the children, so that becomes a bigger issue.”

The severity of homelessness was further exacerbated by limited transi-
tional and supportive housing. Respondents highlighted that domestic vi-
olence survivors, families with children, veterans, and disabled individu-
als were particularly disadvantaged by the scarcity of transitional options.
A stakeholder involved in domestic violence advocacy explained:

“If you’re homeless in this county, I hate to say it like this. It
sounds cliche, but if you’re homeless, it’s also not a lot of hope.
So the hopelessness of what do we do? Sometimes we struggle
even, do we want to take, you know, people in, um, if they’re not
in like an imminent danger, what other options can we kind of
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brainstorm to get you to a safe, safe place, and we, often time,
will leave funds in our budget for emergency assistance so we
can pay for bus tickets or train rides back to family and different
things like that.”

Another critical open code identified by stakeholders was the prevalence
of housing insecurity and doubling up. Interviews consistently revealed
families and individuals resorting to unstable housing arrangements, of-
ten overcrowding with relatives or friends to avoid outright homelessness.
Stakeholders expressed concern that these practices, while temporarily
alleviating immediate homelessness, created additional vulnerabilities
and stressors:

"Some of them do end up renting rooms like a lot of people in
one house. What I've also seen is they’ll here. Lately, we’ve got-
ten a lot of people who are negotiating rates with motels in the
area so they’ll pay like, a certain fee, and they don’t have to wor-
ry about their utilities or anything like that. They’re just getting
the rooms and a whole family’s or two families are living in motel
rooms. We've gotten quite a few cases like that lately.”

Similarly, economic and health vulnerabilities emerged as a frequent fac-
tor precipitating or exacerbating displacement and housing instability.
Economic hardship, job loss, or health crises frequently served as tipping
points. Several respondents provided poignant examples of residents
struggling due to medical conditions or insufficient income:

"We have people with chronic illnesses, on dialysis, living on
fixed incomes who simply cannot find affordable housing. They
end up forced into assisted living or nursing facilities premature-
ly because there’s nowhere else affordable for them to live inde-
pendently.”

While there was substantial agreement among most stakeholders regard-
ing the severity of homelessness and housing instability, some disagree-
ment emerged around approaches to address the issue. Some suggested
that increased shelters or transitional programs alone would not solve
underlying structural problems. Instead, these stakeholders advocated a
systemic approach that directly addresses affordability and wages, rather
than merely crisis-oriented responses. And, as one stakeholder explained,
there were those who think the issue has been overblown and that by
providing more shelters and services the problem will only grow worse as
homeless from other counties will seek services in Franklin:
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"I think they were, I guess, exaggerating the numbers of people
who are truly homeless when they, I guess, met with the county
commissioners, and we felt like, and it's sad to say, if you estab-
lish something like [more services] and say counties, like Wake
County is overloaded with homeless, they would transition here
and become a bigger problem than just trying to focus on people
in Franklin County. You build it, they will come kind of a scenario
saying that's a good thing everybody. I think trying to find some-
thing already established and helping that help the people here
in Franklin County who are in that struggle to help up for a short
period, that would be a great thing. I think that's just a concern.
You know how that because we border some big counties, we
have Durham, and they have a huge issue with homelessness in
Wake County, these encampments and they are, you know, they
move around. So, I think trying to be protective, but also meet
need to meet the needs of the community, if that makes sense,
yeah.”

Overall stakeholders in Franklin County view homelessness and housing
instability as deeply intertwined with structural economic vulnerabilities,
systemic barriers, and inadequate emergency and transitional resourc-
es. While emergency shelters and supportive services remain essential,
many emphasized the need for systemic solutions that directly tackle af-
fordability and economic security to meaningfully mitigate homelessness.
Addressing these deeply rooted challenges necessitates a multi-dimen-
sional and collaborative policy approach, integrating emergency interven-
tions with broader structural reforms.

Infrastructure Limitations

Stakeholders across Franklin County identified infrastructure limitations
as a significant barrier to addressing housing affordability and facilitating
sustainable growth. Interviewees repeatedly pointed out that existing in-
frastructure, particularly water, sewer, roads, and broadband, is insuffi-
cient to support current demands, let alone accommodate future growth.
These constraints were consistently described as contributing directly to
housing scarcity, delayed development projects, and diminished quality
of life for residents.

One prominent sub-code emphasized by stakeholders was water and
sewer infrastructure. Multiple respondents expressed concerns that limit-
ed water and sewer capacity severely restricts the feasibility of residential
development, particularly denser, multi-family housing types. A county
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official summarized these concerns succinctly, stating:

"I know from hearing that the utilities and the water and all have
been a long-term issue for the county and not be able to do but
so much because they're paying for it and it cannot sustain but so
much rebuild that and they're waiting for federal dollars.”

Further reflecting these water and sewer capacity challenges, another
stakeholder stated clearly:

"The biggest infrastructure concern here is water, water availabil-
ity, water capacity, water treatment. Our water and sewer infra-
structure was simply not designed for the rapid growth we're ex-
periencing, especially coming up from Wake County.”

Stakeholders also highlighted the county's difficulties in providing suffi-
cient broadband internet access, recognizing it as a vital infrastructure
component affecting economic opportunities, educational outcomes, and
residential desirability. The lack of reliable high-speed internet was de-
scribed as a persistent and significant barrier for the county:

"The internet, high speed internet, it's terrible, horrible, horrible
dead zones. And, how do you do business? You know? How do
some people work from home now, you cannot have a place in
the community or out in the county with no internet to work from
home.... you're not going to live there, right? And that's been an
ongoing issue for years. And they brought in Bright Speed, and
that was going to be a magical pill, horrible, and it's not fixed it.
So, they're going to do something about the internet. I think all
that ties into the housing. The driving force. You gotta have the
amenities.”

Respondents also identified transportation infrastructure as inadequate to
meet the demands of the growing population. They noted that increased
residential development has intensified traffic congestion, significantly af-
fecting mobility and quality of life. A stakeholder involved with regional
planning explained:

"The traffic concerns are pretty significant in the Youngsville area,
and Youngsville has always been a pretty proactive community...

they're taking steps to deal with some of those traffic issues, but

I'm not real sure about how the growth is being managed.”

The growing issues with traffic was a common refrain. From planners to
nonprofit executives there was universal agreement:
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"I see it, I see it when I take my kid to school in the morning and
the line for the high school stretches half a mile down the road.
That’s just new for us. That wasn’t the way it was a few years
ago. It’s traffic, more cars, more people.”

While most stakeholders support infrastructure investments to enable
sustainable growth and improve living standards, some caution that such
expansions must be thoughtfully managed to avoid unintended negative
consequences, including the potential attraction of external social chal-
lenges or the rapid alteration of the county's rural character. These com-
plex considerations underscore the necessity of strategic and integrative
approaches to infrastructure planning in Franklin County.

Community Resistance

Stakeholders throughout Franklin County consistently identified commu-
nity resistance, often described as NIMBYism (“*Not In My Backyard”), as a
substantial barrier to the development of diverse and affordable housing.
The issue was characterized not only by vocal opposition to new projects,
but also by a deeply ingrained desire among many residents to preserve
the status quo, especially the county’s rural or small-town character.

A central theme among the sub-codes was resistance to multifamily and
affordable housing development. Multiple stakeholders noted that oppo-
sition from established residents often derailed or complicated efforts to
introduce new housing types or denser development. As one planning
official explained:

“"There's definitely pushback from residents on multifamily proj-
ects. People see them negatively or fear increased traffic and
density. It's challenging to balance this demand for affordable
housing with residents' fears and the perception that apartments
are somehow undesirable.”

This attitude was echoed in conversations with other municipal officials.
Another official, shared:

"One of the things that people complain about, I will say, is traf-
fic. That’s a big thing, and the feeling that you can’t get across
town or you’re stuck in the school traffic for twenty minutes, or
whatever it may be. And I think some of the resistance to devel-
opment comes from that, they feel like it’s already too crowd-
ed, and adding more apartments or townhomes will just make it
worse.”
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Another recurring sub-code was the desire to preserve rural or small-town
character. Some residents expressed anxiety that new development, par-
ticularly multifamily or affordable projects, would fundamentally alter the
county’s identity. A community leader described hearing these concerns
regularly:

"The growth has been exponential. And with that comes all the
things, all the issues. The roads are crowded, the traffic’s backed
up for the schools, and we hear about it from parents and teach-
ers. People worry that if we keep building, we’ll lose what makes
Franklin County special.”

Stakeholders also identified misconceptions and stigma associated with
affordable housing as a major obstacle. In many instances, proposals for
new developments sparked fears about crime, declining property values,
or an influx of “outsiders.” As one planner put it:

“"People hear ‘affordable housing’ and they think it’s going to bring
in problems. There’s a lot of education that needs to happen,
because that’s not what the data shows, but it’s hard to change
minds once people are set.”

A few participants questioned whether resistance was as widespread as
sometimes believed, suggesting that a vocal minority might dominate
public discourse Some participants voiced hope that persistent communi-
ty resistance could be overcome with greater engagement and education.
For example, one non-profit leader observed:

"I think sometimes people just don’t understand what’s being
proposed. When you talk to them one-on-one, they can see the
need for more housing, even for apartments, but the first reac-
tion is almost always negative.”

Still, the consensus was clear: community opposition, rooted in concerns
over traffic, density, changing character, and persistent stereotypes, pres-
ents a formidable challenge to expanding the county’s housing options.
These attitudes not only slow or block much-needed development but
also underscore the necessity of transparent dialogue and education to
bridge the gap between local fears and the realities of community need.

Recommendations from Stakeholders

Stakeholders across Franklin County recommend a multifaceted approach
to addressing the community’s housing challenges. They emphasize the
need for expanded financial literacy and homeownership counseling, in-
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creased subsidized and income-based housing, and greater access to
emergency and rental assistance funds. Recommendations also call for
coordinated investment by the county and incentives for developers to
build more affordable and moderate-income homes, as well as reforms to
zoning policies to allow for duplexes, manufactured homes, and accesso-
ry dwelling units. Stakeholders further stress the importance of improved
infrastructure, co-located social services, and collaborative policy align-
ment among local governments. Throughout, there is a strong call for
intentional, community-driven solutions that balance growth, equity, and

sustainability.

Table 17 - Analysis of Stakeholder Recommendations

Theme Recommendation
Financial Establish financial literacy and home ownership counseling programs.
Literacy
Housing Increase subsidized and income-based housing options for those not
Stability served by current programs.
Expand rental and utility assistance funds to better meet demand and
prevent housing instability.
Establish a county fund to quickly address immediate housing-related
needs for veterans.
Implement requirements and incentives to ensure long-term
maintenance of manufactured homes.
Co-locate Develop a holistic approach by co-locating nonprofit services and
Social Services |integrating job, housing, and childcare support.
Education/ Foster a sense of community responsibility and ask what residents and
Awareness organizations are doing to support affordable housing and social needs.
Manage growth to balance new residents with long-term residents'
concerns and infrastructure capacity.
Policy Develop stronger coordination between county and town governments
Alignment on housing strategies.
Counties and towns should incentivize multifamily development within
their jurisdictions.
Increase collaboration and information sharing between local planners
and successful communities to learn best practices.
Carefully frame affordable housing conversations to avoid alienating
stakeholders and foster more inclusive, responsive dialogue.
Infrastructure |Address water infrastructure limitations to allow timely affordable
& Planning housing development.
Use water/sewer allocation policy to prioritize developments with
affordable units.
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Theme Recommendation

Improve infrastructure concurrently with housing development to
prevent overcrowding and traffic issues.

Production County investment and incentives are necessary to attract developers
Incentives to affordable housing.

Encourage developers to build more moderate-income homes rather
than expensive ones.

Build more affordable homes for early-career workforce and older
individuals downsizing.

Develop transitional housing and large-scale affordable housing
complexes with on-site services like case management and childcare.

Public and philanthropic dollars should be intentionally invested to
attract private investment in affordable housing.

Use bond financing linked to transportation or economic development
to create workforce housing.

Zoning & Land |Amend ordinances to explicitly allow affordable housing developments
Use Reform by right (i.e. conditional zoning).

Change zoning policies to allow the development of nhew manufactured
home parks.

Consider allowing more mobile homes and Accessory Dwelling Units for
affordability.

Amend accessory dwelling unit (ADU) policies to be less restrictive and
consider relaxing size and other requirements.

Allow more duplex development

Support redevelopment of generational properties and vacant lots to
expand the affordable housing stock.

Financial Literacy

Many Franklin County residents lack the tools and knowledge to success-
fully navigate the home-buying process and to sustain long-term housing
stability. This lack of financial literacy contributes to instability, cycles of
debt, and difficulty in accessing affordable housing. Stakeholders recom-
mend the establishment of comprehensive financial literacy and home
ownership counseling programs. The emphasis is on equipping families
not just with information, but with skills needed to navigate increasingly
complex housing and credit markets. As one interviewee put it:

“..first of all, establishing a strong financial literacy and home
ownership counseling program in the county, because then you
would begin to help people understand how to budget and how
to better manage their resources. And in order to get the housing
finance down payment assistance. You have to have finished a
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Certified Housing Counseling Program, right? So, so I would start
with that kind of effort, so that you begin to build a pipeline of
individuals who can position demonstrate that they're willing to
take the initiative and have the discipline to move forward with
home ownership. On the multifamily side, again, is financial liter-
acy and individuals deciding what price point they can afford, and
then making sure that they budgeted their resources so that they
can afford their rent.”

Housing Stability & Support

A limited supply of subsidized and income-based housing leaves many
residents with few options, while gaps in rental and utility assistance
contribute to recurring crises for vulnerable families and individuals, in-
cluding veterans and mobile homeowners. Participants recommended in-
crease subsidized and income-based housing options for those not served
by current programs.

Specific attention was also called to populations such as veterans, with
the recommendation:

"I have suggested that we do like an unmet fund, pot of money
through the county, because sometimes people need their electric
bill paid, or, you know, just one, a one-time thing.”

Housing Preservation

A significant barrier to housing stability in Franklin County is the aging and
deteriorating condition of the existing housing stock, particularly among
mobile and manufactured homes as well as older site-built residences.
As several stakeholders observed, many families, especially those with
limited incomes, depend on these homes because “that is the only way
they can afford to live in the county. But a lot of them need repairs or
are unsafe.” The maintenance and preservation of these dwellings are
not merely matters of aesthetics, but questions of health, safety, and the
long-term viability of affordable housing options.

The challenge is compounded by the prevalence of poorly insulated homes,
with one provider describing:

"The homes that people are renting are not insulated well, old-
er mobile homes and their electric bills are six, $700...s0 it's a
struggle. You pay your utility bill, you pay your rent, and it's a
catch 22 so it's a it's a daily thing here with us.”
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Residents are thus often forced into difficult choices between paying for
utilities and maintaining even the basic habitability of their homes: ™
people having to make that decision, no heat utility, or just having a shell
of something to live in the county.”

In response, stakeholders have proposed practical, actionable strategies
to support housing preservation. One clear recommendation is to imple-
ment and enforce routine maintenance requirements for manufactured
homes: “"Require [mobile homes] every three years to cool seal their roof
so that there’s no leaks.” Such measures are intended to prevent chronic
disrepair and the rapid deterioration that can lead to blight or loss of af-
fordable homes.

There is also a call for targeted repair and weatherization programs, par-
ticularly for seniors, people with disabilities, and low-income families. As
noted in discussions of local programs, ongoing efforts to upgrade and
rehabilitate senior housing through initiatives such as the “recent $4.5
million Freddie Mac financing request” for the 72-unit Louisburg property
are seen as critical models for broader county efforts.

Co-locate Social Services

Many residents experience fragmented and uncoordinated access to criti-
cal resources, as housing, employment, and childcare needs intersect but
are often addressed by disconnected agencies.

A holistic approach, modeled on the integration of nonprofit services, was
endorsed. Stakeholders encouraged an integrated approach to service
delivery, learning from models elsewhere. The vision is one of co-located,
wraparound supports to address the interconnected drivers of housing
insecurity:

“"[another community] created a holistic way to help people out

of poverty by offering them financial assistance to get jobs and

housing and food and childcare...We could try to focus on creat-
ing this community, you know, building where all the nonprofits
could meet...”

Such co-location is seen as a means to break down barriers and support
the “whole person” on their pathway to housing stability.
Education & Awareness

The need for community-wide engagement was a recurring theme. Com-
munity members and local organizations sometimes lack awareness of
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both the challenges faced by those seeking affordable housing and the
ways they can participate in solutions. Growth has also heightened ten-
sions between long-term residents and new arrivals. As one participant
asked, “If we could just get something out there that says, you know, if
you're part of this community, what are you going to do for it?” The bal-
ancing act of managing growth, addressing both the needs of new resi-
dents and the concerns of long-term ones, was also clear: “Until we can
figure out how to get both of them on the same page for doing what's
best for the county... it's going to continue to have some of the rub that it
already has.” Education and public dialogue are crucial to bridging divides
and ensuring that development benefits all residents.

Policy Alignment

Disjointed policies and limited collaboration between county and munic-
ipal governments have hindered progress toward shared housing goals.
Effective housing solutions, according to stakeholders, will require coor-
dination and alignment across jurisdictions. "My goal is to make sure we
find common goal, common issues as you relate to housing, and then
move forward.” There was particular interest in policy innovation, such
as using incentives to encourage multifamily housing: "I feel like it’s pos-
sible to incentivize that type of development and to incentivize it within
the town’s jurisdiction...there’s opportunity there. How much it’s being
pursued? I'm really I'm not sure, but I would like to see it certainly be.”

Stakeholders urged greater knowledge-sharing and learning from others:
“Something that the county and the town should be doing more is talking
to the planners for people who have these successful programs and find-
ing ways to connect and see.” They also warned that community engage-
ment must be approached with care, cautioning, “[the terms] inclusive,
equitable and responsive...That alienates a lot of people that sort of lan-
guage they’re not going to like even hear you out of the conversation on
affordable housing.”

Infrastructure & Planning

Inadequate infrastructure, particularly water and sewer capacity, serves
as a major constraint on new housing development, and poorly coor-
dinated development risks exacerbating traffic and service bottlenecks.
Participants emphasized the critical role of infrastructure in expanding
affordable housing supply. “"Getting the water fixed. That's the biggest
thing, you know, it's we just can’t develop right now without the water.”
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There was also support for using infrastructure allocation as a policy le-
ver: “Perhaps we could do something through our allocation policy to
say...X number of units are considered affordable...you may receive pri-
ority.” Coordinating infrastructure upgrades with new development was
likewise viewed as prudent: “I definitely think in that area, it wouldn't
hurt to kind of slow some development down into some roads can be im-
proved in some manner to help with the traffic problems.”

Production Incentives

The private market has often favored high-end development over homes
affordable to local working families and those on fixed incomes. Stake-
holder argued for a shift away from high-end products toward more ac-
cessible homes: “Instead of having these big $500 or $600,000 homes,
there can also be a profit in building these other lower range homes,
building more of them.”

There was a push to “build more of them,” homes for moderate-income
and early-career workers, as well as for older adults looking to downsize:
“Young people starting out... seniors so much, but older folks who may
be downsizing... the cost of the housing has skyrocketed.”

For populations at risk of homelessness or instability, there was support
for “transitional housing, and...large complexes of affordable housing
based on income. I would wrap a case management component around
that, like I would have on-site childcare.” This comprehensive approach is
seen as critical for moving families from crisis to stability.

Traditional funding streams are insufficient to spur new affordable hous-
ing at scale. Several stakeholders connected housing strategy with eco-
nomic development. Innovative funding tools like corporate sponsorship
and bond financing were suggested: “If you had a major corporation
coming in, and that corporation knew it needed to have housing for its
workforce so that it didn’t have to travel...they could help leverage, pos-
sibly a bond.” To spur new development, stakeholders also recommended
direct county investment and incentives:

... if the county can make some type of investment, like I see
them giving money to industries, so why couldn't they not make
an investment into bringing in developers who would be willing to
develop affordable housing? Like I see them as the leader in this
movement. If they are standing at the door saying, we want this,
you know, it's kind of like if you build a bridge, they will come.
And I think that will help our community have more buy-in be-
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cause we see the county doing all this economic development.”

The investment of public, private, and philanthropic resources was de-
scribed as foundational: “This notion of providing workforce housing and
affordable housing and shelter for the homeless has to be something
that’s intentional, and it has to be invested in... with public dollars in or-
der to attract the private dollars to get it done.”

Zoning & Land Use Reform

Restrictive zoning has limited the diversity and supply of affordable hous-
ing, including manufactured homes, duplexes, and accessory dwelling
units. Stakeholders propose amending ordinances to allow affordable
housing developments by right:

"I would try to increase the ordinances” ability to allow, by right,
affordable housing. Maybe set aside some sort of land area, or
some side of town where we could have the affordable housing,
maybe one or two developments that were affordable.”

Other suggestions included expanding allowable mobile homes and ac-
cessory dwelling units, with one participant noting, “I personally don't
have a problem with mobile homes. If it's what somebody can afford, I
don’t have a problem with it.” Stakeholders recommended allowing new
manufactured home parks, but with safeguards: “The zoning of it, allow-
ing an investor to come in and develop a park...from the zoning perspec-
tive, I would say allowing that but with some stop gaps in place.” ADU
policy reform was also highlighted:

"The one attempt that we made as a department was the acces-
sory dwellings...perhaps one way we can make some changes to
the ordinance...would be to amend that policy again...maybe re-
laxing that would help with the problem.”

Duplexes and the redevelopment of underutilized lots were also named
as practical strategies: “Allowing more duplex housing within the county’s
jurisdiction” and “On a regular basis. I have people come in that...have
generational properties that have been in their families for a long time...
or on empty lots [where they could] build duplexes.”

Franklin County Housing Assessment 115



Housing Choice

The Need for More Housing Choice

Franklin County’s housing ecosystem has been shaped by extraordinary pop-
ulation growth and shifting economic dynamics, yet it is being challenged by
a persistent lack of housing diversity. Although the county’s rural character
and relatively affordable housing market have historically attracted new res-
idents, especially those commuting to Raleigh or Durham, this advantage is
rapidly diminishing. The housing stock remains overwhelmingly composed
of single-family detached homes and mobile or manufactured units, with
zoning and land use policies reinforcing low-density development and lim-
iting opportunities for multifamily or higher-density housing. As a result,
the county faces increasing pressure on affordability, with the median home
price surging by 160% in the past decade with rents rising similarly.

These trends have widened the gap between homeowners and renters, both
in terms of income and access to wealth-building opportunities and have
left many lower- and moderate-income households struggling to keep pace.
The benefits of economic growth have disproportionately accrued to home-
owners and new, higher-income arrivals, while long-standing residents and
renters have experienced stagnant wages and escalating housing costs. The
challenge for Franklin County moving forward is to balance the preservation
of its rural character with the imperative to diversify its housing stock and
promote affordability, equity, and inclusion for all residents in the face of
continued metropolitan expansion.

As demonstrated in the data profile and through stakeholder feedback, the
need for expanded housing choice is particularly acute for workforce and
affordable home seekers, those who earn too much to qualify for public
subsidies but too little to afford market-rate housing without cost burden.
This "middle" segment is often overlooked in both policy and development,
leading to a shortage of attainable housing. As noted in the National League
of Cities and American Planning Association’s Housing Supply Accelerator
Playbook:

"The impacts of [housing] shortage, felt keenly by residents, com-
munity leaders, community planners and businesses alike, include
low rates of housing vacancies/availability, escalating rents, soaring
home purchase prices, workforce shortages and more. This supply
gap is particularly pronounced in affordably and moderately priced
housing, especially in rental housing units.™

1 National League of Cities, & American Planning Association. (2024). Housing Supply Accelerator Play-
book: Solutions, Systems, Partnerships. National League of Cities and American Planning Association.
https://www.nlc.org/resource/housing-supply-accelerator-playbook/
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A truly inclusive housing ecosystem in Franklin Cunty would require land
use policies and collective public/private/philanthropic investments that
ensure "diverse, attainable, and equitable" supply, not just for the very
poor or affluent, but also for essential workers, young families, and se-
niors on fixed incomes. Expanding options at all price points, including
smaller starter homes, by-right accessory dwelling units (ADUs), man-
ufactured housing, and middle-density multifamily, would address this
need and provide a healthier housing landscape.

Acute Need for Workforce Housing Options

While Franklin County's local economy provides jobs to approximately
33,900 individuals, (with significant employment in office and adminis-
trative support, retail trade, construction, and manufacturing sectors), it
does not have ample rental or for-sale options for many of its local work-
ers. A diverse housing supply is essential to attract and retain workers
across these industries as well as for fueling sustainable economic de-
velopment. Moreover, as stakeholders have indicated in their interviews,
essential county workers such as first responders, teachers, social work-
ers, and healthcare professionals are increasingly facing challenges in
Franklin’s housing landscape being priced out of the market and looking
to neighboring counties for their affordability.

The tight housing market, rapid population growth, and extremely low
vacancy rates in Franklin County have driven up both rental and home-
ownership costs. First-time homebuyers and lower-income families have
a shrinking pool of available affordable units; most of the for-sale inven-
tory is out of reach for many local residents. The results, as the Housing &
Demographic Profile of Franklin County demonstrate, are that over 40%
of renters and more than 10% of owners are “cost burdened.”

Housing diversity contributes to overall economic stability.? A mix of
housing types - including mixed-use, multifamily apartments and con-
dominiums, townhomes, and higher density single-family neighborhoods
- would support a range of income levels and family structures, contribut-
ing to community stability and economic resilience for decades to come.
The county risks not only increased social stratification and displacement
of low-income residents but also a potential drag on economic growth, as
employers may struggle to attract and retain workers who cannot afford
to live locally. Encouraging a broader range of housing options would also

2 Frederick, C. (2022). Economic Sustainability and ‘Missing Middle Housing’: Associations between
Housing Stock Diversity and Unemployment in Mid-Size U.S. Cities. Sustainability, 14(11), 6817.
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14116817

Franklin County Housing Assessment

117



Housing Choice

ensure that essential workers can reside locally, reducing commute times
and enhancing community engagement.

Addressing this situation will require a multi-pronged approach: reform-
ing zoning to permit higher-density and multifamily development, ex-
panding the supply of affordable rental units, and preserving the county’s
existing naturally occurring affordable housing. As the data make clear,
maintaining the status quo will only exacerbate cost burdens and housing
insecurity among the county’s most vulnerable residents, undermining
the very character and community cohesion that has attracted new resi-
dents to Franklin County in the first place. The need for robust workforce
and affordable housing policy is not merely a matter of equity, it is foun-
dational to the sustainable, inclusive growth of the region.

Policies promoting housing development have been shown to stimulate
economic activity, create jobs, and increase consumer spending, all of
which contribute to economic vitality of a community. In fact, the Na-
tional Association of Home Builders (NAHB) has found building 100 rental
units can create over 300 jobs during the construction phase and sustain
approximately 80 jobs annually thereafter.® A range of housing choices
also reduces the financial burden on households, allowing residents to
allocate more of their income to other local goods and services. This in-
creased consumer spending has been found to support small businesses
and contribute to local economic growth.* Conversely, a lack of affordable
housing options can impede economic expansion by limiting the available
workforce and deterring potential employers from investing in regions
with high living costs.>®

"Missing Middle" Housing in Franklin County

One of the most significant challenges in North Carolina, especially in ru-
ral areas like Franklin County, is the absence of "missing middle” housing
or “moderate density” housing types. The Terner Center for Housing In-
novation defines missing middle housing as "multi-unit or clustered hous-
ing types that are compatible in scale with single-family homes... small-
er-scale duplexes, fourplexes, cottage courts, and courtyard buildings."
These options have been "largely illegal to build in most neighborhoods

3 https://www.nchfa.com/sites/default/files/page_attachments/2021BOHAffordableHousingBenefit-
stheEconomy.pdf

4 https://www.jchs.harvard.edu/sites/default/files/reports/files/Harvard_JCHS_The_State_of the_

Nations_Housing_2024.pdf

5 Schwartz, A. F. (2013). Housing policy in the United States (3rd ed.). Routledge.

6 Wardrip, K. (2011). Housing affordability and economic growth. National Low Income Housing Co-
alition.
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throughout the United States due to local zoning restrictions."’

Figure 3 - Depiction of the "Missing Middle" from Opticos Design Inc. (available at https://missingmid-

— — =

N Stcked Missing Mi

———

OFTICOS

dlehousing.com/)

Historically, such housing provided attainable, modestly priced housing for
working and middle-class families. However, today these options have be-
come rare with market rate developers favoring either larger single-family
homes with a higher profit margins or large apartment complexes where
there is an economy of scale. Likewise, concerns about density, traffic,
and property values have also led to resistance towards missing middle
housing proposals. The result has been more and more restrictive zoning
that neglects the diverse needs of communities, rapidly changing demog-
raphy, and contributing to housing affordability challenges. In Franklin
County the lack of missing middle supply has profound implications for
affordability and equity. The absence of these options means that house-
holds who might have moved from rentals to entry-level homeownership
remain stuck, increasing pressure on limited multifamily and rental units
and exacerbating displacement to neighboring counties.

Mobile & Manufactured Housing

Mobile and manufactured homes are another crucial, yet often stigma-
tized, part of the housing continuum in rural North Carolina. As Hannapel
(2018) notes, "Mobile homes are a ubiquitous sight in the Southern rural
landscape... the best, or only, affordable housing option for low-income
and working-class individuals and families.”® The prevalence of manu-
factured housing reflects "the financial and logistical challenges of site-

7 Terner Center for Housing Innovation. (2022). Unlocking the Potential of Missing Middle Housing.
https://ternercenter.berkeley.edu/research-and-policy/unlocking-missing-middle/

8 Hannapel, E.-K. (2018). ReMobile Home: An Exploration of Mobile Homes in Rural North Carolina
(Master’s thesis, University of North Carolina at Greensboro).
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built construction in rural areas that lack infrastructure." Mobile homes
can offer a path to ownership, stability, and community, but aging stock
and restrictive land use policy presents challenges for the future of this
form of housing option. In rural regions, this kind of manufactured hous-
ing provides one of the only affordable homeownership options, filling
the gap left by the lack of new site-built single-family housing or larger
multi-family options. In fact, nearly a quarter (23%) of the housing sup-
ply in Franklin County is mobile homes and represent most of the limited
for-sale offerings in the $100,000 to $200,000 range.

Unfortunately, Franklin County has been losing about 95 or more mobile
home units annually, placing further strain on dwindling supply. Efforts
to rehabilitate existing units, rather than simply removing them, could
expand affordable supply and honor residents’ attachment to place, yet
too few programs exist to support the maintenance of these properties
for low-income owners.

Pushback against more housing is evident in Franklin County. While some
residents may fear that multifamily or denser housing developments
will lower surrounding home values, numerous studies have shown that
well-designed, well-managed, and wider housing selection can stabilize
neighborhoods and lead to increased property values over time.® Proactive
local planning and land use policies can help increase affordable housing
supply and integrate this supply seamlessly into communities, preserv-
ing property values and neighborhood aesthetics. Intentional long-term
growth planning ensures that multifamily developments are supported
by adequate infrastructure and services, mitigating potential strains on
resources.

9 https://www.trulia.com/research/low-income-housing/
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Strategic Approaches to Preservation & Production of Housing
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Figure 4 - Preservation vs. Production, Affordability vs. Wealth Building

The figure above presents a conceptual framework for addressing af-
fordable and workforce housing needs. This schematic underscores the
inherent tension and interplay between policies aimed at preserving
existing housing, particularly for low-income residents, and those that
seek to stimulate new housing production, while also acknowledging the
dual goals of maintaining affordability and enabling pathways to wealth
creation for residents.

In the preservation domain, strategies such as the rehabilitation of ex-
isting multifamily housing and targeted rehab programs for homeowners
are positioned as essential tools for retaining the current housing stock
and supporting vulnerable homeowners. Notably, the rehabilitation of
existing mobile homes for resident ownership occupies a central space,
highlighting the importance of both tenure security and asset-building
for lower-income households who often rely on manufactured housing.

At the intersection of production and preservation are strategies like
reclaiming, reusing, and repurposing existing structures, which offer
opportunities for adaptive reuse and neighborhood revitalization with-
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out sacrificing affordability. The right half of the diagram addresses the
need for new housing supply, with funding for multifamily development
serving the affordability goal and down payment assistance programs
for new single-family homes supporting wealth-building objectives by
facilitating entry into homeownership. Additionally, the rehabilitation of
vacant or condemned homes is identified as a strategy that advances
both production and wealth building by converting blighted properties
into viable, owner-occupied homes.

Taken together, this framework illustrates the complexity of housing
policy in balancing short-term affordability with the long-term objective
of wealth building, as well as the necessity of a multi-pronged approach
that leverages both preservation and new production to address the
spectrum of housing needs. The schematic thus offers a roadmap for
policymakers and practitioners seeking to craft interventions that are
responsive to the full range of housing market challenges facing rapidly
growing communities like Franklin County.
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Franklin County faces an urgent need to address affordable and workforce
housing supply amid unprecedented population growth, rising home values,
and increasing cost burdens for low- and moderate-income households.
Drawing from a comprehensive housing assessment, past housing and plan-
ning reports, stakeholder interviews, and best practice models across North
Carolina, these recommendations provide a clear, actionable framework to
address the most pressing affordable and workforce housing needs, balanc-
ing rapid growth with equity, sustainability, and community input.

Stakeholders have highlighted the need for intentional policy reforms, ex-
panded partnerships, and county-wide coordination to address these struc-
tural issues. Key needs include:

e Diversification of housing types
e Incentives and financing for affordable housing
e Improved infrastructure to support growth in targeted areas

e Stronger support for homeownership and financial literacy, especially
among underrepresented groups

e Zoning reform to enable denser, mixed-income, and multifamily develop-
ment

e Ongoing public engagement and data-driven monitoring of housing out-
comes

The recommendations are intended to serve as a living roadmap, to be
updated in response to new data, changing market conditions, and ongo-
ing community input. The following recommendations aim to foster greater
housing diversity and affordability through coordinated policy, partnership,
and investment, with a focus on actionable steps, identified stakeholders,
and measurable outcomes.
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Strategies for Addressing the Need for More Diverse Housing

Strategy 1: Update Zoning and Land Use Policies to Enable Diverse, Af-
fordable Housing Development

Action 1.1: Amend County and Municipal Zoning Ordinances to Permit Di-
verse Housing Types "By Right”

Description: Revise local ordinances to allow duplexes, triplexes,
townhomes, accessory dwelling units (ADUs), and small-scale multi-
family housing in more zoning districts, especially in areas near jobs,
services, and infrastructure and in the higher density areas along
Route 1 between Franklinton and Youngsville. Use conditional zoning
to streamline the development process and increase the supply of af-
fordable housing by requiring 15% of units are set aside as affordable
to low- to moderate-income households.

Justification: Current zoning restricts most land to low-density, sin-
gle-family homes, which limits options and affordability. Allowing di-
verse housing types “by right” reduces delays, uncertainty, and devel-
opment costs. Conditional zoning further would allow Franklin County
to approve zoning changes for individual parcels, subject to specific
conditions or developer commitments for affordability.

Intended Impact: Increased supply of “missing middle” affordable
and workforce housing, especially for young families, seniors, and es-
sential workers.

Considerations: Potential community resistance; need for public ed-
ucation and engagement to address NIMBY concerns.

Stakeholders: County and municipal planning boards, town councils,
local developers, community organizations.

Next Action Steps:
O Conduct a zoning audit to identify restrictive provisions.
O Draft and circulate proposed ordinance amendments.
O Hold public forums and listening sessions.

O Vote on and adopt revised zoning regulations.
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Action 1.2: Incentivize Mixed-Income and Mixed-Use Development in
Growth Nodes

Description: Use density bonuses, expedited permitting, or reduced
fees for developments that include a significant share of affordable/
workforce units or integrate residential with commercial and civic uses.

Justification: Mixed-income and mixed-use projects promote eco-
nomic integration, make better use of infrastructure, and support local
business development.

Intended Impact: Higher quality, more sustainable neighborhoods
with a range of price points and amenities.

Considerations: Incentives must be sufficient to offset added costs;
care to avoid displacement of vulnerable populations.

Stakeholders: Planning departments, developers, chambers of com-
merce, economic development agencies.

Next Action Steps:
O Develop criteria for eligible projects.
O Establish incentives and incorporate into planning documents.
O Market program to developers.

O Track participation and project outcomes.
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Action 1.3: Expand Water, Sewer, and Transportation Infrastructure in Tar-
geted Areas

Description: Prioritize public investment in water/sewer and transit to
areas designated for higher-density and affordable housing develop-
ment, including town centers and transit corridors.

Justification: Infrastructure is a precondition for denser development.
Coordinating infrastructure with zoning and land use maximizes public
investment and reduces sprawl.

Intended Impact: Enable new multifamily and mixed-use projects;
reduce land and construction costs for affordable housing.

Considerations: Funding limitations; equitable allocation of infra-
structure resources.

Stakeholders: County public utilities, NCDOT, municipal governments,
regional planning organizations.

Next Action Steps:
O Update capital improvement plans.
O Seek state/federal grants (e.g., CDBG, USDA Rural Development).
O Coordinate infrastructure and land use planning.

O Engage with developers on infrastructure needs.
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Strategy 2: Expand Affordable and Workforce Housing Production and
Preservation

Action 2.1: Establish a Local Housing Trust Fund and Leverage Public-Pri-
vate Partnerships

e Description: Create a county-level Housing Trust Fund to provide gap
financing, grants, and low-interest loans for the construction and pres-
ervation of affordable and workforce housing. Leverage public, philan-

thropic, and private investments.

e Justification: Local housing trust funds can fill critical funding gaps
not covered by federal or state resources, enabling more projects to

move forward and allowing flexibility to respond to local needs.

e Intended Impact: Increased number of affordable units, preserva-
tion of naturally occurring affordable housing, and greater leveraging

of private and nonprofit sector investment.

e Considerations: Requires ongoing funding sources (dedicated local
revenues, developer fees, bond issues, philanthropy). Needs robust,

transparent oversight and alignment with broader housing goals.

e Stakeholders: County and municipal governments, local employers,
philanthropy (e.g., community foundations), nonprofit housing devel-
opers, Community Development Financial Institutions (CDFIs), Com-
munity Development Corporations (CDCs), and traditional financial in-

stitutions.

e Next Action Steps:

O Convene a coalition of stakeholders to design fund governance.

O Identify and secure initial funding streams (e.g., general funds,
bond measures, Community Reinvestment Act (CRA) funding, or

other federal/state allocations).

O Develop application and award criteria tied to community priori-

ties.

O Issue first round of grants/loans and evaluate outcomes.
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Action 2.2: Use Public Land and Land Banking to Facilitate Affordable Hous-
ing Development

Description: Inventory and prioritize surplus public land for affordable
and workforce housing. Establish a land banking authority or work with
a partner (e.g., Habitat, land trust) to acquire and assemble parcels for
future development.

Justification: Public land is a critical, often underutilized asset that can
reduce development costs and support long-term affordability through
mechanisms like land trusts or deed restrictions.

Intended Impact: More affordable housing in high-opportunity ar-
eas; reduced speculative land costs; preservation of affordability over
time.

Considerations: Requires interdepartmental coordination, transpar-
ency in site selection, and community engagement to address opposi-
tion.

Stakeholders: County and municipal governments, public schools,
nonprofit developers, housing authorities, local land trusts.

Next Action Steps:
O Conduct a comprehensive public land inventory.
O Develop policies for prioritizing land for affordable housing.
O Establish or partner with a land banking entity.

O Issue RFPs or direct land for affordable housing projects.
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Action 2.3: Expand Home Repair, Weatherization, and Rehabilitation Pro-
grams

Description: Increase funding for home repair and weatherization
(partnering with existing programs such as FVWOPP and Kerr-Tar COG),
prioritizing seniors, low-income homeowners, and those with disabili-
ties.

Justification: Preserving and improving existing homes helps prevent
displacement, improves energy efficiency, and maintains housing stock
affordability and quality.

Intended Impact: Safer, healthier, and more affordable homes; re-
duced utility costs; support for aging in place.

Considerations: Need for outreach to underserved groups, coordina-
tion among agencies, and sustainable funding.

Stakeholders: County agencies, DSS, FVWOPP, Kerr-Tar COG, non-
profit service providers, utility companies.

Next Action Steps:
O Map existing repair/rehab resources and gaps.
O Increase outreach and simplify applications.

O Seek additional funding (e.g., NCHFA, federal, utility partnerships,
philanthropy).

O Monitor program outcomes.
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Strategy 3: Strengthen Pathways to Homeownership and Financial Em-
powerment

Action 3.1: Launch Countywide Financial Literacy and Homeownership
Counseling Initiative

e Description: Expand access to financial literacy programs, pre- and
post-purchase counseling, and homebuyer education, targeting rent-
ers, and first-time buyers.

e Justification: Financial literacy and counseling are critical for prepar-
ing families to navigate the complexities of home buying, credit, and
budgeting, reducing risk of foreclosure and cost burden.

e Intended Impact: Increased homeownership among low- and mod-
erate-income families; reduced disparities in mortgage access and out-
comes.

e Considerations: Need for trusted community partners; measuring
impact on homeownership rates.

e Stakeholders: Local nonprofits, banks/credit unions, realtors, Coop-
erative Extension, faith-based organizations.

e Next Action Steps:
O Partner with HUD-certified housing counseling agencies.

O Develop targeted outreach (including Spanish-speaking and other
minority populations).

O Integrate counseling with down payment assistance and first-time
buyer programs.

O Track participation and outcomes.
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Action 3.2: Expand and Promote Down Payment Assistance Programs

e Description: Increase the availability and visibility of NCHFA loan and
down payment assistance programs, targeting first-time buyers and
underrepresented groups.

e Justification: Lack of down payment is a primary barrier to home-
ownership, especially for renters and households of color.

e Intended Impact: More first-time buyers can access homeownership;
reduced racial and generational homeownership gaps.

e Considerations: Coordination between local, state, and lender-ad-
ministered programs; need to pair with counseling for maximum im-
pact.

e Stakeholders: State Housing Finance Agency (NCHFA), banks/credit
unions, Realtors, local government, employers.

e Next Action Steps:
O Publicize available programs in multiple languages.
O Host homebuyer fairs and workshops.
O Partner with local employers for workforce homebuyer programs.

O Evaluate participation by demographic and geographic group.
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Strategy 4: Coordination, Data, and Community Engagement

Action 4.1: Formalize Housing Partnerships and Policy Alighment

Description: Collaborate with municipalities and Kerr-Tar COG plan-
ning organizations to align housing, infrastructure, and economic de-
velopment policies.

Justification: Housing markets, labor sheds, and transportation net-
works are regional. Coordination enables more efficient use of resourc-
es and policy solutions scaled to the market.

Intended Impact: More effective management of growth, shared
solutions for affordable housing challenges, and increased access to
funding.

Considerations: Requires sustained political will and staff capacity;
need to overcome jurisdictional silos.

Stakeholders: County/city managers, planning directors, regional
COGs, economic development agencies.

Next Action Steps:
O Convene regular regional housing summits or task forces.

O Develop a regional housing dashboard and data-sharing agree-
ments.

O Jointly apply for state/federal grants.

O Align transportation, housing, and infrastructure planning.
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Action 4.2: Implement Ongoing Community Engagement

Description: Establish a robust engagement process for ongoing in-
put from residents, especially underrepresented groups

Justification: Community-driven solutions are more effective and eq-
uitable; transparency and accountability build public trust.

Intended Impact: Increased community buy-in, better-targeted pol-
icies, and measurable progress toward diverse housing goals.

Considerations: Requires translation, interpretation, and accommo-
dations for accessibility; periodic data collection and transparent re-
porting.

Stakeholders: County/municipal government, nonprofits, residents,
advocacy groups.

Next Action Steps:
O Develop an annual survey and reporting process.

O Hold public forums/listening sessions in across county locations
and formats.

O Report annually on progress toward housing goals and equity in-
dicators.
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