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1. Introduction 
 

Purpose 
 
Economically healthy communities prepare for the shifting needs of residents, workforce availability, and 
cultural identification.  The George Washington Regional Commission (GWRC) is proactively approaching 
these needs to identify opportunities and promote action to maintain regional success.  This strategic plan 
promotes “Good Jobs Here” for Planning District 16 including the counties of Caroline, King George, 
Spotsylvania, and Stafford and the City of Fredericksburg.   
 
Good Jobs Here is a broad-based effort to create, measure, execute, and foster economic growth and job 
creation in the Fredericksburg region. Utilizing a GO Virginia grant, the GWRC has partnered with leading 
local organizations to create a shared understanding of current data, analysis, strengths and opportunities 
for this region.  The commitment of a group of important actors, from different sectors, to a common 
agenda for addressing a specific problem on a larger scale mutually reinforcing activities, supports shared 
measurement, and promotes continuous communication. 
 

Methodology 
 
The commission applied the concept of collective impact to engage stakeholders to work collaboratively 
and independently toward a common goal for economic prosperity.  Collective impact is defined as the 
commitment of a group of important actors from different sectors to a common agenda for solving a 
specific social problem at scale.  The five elements of collective impact are:  common agenda, shared 
measurement, mutually reinforcing activities, continuous communication, and backbone infrastructure.  
This approach calls for breaking down silos, updating policies, inspiring innovation, supporting equity, 
expanding the scale of solutions, and leveraging existing partnerships and stakeholders.   
 
GWRC and the Fredericksburg Regional Alliance (FRA) served as the backbone organization to identify and 
engage stakeholders, define the common goal, develop success metrics and tracking/reporting procedures, 
promote coordination of activities, and provide a forum for collaboration.  Following adoption of the plan, 
GWRC and FRA will support region-wide data collection and reporting to track community-wide results and 
improve regional performance.   
 
Plan development included these three aspects: 
 
Planning.  We investigated key stakeholders, existing work underway (including economic development 
plans), baseline data on the anticipated changes in demographic trends over time, potential impact of 
demographic changes, and an initial structure for this effort.  We invited stakeholders to engage, provide 
information on this approach, and assign distinct roles for different stakeholders. 
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Facilitation.  We engaged stakeholders in three community meetings to progress across the spectrum:  
inform, consult, involve, collaborate, and co-lead.  This included overcoming identified challenges and areas 
of discord as well as getting feedback.  In this approach, relationships are more important than outputs and 
inclusion is more important than speed.   
 
Speakers at the three meetings covered the topics of future economic and demographic trends, successful 
case studies, and resiliency.  The meetings fostered dialogue to achieve progress and focused on creating 
the desired future.  We facilitated the group to develop a common vision to address the identified 
challenges and worked to develop measurable, appropriately scaled goals with specific implementation 
strategies to achieve meaningful success.  We developed a framework to prioritize efforts, coordinate 
actions, systematically collect data, track progress, and analyze data for course correcting toward the 
workforce-oriented goals. 
 
Reporting.  We provided clear, concise reports on the demographic data and concerns, project approach, 
stakeholders, collective and individual goals, prioritization, implementation, and framework for continued 
success. 
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2. Current Status 
 
Background 
 
The George Washington Regional Commission (GWRC) area is currently home to 347,000 people and 
approximately 155,000 workers.  A large portion of these workers commute to either Washington DC and 
Norther Virginia or the Richmond area.  These commuters, in many ways, are our most highly educated 
available labor pool.  While the average income of people living in the area is relatively high, the wages 
available to those who work in the region are comparatively lower.   
 
Unlike most planning districts in Virginia, the GWRC region does not have a Comprehensive Economic 
Development Strategy (CEDS).  According to the Economic Development Administration (EDA) website, the 
CEDS “provides the capacity-building foundation by which the public sector, working in conjunction with 
other economic actors (individuals, firms, industries), creates the environment for regional economic 
prosperity”.  In the past, development leaders have not placed a high priority on creating such a strategy, 
as the region’s income level made it difficult to qualify for federal EDA funding (such funding is often the 
primary driver of CEDS creation and implementation).  Unfortunately, by skipping past this economic 
development cornerstone, local leaders missed a key opportunity to engage GWRC community leaders, 
leverage the involvement of the private sector, and establish a strategic blueprint for regional collaboration.   
 
The Commission provides a broad array of services, including regional environmental, energy-conservation, 
hazard mitigation and rural transportation planning programs; operation of GWRideConnect, the region’s 
nationally-recognized rideshare brokerage that facilitates and promotes vanpooling and transit use; and 
serving as staff to its sister board, the Fredericksburg Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (FAMPO), 
which is the federally-recognized transportation-planning commission serving Fredericksburg, 
Spotsylvania, and Stafford.   
 
The Virginia Initiative for Growth and Opportunity (GO Virginia) is a statewide initiative to create more 
higher-paying jobs in Virginia through business-led regional collaboration.  The Commission is the Support 
Organization and Fiscal Agent for the Mary Ball Washington Regional Council governing GO Virginia Region 
6, which covers the Fredericksburg area, the Northern Neck (Planning District 17), and the Middle Peninsula 
(Planning District 18).  The Commission manages the $612,996 in GO Virginia funds awarded to eight 
regional economic development projects and anticipates $1.45 million in state revenue to be generated 
over a three-year period from two implementation projects. 
 
The Fredericksburg Regional Alliance (FRA) at The University of Mary Washington is the area’s economic 
development partnership.  FRA takes the lead on recruiting, finding and cataloging potential economic 
development sites, and knowing the right data points to help recruit and grow jobs in the region. 
 
The Fredericksburg Regional Chamber of Commerce has attempted to start developing the next generation 
of leaders through both their Leadership Fredericksburg and NextGen programs.  Leadership 
Fredericksburg is a nine-month course that provides the community with a pool of highly skilled and 
motivated leaders from a cross-section of industry who are deeply committed to improving the quality of 
life in the region while leading with integrity, best practices, and guiding principles.  NextGen provides 
young professionals opportunities to engage and get involved in our community through professional 
development, civic outreach and social/business networking activities. 
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A recent Regional Entrepreneurial Assessment by TEConomy Partners indicated our region’s share of 
traded sector employment in startups is lower than the state average, with most of our high-growth 
companies still tightly linked to the federal government.  The regional also suffers from a lack of 
involvement by younger entrepreneurs and most economic development efforts focus on attracting new 
businesses and not supporting local businesses.   
 
Current Local Economic Development Plans 
 
The economic development plans and economic development chapters in the comprehensive plans for the 
counties of Caroline, King George, Spotsylvania, and Stafford and the City of Fredericksburg were reviewed 
(a list of the plans is provided in Appendix A).  While the plans were written specifically for each locality, 
they all state a desire for regional collaboration. 
 
Caroline County 
 
The Caroline Economic Development Corporation’s Strategic Plan for Economic Development 2015-2020 
indicated that recent employment opportunities for residents have increased and the commercial tax base 
has also increased.  Stakeholders involved in creating the plan praised the local government for working 
well with businesses, disagreed about the quality of the labor force, agreed to focus on four core industries 
for business attraction (distribution/logistics, manufacturing, agriculture, and recreation), and discussed 
how state and local tax policies may be hindering business development. 
 
The plan identified four Strategic areas (each with multiple prioritized objectives): 

1. Infrastructure, Policy & Business Retention 
2. Workforce Development 
3. Entrepreneurship 
4. Marketing & Business Attraction 

 
The County’s Comprehensive Plan 2030 (2010) identified goals for housing, natural resources, cultural and 
historic resources, economic development, community facilities, land use, and transportation.  There is one 
goal under Economic Development: “Maximize the well-being of Caroline County citizens through 
responsible economic development.”  The three objectives and several strategies address regional 
collaboration and marketing, workforce development, tourism, and infrastructure. 
 
City of Fredericksburg 
 
The Fredericksburg Economic Development Authority’s Economic Development Strategic Plan (2017) 
identified these 10 goals, each with many objectives: 

1. Become an employment epicenter 
2. Develop the workforce of tomorrow 
3. Be a business-friendly city 
4. Enhance the City as a tourism destination 
5. Rebrand the City of Fredericksburg and vigorously defend brand standards  
6. Ensure proper infrastructure is in place to sustain growth 
7. Build upon outdoor assets 
8. Build community through cultural vibrancy 
9. Maintain historic character as part of economic development and tourism strategy 
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10. Enhance gateways into the city 
 
The City’s recent Comprehensive Plan (2019) states this vision for the city: “The people of Fredericksburg 
are building a 21st century urban center on the foundation of this historic city at the fall line of the 
Rappahannock River. Fredericksburg is the hub of regional economic activity, a city with a multicultural 
population and thriving cultural scene, a place that works for everyone, and a community where people 
are writing the next chapters of Fredericksburg’s history.”   
 
The plan included the Economic Development Strategic Plan’s 10 goals as well as these seven more (it also 
identified seven policies and 40 initiatives to support the goals): 

11. Downtown as a Center for Commerce, Culture, and Community  
12. A Well-Balanced Mix of Uses Downtown  
13. Business Development 
14. Community Character  
15. Mixed-Uses in Corridors 
16. Complementary and Connected Business Districts 
17. A Live Here/Work Here Community  

 
King George County 
 
The King George County Economic Development Authority’s Economic Development Strategic Plan (2019) 
states this vision, “A vibrant and connected community that fosters diverse economic development and 
visionary growth while honoring its rural landscape.” 
 
The plan identified six strategic areas (each with multiple objectives and actions): 

1. Commercial and Industrial  
2. Tourism & Recreation  
3. Infrastructure 
4. Housing Accessibility 
5. Strategic Relationship Management 
6. Healthcare 

 
The County’s Comprehensive Plan (2013) outlined the following goals for population and economy: 

1. Promote a healthy, diversified economy. 
2. Encourage and support the continued stability of Navy activities at Dahlgren by considering existing 

and future missions of the Navy Base at Dahlgren in land use decisions.  
3. Encourage more commercial activities, thereby promoting a more healthy and diverse local 

market. 
4. Promote integrated synergistic industrial growth. 
5. Encourage tourism to facilitate economic growth. 

 
Spotsylvania County 
 
Spotsylvania County Economic Development Authority has an Economic Development website with 
information on the County, the greater Fredericksburg region, sites, local lifestyle, workforce, business 
support services, and targeted industries (defense / IT / cyber, healthcare, manufacturing, and tourism).   
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The EDA has designated two areas of the County as Technology zones (Lake Anna and the northeastern 
corner of the County). The County has designated four areas of the County as Tourism Zones (Lake Anna, 
the Courthouse, State Route 2 Corridor, and Thornburg).  The County also has Opportunity Zones and 
supports Historically Underutilized Business Zones (HUBZone) business certification. 
 
The County’s Comprehensive Plan (2018) states this vision, “Spotsylvania families will enjoy a community 
that remembers and respects its place in our nation’s history and builds on the principles of our founding 
fathers to provide freedom and prosperity through limited government, respect for property rights, low 
taxes and pro-business policies for the 21st Century.” 
 
The plan lists these five Guiding Principles and Policies, each with strategies and/or metrics:  

1. Spotsylvania County is a “business friendly” community and local job creation is a priority. 
2. Spotsylvania County is fiscally sustainable. 
3. Spotsylvania County is a family friendly community. 
4. Agriculture and silviculture are valued components of Spotsylvania County’s economy. 
5. Spotsylvania County values its environmental resources. 

 
In addition, the plan includes policies for Mixed Land Use, Commercial Land Use, and Employment Center 
Land Use.   
 
Stafford County  
 
The Stafford County Economic Development Authority’s Economic Development Strategic Plan (2015) 
emphasizes that “regional cooperation is a key aspect of economic development.  Then it names these 10 
goals, each with prioritized objectives and detailed implementation plans: 

1. Continue to expand business growth and employment becoming a more progressive center of 
employment within the greater Washington DC Metropolitan Area.  

2. Accelerate infrastructure upgrades serving critical commercial and industrial sites.  
3. Continue to seek new and upscale retail and restaurants within the County both to attract new 

development and to enhance the quality of life of County residents.  
4. Continue to build and support technology and entrepreneurship growth and fully support the STRC 

Initiative to retain and grow high-tech jobs and businesses.  
5. Continue Redevelopment Area programs focusing on creating a sense of place.  
6. Leverage and grow the medical/allied health care base.  
7. Focus the County’s objectives and continue to be more proactive in building an enviable 

community.  
8. Promote economic development and business expansion while living the Comprehensive Plan’s 

vision of preserving rural land outside of the growth area.  
9. Consider available and appropriate riverfront areas in the County for compatible commercial 

development.  
10. Continue progress improving the overall development review and permitting processes, keeping 

taxes low, in an effort to further our “business friendly community” goals.  
 
The County’s Comprehensive Plan 2016-2036 (2016) lists these 9 goals along with their associated 
objectives and policies: 

1. Manage growth and development in a sustainable manner.  
2. Ensure that growth and development is managed in a fiscally responsible manner.  
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3. Stafford County encourages its citizens and businesses to preserve and protect Stafford’s natural 
and environmental resources through voluntary efforts.  

4. Ensure the health, safety and well-being of Stafford County residents.  
5. Promote affordable and quality housing. 
6. Create an intermodal system of transportation which implements the Land Use Plan by providing 

a safe, efficient and affordable means for our people and products to move safely in and through 
Stafford County.  

7. Support the economic vitality of Stafford County through land use policies. 3 objectives, each with 
policies. 

8. Support Stafford County as a community for superior education. 
9. Promote Stafford County’s heritage and maintain a sense of place by identifying, protecting, 

preserving, and interpreting Stafford County’s historic and cultural resources. 
 
Current Regional Economic Development Plans 
 
Relevant regional studies and plans were also reviewed (as listed in Appendix A).  These provide detailed 
information on specific aspects of the region, such as military land use plans, transportation opportunities, 
and workforce skills. 
 
GO Virginia Region 6 Growth and Diversification Plan (2017) 
 
The GO Virginia Region 6 (GWRC, MPPDC, and NNPDC) plan summaries existing regional plans, describes 
economic trends and drivers, identifies high-performance industry clusters, summarize workforce gaps and 
community patterns, and provides a new vision, goals, objectives, investments strategies, and performance 
metrics for a regional economic development.  This plan drew from these existing plans from the GWRC 
region: 

• Fredericksburg Region Industry Cluster Study (2013) 
• George Washington Region Transportation Opportunities for Economic Growth (2013) 
• Fredericksburg Region Commuter Workforce Skills Study (2016) 
• Report of the Cardinal Team, Fredericksburg Regional Alliance (2015) 
• Fort A.P. Hill Joint Land Use Study (2014) 
• Marine Corps Base Quantico Joint Land Use Study (2014) 
• Naval Support Facility (NSF) Dahlgren Joint Land Use Study (2015) 

 
The plan identified the following goals (each with several objectives and/or metrics): 

1. Accelerate the creation and expansion of businesses in identified high performance industry 
clusters including; professional services, finance and insurance, logistics/distribution, information 
and manufacturing sectors throughout the region. 

2. Steadily increase the average wages of workers to above the State’s average. 
3. Expand, diversify and modernize the high-performance natural resource-based industries 

throughout the region. 
4. Provide an adequate supply of appropriately trained and educated workers for the employers in 

the identified high-performance industry clusters. 
5. Reduce the number and percentage of works commuting to higher-paying jobs in neighboring 

metropolitan areas. 
6. Provide reliable and affordable high-speed broadband services to all areas of the region meeting 

the needs of modern high-performance industry sector employers. 
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7. Increase tourism expenditures and employment above the State average annual increase. 
 
The plan also provided recommendations and investment strategies for five categories:  product, 
workforce development, cost-of-doing business, innovation support, and broadband infrastructure.  These 
included addressing sites, buildings, commuting, training programs, business equity capital and loans, 
entrepreneurship, and broadband access. 
 
George Washington Region Transportation Opportunities for Economic Growth (2018) 
 
Fredericksburg Area Metropolitan Planning Organization report identified regional economic development 
goals attributable to benefits generated by transportation infrastructure maintenance, operation, and 
expansion (each aligned to specific transportation projects): 

1. Cultivate a diverse economy that attracts new businesses and supports business retention. 
2. Accelerate and enhance access and amenities that serve employment, freight, and activity centers. 
3. Promote tourism as a thriving industry and key driver of regional economic development and 

quality of life. 
4. Revitalize downtown and riverfront areas to create a sense of place and to initiate commercial 

development. 
5. Leverage strategic location and existing transportation assets to promote re-investment and new 

development.   
 
Fredericksburg Region Commuter Workforce Study (2019) 
 
The Fredericksburg Regional Alliance study compared the people who lived in our region and worked 
outside it in 2013 with current figures and looked at characteristics of those who live and work in our region.  
The top industries in the region are identified in Figure 1.  Key study findings include: 

• 42.2% of the area’s workforce commutes to work outside the region, up from 37% in 2013. 
• 24.8% of our commuters spend at least two hours a day driving to and from work (10.3% spend at 

least three hours). 
• Our commuters are more likely to have higher levels of education and military experience than 

non-commuters. 
• Our commuters have higher average incomes than non-commuters at every level of education. 
• Those who commute outside the region are slightly older than those who commute inside the 

region (and that average age is increasing). 
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Figure 1.  Regional Workforce Specialization 
 
 
The localities and agencies who developed these plans were invited, among others, to participate in three 
community stakeholder meetings to discuss how the concepts in the plans come together for a new 
regional plan focused on good jobs and fostering a healthy workforce. 
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3. Stakeholder Engagement 
 
Planning for Stakeholder Engagement 
 
Initial planning meetings were held with key economic development professionals and lead partners in the 
region.  This group quickly determined that we needed to have a single, deliberate question around which 
to focus our efforts and selected “How do we create, and keep, good jobs here?”.  They also planned the 
topics, formats, and dates for three community stakeholder meetings.  Meeting attendees created an invite 
list of industry professionals, elected officials, and others to invite to those meetings. 
 
Community stakeholder meetings were held at the University of Mary Washington Stafford Campus on 
September 19, October 17, and November 21, 2019.  The goal of the meetings was to collaboratively 
engage stakeholders to develop a plan in order to ensure plan implementation. 
 

Meeting 1 – Why Are We Coming Together?  What Is Our Purpose? 
 
At the first meeting, we discussed why we are coming together for a new plan, the group purpose, the 
planning process, and demographic factors to consider.  Kimberly Young, Executive Director Continuing and 
Professional Studies at the University of Mary Washington, and Linda Worrell, Fredericksburg Regional 
Alliance Chair, lead a discussion on the importance of stakeholder engagement for commitment and buy-
in.  The stakeholders are coming together to create a new plan in new space and are not replacing anything 
that already exists.  We are building up to a new plan with a strong foundation and momentum for 
implementation. 
 
Continuing and Professional Studies at the University of Mary Washington (UMW) is the Fredericksburg 
region’s leading provider of adult and professional learning opportunities. Offering both credit and non-
credit courses for adult learners, Continuing and Professional Studies makes the expertise of Mary 
Washington faculty available to adult learners seeking to enhance their careers, complete their degree or 
engage in enriching personal development. Employers in the region can work with Continuing and 
Professional Studies to create customized educational solutions to their strategic workforce needs. Since 
2019, UMW is leading a consortium of local governments and educational entities to offer a non-credit 
preparatory program for the Certified Information Systems Security Professionals (CISSP) exam. The 
program, the only one of its kind in the region, was made possible by a grant from GO Virginia, and King 
George County, as well as the Fredericksburg and Stafford County economic development authorities. 
 
UMW also has a Center for Economic Education that was established in 2011 as part of the Virginia Council 
on Economic Education.  The mission of the UMW Center for Economic Education is to build ongoing 
partnerships with the region’s school division and their teachers, provide professional development 
workshops for teaches, and provide creative, hands-on lesson plans, curriculum and programs for students.  
These efforts are with the goal of effectively infusing economic and financial education in grades K-12 to 
promote economic and financial literacy. 
 
The Fredericksburg Regional Alliance (FRA) at The University of Mary Washington updated their 
strategic plan in July 2019 to include board member advocacy for economic development, conducting a 
local business needs assessment, updating the cluster assessment, and increasing private investment.  FRA 
identified manufacturing, information technology, distribution and logistics, healthcare, defense and 
security, and higher education as target sectors.  They developed specific metrics for success for 1 year and 

http://www.vcee.org/
http://www.vcee.org/
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5 year milestones, and provided this vision:  “By 2035, the Greater By 2035, the Greater Fredericksburg 
Region will be an economic ecosystem of robust higher education, logistics, technology, health care, and 
manufacturing employment centers creating 80,000 new jobs.” 
 
Dr. Janet Gullickson, President of Germanna Community College, and Kim McClellan, Public Policy Director 
at the Fredericksburg Area Association of Realtors, lead a discussion on the purpose of the stakeholder 
group.  We are using a collective impact approach to engage stakeholders to work collaboratively and 
independently toward a common goal for economic prosperity.  Collective impact relies on the 
commitment of a group of important actors from different sectors to a common agenda for solving a 
specific social problem at scale.  This approach calls for breaking down silos, leveraging existing partnerships 
and stakeholders, supporting equity, inspiring innovation, and expanding the scale of solutions.  The 
collaborative development of goals and metrics, commitments to implementation, and metrics for 
accountability will promote action and sustained regional success.   
 
Germanna Community College is one of the twenty-three community colleges in Virginia that comprise the 
Virginia Community College System. It is a two-year public institution of higher education established in 
1970. As a comprehensive community college, Germanna provides quality, accessible, and affordable 
educational opportunities for the residents of the City of Fredericksburg and the counties of Caroline, 
Culpeper, King George, Madison, Orange, Spotsylvania and Stafford.  Germanna offers workforce support 
for understanding the labor market, workforce trends, career assessments, developing a career plan, job 
searching, resume tips, interview strategies, and selecting credentialed courses that lead to careers.   
 
Fredericksburg Area Association of Realtors (FAAR) provides education, tools, and networking for realtors 
and advocates for the profession.  The FAAR Academy is an award-winning program to meet and equip 
today’s Realtors® with the tools they need to succeed in a challenging and competitive marketplace. Plus, 
classes are open to both members of the association as well as non-members. 
 
Dr. Linda Millsaps, GWRC, shared a video montage highlighting several professionals in the regional 
workforce to put a face to the process and emphasize the focus on our residents and quality of life.  Then 
she briefly described the process for developing the plan.  She shared that this is the first of three meetings 
to engage stakeholders on understanding our regional opportunities, recognizing the benefits of regional 
collaboration, and developing a new regional vision, goals, and implementation strategy.  Each meeting will 
have expert presenters and panelists to introduce key concepts, and each will be followed by small group 
exercises to allow for discussion and the capture of ideas.  The results will be summarized in a regional 
report that will be made available for additional evaluation, adoption, and implementation.  
 
Dr. Jim Johnson, Jr., University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, presented the “Six Disruptive Demographics 
That Will Change the U.S. Forever” that he developed based on the 2010 Census.   Dr. Johnson is frequently 
called upon for his analysis and entertaining but poignant presentations by Fortune 500 Companies, the 
National Conference of State Legislators, Governing Magazine, and Chambers across the country. The 
disruptive demographic trends that will impact our future workforce are: 

• The disproportional increase in population in southeastern states, 
• The immigrant population making up a larger percentage of the population, 
• The increase in mixed race/ethnicity marriages, 
• The elderly making up a larger percentage of the total population, 
• A more diverse workforce (including women outnumbering men), and  
• The increase in non-traditional family living arrangements (multi-generational families). 
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Figure 1.  Dr. Johnson, Jr presenting on national and local demographic trends and implications 
 
There is net regional migration from the New England states to the southern states, including Virginia, that 
is more significant than the migration to other states.  In the years from 2010 to 2018, Virginia saw a 6.5% 
net growth in population from migration and natural causes (births and deaths).  Our region was 
significantly impacted, recording a 13.6% increase.  The percentage varied among the localities with 
Fredericksburg seeing the highest increase of 20% and Caroline County saw the lowest increase of 7.8% 
(Table 1).  
 
Table 1.  Population Growth from 2010 to 2018 

Area  2018 Population Absolute Change 
2010-2018 

Percent Change 
2010-2018 

The Region  299,228 40,689 13.6% 

Caroline County 30,772 2,227 7.8% 

King George County 23,584 2,991 12.7% 

Spotsylvania County 128,961 20,999 16.3% 

Stafford County  122,397 11,841 9.7% 

Fredericksburg City 24,286 4,858 20.0% 

 
This is net regional migration to the south includes all major demographic groups (white, black, Asian, 
Hispanic, elderly, native born, and foreign born).  The non-white demographic made up 77% of the 
population increase in the region.  That no-white percentage of population increase varied among the 
localities from 86% in Stafford to 37% of King George (Table 2).  Increases in the non-white population are 
a result of immigration and a declining birth rate among the white population.  As intermarriage across 
races/ethnicities is becoming more common, it is more difficult to subclassify the population under the 
“non-white” category. 
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Table 2.  Non-White Share of Population Growth from 2010 to 2018 

Area  Non-White Share Absolute 
Population  

Change 

Hispanic Share 

The Region  77% 40,689 35% 

Caroline County 39% 30.772 26% 

King George County  37% 2,991 24% 

Spotsylvania County  82% 11,841 38% 

Stafford County  86% 20,999 40% 

Fredericksburg City  51% 4,858 12% 

 
The national population is, in general, living longer and has a declining birth rate, leading to an increasing 
percentage of the elderly.  Life expectancy in the United States as extended from 47 years in 1900 to an 
anticipated 101 years in 2030.  In Virginia, the population of residents 65 years old and older increased by 
35% from 2010 to 2018.  In the region, that demographic increased by 57%.  The value varied across 
localities from 66% in Stafford to 35% in Caroline, Spotsylvania, and Fredericksburg (Table 3). 
 
Table 3.  Population Growth for 65 and Older Demographic from 2010 to 2018 

Area  Percentage Change of 65 + 2010-2018 

The Region  57% 

Caroline County 35% 

King George County  58% 

Spotsylvania County  35% 

Stafford County  66% 

Fredericksburg City  35% 

 
It is now becoming common to see five generations of people active in the workforce:  The Greatest 
Generation (born before 1945), Baby Boomers (born 1946-1964), Generation X (1965-1980), Millennials 
(born 1981-2000), and Xennials (2001-2020).  It is also now more common to see three or more generations 
living together and sharing financial and childcare responsibilities. 
 
All these data mean that: 

• The population in GWRC, and, at a lesser rate, Virginia, is increasing; however, most new residents 
are 65 and older. 

• Immigration from other states and countries, higher birthrates among minorities, and racial/ethnic 
intermarriage are making our population more diverse. 

• There are more women in the workforce than men, and there are five generations of people in the 
workforce. 
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• Extended families are living in multigenerational households to meet financial and childcare needs. 
 
Dr. Johnson, Jr. recommends, for maintaining and enhancing our regional competitiveness, we:   

• Manage transition from an aging population to a more racial/ethnical diverse population 
• Leverage Virginia’s international migration dividend  
• Embrace immigrants  
• Address the issues causing men to leave the workforce (drugs, disability, and incarceration)  
• Pursue inclusive/equitable development that generates shared prosperity 
• Actively engage in K-12 education to ensure a steady flow of talent into all sectors of the economy  
• Celebrate the visible and invisible diversity traits that make our region unique 

 
These factors will impact the regional economy for decades to come.  Communities need to prepare for 
shifting resident needs, workforce availability, and cultural re-identification.  GWRC is proactively 
approaching the issue to identify opportunities and promote action to maintain regional success.   
 
The presentation was followed by a small group exercise to discuss the top job-related economic strengths 
and challenges facing the community (Figure 2).  The groups identified 6 major strengths and 11 major 
challenges, as shown in Figures 3 and 4, respectively.  
 

  
Figure 2.  Small Group Discussions 

 
Figure 3.  Top Job-Related Regional Strengths 
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Figure 4.  Many Job-Related Regional Challenges 

 

Meeting 2 – Understanding the Region:  Who Are We and What Are Our Opportunities? 
 
This session looked at some of the key demographics and opportunities related specifically to Planning 
District 16. This included a look at never before developed data on our workforce, including those who 
commute, and some unique opportunities we have as a region to develop and grow economically. It also 
included a special look at the portions of our population that are working but struggling, so we can be sure 
to include this population in our long terms plans for success. 
 
Curry Roberts, President of Fredericksburg Regional Alliance, and Dr. Lance Gentry, Professor of Business 
at the University of Mary Washington, presented the findings from the 2019 Fredericksburg Region 
Commuter Workforce Study (Appendix B).  The study compared the people who lived in our region and 
worked outside it in 2013 with current figures and looked at characteristics of those who live and work in 
our region.  Based on the study, Dr. Gentry concluded: 

• Our workforce is larger and more educated than it was in 2013.  In fact, our work force is now more 
educated than the workforce of Virginia and America as a whole, an improvement from 2013 

• A significantly greater percentage of our population is in the workforce compared to the national 
average. 

• Nationally, the two fastest growing trends in commuting are super commuters and those who work 
from home.  Locally, we are seeing a growing percentage of our workforce commuting outside our 
region (42.2%), over 10% are super commuters, and over 5% work from home.  Therefore, policy 
makers should ensure infrastructure supports both traffic and telecommuting. 

Janel Donohue, President of the Rappahannock United Way, presented the findings of a United Way study 
(Appendix C).  The study found that 11% of Virginians are in poverty and that, excluding the number in 
poverty, 26% are working hard but still struggling to survive (virginiaalice.org).  The report refers to this 
26% of the population as Asset Limited Income Constrained Employed (ALICE).  “Asset Limited” means they 
do not have a safety net for times of crisis.  “Income Constrained” means they don’t have enough income 
for essentials.  “Employed” means they are working but may not be earning enough.   
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The ALICE population may be working as retail cashiers, janitors, drivers, laborers, care-aides, waiters, 
teachers, police officers, or any number of local jobs.  Nearly 60% of jobs in Virginia pay less than $20/hour 
and the cost of living is rising faster than wages.  Over a million households in Virginia struggle to afford the 
basics.  The top three expenses for a household are housing, childcare, and transportation.  In Virginia, 
housing costs account for 18 to 37% of the household budget.  Childcare accounts for 24%, and 
transportation costs represent 12%.  In our region, 115,884 households struggle to afford the basics.  
Figures 5 and 6 indicate the number of ALICE households by locality and district.      
 

 
Figure 5.  ALICE Households by Locality 

 

 
Figure 6.  ALICE Households by District 
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The Free Lance-Star has identified the ALICE population in many recent articles: 

• Report finds cost of childcare in Virginia has risen 7 times more than women's wage growth.   
• Spotsylvania teacher works four jobs to support herself.  
• GETTING THERE: 'Super-commuting' on the rise (90 or more minutes each way). 
• Study finds Fredericksburg area housing is still unaffordable for many.  

When ALICE households cannot make ends meet, they are forced to 
make difficult choices such as forgoing healthcare, quality childcare, 
healthy food, or car insurance.  These “savings” threaten their health, 
safety, and future – the costs are high for both ALICE families and the 
wider community, as indicated in Table 4. 
 
 
Table 4. The Consequences of Insufficient Household Income 

Challenges Impact on ALICE Broader Costs 
Unaffordable 
Housing 

• Pay more than budget allows 
• Live in Less Desirable 

Locations 
• Rent or Buy Substandard 

Housing 
• Seek Housing Assistance 
• Borrow at High Rates  

 

• The local economy suffers 
• When poor housing causes health 

problems, communities incur higher costs 
• More traffic is created 
• Long commutes reduce worker productivity 

and performance 
• As families move farther away from urban 

centers, taxpayers incur higher costs 
• Run-down housing affects neighborhoods 
• Homes in foreclosure impose costs on 

neighborhoods and local government 
agencies 

• Communities bear the cost of caring for 
homeless families 

Limited Child 
Care  
And Education 
Options 

• Seek Less Costly Care 
• Pay More than Family Budget 

Allows 
• Find a Publicly Funded 

Preschool 
• Seek Assistance 
• Find Alternate Means of Care 

 
 
 

• Lost business productivity 
• Long term societal costs 
• Lost revenue and savings 
• Higher costs for all to cover defaulted 

student loans 
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Challenges Impact on ALICE Broader Costs 
Food Insecurity • Cut Back on Food Spending 

• Seek Food Assistance 
• Put Aside Other Needs 

• Food insecurity impacts schools and 
workplaces 

• More food-insecure families means higher 
costs to taxpayers, especially through 
increased health care spending 

Unaffordable 
Transportation 

• Reduce Other Expenditures 
• Buy a Lower Cost Vehicle 
• Delay or Avoid Payments 
• Use Public Transportation 

• Older vehicles that need repair make driving 
less safe and increase pollution 

• Uninsured vehicles increase costs for all 
motorists 

• Lack of reliable transportation can 
exacerbate an emergency 

Unaffordable 
Health Care 

• Go Without Regular Care 
• Find Affordable Insurance 

Coverage 
• Provide Caregiving for a 

Family Member 
• Move to a Healthier 

Community 

• Lack of access to quality preventative care 
increases costs for all 

• Dental care moves to the ER 
• Untreated mental health and substance use 

issues shift problems to other areas 
• Health problems increase work absences 
• The potential for Medicaid to improve 

community health is limited 
• Family caregiving exacts a toll on the 

broader economy 
• Having a significant portion of a population 

vulnerable to poor health perpetuates the 
most fundamental forms of inequality 

Limited Access 
to Technology 

• Be a “Smartphone Only” 
Internet User 

• Seek Discounted Service 
• Use Public Internet 

• The “digital divide” perpetuates gaps in 
education, health care, and earning power 

• Opportunities for civic participation are 
reduced 

Unpaid Taxes • Seek Tax Credits 
• Minimize Taxes 

• When workers delay or avoid paying taxes, 
it can bring unwanted and compounding 
financial penalties 

• When taxes go unpaid, it is harder for the 
government to invest in public services, 
including those that will support and 
provide opportunities for low income 
families 
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This was followed by a small group exercise to develop the following Good Jobs Here vision statement and 
goals to implement the vision.  There was great discussion as each small group presented their major 
thoughts to the larger audience (Figure 7). 
 

  
Figure 7.  Small Group Reports 

 
Draft Good Jobs Here Vision Statement: 
 
Through regional collaboration we will prepare and care for a diversified, skilled workforce that meets 21st 
century employer needs and attracts new businesses and industries to the George Washington community.   
 
Draft Goals: 

• Create a strong and unique regional community identity. 
• Restructure high school education programs to provide more training for jobs. 
• Promote vocational and technical trade opportunities. 
• Create workforce partnerships between employers and Non-Profit agencies.  
• Improve the transportation network to reduce congestion and increase accessibility. 
• Embrace and promote diversity and inclusivity. 
• Create innovative solutions to meet ALICE needs. 
• Create partnerships to more effectively address affordable housing. 
• Launch a childcare initiative by local businesses to help subsidize employee costs. 
• Provide housing education for both problem solvers and those affected by job and housing 

challenges. 
• Revise regulations to lower barriers to major employers, small businesses, and a healthy housing 

stock. 
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Meeting 3 – Regions That Work:  Learning from Others and Putting It All Together for 
Success. 
 
At the third and final meeting, we reviewed the goals in the current local and regional economic 
development plans to share what has been done and reiterate that we are developing a new plan in a new 
space to build upon, no replace, the plans that already exist.  We also heard from a panel on successful 
economic development strategies from around the state.  Then we revisited our draft community-wide 
goals, applied all that we have learned, and developed objectives and strategies with a special view as to 
how each individual and organization can best contribute to our economic success from our areas of 
strength and expertise. 
 
Denise Nelson, Environmental Engineer at The Berkley Group, presented the goals in the current economic 
development plans and economic development sections of the local comprehensive plans.  All the local 
plans identified the need for regional collaboration for building workforce capacity, entrepreneurship, and 
marketing to attract new businesses.  To varying extents, they referenced the regional value of 
transportation infrastructure; natural, cultural, and historical assets; recreation and tourism; and 
agricultural land uses.  All emphasized a desire to provide more jobs locally, specifically higher salary 
positions.  A few specifically called out the need to ensure housing and healthcare options are available for 
all income levels.  And finally, most mentioned the need for diversity among job options to support the “live 
here / work here” idea – there needs to be options for work and play.  The GO Virginia Region 6 Growth 
and Diversification Plan (2017) went further by recommending industry clusters, broadband access, and 
equity capital and loans programs for small businesses. 
 
Our draft Good Jobs Here vision statement and goals incorporate and build upon all these ideas.  They call 
for development of a strong and unique regional community identity; a regional network of educational 
and hands-on workforce development programs in high school, community colleges, and training 
institutions; regional partnerships among governments, universities, non-profits, and private businesses; a 
regional system of support for ALICE households; a regional focus on increasing affordable childcare 
resources; and regional review of business tax policy and regulations.  Through this collaborative process, 
we’ve identified the importance of addressing issues such as ALICE, affordable housing, childcare, and 
regional transportation issues as part of the economic development plan.   Addressing these additional 
issues creates a stronger workforce and improves quality of life. 
 
Dr. Linda Millsaps, GWRC, moderated a panel discussion on “Regions that Work.”  Panel members included 
Wayne Strickland, Executive Director of the Roanoke-Alleghany Regional Commission; Shawn Avery, 
President and CEO, Hampton Roads Workforce Council; and Conaway Haskins, Extension Specialist for 
Economic and Entrepreneurial Development, Virginia Cooperative Extension (Figure 8).  
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Figure 8.  Regions That Work Panel 
 
Wayne Strickland, Executive Director of the Roanoke-Alleghany Regional Commission, shared the success 
story of the Western Virginia Regional Industrial Facility Authority (WVRIFA) formed in 2014.  The purpose 
of a regional industrial facility authority is to enhance the economic base for the member localities by 
developing, owning, and operating one or more facilities on a cooperative basis involving its member 
localities.  The Authority has been successful at preparing and marketing sites. 
 
Shawn Avery, President and CEO of the Hampton Roads Workforce Council, discussed the several 
successful workforce development programs in Hampton Roads:  

• Virginia Career Works (Hampton Roads Region) provides many programs under three levels of 
service at no cost to the job seeker:  Career Services Basic, Career Services Individualized and 
Training Services.   

• The Hampton Roads Veteran Employment Center provides a unified community process that 
advances employment opportunities for transitioning service members, veterans, and military 
spouses. Customers receive assistance with finding gainful employment in the region, becoming 
more employable, overcoming barriers to employment, and understanding veterans’ benefits.   

• The NextGen programs help to prepare the emerging workforce for meaningful and successful 
occupations of the future.  Through participation in NextGen Pathways, as well as in-school and 
out-of-school year-round programs designed for youth ages 14-24, participants learn workplace 
readiness and academic skills essential for reaching their career goals.   

• The Career Access Network is the bridge that connects individuals to essential career related 
information and services within their communities throughout South and Western Hampton 
Roads.  The Career Access Network officers a multitude of career exploration, job search 
assistance, labor market information, financial literacy education, and employer recruitment 
activities. 
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Conaway Haskins, Extension Specialist for Economic and Entrepreneurial Development at the Virginia 
Cooperative Extension, discussed the entrepreneurial movement.  In addition to enhancing the value of 
agriculture, sustaining natural resources, educating youth, and promoting healthy foods, the Virginia 
Cooperative Extension focus on cultivating community resiliency and capacity.  This includes assisting 
communities in developing and strengthening local economies through entrepreneurship and small 
business development.  It also includes developing and delivering educational programming to improve 
capacity among community members to engage in community planning, decision-making, and community 
leadership.  The Virginia Cooperative Extension most valuable connections to local communities are in the 
form of representative groups known as Extension Leadership Councils (ELCs).  Although each local ELC 
may take unique approach to form and overall structure, all local ELCs have a common mission: to advance 
and promote Virginia Cooperative Extension’s programs and presence in the local community. 
 
Mr Haskins shared that 80% of Americans believe that entrepreneurs are critical to 
job creation and small businesses are seen as key drivers in local, state & national 
economies (Appendix D).  In most U.S. counties and cities, the percent of workers 
employed by locally- or resident-owned businesses is higher than the percent of 
workers employed by nonresident-owned businesses.  In addition, smaller local 
businesses have a more positive effect on local economic performance (per-capita 
income growth, employment growth, and change in poverty) than larger local 
businesses (Atlanta Federal Reserve Bank).  From 2001-2009 (including the 
September 11 crisis and Great Recession), America’s smallest firms created 8 million 
net new jobs and self-employment grew by 91% while non-local employers cut 7.1 
million jobs and America’s largest employers eliminated another 9 million jobs 
(Center for Rural Entrepreneurship).  Entrepreneurship adds flexibility and resilience 
to our national economy, and a decline in entrepreneurship increases our risk of 
negative impacts from decisions by large, non-local businesses. 
 
The Virginia Tech Office of Economic Development defines two distinct types of entrepreneurs: 

• Innovation-driven Enterprise – These entrepreneurs aspire to function in global markets and base 
their enterprise on new technology, processes, or business models.  They do not have to work in a 
fixed location and often start by losing money before growing exponentially.    

• Small and Medium Enterprise – These entrepreneurs focus on more local markets but can expand 
regionally. They rely on jobs performed locally and experience linear growth as they succeed. They 
do not build their enterprises around innovation, even if they embrace aspects of innovation.   

Entrepreneurship ecosystems “A set of interconnected entrepreneurial actors (both potential and existing), 
entrepreneurial organizations (e.g. firms, venture capitalists, business angels, banks), institutions 
(universities, public sector agencies, financial bodies) and entrepreneurial processes (e.g. the business birth 
rate, numbers of high growth firms, levels of ‘blockbuster entrepreneurship’, number of serial 
entrepreneurs, degree of sellout mentality within firms and levels of entrepreneurial ambition) which 
formally and informally coalesce to connect, mediate and govern the performance within the local 
entrepreneurial environment” (OECD 2014). These are fundamentally local and regional, not statewide.  
Most regions of the state now have active entrepreneurship ecosystem organizations that offer access to 
education, networking & financial resources: 

• Activation Capital (Metro Richmond) 
• Charlottesville Business Innovation Council 
• Dan River Entrepreneur Ecosystem (Danville region) 

Out of the largest 25 
states, Virginia ranked: 

 

1st 
Growth 

Entrepreneurship 
 

12th 
Main Street 

Entrepreneurship 
 

17th 
Start Up Activity 

https://www.activation.capital/
https://cvilleinnovation.org/
https://www.entrepreneurecosystem.org/
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• Opportunity SWVA (Southwest Virginia) 
• Opportunity Lynchburg  
• Shenandoah Valley Innovation Coalition 
• StartWheel (Hampton Roads) 
• Think Better VGA (Southside VA) 
• Valley Business Startup (Staunton-Waynesboro) 
• Valleys Innovation Council (Roanoke-Blacksburg) 

The region can build an entrepreneurship development system by helping businesses build on existing 
investments, raise their visibility, determine unique pathways for success, create collaborative resource 
networks, and connect to the resources they need to grow.  Economic developers can be a champion or 
cheerleader, provide technical assistance and advising, provide a conduit for public and private resources, 
be a communicator and researcher of business intelligence, provide customer service, and help with small 
business planning, such as proof of concept/ feasibility analysis, defining the critical path to success, 
understanding & securing capital, and fine-tuning the operation. 
 
There was a small group exercise to revisit the Good Jobs Here vision statement and 11 goals developed at 
the last meeting.  Participants were asked to develop strategies to implement each goal, identify an 
appropriate responsible party/agency, and identify a reasonable timeframe for implementation.   
 
During this process, there were recommendations to revise and reduce the number of goals.  The resulting 
vision and goals are presented in section 4.  Their corresponding strategies, responsible parties/agencies, 
and implementation timeframes are presented in section 5. 
 

  
Figure 8.  Summary Discussion 

 

  

http://www.opportunityswva.org/
http://www.opportunitylynchburg.com/
https://svic.biz/
https://startwheel.org/
http://thinkbiggervga.com/index.php
http://www.valleybusinessstartup.com/
https://www.valleysinnovation.org/


   

26 
 

4. Plan 
 

Vision 
 
Through regional collaboration we will prepare and care for a diversified, skilled workforce that meets 21st 
century employer needs and is attractive to businesses and industries. 
 

Goals 
 

1. Create a strong and unique regional community identity. 
2. Support existing and future businesses. 
3. Increase vocational education and skilled trade capacity. 
4. Support a good quality of life for our workforce. 

 

5. Implementation  
 

Goals, Objectives, and Strategies 
 
Based on stakeholder recommendations, objectives and associated strategies were developed for each 
goal.  Many of the original 11 goals developed during the second meeting were restated as objectives or 
strategies under the shorter final list of goals.   
 
Timeline 
 
To allow for performance tracking, each strategy was assigned an implementation timeframe of either 
short-term (< 5 years), medium-term (5-10 years), or long-term (> 10 years). 
 

Responsible Party 
 
Each strategy was also assigned a responsible party to lead the effort.  The list of responsible parties and 
their acronyms is below. 
 
GWRC  George Washington Regional Commission  
FRA  Fredericksburg Regional Alliance  
FRCC  Fredericksburg Regional Chamber of Commerce 
FAAR  Fredericksburg Area Association of Realtors  
RUW  Rappahannock United Way 
GCC  Germanna Community College 
UMW  University of Mary Washington  
GI  Goodwill Industries 
FAMPO  Fredericksburg Area Metropolitan Organization 
FABA  Fredericksburg Area Builders Association 
PSS  Public School Superintendents from all five localities 
CKSSF  Caroline, King George, Stafford, Spotsylvania, and Fredericksburg staff 
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Goal 1.  Create A Strong and Unique Regional Community Identity 
 

 Objectives and Strategies Responsible 
Party/Agency Timeframe 

1-1 Develop our regional identity 
 1-1a.  Gather studies and other resources to 

understand identities of local communities in our 
region 

 Short 

 1-1b.  Analyze and conglomerate identities of local 
communities  Short 

 1-1c.  Investigate our region’s role in the larger 
identities of Virginia, the Mid-Atlantic region, and 
the east coast considering the state capital, 
national capital, highway system, waterways, and 
other features 

 Short 

 1-1d.  Develop a description of our regional 
identity  Short 

1-2 Promote our regional identity 
 1-2a.  Create branding and marketing materials to 

advertise our identity  Short 

 1-2b.  Distribute and advertise our identity  Short 
 1-2c.  Collaborate within and across the region to 

promote adoption and use of our identity  Short 

1-3 Live up to the regional identity 
 1-3a.  Develop regional metrics for success and a 

tracking and reporting system  Short 

 1-3b.  Create regional task forces to address 
specific regional identity issues  Medium 

 1-3c.  Develop a regional revenue sharing strategy  Medium 
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Goal 2.  Support Existing and Future Businesses 
 

 Objectives and Strategies Responsible 
Party/Agency Timeframe 

2-1 Revise regulations to lower barriers to major employers and small businesses 
 2-1a.  Create an advocacy review group and 

provide guidance on legislative issues  Short 

 2-1b.  Streamline local ordinances  Medium 
 2-1c.  Lighten restrictions on zoning  Medium 
 2-1d.  Simplify the process for starting a new 

business  Medium 

2-2 Retain and attract employers 
 2-2a.  Develop a regional strategy for SWAM 

businesses (small, women-owned, and minority)  Short 

 2-2b.  Recruit large employers  Medium 
 2-2c.  Attract out-commuters and non-residents to 

work in region and increase workforce.  Medium 

 2-2d.  Redevelop current commercial business 
parks  Long 

 2-2e.  Promote a network among business owners 
and industry representatives in the region to 
create a vibrant economy 

 Short 

 2-2f.  Promote collaborations and partnerships 
among businesses, non-profits, and educational 
organizations in the region to spur innovation 

 Short 

 2-2g.  Create co-working space and other 
amenities for non-traditional companies/jobs  Short 

 
 
 

  



   

29 
 

Goal 3.  Increase Vocational Education and Skilled Trade Capacity 
 

 Objectives and Strategies Responsible 
Party/Agency Timeframe 

3-1 Identify technical trade skills gap 
 3-1a.  Poll regional employers on technical trade 

skill needs  Short 

 3-1b.  Evaluate the industry for technical trade skill 
needs of potential new businesses  Short 

 3-1c.  Evaluate availability of vocational education 
on those trade skills  Short 

3-2 Build capacity in adult workforce 
 3-3a.  Develop vocational education on trade skills 

in demand  Medium 

 3-3b.  Advertise vocational education 
opportunities to increase enrollment  Medium 

 3-3c.  Identify those with an aptitude for trade 
skills and connect them to vocational education  Medium 

 3-3d.  Promote collaborations and partnerships 
among businesses, non-profits, and educational 
organizations in the region related to skilled trades 

 Short 

3-3 Build capacity in future workforce 
 3-3a.  Restructure high school education programs 

to provide more training for regional jobs.  For 
example, provide a pilot program for healthcare 
fields (more than nursing) 

 Short 

 3-3b.  Refocus high school education on career 
options, job availability, and impacts on lifestyle  Medium 

 3-3c.  Promote collaborations and partnerships in 
the region to provide career exploration 
opportunities, like field trips, apprenticeships, 
internships, and training opportunities.   

 Short 
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Goal 4.  Support A Good Quality of Life for Our Workforce 
 

 Objectives and Strategies Responsible 
Party/Agency Timeframe 

4-1 Support success of individuals 
 4-1a.  Provide education and services spanning the 

life continuum (housing, food security, job 
security, financial literacy, etc.) 

 Short 

 4-1b.  Identify ALICE citizens.  Create innovative 
solutions to meet ALICE needs  Short 

 4-1c.  Identify and meet the needs of pre-ALICE 
people (people not yet employed)  Short 

4-2 Improve community services 
 4-2a.  Create an employer’s council to address 

barriers to employment around affordable 
housing, family care (child and adult), background 
issues, and transportation.  

 Short 

 4-2b.  Create a childcare initiative among local 
business to help fund and subsidize for employees  Short 

 4-2c.  Develop a regional resilience plan 
addressing social, economic, and environmental 
aspects 

 Short 

 4-2d.  Set diversity and inclusion targets for boards 
and commissions  Short 

 4-2e.  Encourage public engagement by 
addressing physical, financial, and social 
accessibility challenges 

 Short 

 4-2f.  Promote collaborations and partnerships in 
the region among public and private social 
services providers to better meet the needs of our 
citizens. 

 Short 

4-3 Improve community infrastructure 
 4-3a.  Evaluate and address the need for 

affordable housing  Medium 

 4-3b.  Improve and expand regional transit and 
non-motorized transportation options  Medium 

 4-3c.  Expand access to broadband  Medium 
 4-3d.  Promote mixed-use development practices 

and redevelopment of current corridors   Long 
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Appendix A - Economic Development Plans throughout GWRC 

Caroline County 

 Caroline County Strategic Plan for Economic Development 2015-2020 

https://www.carolinebusiness.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/11/00-CEDC-Strategic-
Plan-Final-Reduced.pdf 

Caroline County Comprehensive Plan 2030, 2010 

https://co.caroline.va.us/267/Comprehensive-Plan 

King George County 

 King George County Economic Strategic Plan, 2019 

https://www.kinggeorgecountyva.gov/DocumentCenter/View/4597/King-George-
County-Economic-Development-Strategic-Plan---FINAL-10-JUN-19  

King George County Comprehensive Plan, 2013 

https://www.kinggeorgecountyva.gov/DocumentCenter/View/549/Comprehensive-
Plan-2013-PDF?bidId= 

Spotsylvania County 

Spotsylvania County Economic Development website   

https://www.spotsylvania.va.us/545/Economic-Development 

Spotsylvania County Comprehensive Plan, 2018 

https://www.spotsylvania.va.us/DocumentCenter/View/2119/Comprehensive-Plan-PDF 

Stafford County 

 Stafford County Department of Economic Development Strategic Plan 2020, April 14, 2015 

https://staffordcountyva.gov/DocumentCenter/View/8554/Eco-Dev-Strategic-Plan-4-6-
15-w-cover?bidId= 

 Stafford County Comprehensive Plan, 2016 

https://staffordcountyva.gov/DocumentCenter/View/9317/Comp-Plan-2016-2036-02-
07-17?bidId= 

City of Fredericksburg  

 Fredericksburg Economic Development Strategic Plan, 2017 

https://fredericksburgva.com/DocumentCenter/View/175/Fredericksburg-Economic-
Development-Strategic-Plan-PDF 

 City of Fredericksburg Comprehensive Plan, 2019 

https://www.carolinebusiness.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/11/00-CEDC-Strategic-Plan-Final-Reduced.pdf
https://www.carolinebusiness.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/11/00-CEDC-Strategic-Plan-Final-Reduced.pdf
https://co.caroline.va.us/267/Comprehensive-Plan
https://www.kinggeorgecountyva.gov/DocumentCenter/View/4597/King-George-County-Economic-Development-Strategic-Plan---FINAL-10-JUN-19
https://www.kinggeorgecountyva.gov/DocumentCenter/View/4597/King-George-County-Economic-Development-Strategic-Plan---FINAL-10-JUN-19
https://www.kinggeorgecountyva.gov/DocumentCenter/View/549/Comprehensive-Plan-2013-PDF?bidId=
https://www.kinggeorgecountyva.gov/DocumentCenter/View/549/Comprehensive-Plan-2013-PDF?bidId=
https://www.spotsylvania.va.us/545/Economic-Development
https://www.spotsylvania.va.us/DocumentCenter/View/2119/Comprehensive-Plan-PDF
https://staffordcountyva.gov/DocumentCenter/View/8554/Eco-Dev-Strategic-Plan-4-6-15-w-cover?bidId=
https://staffordcountyva.gov/DocumentCenter/View/8554/Eco-Dev-Strategic-Plan-4-6-15-w-cover?bidId=
https://staffordcountyva.gov/DocumentCenter/View/9317/Comp-Plan-2016-2036-02-07-17?bidId=
https://staffordcountyva.gov/DocumentCenter/View/9317/Comp-Plan-2016-2036-02-07-17?bidId=
https://fredericksburgva.com/DocumentCenter/View/175/Fredericksburg-Economic-Development-Strategic-Plan-PDF
https://fredericksburgva.com/DocumentCenter/View/175/Fredericksburg-Economic-Development-Strategic-Plan-PDF
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Summary of Key Findings 

• Approximately 216,848 people regularly commuted to (17.5%), out 

(38.3%), or within (44.2%) the Fredericksburg Region during the first 

quarter of 2019. 

• The average commute time for residents of the Fredericksburg Region was 38.2 

minutes.  However, there was a wide variance in commute times.  In 2018 it is 

estimated that over forty-six thousand residents spent at least an 

hour commuting – one-way – to get to work. 

• Despite the workforce participation rate dropping slightly from 2013, the size of 

the region’s workforce has increased.  A larger percentage of the workforce 

commuted to jobs outside the Fredericksburg Region in early 2019 (42%) than 

did in 2013 (37%). 

• Five of the top ten destinations for residential commuters were the individual 

counties and city within the Fredericksburg Region.  Fairfax County, Prince 

William County, the District of Columbia, Arlington County and Henrico County 

were the top five commuting destinations external to the Fredericksburg Region. 

• Similar to previous findings, commuters who live in the Fredericksburg Region 

and work outside the region tend to be more educated and make more money 

(even when controlling for education) than those who live and work in the region. 

• As a whole, regardless of where they commute, the competitiveness of the 

Fredericksburg Regional workforce has dramatically improved since 

2013.  They are better educated (52.2% have some type of college degree) and 

are more easily able to find employment (unemployment decreased by 34.6%).  
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Introduction 

In 2015 the Fredericksburg Regional Alliance at the University of Mary Washington 

(FRA), the University of Mary Washington (UMW), and the Fredericksburg Regional 

Chamber of Commerce commissioned a study to provide estimates about commuters 

and related demographics.  This study was completed in January 2016 and was based on 

2011-2013 data provided by the American Community Survey (ACS) – an ongoing set of 

research conducted by the United States Census Bureau.  In 2019, FRA commissioned a 

follow-up study to use more recent data and to focus on the region as a whole, not just 

commuters leaving the Fredericksburg Region. 

This study used three sources of information to provide current and reasonable 

estimates.  Data from the 2013-2017 ACS study were obtained and then weighted with 

the most recent (July 1, 2018) US Census population estimates for the region to 

construct many of the tables in this report.  Tables constructed in this manner will 

include 2018 in their captions. 

Data was also obtained from JobsEQ, a data aggregation and compilation service.  This 

organization collects data from the Bureau of Economic Analysis, Bureau of Labor 

Statistics, National Transportation Research Center, the Census Bureau, the Council for 

Community and Economic Research, the Department of Agriculture, the Department of 

Defense, the Employment and Training Administration, the National Center for 

Education Statistics, the Occupational Information Network, and the Social Security 

Administration.  The most recent information available from JobsEQ comes from the 

first quarter of 2019.  Tables constructed using data from this aggregator will include 

2019 in their captions. 
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Even when using the same aggregating source, the totals in the following tables may 

vary slightly from each other as the data comes from a number of underlying surveys 

and measures and then percentages are applied to the data to represent the overall 

population.  Since it is impossible to have a fraction of a person, each estimate may have 

a slightly different total.  Differences between the underlying models may also have an 

impact.  None of the estimates provided in this paper will be exactly right, but all are 

useful toward developing a better idea of the truth beneath the models.  More detailed 

tables that may be of interest to those concerned with the individual municipalities are 

available in the appendices. 

Additional microdata from the 2017 ACS study were obtained to replicate some of the 

tables in the 2016 report to estimate changes over time.  This information is not 

available at the county or city level for all of municipalities within the Fredericksburg 

Region since the Census Bureau does not release this information for what they consider 

to be relatively unpopulated areas (less than 100,000 people).  Instead, the George 

Washington Region North and South Public Use Microdata Areas (PUMAs) were 

combined since together they cover the Caroline, King George, Spotsylvania, and 

Stafford Counties plus the City of Fredericksburg.  Since the purpose of these tables is to 

look for changes over time, these were not weighted by 2018 demographics.  Thus, 

tables constructed in this manner will show the appropriate percentages for 2013 and 

2017.  The 2013 numbers were taken directly from the 2016 research report. 

Finally, a few external references were also utilized.  In these cases, footnotes provide 

the refences for readers who wish to learn more. 
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Basic Characteristics of Commuters 

Workers include members of the Armed Forces and civilians who were at work the week 

before they completed the American Community Survey for the US Census Bureau. 

Given the focus on commuting, this section focuses on those in the labor force who 

reside in the Fredericksburg Region (Caroline, King George, Spotsylvania, and Stafford 

Counties, and the City of Fredericksburg) and were sixteen years of age or older. 

Table 1:  2018 Estimated Demographic Information:  16 Years and Older 

 

The total estimated number of employed in the Fredericksburg Region in 2018 is 

187,210 people.  This includes both civilian employment (180,720) and those who serve 

in the armed forces (6,490).  This is an increase of 19,320 total employed compared to 

the 2013 estimate provided in the 2016 report.  All of the increase is due to additions in 

the civilian workforce (the number of projected active duty military in the region 

dropped by 330 people across the five-year gap between the estimates).  Between 2013 

and 2018, the region’s workforce increased by approximately 16.2%. 
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Males between 40 to 59 were more likely to commute outside the region than those in 

other demographics. 

Table 2: 2017 Work Force Age Ranges by Commute Destination 

 

The median age of those commuting outside the region was forty-seven years of age, 

compared to forty-two for those who lived and worked in the Fredericksburg Region.  

Based on the previous report, in 2013 the mean age of those commuting outside the 

region was 43 (less than 2017) and the mean age of those who lived and worked inside 

the region was 42 (same as 2017). 

Table 3 2017 Work Force Gender by Commute Destination 

 

Two thirds of those commuting outside the Fredericksburg Region were men.  Women 

were much more likely to live and work inside the region.  
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An estimated 68.4% of those 16 years of age and older and living within the 

Fredericksburg Region participate in the labor force.  Unemployment for the region is a 

very low 3.3%. 

Table 4:  2018 Estimated Demographic Information:  Percentage 16 Years and Older 

 

With the exception of the City of Fredericksburg, the labor force participation rate 

dropped across the region since 2013.  This is not unexpected.  The national average was 

also 62.8% in 2016 and is expected to drop to 61% by 2026.1  Despite this trend, the size 

of the regional workforce has increased in absolute numbers due to population growth. 

Figure 1:  Fredericksburg Region Labor Force Participation Rate 

 

 

1 https://www.bls.gov/opub/ted/2017/labor-force-participation-rates-projected-to-decline-in-the-
coming-decade.htm 

https://www.bls.gov/opub/ted/2017/labor-force-participation-rates-projected-to-decline-in-the-coming-decade.htm
https://www.bls.gov/opub/ted/2017/labor-force-participation-rates-projected-to-decline-in-the-coming-decade.htm
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Table 5:  Labor Force Change:  2013-2017 

 

The unemployment rate has dropped in every municipality within the Fredericksburg 

region since 2013.  This is a 34.6% decrease in regional unemployment between 2013 

and 2017. 

Figure 2:  Fredericksburg Region Unemployment Rate 
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In 2019, an estimated 35.5% of Fredericksburg Region residents work in the county or 

city in which they live.  53.6% of regional workers work within the Fredericksburg 

Region itself. 

Table 6:  Estimated 2019 Population of Regional Commuters by Destination 

 

Only the City of Fredericksburg has more commuters entering the municipality each day 

to work than it has leaving the city.  All of the counties within the region send more 

residents to other places to work than they have coming to work within their counties.   

An estimated 83,117 people commuted outside the region in the first quarter of 2019.  

This includes an estimated 4,898 members of the U.S. Armed Forces.  The 2016 report 

omitted active duty military from its 2013 estimate of regional residents who commuted 

outside of the Fredericksburg Region.  Comparing the 2013 estimate (61,639) and the 

2019 non-military estimate of people commuting outside the region (78,219) shows a 

26.9% growth in the number of residents commuting outside the region.  The large 

growth in commuters from 2013 to 2019 reveals that the number of area residents 

commuting from the region is growing more rapidly than the increase in the labor force.   

In 2013, approximately 37% of the Fredericksburg Region’s workforce commuted 

outside the area.  This has increased to 42% in early 2019. 
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Figure 3:  2013-19 Workforce Percentage Commuting from Region 

 

These figures are in addition to the number of people who commute to (37,866) and 

within (95,865) the region.  In early 2019, approximately 216,848 people regularly 

commuted to (17.5%), from (38.3%), or within (44.2%) the Fredericksburg 

Region.   

Table 7:  Estimated 2019 Percentage of Regional Commuters by Destination 

 

Five of the top ten destinations for residential commuters were the individual counties 

and city within the Fredericksburg Region; these were also the top five starting points 

for those commuting to other parts of the region. 
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If we focus on municipalities external to the Fredericksburg Region, Fairfax County, 

Prince William County, the District of Columbia, Arlington County and Henrico County 

were the top five commuting destinations.  Residents of Prince William, Fairfax, 

Loudoun, Orange, and Henrico counties were the top starting points for people 

commuting to the Fredericksburg Region from outside the region itself. 

Table 8:  Top 20 Commuting Destinations of Regional Residents with Inflow - 2019 
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Taken as a whole, the Fredericksburg Region exports more than forty-five thousand 

workers on a routine basis (the net after considering approximately eighty-three 

thousand residents commute to work outside of the region and almost thirty-eight 

thousand people from other locations commute to the region). 

The top twenty destinations and starting points for each municipality are provided in 

the appendices. 

While most commuters drove alone, carpooling was the second-most frequent method 

for residents of the Fredericksburg Region to get to work. 

Table 9:  Estimated Mode of Travel for Employed in 2018 

 

In 2018, it is estimated that 89.3% of those employed drove to work in a car, van, or 

truck.  76.6% of the employed population drove by themselves, 12.7% carpooled, 3.1% 

used some form of public transportation (other than taxis), 1.5% walked, 1.1% used other 

means of transportation (including taxis, bike, and motorcycles), and 5.0% worked from 

home. 

Table 10:  Estimated Mode of Travel for Employed in 2018 - Percentages 
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There was some variance in the mode of transportation based on the income level of 

commuter.  The Fredericksburg Region is unusual in that the wealthiest workers were 

the ones most likely to carpool.  It is less surprising that those making less than $25,000 

a year were much more likely to walk than those in higher income ranges. 

Table 11:  Mode of Transportation by Income Ranges 

 

Those making over $100,000 per year were also more likely to utilize public 

transportation than those with lower salaries.  Rail is, by far, the most utilized form of 

public transportation in the Fredericksburg Region. 

Table 12:  Rail Travel as a Percent of Public Transportation 

 

The average commute time for residents of the Fredericksburg Region was 38.2 

minutes.  However, there was a wide variance in commute times.  In 2018 it is 

estimated that over forty-six thousand residents spent at least an hour 

commuting – one-way – to get to work. 
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Table 13:  2018 Fredericksburg Region Employed Residents by Commute Time 

 

These findings are aligned with other research.  Economists Igor Popov and Chris Salviati 

used ACS data to monitor changes in national commuting patterns between 2009 and 

2017 for Apartment List, Inc.2  They defined those that commuted 90 minutes or more 

(one-way) as super commuters.  Popov and Salviati concluded that Super commuters and 

those who work from home tend to be concentrated in locations and industries that offer 

above average wages. The median wage of super commuters is 20.9% greater than that 

of those who spend less than 90 minutes commuting each way. 

The following table was constructed using data that Chris Salviati made publicly available.  

It shows the percentage of the labor force that are super commuters for the 

Fredericksburg Region. 

Table 14:  Regional Super Commuters - 2009 to 2017 

  

 

2 https://www.apartmentlist.com/rentonomics/traffic-trains-or-teleconference-the-changing-american-
commute/ 

https://www.apartmentlist.com/rentonomics/traffic-trains-or-teleconference-the-changing-american-commute/
https://www.apartmentlist.com/rentonomics/traffic-trains-or-teleconference-the-changing-american-commute/
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Education and Military Service 

36.0% of the residents (25 years of age and older) in the Fredericksburg Region have at 

least one bachelor’s degree.  13.8% also have a graduate or professional degree. 

Table 15:  Estimated 2018 Educational Attainment of Regional Residents (25 and Older) 

 

Table 16:  Estimated 2018 Educational Attainment of Regional Residents (25 and Older) - Percentage 

 

There was some variance in the educational attainment between the residents of the five 

municipalities that make up the Fredericksburg Region.  As the home of the University 

of the Mary Washington, it is not surprising that the City of Fredericksburg has a greater 

percentage of residents with advanced degrees than the four counties. 
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The American Community Survey groups similar majors into five broad categories:  

Science and Engineering; Science and Engineering Related Fields; Business; Education; 

and Arts, Humanities, and Other.  Science and Engineering includes majors such as 

Computers, Mathematics, and Statistics; Biological, Agricultural, and Environmental 

Sciences; Physical and Related Sciences; Psychology; Social Sciences; Engineering; and 

Multidisciplinary Studies.  Arts, Humanities, and Other includes majors such as 

Literature and Languages, Liberal Arts and History, Visual and Performing Arts, 

Communications, and all majors that do not fit into another category. 

Table 17:  Field of Bachelor's Degree for First Major (25+) 2018 

 

These numbers are significantly higher than those measured in the previous study.  The 

change shows the workforce response to a growing demand for a highly educated 

workforce.   

Table 18:  Field of Bachelor's Degree for First Major (25+) 2018 
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Table 19:  Highest Level of Educational Attainment by Regional Work Status 

 

As a group, those who live within the Fredericksburg Region and work outside of it have 

attained a higher level of education than those who live and work within the region.  

However, while still significant, this gap has narrowed since the previous study.  In 

2013, there was a difference of 8% between the percentage of people who commuted 

outside of the region and had some type of college degree (44%) and those who lived 

and worked within the region and had a similar degree (36%).  In 2017, the difference 

was only 5% (55% compared to 50%).  This also shows the dramatic increase in the 

overall education of the regional workforce in just four years.  The average employee 

who lived and worked in the region in 2017 was more educated than the average 

employee who commuted outside the region in 2013. 

Figure 4:  Highest Level of Educational Attainment by Regional Work Status 
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Table 20:  Highest Level of Educational Attainment by Military Service - 2017 

 

There was a strong correlation between military service and higher educational 

attainment.  Those with current or prior military service (including Reserves and 

National Guard) were much more likely to have advanced degrees than residents who 

had never served. 

Figure 5:  Highest Level of Educational Attainment by Military Service - 2017 
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As was found in the previous study, those that live in the Fredericksburg Region and 

work outside of the region are also more likely to have military experience than those 

that both live and reside inside the region. 

Table 21:  Military Experience by Regional Work Status 
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Civilian Employment 

The tables in this section provide details about the civilian employment of residents 

within the Fredericksburg region.  It is important to understand that these numbers are 

much different than regional employment statistics, which provide measures of jobs 

within a region.  Instead, this section focuses on jobs held by the residents – no matter 

where the jobs exist.  Many of these jobs are external to the Fredericksburg Region and 

jobs within the region held by residents from outside the region are not captured.  In 

other words, these tables provide an overview of how regional residents are currently 

employed. 

69.0% of the employed civilians in the Fredericksburg Region work for a private 

organization (typically for-profit firms, but also include non-profits such as churches 

and charities), 27.1% work for government agencies (federal and local), and 3.9%3 are 

self-employed. 

Table 22:  2018 Estimate of Type of Civilian Employment 

 

  

 

3 This percentage only shows those that are self-employed for their primary occupation.  It does not 
capture those who work for another organization full-time but have one or more part-time businesses. 
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The 2013-17 ACS uses thirteen general classifications to delineate the industries in 

which civilians work.  These classifications are abbreviated on the tables in this section.  

Most are self-explanatory, but the Professional category is a bit vague.  This category 

includes engineering, research and development, and most computer-related jobs. 

Table 23:  2018 Estimated Civilian Workforce by Industry 

 

Table 24:  2018 Percentage of Civilian Workforce by Industry 
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Income 

Table 25:  2017 Percentage Distribution of Income by Location of Employment 

 

Given the findings in the previous section that the Fredericksburg Region residents who 

commute outside the region tend to be more highly educated, one would expect them to 

also earn more.  That is, in fact, the case. 

Figure 6:  2017 Percentage Distribution of Income by Location of Employment 
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Table 26:  Average Income by Level of Education and Commute (2017 and 2013) 

 

However, do those who commute out of the Fredericksburg area make more in addition 

to the premium for more education?   

Figure 7:  Median Income by Level of Education and Commute (2017) 

 

As was the case with the previous study, people who live in the Fredericksburg Region 

and work out of the region make more at every level of education compared to those who 

live and work in the region. 
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There was one surprising finding when comparing the rate of increase in the average 

income from 2013 to 2017 by the level of education attained.  The increase in average 

salary was similar for those with a bachelor’s degree (17.5% for those commuting out of 

the region, 19.2% for those working in the Fredericksburg Region).  However, while a 

premium for commuting outside the region still exists for those whose current education 

level is at the High School and Associate’s level, the increase in average salaries 

associated with these levels of educational attainment varied greatly between the 

groups.   

For residents who commuted outside of the Fredericksburg Region, the average salary 

increased by 7% for those formal schooling stopped with a high school degree and 

dropped 1.4% for those whose highest level of schooling was an Associate’s degree.  

Residents with these levels of educational attainment who worked within the 

Fredericksburg Region saw increases in their average salary of 34.1% (high school 

degree) and 17.3% (Associate’s degree).  While the reasons behind this difference is 

outside the scope of this study, it is reasonable that the historically low level of 

unemployment in the Fredericksburg Region (3.3%) is driving up the wages of the 

relatively less educated faster than they are increases in the most common commuting 

destinations outside of the region.  The increase in local certification options at local 

high schools and community colleges may be another reason for the increase.  The 

Census does not individually track those who obtain certificates.  Thus, it is certainly 

possible that a large portion of the increase in local wages for those with high school 

diplomas and Associate’s degrees is going to graduates who also have obtained 

certification in a specialty such as an Emergency Medical Technician.  
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Appendix A:  Caroline County 

Table 27:  Top 20 Commuting Destinations of Caroline County Residents - 2019 

 

Table 28  Top 20 Residences for Those Commuting to Caroline County in 2019 
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Appendix B:  City of Fredericksburg 

Table 29:  Top 20 Commuting Destinations of City of Fredericksburg Residents - 2019 

 

Table 30  Top 20 Residences for Those Commuting to the City of Fredericksburg in 2019 
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Appendix C:  King George County 

Table 31:  Top 20 Commuting Destinations of King George County Residents - 2019 

 

Table 32  Top 20 Residences for Those Commuting to King George County in 2019 
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Appendix D:  Spotsylvania County 

Table 33:  Top 20 Commuting Destinations of Spotsylvania County Residents - 2019 

 

Table 34  Top 20 Residences for Those Commuting to Spotsylvania County in 2019 
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Appendix E:  Stafford County 

Table 35:  Top 20 Commuting Destinations of Stafford County Residents - 2019 

 

Table 36  Top 20 Residences for Those Commuting to Stafford County in 2019 

  



2019 Fredericksburg Region Commuter Workforce Study 

 

 

Commissioned by the Fredericksburg Regional Alliance at UMW Page 29 

Center for Business Research 

The University of Mary Washington has established the Center for Business Research4 

(CBR), formerly known as Center for Economic Research.  The purpose is to support 

economic development and business research at the University of Mary Washington. 

The CBR assesses the region’s needs for research and undertakes projects.  

The CBR is created to deliver the requested research.  Its goal is to collaboratively plan 

and conduct research activities by the College of Business (COB) faculty and interested 

UMW faculty members from the UMW Colleges of Arts and Science and Education, 

based on their interest and skill sets for regional impact-related activities in the future. 

It is, however, primarily driven by the collaborative efforts of the COB faculty. 

As a local source for regional economic analysis and expertise, the Center was 

strategically created as a part of UMW’s College of Business to capitalize on access to 

highly regarded faculty and opportunities for student engagement.  Through research 

employment opportunities, the Center will provide hands-on learning opportunities for 

students to assist the Center’s faculty in the research and preparation of reports on 

regional economy. 

University of Mary Washington (UMW) - a coeducational, public liberal arts and 

sciences institution in Fredericksburg, Virginia, that offers graduate and undergraduate 

degree programs.  Founded in 1908, UMW has campuses in Stafford, Fredericksburg 

and Dahlgren, providing support for regional economic development as an important 

 

4 This description was graciously provided by the CBR’s director, Dr. Mukesh Srivastava. 
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element of its mission to improve the regional quality of life.  UMW has approximately 

4,500 enrolled undergraduate and graduate students from 40 states and many foreign 

countries. 
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LETTER TO THE COMMUNITY
Dear Virginians,

More than 8 million of us think there is no better place to live than Virginia! 

With its diverse population, beautiful natural features of beaches and mountains, old rural towns and 
cosmopolitan cities, its long and rich history, and extensive recreation options, Virginia ranks within the top 10 
states with the best quality of life in the nation.

Despite all of this, and despite Virginia’s robust economy within the wealthiest country in the world, so many 
hardworking individuals and families struggle to make ends meet.

This Report shows that more than 39 percent of Virginia households are facing financial hardships. This is a 
startling statistic, and represents hundreds of thousands of real people, with real stories.

ALICE is an acronym for Asset Limited, Income Constrained, Employed. The ALICE population represents 
individuals and families who work hard and earn more than the official Federal Poverty Level, but less than the 
basic cost of living. ALICE struggles to afford the basic necessities, including housing, food, child care, health 
care, and transportation. 

Every one of us knows ALICE; maybe we are ALICE – child care providers, home health aides, mechanics, 
retail workers, service providers, store clerks, or office assistants. ALICE can be a new graduate just starting 
out in life, a young family, or a retiree. Some households become ALICE due to an unforeseen life event: a life-
altering health diagnosis, job loss, or family crisis such as a death or divorce. 

Until now, ALICE has been a hidden population. ALICE households often don’t qualify for governmental aid or 
social service programs, so they are virtually invisible to the system, their struggle unseen and unknown. Yet 
this Report clearly shows us who ALICE is, where ALICE lives, and how ALICE struggles in the state of Virginia.

United Ways have a vision for a community where individuals and families achieve their potential through 
education, financial stability, and healthy living. That’s why Rappahannock United Way called together local 
United Ways throughout our great state to join the more than 450 other United Ways across 14 states to give 
ALICE a voice and create change to improve life for ALICE and our communities as a whole.

This Report is now a call to action; we ask that you read it and share it to raise awareness about ALICE. We 
invite you to join with us today; contact your local United Way and together we will build a stronger and more 
prosperous Virginia for all. 

Sincerely,

 Janel S. Donohue     Sarah Walsh 
 President      Vice President, Community Impact 
 Rappahannock United Way, Inc.   



THE UNITED WAY ALICE PROJECT
The United Way ALICE Project provides a framework, language, and tools to measure and understand the 
struggles of the growing number of households in our communities that do not earn enough to afford basic 
necessities, a population called ALICE. This research initiative partners with state United Way organizations to 
present data that can stimulate meaningful discussion, attract new partners, and ultimately inform strategies 
that affect positive change.

Based on the overwhelming success of this research in identifying and articulating the needs of this vulnerable 
population, the United Way ALICE Project has grown from a pilot in Morris County, New Jersey in 2009, to the 
entire state of New Jersey in 2012, and now to the national level with 15 states participating. 

The United Ways in Virginia are proud to join the some 450 United Ways from these states to better understand 
the struggles of ALICE. Organizations across the country are also using this data to better understand the 
struggles and needs of their employees, customers, and communities. The result is that ALICE is rapidly 
becoming part of the common vernacular, appearing in the media and in public forums discussing financial 
hardship in communities across the country.

Together, United Ways, government agencies, nonprofits, and corporations have the opportunity to evaluate 
current initiatives and discover innovative approaches that give ALICE a voice, and create changes that 
improve life for ALICE and the wider community.

To access reports from all states, visit UnitedWayALICE.org
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THE ALICE RESEARCH TEAM
The United Way ALICE Project provides high-quality, research-based information to foster a better 
understanding of who is struggling in our communities. To produce the United Way ALICE Report for Virginia, a 
team of researchers collaborated with a Research Advisory Committee, composed of 13 representatives from 
across the state, who advised and contributed to the Report. This collaborative model, practiced in each state, 
ensures each Report presents unbiased data that is replicable, easily updated on a regular basis, and sensitive 
to local context. Working closely with United Ways, the United Way ALICE Project seeks to equip communities 
with information to create innovative solutions.

Lead Researcher
Stephanie Hoopes, Ph.D. is the lead researcher and director of the United Way ALICE Project. 
Dr. Hoopes’ work focuses on the political economy of the United States and specifically on the circumstances 
of low-income households. Her research has garnered both state and national media attention. She began the 
United Way ALICE Project as a pilot study of the low-income community in affluent Morris County, New Jersey 
in 2009, and has overseen its expansion into a broad-based initiative to more accurately measure financial 
hardship in states across the country. In 2015, Dr. Hoopes joined the staff at United Way of Northern New 
Jersey in order to expand this project as more and more states become involved.

Dr. Hoopes was an assistant professor at the School of Public Affairs and Administration (SPAA), Rutgers 
University-Newark, from 2011 to 2015, and director of Rutgers-Newark’s New Jersey DataBank, which makes 
data available to citizens and policymakers on current issues in 20 policy areas, from 2011 to 2012. SPAA 
continues to support the United Way ALICE Project with access to research resources. 

Dr. Hoopes has a doctorate from the London School of Economics, a master’s degree from the University of 
North Carolina at Chapel Hill, and a bachelor’s degree from Wellesley College. 

Research Support Team
Andrew Abrahamson           Helen McGinnis                    Dan Treglia, Ph.D.

ALICE Research Advisory Committee for Virginia
James André, M.Ed. 
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U.S. Census Bureau

Qian Cai, Ph.D. 
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Gary Frederick Christie, M.A.S.S. 
Virginia’s Region 2000 Local 
Government Council
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James Madison University
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Virginia Early Childhood 
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Caroline Lane, M.A. 
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Jonathan E. McBride, M.P.P.M. 
City of Hampton

Robert W. McClintock, Jr., 
M.U.R.P. 
Virginia Economic Development 
Partnership

Lisa Peacock, M.B.A. 
Culpeper County Department of 
Human Services

David J. Urso, Ph.D. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Across Virginia, 39 percent of households struggled to afford basic household necessities in 2015.

WHO IS ALICE?
With the cost of living higher than what most people earn, ALICE families – an acronym for Asset Limited, 
Income Constrained, Employed – have income above the Federal Poverty Level, but not high enough to 
afford a basic household budget that includes housing, child care, food, transportation, and health care. ALICE 
households live in every county and independent city in Virginia – urban, suburban, and rural – and they 
include women and men, young and old, and all races and ethnicities.

WHO IS STRUGGLING?
While the Federal Poverty Level reports that 11 percent of Virginia households faced financial hardship in 2015, 
an additional 28 percent (859,079 households) qualified as ALICE.

WHY ARE THERE SO MANY ALICE HOUSEHOLDS IN 
VIRGINIA?
Low wage jobs dominate the local economy: More than 57 percent of all jobs in Virginia pay less than $20 
per hour, with most paying between $10 and $15 per hour ($15 per hour full time = $30,000 per year). These 
jobs – especially service jobs that pay wages below $20 per hour and require a high school education or less – 
will grow far faster than higher-wage jobs over the next decade.

The basic cost of living outpaces wages: The cost of basic household expenses in Virginia is more than 
most of the state’s jobs can support. The average annual Household Survival Budget for a Virginia family of 
four (two adults with one infant and one preschooler) is $61,068 – significantly more than double the U.S. 
family poverty level of $24,250.

Economic conditions worsened for ALICE households from 2007 to 2015: The Economic Viability 
Dashboard shows that conditions worsened through the Great Recession on three indices – Housing 
Affordability, Job Opportunities, and Community Resources – in each county in Virginia. Conditions started 
to improve from 2010 to 2015 – especially in job opportunities – but have not even returned to 2007 levels in 
most parts of the state. Finding both housing affordability and job opportunities in the same location remains a 
challenge for ALICE households. 

Public and private assistance helps, but doesn’t provide financial stability: The income of ALICE and 
poverty-level households in Virginia is supplemented with $12.2 billion in government, nonprofit, and health 
care resources. Presuming that these benefits are distributed evenly and allocated according to need, there is 
still a 35 percent Unfilled Gap for all households to meet the ALICE Threshold for economic survival. In addition, 
because government expenditure is increasingly composed of health care spending, which consists of services 
and cannot be transferred to meet other needs, there are actually larger gaps in other areas, such as housing 
(47 percent) and child care (52 percent).
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WHAT ARE THE CONSEQUENCES, AND WHAT WOULD 
IMPROVE THE ECONOMIC SITUATION FOR ALICE 
HOUSEHOLDS? 
Consequences: When ALICE households cannot make ends meet, they are forced to make difficult choices 
such as forgoing health care, accredited child care, healthy food, or car insurance. These “savings” threaten 
their health, safety, and future – and they reduce productivity and raise insurance premiums and taxes for 
everyone. The costs are high for both ALICE families and the wider community.

Long-term change: While short-term strategies can make conditions less severe, only structural economic 
changes will significantly improve the prospects for ALICE and enable hardworking households to support 
themselves. Strengthening the Virginia economy and meeting ALICE’s challenges are linked: Improvement for 
one would directly benefit the other. The ALICE tools can help policymakers, community leaders, and business 
leaders to better understand the number and variety of households facing financial hardship and to create more 
effective and lasting change.

GLOSSARY
ALICE is an acronym that stands for Asset Limited, Income Constrained, Employed, comprising 
households with income above the Federal Poverty Level but below the basic cost of living.

The Household Survival Budget calculates the actual costs of basic necessities (housing, child care, 
food, transportation, and health care) in Virginia, adjusted for different counties and household types.

The ALICE Threshold is the average level of income that a household needs to afford the basics defined 
by the Household Survival Budget for each county in Virginia. (Please note that unless otherwise noted 
in this Report, households earning less than the ALICE Threshold include both ALICE and poverty-level 
households.)

The Household Stability Budget is greater than the basic Household Survival Budget and reflects 
the cost for household necessities at a modest but sustainable level. It adds savings and cell phone 
categories, and it is adjusted for different counties and household types.

The ALICE Income Assessment is the calculation of all sources of income, resources, and assistance for 
ALICE and poverty-level households. Even with assistance, the Assessment reveals a shortfall, or Unfilled 
Gap, between what these households bring in and what is needed for them to reach the ALICE Threshold.

The Economic Viability Dashboard is comprised of three indices that evaluate the economic conditions 
that matter most to ALICE households – Housing Affordability, Job Opportunities, and Community 
Resources. A Dashboard is provided for each county in the state.

2
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Consequences of Households Living below the ALICE Threshold in Virginia

Impact on ALICE Impact on Community

HOUSING
Live in substandard 
housing or unsafe 
neighborhoods

Health and safety risks; increased maintenance 
costs; inconvenience; increased risk of crime

Increased health care costs; worker stressed, late, 
and/or absent from job – less productive

Move farther away 
from job

Longer commute; costs increase; severe weather can 
affect commuter safety; less time for other activities

More traffic on road; workers late to job; absenteeism 
due to severe weather can affect community access 
to local businesses and amenities; increased cost 
of urban sprawl including infrastructure and services 
such as roads, public transit, sewage, etc.

Homeless Disruption to job, family, school, etc. Costs for homeless shelters, foster care system, 
health care

CHILD CARE AND EDUCATION
Substandard child 
care

Safety and learning risks; health risks; children 
less likely to be school-ready, read at grade level, 
graduate from high school; limited future employment 
opportunity

Future need for education and social services; less 
productive worker

No child care One parent cannot work; forgoing immediate income 
and future promotions

Future need for education and social services

Substandard public 
education

Learning risks; limited earning potential/mobility; 
limited career opportunity

Stressed parents; lower-skilled workforce; future 
need for social services

FOOD
Less healthy Poor health; obesity Less productive worker/student; increased future 

demand for health care

Not enough Poor daily functioning Even less productive; increased future need for social 
services and health care

TRANSPORTATION
Old car Unreliable transportation; risk of accidents; increased 

maintenance costs
Worker stressed, late, and/or absent from job – less 
productive

No insurance/
registration

Risk of fine; accident liability; risk of license being 
revoked

Higher insurance premiums; unsafe vehicles on the 
road

Long commute Costs increase; severe weather can affect commuter 
safety; less time for other activities

More traffic on road; workers late to job; increased 
demand for road maintenance and services

No car Limited employment opportunities and access to 
health care/child care

Reduced economic productivity; higher taxes for 
specialized public transportation; greater stress on 
emergency vehicles

HEALTH CARE
Underinsured Delaying or skipping preventative dental and health 

care; more out-of-pocket expense; substandard or no 
mental health coverage

Workers report to job sick; spread illness; less 
productive; absenteeism; increased workplace issues 
due to untreated mental illness

No insurance Forgoing preventative health care; use of emergency 
room for non-emergency care

Higher premiums for all to fill the gap; more 
expensive health costs; risk of health crises

INCOME
Low wages Longer work hours; pressure on other family 

members to work (drop out of school); no savings; 
use of high-cost financial products

Worker stressed, late, and/or absent from job – less 
productive; higher taxes to fill the gap

No wages Cost of looking for work and finding social services; 
risk of depression

Less productive society; higher taxes to fill the gap

SAVINGS
Minimal savings Mental stress; crises; risk taking; use costly 

alternative financial systems to bridge gaps
More workers facing crises; unstable workforce; 
community disruption

No savings Crises spiral quickly, leading to homelessness, 
hunger, illness

Costs for homeless shelters, foster care system, 
emergency health care

Suggested reference: United Way ALICE Report – Virginia, 2017
3
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AT-A-GLANCE: VIRGINIA
2015 Point-in-Time Data

Population: 8,382,993  |  Number of Counties and Independent Cities: 133 
Number of Households: 3,107,460 
Median Household Income (state average): $66,262 (national average: $55,775) 
Unemployment Rate (state average): 4.5% (national average: 5.3%) 
Gini Coefficient (zero = equality; one = inequality): 0.47 (national average: 0.48)

How many households are struggling? 
ALICE, an acronym for Asset Limited, Income Constrained, 
Employed, are households that earn more than the Federal 
Poverty Level, but less than the basic cost of living for the 
state (the ALICE Threshold). Combined, the number of 
poverty-level and ALICE households (39 percent) equals 
the total Virginia population struggling to afford basic needs.

Income Assessment for Virginia
The total annual income of poverty-level and ALICE households in Virginia in 2015 was $28.2 
billion, which includes wages and Social Security. This is only 45 percent of the amount 
needed just to reach the ALICE Threshold of $62.2 billion statewide. Government and 
nonprofit assistance made up an additional 20 percent, or $12.2 billion, but that still leaves an 
Unfilled Gap of 35 percent, or $21.8 billion.

ALICE Threshold – Earned Income and Assistance = Unfilled Gap

$62.2 billion – $40.4 billion = $21.8 billion

What does it cost to afford the basic necessities?
This bare-minimum Household Survival Budget does not allow for any savings, leaving a 
household vulnerable to unexpected expenses. Affording only a very modest living in each 
community, this budget is still significantly more than the Federal Poverty Level of $11,770 for 
a single adult and $24,250 for a family of four.

Monthly Costs – Virginia Average – 2015

SINGLE ADULT
2 ADULTS, 1 INFANT,  
1 PRESCHOOLER

PERCENT CHANGE, 
2007–2015

Housing $689 $897 27%

Child Care $- $1,204 6%

Food $169 $561 14%

Transportation $316 $630 -1%

Health Care $170 $653 81%

Miscellaneous $169 $463 22%

Taxes $343 $681 35%

Monthly Total $1,856 $5,089 22%

ANNUAL TOTAL $22,272 $61,068 22%

Hourly Wage $11.14 $30.53 22%
Note: In each category, percent change is an average of the changes over time for a single-adult and a four-person family.
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Virginia Counties and 
Independent Cities, 2015

COUNTY TOTAL HH
% ALICE & 
POVERTY

Accomack 13,961 50%

Albemarle 39,916 36%

Alexandria City 69,008 24%

Alleghany 6,781 41%

Amelia 4,704 41%

Amherst 12,502 41%

Appomattox 5,931 39%

Arlington 103,408 23%

Augusta 27,914 36%

Bath 2,146 28%

Bedford 32,050 34%

Bland 2,614 35%

Botetourt 12,913 26%

Bristol City 7,718 45%

Brunswick 5,916 55%

Buchanan 9,442 56%

Buckingham 5,603 50%

Buena Vista City 2,737 61%

Campbell 21,791 40%

Caroline 10,970 39%

Carroll 12,548 48%

Charles City 2,883 47%

Charlotte 4,723 58%

Charlottesville City 17,752 43%

Chesapeake City 83,593 40%

Chesterfield 121,529 36%

Clarke 5,526 40%

Colonial Heights City 7,106 46%

Covington City 2,476 48%

Craig 2,214 37%

Culpeper 16,515 41%

Cumberland 4,012 55%

Danville City 18,559 49%

Dickenson 6,205 50%

Dinwiddie 9,939 53%

Emporia City 2,459 60%

Essex 4,332 49%

Virginia Counties and 
Independent Cities, 2015

COUNTY TOTAL HH
% ALICE & 
POVERTY

Fairfax 392,822 27%

Fairfax City 8,467 33%

Falls Church City 5,166 22%

Fauquier 25,498 35%

Floyd 6,271 37%

Fluvanna 9,891 33%

Franklin 23,189 40%

Franklin City 3,453 57%

Frederick 30,483 34%

Fredericksburg City 10,080 55%

Galax City 2,961 55%

Giles 7,230 34%

Gloucester 14,280 38%

Goochland 8,148 31%

Grayson 6,795 55%

Greene 7,111 34%

Greensville 3,486 52%

Halifax 14,300 51%

Hampton City 53,132 47%

Hanover 39,026 23%

Harrisonburg City 16,409 65%

Henrico 125,854 36%

Henry 22,415 43%

Highland 1,071 38%

Hopewell City 8,706 57%

Isle of Wight 13,769 36%

James City 28,485 37%

King and Queen 2,894 47%

King George 8,379 29%

King William 6,036 35%

Lancaster 5,164 38%

Lee 9,445 59%

Lexington City 1,638 46%

Loudoun 120,559 25%

Louisa 12,829 35%

Lunenburg 4,516 49%

Lynchburg City 27,864 54%

AT-A-GLANCE: VIRGINIA
2015 Point-in-Time Data

Population: 8,382,993  |  Number of Counties and Independent Cities: 133 
Number of Households: 3,107,460 
Median Household Income (state average): $66,262 (national average: $55,775) 
Unemployment Rate (state average): 4.5% (national average: 5.3%) 
Gini Coefficient (zero = equality; one = inequality): 0.47 (national average: 0.48)
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Virginia Counties and 
Independent Cities, 2015

COUNTY TOTAL HH
% ALICE & 
POVERTY

Madison 5,003 56%

Manassas City 12,433 51%

Manassas Park City 4,723 47%

Martinsville City 5,857 51%

Mathews 3,806 36%

Mecklenburg 12,482 52%

Middlesex 4,342 37%

Montgomery 36,971 39%

Nelson 6,339 43%

New Kent 7,299 24%

Newport News City 70,546 49%

Norfolk City 87,819 59%

Northampton 5,248 54%

Northumberland 5,861 32%

Norton City 1,783 54%

Nottoway 5,589 57%

Orange 12,810 35%

Page 9,372 45%

Patrick 7,790 49%

Petersburg City 12,803 66%

Pittsylvania 26,204 37%

Poquoson City 4,642 30%

Portsmouth City 36,654 59%

Powhatan 9,730 34%

Prince Edward 7,409 49%

Prince George 11,102 46%

Prince William 139,082 35%

Pulaski 14,619 39%

Radford 5,477 66%

Rappahannock 3,273 38%

Richmond 2,875 41%

Richmond City 91,396 54%

Virginia Counties and 
Independent Cities, 2015

COUNTY TOTAL HH
% ALICE & 
POVERTY

Roanoke 37,968 25%

Roanoke City 41,501 48%

Rockbridge 9,319 40%

Rockingham 30,318 42%

Russell 11,045 53%

Salem City 10,045 40%

Scott 9,379 46%

Shenandoah 17,096 41%

Smyth 12,795 44%

Southampton 6,682 49%

Spotsylvania 42,568 47%

Stafford 43,887 35%

Staunton City 10,387 46%

Suffolk City 32,232 47%

Surry 2,668 41%

Sussex 3,149 52%

Tazewell 17,832 50%

Virginia Beach City 169,097 40%

Warren 14,364 37%

Washington 22,673 43%

Waynesboro City 9,031 42%

Westmoreland 6,944 44%

Williamsburg City 4,538 57%

Winchester City 10,608 50%

Wise 15,254 49%

Wythe 11,863 45%

York 24,660 32%

Sources: 2015 Point-in-Time Data: American Community Survey, 2015. ALICE Demographics: American Community Survey, 2015, 
and the ALICE Threshold, 2015. Income Assessment: Office of Management and Budget, 2015; U.S. Department of Agriculture 
(USDA); U.S. Department of the Treasury, 2016; American Community Survey, 2015; National Association of State Budget Officers, 
2015; NCCS Data Web Report Builder, 2012; see Appendix E. Budget: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD); 
USDA; Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS); Internal Revenue Service (IRS), Virginia Department of Taxation, and Virginia Department of 
Social Services, 2015.

AT-A-GLANCE: VIRGINIA
2015 Point-in-Time Data

Population: 8,382,993  |  Number of Counties and Independent Cities: 133 
Number of Households: 3,107,460 
Median Household Income (state average): $66,262 (national average: $55,775) 
Unemployment Rate (state average): 4.5% (national average: 5.3%) 
Gini Coefficient (zero = equality; one = inequality): 0.47 (national average: 0.48)
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Note: Municipal-level data on this page
is for Census Places. Totals will not match
county-level data; municipal-level data often
relies on 5-year averages and is not
available for the smallest towns that do not
report income.

2015 Point-in-Time Data

Household Survival Budget, Caroline County

SINGLE ADULT
2 ADULTS, 1 INFANT,  

1 PRESCHOOLER
Housing $797 $993

Child Care $– $1,140

Food $169 $561

Transportation $322 $644

Health Care $165 $634

Miscellaneous $186 $467

Taxes $410 $696

Monthly Total $2,049 $5,135

ANNUAL TOTAL $24,588 $61,620

Hourly Wage $12.29 $30.81

ALICE IN CAROLINE COUNTY

Source: American Community Survey, Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), Internal Revenue Service (IRS), U.S. 
Census, U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), 
U.S. Election Assistance Commission, Virginia Department of Taxation, and Virginia Department of Social 
Services, 2015.

Population: 29,349 |  Number of Households: 10,970
Median Household Income: $59,227 (state average: $66,262)
Unemployment Rate: 8.6% (state average: 5.5%)
Gini Coefficient (zero = equality; one = inequality): 0.40 (state average: 0.47)

How many households are struggling?
ALICE, an acronym for Asset 
Limited, Income Constrained, 
Employed, are households that earn 
more than the Federal Poverty Level, 
but less than the basic cost of living 
for the county (the ALICE Threshold, 
or AT). Combined, the number of 
poverty and ALICE households 
equals the total population struggling 
to afford basic needs.

 What are the economic conditions?
The Economic Viability Dashboard evaluates community conditions  
for ALICE in three core areas.  Each is an index with a scale of 1 (worse)  
to 100 (better).

 Housing Job Community
 Affordability Opportunities Resources
 64 44 49

What does it cost to afford the basic necessities?
This bare-minimum budget does not allow for any savings, leaving a household 
vulnerable to unexpected expenses. Affording only a very modest living in each 
community, this budget is still significantly more than the Federal Poverty Level 
of $11,770 for a single adult and $24,250 for a family of four.

13% 

26% 
61% 

51033 

Poverty
ALICE
Above AT

Caroline County, 2015

 Census Place Total HH
% ALICE 

& 
 Poverty

Bowling Green 523 44%

Lake Caroline 1,023 32%

Lake Land’Or 1,405 33%
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Note: Municipal-level data on this page
is for Census Places. Totals will not match
county-level data; municipal-level data often
relies on 5-year averages and is not
available for the smallest towns that do not
report income.

2015 Point-in-Time Data

Household Survival Budget, Fredericksburg City

SINGLE ADULT
2 ADULTS, 1 INFANT,  

1 PRESCHOOLER
Housing $1,167 $1,458

Child Care $– $1,462

Food $169 $561

Transportation $361 $722

Health Care $199 $767

Miscellaneous $250 $607

Taxes $604 $1,097

Monthly Total $2,750 $6,674

ANNUAL TOTAL $33,000 $80,088

Hourly Wage $16.50 $40.04

ALICE IN FREDERICKSBURG CITY

Source: American Community Survey, Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), Internal Revenue Service (IRS), U.S. 
Census, U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), 
U.S. Election Assistance Commission, Virginia Department of Taxation, and Virginia Department of Social 
Services, 2015.

Population: 27,395 |  Number of Households: 10,080
Median Household Income: $51,762 (state average: $66,262)
Unemployment Rate: 8.9% (state average: 5.5%)
Gini Coefficient (zero = equality; one = inequality): 0.47 (state average: 0.47)

How many households are struggling?
ALICE, an acronym for Asset 
Limited, Income Constrained, 
Employed, are households that earn 
more than the Federal Poverty Level, 
but less than the basic cost of living 
for the county (the ALICE Threshold, 
or AT). Combined, the number of 
poverty and ALICE households 
equals the total population struggling 
to afford basic needs.

 What are the economic conditions?
The Economic Viability Dashboard evaluates community conditions  
for ALICE in three core areas.  Each is an index with a scale of 1 (worse)  
to 100 (better).

 Housing Job Community
 Affordability Opportunities Resources
 54 45 51

What does it cost to afford the basic necessities?
This bare-minimum budget does not allow for any savings, leaving a household 
vulnerable to unexpected expenses. Affording only a very modest living in each 
community, this budget is still significantly more than the Federal Poverty Level 
of $11,770 for a single adult and $24,250 for a family of four.

16% 

39% 

45% 

51630 

Poverty
ALICE
Above AT

Fredericksburg City, 2015

 Census Place Total HH
% ALICE 

& 
 Poverty

Fredericksburg 10,080 55%
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Note: Municipal-level data on this page
is for Census Places. Totals will not match
county-level data; municipal-level data often
relies on 5-year averages and is not
available for the smallest towns that do not
report income.

2015 Point-in-Time Data

Household Survival Budget, King George County

SINGLE ADULT
2 ADULTS, 1 INFANT,  

1 PRESCHOOLER
Housing $761 $1,036

Child Care $– $1,462

Food $169 $561

Transportation $322 $644

Health Care $165 $634

Miscellaneous $181 $518

Taxes $396 $842

Monthly Total $1,994 $5,697

ANNUAL TOTAL $23,928 $68,364

Hourly Wage $11.96 $34.18

ALICE IN KING GEORGE COUNTY

Source: American Community Survey, Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), Internal Revenue Service (IRS), U.S. 
Census, U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), 
U.S. Election Assistance Commission, Virginia Department of Taxation, and Virginia Department of Social 
Services, 2015.

Population: 24,933 |  Number of Households: 8,379
Median Household Income: $81,688 (state average: $66,262)
Unemployment Rate: 7.4% (state average: 5.5%)
Gini Coefficient (zero = equality; one = inequality): 0.38 (state average: 0.47)

How many households are struggling?
ALICE, an acronym for Asset 
Limited, Income Constrained, 
Employed, are households that earn 
more than the Federal Poverty Level, 
but less than the basic cost of living 
for the county (the ALICE Threshold, 
or AT). Combined, the number of 
poverty and ALICE households 
equals the total population struggling 
to afford basic needs.

 What are the economic conditions?
The Economic Viability Dashboard evaluates community conditions  
for ALICE in three core areas.  Each is an index with a scale of 1 (worse)  
to 100 (better).

 Housing Job Community
 Affordability Opportunities Resources
 66 55 50

What does it cost to afford the basic necessities?
This bare-minimum budget does not allow for any savings, leaving a household 
vulnerable to unexpected expenses. Affording only a very modest living in each 
community, this budget is still significantly more than the Federal Poverty Level 
of $11,770 for a single adult and $24,250 for a family of four.

6% 

23% 

71% 

51099 

Poverty
ALICE
Above AT

King George County, 2015

 Census Place Total HH
% ALICE 

& 
 Poverty

Dahlgren 1,025 40%

Dahlgren Center 147 55%

Fairview Beach 129 39%

King George 1,737 30%

Passapatanzy 432 21%
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Note: Municipal-level data on this page
is for Census Places. Totals will not match
county-level data; municipal-level data often
relies on 5-year averages and is not
available for the smallest towns that do not
report income.

2015 Point-in-Time Data

Household Survival Budget, Spotsylvania County

SINGLE ADULT
2 ADULTS, 1 INFANT,  

1 PRESCHOOLER
Housing $1,167 $1,458

Child Care $– $1,226

Food $169 $561

Transportation $361 $722

Health Care $199 $767

Miscellaneous $250 $574

Taxes $604 $1,002

Monthly Total $2,750 $6,310

ANNUAL TOTAL $33,000 $75,720

Hourly Wage $16.50 $37.86

ALICE IN SPOTSYLVANIA COUNTY

Source: American Community Survey, Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), Internal Revenue Service (IRS), U.S. 
Census, U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), 
U.S. Election Assistance Commission, Virginia Department of Taxation, and Virginia Department of Social 
Services, 2015.

Population: 130,475 |  Number of Households: 42,568
Median Household Income: $75,535 (state average: $66,262)
Unemployment Rate: 5.8% (state average: 5.5%)
Gini Coefficient (zero = equality; one = inequality): 0.40 (state average: 0.47)

How many households are struggling?
ALICE, an acronym for Asset 
Limited, Income Constrained, 
Employed, are households that earn 
more than the Federal Poverty Level, 
but less than the basic cost of living 
for the county (the ALICE Threshold, 
or AT). Combined, the number of 
poverty and ALICE households 
equals the total population struggling 
to afford basic needs.

 What are the economic conditions?
The Economic Viability Dashboard evaluates community conditions  
for ALICE in three core areas.  Each is an index with a scale of 1 (worse)  
to 100 (better).

 Housing Job Community
 Affordability Opportunities Resources
 53 53 56

What does it cost to afford the basic necessities?
This bare-minimum budget does not allow for any savings, leaving a household 
vulnerable to unexpected expenses. Affording only a very modest living in each 
community, this budget is still significantly more than the Federal Poverty Level 
of $11,770 for a single adult and $24,250 for a family of four.

6% 

41% 53% 

51177 

Poverty
ALICE
Above AT

Spotsylvania County, 2015

 Census Place Total HH
% ALICE 

& 
 Poverty

Lake Wilderness 821 46%

Spotsylvania 
Courthouse 1,416 49%
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Note: Municipal-level data on this page
is for Census Places. Totals will not match
county-level data; municipal-level data often
relies on 5-year averages and is not
available for the smallest towns that do not
report income.

2015 Point-in-Time Data

Household Survival Budget, Stafford County

SINGLE ADULT
2 ADULTS, 1 INFANT,  

1 PRESCHOOLER
Housing $1,167 $1,458

Child Care $– $1,527

Food $169 $561

Transportation $361 $722

Health Care $199 $767

Miscellaneous $250 $616

Taxes $604 $1,123

Monthly Total $2,750 $6,774

ANNUAL TOTAL $33,000 $81,288

Hourly Wage $16.50 $40.64

ALICE IN STAFFORD COUNTY

Source: American Community Survey, Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), Internal Revenue Service (IRS), U.S. 
Census, U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), 
U.S. Election Assistance Commission, Virginia Department of Taxation, and Virginia Department of Social 
Services, 2015.

Population: 142,003 |  Number of Households: 43,887
Median Household Income: $95,882 (state average: $66,262)
Unemployment Rate: 4.2% (state average: 5.5%)
Gini Coefficient (zero = equality; one = inequality): 0.36 (state average: 0.47)

How many households are struggling?
ALICE, an acronym for Asset 
Limited, Income Constrained, 
Employed, are households that earn 
more than the Federal Poverty Level, 
but less than the basic cost of living 
for the county (the ALICE Threshold, 
or AT). Combined, the number of 
poverty and ALICE households 
equals the total population struggling 
to afford basic needs.

 What are the economic conditions?
The Economic Viability Dashboard evaluates community conditions  
for ALICE in three core areas.  Each is an index with a scale of 1 (worse)  
to 100 (better).

 Housing Job Community
 Affordability Opportunities Resources
 58 44 51

What does it cost to afford the basic necessities?
This bare-minimum budget does not allow for any savings, leaving a household 
vulnerable to unexpected expenses. Affording only a very modest living in each 
community, this budget is still significantly more than the Federal Poverty Level 
of $11,770 for a single adult and $24,250 for a family of four.

5% 

30% 

65% 

51179 

Poverty
ALICE
Above AT

Stafford County, 2015

 Census Place Total HH
% ALICE 

& 
 Poverty

Aquia Harbour 2,380 22%

Boswell’s Corner 456 66%

Falmouth 1,559 49%

Southern Gateway 1,109 65%

Stafford Courthouse 1,040 56%



ALICE is a registered trademark of the United Way of Northern New Jersey. 

© Copyright 2009–2017 United Way of Northern New Jersey. All rights reserved. 
No further use, copying, dissemination, distribution, or publication is permitted without the express written permission 

of United Way of Northern New Jersey. 
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Growing Local Economies through Entrepreneurship: A 
Guide for Community Leaders  
Conaway B. Haskins III, Economic Development Specialist, Virginia Cooperative Extension, 
Department of Agricultural and Applied Economics, Virginia Tech 
 
As local, state and national economies continue to recover from the Great Recession, 
community leaders are increasingly interested in how they can create support systems to help 
entrepreneurs launch, manage and grow their businesses to enhance economic vitality. More 
and more, attracting, retaining and expanding small businesses is becoming a mainstream 
economic development strategy. This publication is designed to help local leaders in the 
government, nonprofit and business sectors better understand key terms and concepts to 
skillfully navigate this emerging field of policy and practice.  
 
Who are the Entrepreneurs? 
Stated most simply, an entrepreneur is a “person who organizes and manages any enterprise, 
especially a business, usually with considerable initiative and risk.” Entrepreneurs are key 
drivers in our economy as they account for the majority of net new jobs and innovations. They 
are also forces for change in our local communities serving as visionaries and risk-takers. 
Although most entrepreneurial ventures do not have employees, upwards of 80% of Americans 
profess the belief that entrepreneurs are critical to job creation. (Pages, 2014) 
 
There are a number of frameworks and definitions that seek to capture the broad array of 
entrepreneurial ventures. However, for practical purposes, most small enterprises fall 
somewhere within two categories of business types:  
• A Small and Medium Enterprise (SME) is sometimes used interchangeably with “Main 

Street,” “Lifestyle” or “Small Business” entrepreneurs. SME entrepreneurs focus on more 
local markets but can expand regionally. They rely on jobs performed locally and 
experience linear growth as they succeed. SME entrepreneurs do not build their 
enterprises around innovation, even if they embrace aspects of innovation.  

• An Innovation-driven Enterprise (IDE) is sometimes used interchangeably with “gazelle” 
entrepreneurs and “high growth” firms. IDE entrepreneurs aspire to function in global 
markets and base their enterprise on new technology, processes or business models. They 
do not have to work in a fixed location and often start by losing money before growing 
exponentially. (Lyon-Hill et al., 2017)   
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Entrepreneurship & the American Economy 
Small Business Ownership is now the 2nd-greatest source of household wealth after home 
equity with over 15% of the U.S. Labor-force owning a microbusiness of some form (McKay 
2014). In most American cities and counties, the percentage of workers employed by locally- 
or resident-owned businesses is higher than the percentage of workers employed by non-local 
businesses or those not owned by residents. Smaller local businesses have been shown to 
have a more positive effect on local economic performance with contributions to per-capita 
income growth, employment growth, and change in poverty that exceed that of local 
businesses (Rupasingha, 2013). 
 
From 2001-2009 – including the 9/11 Crisis and Great Recession - non-local employers cut 7.1 
million jobs and America’s largest employers eliminated another 9 million jobs. Meanwhile, 
America’s smallest firms created 8 million net new jobs and self-employment grew by 3.2 
million, a 91% increase (Macke et al., 2014). From 1998-2008, “Stage 2” growth companies, 
those with 10-99 workers, were responsible for the creation of an estimated 2 million jobs, 
while large companies lost 3.7 million jobs (Gines, 2014).   
 
Virginia’s Entrepreneurial Economy 
Virginia was founded as an entrepreneurial venture of the British Crown in 1607, and it is 
regularly ranked among the top quartile of states for indicators such as: business climate, low 
corporate taxes, low unemployment rates, university R&D, STEM jobs and venture capital. 
Nearly 98% of all companies in the state have fewer than 100 workers; over three-quarters of 
businesses having fewer than 10 employees.  
 
Virginia Companies by Workforce Size 
Employees Companies % Total % State GDP 
1-10 194,366 77% 24% 
11-100 52,740 21% 34% 
101-250 3,643 1.5% 13% 
250+ 1,368 0.5% 29% 
All Companies 252,117 100.0% 100% 
Sources: Virginia Economic Development Partnership IMPLAN/NETS; Virginia Employment Commission Q4 2016 QCEW; U.S. 
Bureau of Economic Analysis 

 
Despite small businesses comprising such a large share of companies in the Commonwealth, 
the picture is somewhat mixed when it comes to the dynamics of the state’s entrepreneurial 
economy. According to the Kauffman Foundation (2017) national reports on state-level 
entrepreneurial activity, among the 25 largest states, Virginia comes in:  
• 1st for Growth Entrepreneurship (out of 25 largest states)  
• 12th for Main Street Entrepreneurship (out of 25 largest states) 
• 17th Startup Activity (out of 25 largest states) 
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At present, there is a notable imbalance among Virginia regions when it comes to supporting 
scalable high-growth, high-tech firms. The Northern Virginia region is home to the vast majority 
of such firms while the rest of the state is attempting to catch up.   
 
Entrepreneurs and their Communities  
An Entrepreneurial Ecosystem is a set of interconnected entrepreneurial actors (both potential 
and existing), entrepreneurial organizations (e.g. firms, venture capitalists, business angels, 
banks), institutions (universities, public sector agencies, financial bodies) and entrepreneurial 
processes (e.g. the business birth rate, numbers of high growth firms, levels of ‘blockbuster 
entrepreneurship’, number of serial entrepreneurs, degree of sellout mentality within firms and 
levels of entrepreneurial ambition) which formally and informally coalesce to connect, mediate 
and govern the performance within the local entrepreneurial environment (Lyon-Hill et al, 
2017).  
 
There are a number of entrepreneurial ecosystem approaches being implemented in and 
around Virginia by local government, regional planning organizations, Chambers of 
Commerce, and other business and economic development organizations. Although a variety 
of strategies are being pursued, several national models have emerged as having promising 
application in Virginia. These include, but are not limited to:   
• Business Incubation – pioneered by Joseph Mancuso at Worcester Polytechnic 
Institute, a business incubator is an organization designed to accelerate the growth and 
success of entrepreneurial companies through an array of business support resources and 
services that could include physical space, capital, coaching, common services, and 
networking connections. Business Incubation programs are found in every region of Virginia.  
• Seed Acceleration – created by Paul Graham at Y Combinator, seed accelerators are 
fixed-term, cohort-based programs that include seed investment, connections, mentorship, 
educational components, and culminate in a public pitch event or demo day to accelerate 
growth. In Virginia, Seed Accelerators are primarily found in Northern Virginia, Richmond, 
Hampton Roads, and Roanoke. 
• Startup Communities – advanced by Brad Feld at Techstars, startup communities are 
places that attract, create and sustain innovative entrepreneurs through various types of 
academic, funding and support organizations that interact as a system to scale new startup 
companies. Notable Startup Communities initiatives are active in Southwest Virginia, 
Southside Virginia, the Shenandoah Valley and other regions across the Commonwealth.  
• Economic Gardening – originated by Chris Gibbons of the Littleton Colorado 
Department of Economic Development, economic gardening seeks to grow the local economy 
from within by helping existing businesses, particularly second-state companies, grow larger 
by assisting them with strategic issues and providing them with customized research. In 
Virginia, Economic Gardening has been attempted regionally in Hampton Roads and statewide 
by the Virginia Economic Development Partnership.  
 
A number of the Commonwealth’s state-level economic development agencies have created 
new programs based upon these national models. Some of these include grant funding 
opportunities. Featured activities include:  
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• Community Business Launch - Virginia Dept. of Housing and Community Development 
• Economic Gardening Pilot Program - Virginia Economic Development Partnership 
• Interise Streetwise MBA – Virginia Dept. of Small Business and Supplier Diversity 
• GrowthWheel - Virginia Small Business Development Network 

 
 
 
What Community Leaders Can Do to Overcome Barriers 
Entrepreneurship ecosystems are fundamentally local and regional, not necessarily bounded 
by state borders. In Virginia, the quality and accessibility of available services is an issue, 
however, the quantity of resources is not a universal concern. U.S. SourceLink, a highly-
regarded entrepreneurship program of the University of Missouri-Kansas City, offers a helpful 
4-part template for how communities can reduce barriers for entrepreneurship and small 
business development (Meyers 2015).  
  
Challenge Opportunity 
Fragmented small business support 
community 
 

Build on existing investments and raise 
their visibility 

Not always clear pathways for the 
business-owner or entrepreneur 

Create a collaborative resource networks 
that include feedback 

No one provider can help every client with 
everything 

Avoid one-size-fits-all approaches 

Resources are not evenly distributed by 
geography 

Connect entrepreneurs to the resources 
they need to grow…when they need them 

 
As the lines between community development, small business development and “traditional” 
economic development become increasingly blurred, local leaders have more ability to craft 
solutions that meet the needs of their communities. Growing entrepreneurial ecosystems 
represents a potentially all-inclusive option that meets the needs of communities and regions in 
generating actionable, sustainable economic development outcomes.   
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