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Foreword

As a publlc eervice to assisE local houslng activities through
clearer understandlng of local housing market condltions, ffiA
lnitiated pubiicaElon of lts comprehenslve housing markeE analyses
early ln I965. Whlle each reporE 1s deslgned specifically for
FHA use ln admlnleterlng lEs mortgage lnsurance operaEions, 1t
ls expected that the facEual lnformatlon and the flndings and
concluslons of these reports wlll be generally useful also to
builders, morEsagees, and oEhere concerned with locaI housing
probleme and Eo others having an lnteresE ln local economic con-
dltlons and trends.

Since BarkeE analysis is not an exact sclence, the judgmental
factor 1s lmportant ln the developnent of flndtngs and conclusions.
There wtll be dlfferencee of opinlon, of course, in the lnter-
preErtlon of avallabIe factual lnformaEion in det.ermininS the
absorpElve capaclty of Ehe market and the requirements for main-
Eenance of a reasonable balance in demand-supply re[aElonships.

The factual'framework for eech analysis is developed as Ehoroughly
as posstble on the basls of lnformat.lon avallable from both local
and natlonal lources. Unless apeclflcally iCentifled by source
reference, alI eetlmotes and Judgments ln the analysls are those
of the authorlng analyst and the FtlA Market Analysls and Research
Sec t lon .
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ANALYSIS OF THE

MEMPHIS TENNESSEE HOUSING I'IARKET

AS OF OCTOBER 1, L966

Summary and Conclusions

The economy of the Memphis Housing Market Area (HMA) is well diversified.
Total employment averag,ed 28O,3OO for the 12 months ending August 1966,
reflecting an increase of 6r3OO, or 2.3 percentrover the average for the
preceding 12-month period. The opening of a new television assembly
plant early this year has created approximately 3rOO0 new jobs to date
and is expected to add 4rOOO to 5,OOO more by late next year. Over-all,
it is estimaEed that total nonagricultural employment will increase by
an average of about 6rOOO a year during the next two years.

Median family income has increased by approximately 33 percent in
Shelby County, Tennessee, and 48 percent in Crittenden County, Arkansas
since 1959. Median family income,after deduction of federal income
taxes,is now about $6r30O in Shelby County, Tennessee and $3r375 in
Crittenden County, Arkansas.

The population of the HMA as of October 1, 1966 was about 8051000, with
approximaLely 752r2O0 (93 percent) in Shelby County, Tennessee, and
52r8oo (seven percent) in crittenden counEy, Arkansas. rt is estimated
that the population of the HMA will increase by an average of 16 r75O a
year during the next two years, reaching a level of 838r5O0 by October l,
1968. The population of Shelby County is expected to increase Eo about
784,3OO, and the population of Crittenden County will probably reach a
level of about 54,2OO.

As of October 1, 1966,there are about 22Lr5OO households in the Memphis
HMA, including 2O8,4OO in Shelby County, Tennessee and 13,100 in Crit-
tenden County, Arkansas. It is esEimat.ed that there will be a total of
23lr9OO households in the HMA as of October 1, 1968 as a result of annual
avera8,e gains of 4,95o in Shelby count.y and 25o in Crittenden county.

There are now about 2301650 housing units in the HMR, which includes
215r35o in shelby county and 15,3oo in crittenden county. The current
inventory represents an increase of approximately 3lr950 since April
1960, resulting from the construction of about 38r85O new units and the
loss of about 6,900 units through demolition and other causes.

Currently, there are about 1,600 vacant housing units available for sale
in the HMA, reflecting a homeovrner vacancy rate of 1.3 percent. Vacant

units available for rent, including units in single-family structures'
total about 2r-loo, or a rental vacancy rate of 2.6 percent. Both the

sales and rental markets in the HMA are very good at Present; construc-
tion is at a high level and new units are absorbed readily, including
higher-rent units in high-rise apartment developments'
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Demand for new housing units in the Memphis HI"IA during the October l,
1966 to October l, 1968 forecast period is calculated at about'1,35C
units a year. Of the total, 3,350 units will be for singLe-family
units and 4,000 will be for multifamily units including 1,350 rental
units that nray be markeEed at the lower rents achievable with below-
market-interest-rate financing or assistance in Iand acquisition and
cost. The annual demand for multifamily units excludes low-rent public
housing and rent-supplement accommodations.

Projected Annual Demand for New Housing
Memphis, Tennessee HMA

October L 1966 to october I l9 68

TotaI
units

Sing le -
f ami ly

uni ts

Multifamily units
Market interest

rate Othera/Area

HMA total
Shelby County, Tennessee
CritEenden County, Arkansas

7 ,350
7 ,050

300

lJ50
3,150

200

'2,650
2,600

50

I ,350
1 ,3o'o

50

a/ Additional units that may be marketed only at the lower rents
achievable by below-market-interest-rate financing or assistance
in land acquisition and cost.

Annual der,rand for new housing is distributed by sales price ranges and
by rent levels for each of the two counties in the HMA beginning with
page 33 of the text.



AI.,IALYSIS OF THE

MEMPHI S TENNESSEE HOUSING MARKET
AS OF OCTOBER 1 , L966

Housing Market Area

The Memphis Housing Market Area (HMA) is defined as being coterminous
with the Memphis, Tennessee, Standard Metropolltan Statistical Area
(SMSA) which, as currently delineated by the Bureau of the Budget,
consists of Shelby County, Tennessee and Crittenden County, Arkansas.
The two-county HMA straddles the Mississippi River with Shelby County
on the east bank and Crittenden County on the west bank. Shelby County
is located in the southwest corner of Tennessee and also borders on the
State of Mississippi to the south. Crittenden County is located near
the northeast corner of Arkansas. The Tennessee and Arkansas portions
of Ehe HMA are presently connected by one highway and two railroad
bridges; preparation has begun for the construction of a second highway
bridge, to be part of the U.S. Interstate Route 40 highway system.
Shelby County, Tennessee had a 1960 pcpulation of 627,O
County, Arkansas had a 1960 population of about 47,600,
total population of 674,600 as of the Aprii 1960 Census

00,
giv
t/

and Crittenden
ing the HMA a

The housing market area is the largest urban center on the Mississippi
River between St. Louis about 300 miles to the north, and New orleans
400 miles to the south. The HMA is about 22O mLles west of Nashville,
Tennessee and I40 miles east of LittIe Rock, Arkansas.

Transportation facilities are excellent" The HMA is serviced by eight
trunk line railroads, operating 17 lines with service to all principal
U.S. cities, including one-line direct service to 25 states. There are
41 freight Erains operating to or from Memphis daily. Eighty-nine motor
truck Iines provide direct service to points within a 27-state area.
Seven interstaEe bus lines serve the immediate area, offering through
service to principal cities in 14 staEes. Eleven federal highways, in-
cluding three that are part of the new interstate system, converge at
Memphis. The Memphis Metropolitan Airport is one of the newest in the
country, with a modern terminal, cargo building, and airmail-air express
building, all completed in 1963. Seven air lines operate 94 in and out
fllghts daily, many of which are jet flights. Five barge lines operate
scheduled service t.o all navigable points on the Mississippi, Missouri,
Ohio, and secondary rivers.

L/ In as much as t.he rural farm population of the Memphis FIIVIA constituted
only three percent of the total populat.ion in 1960, al l demographic an<I
housing daEa used in this analysis refer to Ehe total of farm and nonfarm
data.
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According to the I960 Census of Population, 2rl5O persons Iiving in
Crittenden CounEy, Arkansas commuted to work in Shelby County,
Tennessee, and 650 residents of Shelby County commuted to work in
Crittenden County. ln addition to those workers Living in Crittenden
County who commuted to work in Shelby County, Tennessee, about 81000
other persons living outside Shelby County commuted to work in Shetby
County, including 1,650 residents of DeSoto County, Mississippi,
Ir3O0 residents of Tipton County, Tennessee, and 700 residents of
Fayette County, Tennessee. In addition to the 650 residents of
Shelby County who traveled to work in CrittenCen County, Arkansas,
there were about 3,800 other residents of She1by County traveling
to work outside the county, including about 325 who commuted to
work in DeSoto County, I.4ississippi. The place of work was not
indicated for approximately 9,100 residenEs of Shelby County,
Tennessee and deEailed data on commutation are not available for
Crittenden CounEy, Arkansas.
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Ecorromy of the Area

Character and History

General Description. The M emphis area had permanent Indian settlements
as early as the year 9OO A.D. Although it was visited by DeSoto in
1541 and Joliet and Marquette in 1673, the first white settlement was
not made until 1682 when LaSalle established a fort on the bluffs over-
looking the Mississippi River. France, Spain, and England competed
for control of the area for many years, but actual control remained
with the Chickasaw Indians until the United States acquired the territory
by treaty in 1818. Soon after the treaty with tht: Indians, land-grant
1-rolders laid out the city of Memphis. Being situated at the best natural
crossing point on the Mississippi for many miles in either direction, the
city grew rapidly and was incorporated in 1826 with a population of 500.

Principal Economic Activities. Earl y economic activities in the Memphis
area were typical of a frontier river town: gunsmith and blacksmith shops,
repair shops, stores, and saw mi11s. Abundant hardwood stands in the
nearby river botton lands led to the early development of a hardwood
lumber and wood products industry. As cotton growing spread into western
Tennessee, Mississippi, and Alabama, cotton warehouses and milIs were
established; Memphis soon became the major center of cotton trade in the
country. Cotton and hardwood domj.nated the economy of the area for many
years" Regionat development during the 1930's stimulaLed by navigation
and flood control projects on the Mississippi and its tributaries, and the
formation of the Tennessee Val1ey Authority, provided the basis for expansion
and diversif ication of the economy of the I'iemphis area.

Today, the diversified economic activit.ies of the Memphis HMA include
cotton marketing snd processing and the manufacture of tires and rubber
products, electrical machinery, farm machinery, furniture and hardwood
flooring, paper products, chemicals, and drugs. Memphis is a major
educational and medical center with 13 colleges and universities, including
Memphis St.aEe University and the University of Tennessee Medical Colleges,
and more than 20 hospitals, including the University of Tennessee Medical
Units, a Veterans Administration Hospital, and city, county, state, and
privat.e hospitals. Memphis also is a financial, trade, and transportation
center for a large area of the Mid-south.

Work Force

As reported by the Tennessee Department of Employment Security, the
civilian work force in the Memphis HMA averaged 289,4OO during the L2

months ending August L966, of whom 280,300 were employed and 9,lOO
(3.1 percent) were unemployed. Although the Memphis HMA is coextensive
with the Memphis Labor Market Area as Presently defined, prior to t963
the labor market area did not include Crittenden County, Arkansas, and
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Iabor market data for the two-county housing market area prior to L963
are limited generally to work force, toEal employmenE including agri-
cu L tural , and unemploymen t. In Ehe fo I lowing analysi s , the over -al I
employment trend since l95l is discussed in terms of total employment,
of which about four percent is agricultural. Industry employment
trends since 195'l are discussed on the basis of nonagricultural wage
and salary employment, with data prior to L963 Limited to Shelby
County. Year-to-year changes in the major components of the cj.vilian
work f orce are shor^rn in table l.

Emp loymen t

Current EsEimate. Total emp loymen t , inc luding agr icu I tural ,
280,300 in Ehe Memphis HMA during the 12 months ending August
Of the 268r900 nonagricultural workers, approximately 228r4OO
percent) were wage and salary employees.

averaged
1966.
(85

Past Trend. The Eotal employment average of 2gor3oo for the 12 months
ending August L966 represents an increase of 6r3oo, or 2.3 percent, overthe average for the preceding 12-month period. The acquisition of a newtelevision assembly p1ant, creating approximately 3,ood new jobs to date,
accounts for a major portion of the recent employment gains. Increases
of lr3oo in government employment, lrooo in retail trade, and smaller
gains in all of the other industry groups account for the remaining growth.
The average employment level of the past 12 months reflects an increaseof 37 1400 since 1957, an average annual increase of about 41325 jobs.
However, year-to-year changes in employment fluctuat.ed substantially. Total
employment declined by 3,4oo during the 1958 recession, and by approximately7oc during the 1961 recession. Increases in employment rangei from a lowof 3,3OO in 1962 ro a high of 1O,7OO in 1963.

Generally, the trend of employment in the Memphis area in recent yearshas paralleled the trend in the national u"ont*y, although employmentlosses in the HMA during the 195g and 1961 recessions ,"i" ,u"h I"""severe than in many major metropolitan areas. Recent empl0yment
growth in the Memphis area is attributable primarily to the surge inthe civilian segment of the economy over thl past several y".r";
the impact of the Viet Nam build-up has not aifected the employmenttrends in the HMA greatly.



l'lenrphis, Tennessee, HMA

t9 57 t966

Year

t9 51
19 58
l9 59
1960
19 61

1962
t963
t964
t96s d

Arrnual averag,e
total employment

242,9OO
239 ,500
245 , O0O

249,.lOO
248,4OO
25L,7OO
262,4OO
269. LOO

215,7OO

Yc:ar- to- vcar change s

Number Percent

3 ,4Oo
5,5OO
4, 1O0

700
3 ,3OO

1 O,7Oo
5,700
9,2OO

- i.o
Z.J
t"1

-2

1.3
4.3
2.6
3.5

l2 months ending August
t965 al 274,OOO
L966 al 280,3OO 6,300 2.3

gl Preliminary estimate subject Lo revision.

Sources: Tennessee Department of Employment Security.

lrstriUution Uv tna . Reflecting the recent gain of 3,OOO employees
in the electrical macl-rinery indtrstry, nlanufacturing employmenL rcachccl a

level of 56,10O as of August 1966, accounLing for 23.8 perccnL of all
nonagricultural wage and salary employment in the HMA. The food products
industry proviclcd more jobs than any other manufacEuring industry, with
9,300 workers representing approximately 3.9 percent of total wago and salary
employment. Indicating a high degree of diversificatione six manufacturing
industries reported employment 1evels representing 1"5 to 2.3 percent of
nonagricultural wage and salary employment. Employment in tho lumber
industry totalecl 5,4OO (2.3 percent), followed by paper products, 4,8OO
( 2.O percent) i electrical machinery, 41600 ( 2.O percent) ; chemicals,4,40O
(1.9 percent); machinery other than electrical, 4r1O0 (1.7 percent); and
furniture, 3,5OO ( 1.5 percent).

Employment in nonmanufacturing industries totaled Llg r4OO as of August 1966,
representing 76.2 percent of total nonagricultural wage and salary employ-
ment in the HIIA. Government, retail trade, and services were the principal
sources of employment in the nonmanufacturing category, each representing
15 percent or more of total wage and salary employmcrnt. Government r:ntplo5,serg

totaled 38r9OO, accounting for 16.5 percent of wagtr and salary employment.
State and local government operations, including the numerous educational
and medical facilities, accounted for a large proportion of the Sovernment

-6-

Emplovment Trend
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emPloyees. Government workers also included approximately 21600 civilian
employees of t.he Defense Depot Memphis and Defense rndustrial plant
Equipment Center and about 1,OOO civilian employees at the various U.S.
Navy activities in the area. Retail trade provided work for about 38r7OOpersons, accounting for 16.4 percent of wage and salary employment;
services provided work for about 35,2OO (tS.O percent). Employment in
the transportation, communications, and public utilities field totaled
17,9oo (7.6 percent). The construction industry provided 14,ooo jobs(5.9 percent), and abouE 12r4OO people were employed in finance, insurance,
and real estate (5.3 percent). Employment by industry since 1957 is
shown in table II.

Changes in the distribution of employment by industry in the HMA have beenrelatively minor ln recent years. One of the most significant changes
is the recent increase in the electrical machinery indust.ry, resulting fromthe opening of the nei^r television assembly plant early thi; year. The gain
of 3rOO0 employees in this industry was a major contributing factor in
boosting manufacturing employment to its current 1evel of 23.8 pereent of
total nonagricultural wage and salary employment from a level of 22.6
percent one year earlier. Based on the average annual employment 1evels,
manufacturing employment represented 22.3 percent of wage and salary
employment in 1965 compared wiEh 22.5 percent in 1963, the earliest year
for which fully comparable data are available for the two-county HMA.
Although detailed information is not available for the Crittenden County
portion of the tMA prior to 1963, an industry by industry comparison of
employment in Shelby County in L962 with employment in the two-county HMA in
1963 reveals only minor differences in the distribution of employment by
industry between the two periods since wage and salary employment in
Crittenden County constituted less than four percent of the combined total
in t.he two-county tMA. Manufacturing employment in the shelby county
portion of the HMA represented 23.0 percent of nonagricultural wage andsalary employmenL in 1962 compared with 24.5 percent in 1957. foilowing
the national trend, the percentage of wage and salary employment aEtributableto services and to government has increased. Services now provide 14.9percent of all wage and salary jobs in the FMA compared with 13.1 percent in1957. Government now accounts for L7.4 percent of all nonagricultural wage
and salary employment compared with 16.1 percent in Lg57. The distributionof employment by industry is shown by pertentages for selected years beginningwith 1957 in table III.

Participation Rate. The ratio of employment to population of the areaconstitutes the employment participation rate. As measured by resident
employment in nonagricultural industries as reported by the census, theparticipation rate in the Memphis HMA declined from 35.46 percent in 195Oto 33.66 percent in 1960. It is estimated that Ehe declinl has continued
since 1960, and it appears to have declined at a slightly fasEer rate.
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Calculated on the basis of nonagricultural employment as reported by the
state employment services (by location of jobs rather than residence of
workers), the participation rat.e is estimated to have declined from
36"32 percent in 1-959 to 34.82 percent at the present time. The decline
in the proportion of the population that is gainfully employed is
explained, in part, by the relatively greaLer increase in the younger
segment of the population that is not a part of the work force and by
an increase in the number of aged persons in the population who are
past working age. A decline in the number of women employed in the
Memphis area since 1950, particularly those emplolzed as domestics, also
is a contributing factor in the decline in the employment participation
rate.

Principal Employers

Manufacturing,. The 1963 Census of Manufacturers indicates that there
were 789 manufacturing establishments in the Memphis tMA of which 339
\^rere reported to have 2O or more employees. Recent publications of the
Memphis Area Chamber of Commerce indicate that there are 18 manufacturing
firms in the HMA with 5OO or more employees. The firms in this category
include three in the food and kindred products field, Ehree in the
chemical and allied products cateBory: three electrical machinery firms,
three lumber, wood products, or furniLure companies, and one major firm
each in the tobacco, textile, paper and al1ied products, printing and
publishing, rubber products, and farm machinery categories. Manufacturing
firms in the Memphis HMA roith 1,O00 or more employees are shown in the
following tab1e.

Principal Manuf acturing Emplovers
Memphi s . Tenn essee. HMA

October 1 ^ te66

1 oyer Product

Firestone Tire & Rubber Co.
Radio Corp. of iA,merica
International Harvester Co.
Kimberly-C1ark Corp.
E.L. Bruce Co", Inc.
Plough, Inc.
Memphis Lamp Plant of Gen. Elec.
Memphis Publishing Co.

Tires, tubes
Television
Farm machinery
Facial tissue, napkins, etc.
Hardwood floors, paneling, waxes
Drugs, pharmaceutical s, cosmetics

Co. Miniature lamps
Newspaper publishing

Source: Memphis Area Chamber of Commerce.
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Radio Corporation of America, which is now the second largest employer
in the Memphis HMA, established a television assembly plant in I"lemphis thi s

past year. Ground was broken for the plant in January, about 400 workers
began training in temporary facilities in February, and the first television
set rolled off the assembly line of the new plant on June 15, 1966. Current
employment is in the low four figures and is expected to increase to the
high four figures by 1967. Approximately two-thirds of the plant employees
are women, who are more adept in handling very small parts in Ehe assembly
process. It is expected that within two years production of color television
sets at the Memphis plant will exceed the company's production in Bloomj.ngton,
lndiana, which nor,r accounts for approximately one-third of all color teLe-
vision production in the United States. Memphis was selected as the site
for the ne!, plant because of the availability of female workers, good
transportation facilities, and the avaiLability of an attractive industrial
site in south Memphis where there was little other industry.

Nonmanufacturing. The 1963 Census of Business indicates that the tMA had
4r84O retail trade establishments with 32r9OO paid employees, L,422 whole-
sale trade establishments with 21,573 paid employees, and 3,123 selected
service establishments with 14,567 paid employees. Although employment
data are not readily available for individual employers, the State of
Tennessee is undoubtedly one of the largest nonmanufacturing employers in
the Memphis HMA by reason of the large number of state educational and
medical institutions in the area. Shelby CounEy and the city of Memphis,
including the municipally owned utilities system (Memphis Light, Gas &

Water Division) also are major sources of employment"

Militar . Military activities in the l.'lemphis HMA include the Defense Depot
the Defense lndustrial Plant Equipment Center located at the

Depot, and the various U.S. Navy Comnands known as Navy Memphis,
at Millington, approximately 18 miles north of Memphis.

The Defense Depot Memphis is a major installation of the Defense Supply
Agency of the Department of Defense. The mission of the depot is to supply
food, clothing, textiles, medical, construction, and petroleum items
to Army, Navy, and Air Force units throughout its assigned area of the
United SEates, the Caribbean, and South America. The installation, which
was established originally as the U.S. Army Memphis GeneraL Depot in 1942,
contains about 90 buiLdings and covers approximately 650 acres. Approxi-
mately 25 military personnel are assigned to the depot and civilian employ-
ment currently totals about 2rl0O.

Memphis,
Defense
I oc ated



l0

The Defense lndrrstriirl Plant Equipment Center (DIPEC ), located at the
De.f ense Depot Mernphi s, ;rlso is part of the Def ense Supply Agency and
was established in 1961. DIPEC is the centraLized management agency
for all industrial plant equipment, which includes items used in the
degisn, test, manuf ercture, and maintenance of U.S. Def ense \^/eapons
and materials. Only Ehe center commander is a member of the armed
forces. Civilian empioyment totals about 500 at present.

Navy Memphis is the headquarters of the Chief of Naval Air Technical
Training which dire,'ts a vast technical training program with schools
itnd detaclrrnenls lrrr',lr,,l in rnany states,, In adcl ition to the administra-
tive staff, faci IiLit,s Located in the Memphis area include the Naval
Air Maintenance Training Group, the Naval Air TechnicaL Training Center,
and the Naval Air Station. Navy Memphis also includes a U.S. Naval
HospitaI, a Publications Center, and Naval Air and Marine Reserve
Training units. The Memphis installation is the Iargest in the Navy
Air Technical Command and its schools graduate more than 20,000 students
each year. The Navy Memphis complex vras established during World War II.
At present, permanently assigned military strength totals about 9,000
and civilian employment totals about 900.

Unemployment

As reported by the Tennessee Department of Employment Security, unemploy-
ment in the Memphis HMA averaged about 3. I percent of the work force during
the l2 months ending August 1966, with an average of 9,100 persons actively
seeking work. The rate of unemployment has been steadlly reduced since the
I9(rl reccssion, whcrr uneniployment was reported to bt: itbout 5"5 percent,
with 14r400 persons looking for jobs. During the somewhat more severe
recession of 1958, unemployment in the HMA reached a peak of 6.6 percent,
with 16,800 people without jobs. GeneralLy, unemployment in the l"lemphis
HMA has not been as high as i-n other major metropolitan areas in recent
years. During the 196l recession, for example, the local rate of 5.5
percent was well bel.ow the national average of 6.7 percent. The unemploy-
ment trend in the HMA f or recent years is sho;,rn in the f ollowing table:



Year

- li -

Unemplovment Trend
Memphis, Tennessee HMA

19 57 - t966

Number
unemployed

13,OOO
1 6 ,8O0
13,6OO
L2,7OO
t4,4OO

Percent of
civi 1 ian

work force

1957
19 58
L9 59
19 60
t96t

5.1
6.6
5.3
4.8
5.5

L962
L963
L964
L96s d

12,9OO
12,2OO
11,2O0
1O, 600

4.9
4.4
4.o
3,7

12 months ing Ausust
1966 a/ 9,100 3.1

al Preliminary estima.te subject to revision.

Sources: Tennessee Department of EmploymenL Security.

Est imated Future Emplpyrr,er,!

Considering the favorable prospects for continued prosperity and sustained
national and regional economic growth, it is estimated that total nonagri-
culEural employment in the Memphis HMA will increase by an average of
about 6,000 a year during the two-year forecast period, resulting in an
employment Level of about 2921300 as of October L, 1968. The rate of
growth projected approximates the raEe of growth reported during the past
12 months.

A substantial gain is expecteC in employment in the electrical machinery
industry principally at the new RCA television plant. Other increases in
empLoyment may develope as a result of the operations of this new plant,
especially in the transportation, communications, and utilities categoryr
and in services. A future potential also exists for the development of
related industries, such as cabinet production, electronic components,
packaging materials, and possibly glass. Moderate growth can be expected
in most of the other manufacturing industries in the Memphis area as
regional and national markets continue to expand.



t2

Who lesale and re ta I I trade employrnen t undoubted ly wi I l con tinue to
grow at about th<'s.rme high rate as recently pcsted in response to
growing levels of population and disposable income. The growth in
population and incorne also will contribute to higher levels of
employment in services, government, and other nonmanufacturing
categories. Plans announced by the Chicago Bridge and Iron Company
to build a $20 mi llion facility on an 81-acre site on Presidents
Island wiII ttelp to sustain a high level of employment in the
construction industry during the latter part of the forecast Period'
although initial enrplclyment of engineers and production workers by
this firm probably wiLl not take place within the forecast period.

I ncome

Average Weeklv Earninps. Weekly earnings of manufacturing production
workers in the Memphis HMA averaged $1OO.26 in September 1966 for an
average work week of 41"6 hours at an average hourly wage of $2.41. The
September 1966 avc:rage weekly earnings \rere 11 percent above average
weekly earnings in 1963, which is the earliest date for which comparable
data are available for the two-county HMA. For the most part, the increase
in average weekllz manufacturing earnings between 1963 and the present
time is attributable to increased average hourly wages, alEhough about 17
percent of the gain in average weekly earnings during this period results
from a lengthening of the average hours worked from 40.9 a week in 1963
to 41.6 hours a week at present.

Average Weekly Earnings of Production Workers
on Manufacturing PayroI ls

Memphis, Tennessee. HMA, L963-1966

Year
Average hourly

earnings

.2I

.27

.34

2.39
2.41

Average weekly
heu_ES__wolked

40.9
4r.3
4L .5

Average weekly
earnings

$eo.3e
93.7 5
97 .Lt

100. 86
LOO "26

L963
t964
L965

$2
2

2

September

t965
1966

42.2
4t.6

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.'S. Department of
Labor.
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Fami lv Income The current median annual family income , after deductionof federal income tax, i
and about $41225 for ren
households. The current
HMA is about 34 percent
income is expected to in
$41625 for renter househ
Estimated median annual
households for 1966 and
butions of all families
presented in Eable IV.

s approximately $6,20O for all families in the FMA
ter households, excluding one-person renter
median annual family income level in Ehe M emphis

above the 1959 level. By 1968, median after- tax
crease to $6 1825 a year for all families and to
olds, excluding one-person renter households.
after-tax incomes of all families and of renter
1968 are shown in the following table. Distri-
and renLer households by income classes are

Median Annual Income A11 Familv of Renter H seholds
After Ded tion of Federal I come Tax
Hemphis. Tennessee, HMA, 1966 and 1968

She I Co. Tenn. Crittenden Co. Ark. FMA to tal
All Renter All Renter A11 RenterYear families households4famiries householdsdfamilies households !!/

t966
19 68

$6,30O $4,30O $:,:7S
6 ,97 5 4,77 5 3,7 25

a/ Excludes one-person renter households.

Source: EsEimaEed by Housing Market Analyst.

$2,
2,

300
550

$6,2o0
6 r925

$4,225
4,625
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Penrographic Factors

PopulaEion

Currcnt Es tima I e . 6s of Qctober 1, L966, the popu lation of Ehe ].,temphis
HMA is approxirriately 8O5,OOO with abouL l52,2OO (93 percent) in SheIby
Cour)ty, Tennessee,...nd 52,8OO (7 percent) in Qrittenden CounE.y, Arkansas.
Thc current population includes approxirlately 10,2OO military personnel
and 13,3OO dependents of nLilitary personnel who, togcther, represenE about
2.9 percent oI the pcprrlrrtion of the HMA.

Past Trend. Tire currenE population of the Ht'!\ ref Iects an increase of
approxinrately 13O,4OO (19.3 percent) since ApriI 1960, when the census
reported a population ot 614,600. the population of SheIby County,
Tennessee has growrr by about L25,200 (20.O percent), and the population
of Crittenden CounLy, Arkansas has gror{n by about 5,2OO (10.9 percenE).
Over-all, the population of the HMA has grown by an average ot about
20,O5O pel-sons a year since Apri I 1960, compa.red with 14,5OO ar year
during the 1950-1950 decade. The average annual increase in Shelby
County since 1960 has been about 19,25O compared with an average annual
gain of about L4,45O during the 195O-196O period; the average increase
in Crittenden County since 196O has been about 8OO compared with an
average of only 40 a year during the ten-year period from l95O to 1960.
trIthough Crittenden County grew by an average of only 40 persons a year
between 1950 and 1960, the population of the city of gest [.'{emphis, in
Crittenden County, more than doubled, frora approximately 9,1OO in 195O

to 19,4OO in 1960.

the growth in thc HMA population since 1960 is atEributable entirely Eo

growth in the ci,riLian population. The nunrber of military personnel
assigned to activities in the l',1emphis area on a Permanent basis has
declined by approximateiy 5OO since April 1960. [n increase of about
825 military personnel between 1950 and 196O represented less than one
percent of the totaL population growth during thc decade.

[stinrated Futurer population. It is estimated that tlie population of
E6ffin average of 16,750 a year during the next
trvo years, reaching a Level of about 838,5OO by October 1, 1968. TI're

population of Shelby County, Tennessee is expecEed to expand by about
16,05O a year, and the population of Crittenden County, 6rkansas will
probably grow by about 7O0 a year. the population of the Ewo counties
will total about 784,3OO and 54,2OO, respectively, by October 1, f968.

the projected growth is based on anticipated employnrent gains ap1;roxi-
mating 6,OOO a year during Ehe two-year forecast Pcriod, and on the
assumption that thr: employmenE participation rate wilI not continue its
decline but wilL reniain stable, since a larger proporEion of the new
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jobs wlll be for women Ehan in Ehe past. The project.ion is
the premise that there wilt be no signiflcant change in the
assigned military strengEh and civtlian employmenE leveIs of
military instalIations ln the area.

calculated on
permanent 1y

Ehe various

PopulaEion Trends
Memphi s . Tenneesee, HI"IA. 1950-1968

Date

6pril 1, 1950
gpril 1, 1950
October 1, L966
Qctober 1,1968

1950- 1960
1960- 1955
1965- 1968

Sources: 1950 and
1966 and

Shetby County,
Tennessee

Crittenden County,
lrkansas

47 ,784
41 ,564
5 2, 8OO

54,2OO

482,393
627,OLg
7 52 ,2OO
784,3OO

Average annual changes

t4,463
L9,25O
16,O5O

38
800

HMA

529,577
674,583
8O5,OOO
838,5OO

14, 50 I
20,O5O
1 6 ,750700

196O Censuses of population.
1968 esEimated by Housing Market 6nalyst.

Natural Increase and Migration. Erom April 1960 to the present time
there have been averages of t7,850 births and 6,525 deaths in the
Memphis HMA each year, resulting in a net natural increase of about
11,325 Persons annualLy. Comparison of net natural increase with the
estimate of total population growth during the April 1960 to october
1966 period indicates that net migration into the HMA has averaged
about 8,-725 persons a year since April 1960. During the 1950-1960
decade, there were averages of L-r r-l 50 births and 5,425 deaths in the
HMA each year, resulting in an average net natural increase of about
L21325 persons annually, and indicating an average net migration into
the HMA of about 2,1'75 persons each year during the decade.

Net naEural increase in the population of shelby counEy, Tennessee has
averaged about 1O,215 a year since April i960 (16,325 births and 6,050
deaths) indicating an average net in-mi.gration of nearly 9,g75 persons
a year during the same period. During the l95o-1960 decade, net natu-
ral increase averaged I0,950 a year in shelby county and net in-
migration averaged about 3,500 a year.
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Jhere has been a net out,-migration of population from QriEEenden CounEy,
Arkansas since April 1960, as there was beth,een 1950 and 1960; however,
the rate of Ioss for the most recent period is substanEiaLly less t,han
that of the previous decade. OuE-migration from the county has averaged
abouE 25O persons a year since April 1960. fhe population of the county
has increased by an average of 8OO a year compared with a net. naEural
increase of about 1,O5O persons resulEing from L,525 births and 475 deaths.
Out-migration fronr CritEenden CounEy averaged 1,335 a year during Ehe l95O-
1960 period. Population increased by an average of only 40 persons a year
during Ehe decade, notwi-thstanding a net nat.ural increase averaging 1,375
persons annually as a result of 1,8OO births and 425 deaths.

Components of lverage Annual population Qhange
Memphi s. Tennessee, HMA, I950-1966

Average annual change

Component

PoPuLarion EoEal l95O- 1960
Net natural increase
1{et migraElon

popularion roral L96O-L966
Net naEural increase
1.let migraEion

Current EsEiriate.
s (occupie

County, Tennessee
households in the

Shelby County,
Tennessee

CriEEenden County,
Arkansas

L4,463
10,95O
3,513

L9,25O
to,275
g,g7 5

38
L,3T

- 1, 337

H},IA

14, 50 1
12,325
2,L76

20,O5O
@

8,725

800
1, o5O
- 250

Sources: Bureau of Ehe Census, Current population Reports,
No. 7. public Health Service, Vital SEatistics.
by Housing Market Analyst.

Households

Series P-23,
EsEimates

6s of gctober 1, L966, the.re are about 22L,5OO house-
using units) in the yemphis 9111. Households in ghelby
Eotal about 2O8,4OO and there are appro><imately 13,1O0
CritEenden County, 6rkansas portion of the HMA.

past Trend. The currenE number of households in the yemphis HMA reflects
in inclease of abouE 34,9OO, or 18.7 percent, over Ehe 1960 level of 186,600
reported by the census. The average gain of 51375 househoLds a year since
1960 reflects a subsEantial increase over the household increase during the
1950-196O period, which averaged about 4,C^'15 a year. The increase in Ehe

number of households beEween 195O and 196O reflects, in part, Ehe change in
census definition from rrdwelling unitrr in the 195O Census Eo 'thousing unittt
in Ehe 1960 Census. the change resulEed in a substanEial number of furnished
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room type accommodations being classed as housing uniEs in 1960 and

the occupants as members of households.

The current number of househoLds in Shelby County rePresents an average
annual gain of abouE 5,L75 since APriI 1960, compared with an average
yearly addition of 4,1OO during Ehe 1950-196O decade. The household
lncrease in Crittenden County has averaged abouE 2OO a year since APril
1960, compared with a decline of approximateLy 25 househoids a year during
Ehe 195O-196O period.

Est.imaEed Future Households. On the basis of anticipaEed employment and
populaEion grow t as sumpt.ion Ehat the average household size wilI

the forecast period, it is estimaEed Ehat theredecline only slightly during
wilL be 231,9O0 households in the yemphis HMA by gctober 1, 1968, of which
2lB,3OO will be in Shelby CounEy, Tennessee, and 13,600 will be in Crittenden
County,4rkansas. The net household additions in the HMA will average 5,2OO

a year during the forecasE Period, 4,950 annually in Shelby County and 25O

annually in Crittenden CountY

Memphis,
Household Trends
Te"nesseffi- 1950 - 1968

DaEe

tpril 1, 1950
6pril 1, 1960
Oct,ober 1, L966
October 1,1968

1950- 1960
19 60- 19 66
1966- 1968

Sources: 1950 and
1966 and

SheIby County,
Tennessee

133, 683
t74,758
208,4OO
2I8,3OO

CriEtenden County,
Arkansas

L2,O'73
1 1, 8O3
13,1OO
13, 600

Average annual change

4,108
5,175
4, g50

-21
200
250

HMA

t45,756
186,551
22l,5OO
23 I,9OO

4,og1
5,375
5,2OO

1960 Censuses of Housing.
1968 estimaEed by gousing Market Analyst.

Household Size. The average household size in the flemphis HMA is calculated
toTe-6ffi;53 persons at present, ref lecting only a sLighE increase from
the average of 3.52 reported by the 196O Census. puring the 1950-1960
decade average household size increased from 3.48 persons to 3'52 persons'
The nominal change in average household size since 1960 reflects the lncrease
in the proportion of new multifamily housing uniEs that have been builE and
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occupied in recenE years; these units fypicaLly are occupied by smaller
households, parEicularly single young peopLe living separately from their
parents, and young married couPIes. An increasing nuniber of elderly
persons continuing to maintain their own households also contribuEed Eo

the decline in Ehe rate of increase in average househoLd size. Some

acceleraEion of these Erends during the forecast period is expected to
result in a slight decline in average household size to about 3.51 persons
in the HMA by October 1968. Household size trends for the Ht'!{ and consEit-
uent counties are shor^rn in the f ol Lowing Eable.

Household Size Trends
I'{emphi s t Tenne s see, gSO-tS€,4

Area

HMA

Shelby County, Tennessee
Crittenden CountY, Arkansas

Sources:

Apri 1 1,
1950

6pri I 1,
19 60

3.52
3.49
4. O1

gctober 1,
L966

Qct.ober 1,
' 1968

3

3

J

48
44
88

3.53
3 .50
4.01

3.51
3.49
3.96

195O and 196O Censuses of HousinS.
1966 and 1958 estimated by Housing Market Analyst'
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Housing MarkeE Fac Eors

Housing Supply

Current Esttmate and past frend. As of October 1 , L966, there are 230,650
housing unlEs ln the Memphis HMA. The current inventory represents an
lncrease of approximately 31,95O over the lpril i96O count of 198,7OO units
reported by the census. The net increase in the houslng lnvent.ory results
from the construction of 38,85O new units and the Loss of abouE 61900 unlts
through denolltlon and other causes. The increase in the housing inventory
since [prll. 1950 has averaged abouE 41925 units a year, compared with an
average annual net addiEion of 4,1OO during the 195O-1960 decade. parE of
the increase lndicated between 1950 and 196O resulted from a change in
concePt from ',dwetLing unittr used for the 1950 Census to rrhousing unitr
used for the 1960 Census.

The She1by County, Tennessee housing stock now totals about 215,35O uniEs,
(93.4 percent of the Hlfi rotal) compared wirh 184,850 in 1960. The net
increase of 3Or5OO units in the county has been achieved by the construction
of 37r35O new units, whiLe approximately 6r85O units were losE through
demolit.lon and other causes. rn eriE.tenden County, Arkansas Ehe housing
invenEory now sEands at 15,3OO units compared with 13,850 in 1960. ltre net
increase of 1,45o units in the Arkansas portion of Ehe HI.L\ stems from Ehe
completlon of about 1,5oo new units and the loss of about 50 units.

Units ln StrucEure. The presenE composition of the housing invenEory by
number of unit,s in sErucEure reflects the increase in construction in
recent years of units in structures with five or more units. AE present,
r2.o percent of aII housing units in the yemphis HMA are in multifamily
struct.ures of five or more units, compared with only 8.2 percent in Ehls
type of struct,ure in 6pril 1960. The proporEion of uniEs in single-family
structures has declined from 8O.8 percent in gpril 1960 to a current level
of.77.9 percent, while Ehe proportion of units in Ewo- Eo four-unit struc-
tures has declined from 10.4 percenL to 9.6 percent.. Trailers now account
for O.5 percent of aIL housing units in the county compared with O.6 percent
in 196O.

the composiEion of the housing inventory in SheIby County, Tennessee cLosely
parallels that of the HMA as Eo number of units in strucEures, since the
housing inventory of the counEy accounts for over 93 percent of the t,otal
housing inventory of the Ht-!1 . At present, 12.7 percent of the county housing
units are in multifamlly structures of five or more units, compared wiEh 8.6
Percent in 196O. The change in Ehe composition of the housing sEock in the
Arkansas portion of the HI.,IA has not been nearly as great as that in the
Tennessee portion, however. Ne$/ const,ruction in 6ritEenden County slnce
196O has continued to be concenErated in single-family housing units, and
only 1.8 percent of the present county housing inventory ls in multifamily
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structures of five or more units, compared with I.6 percent in 1960.
Trailers no\^I accounE for 1.2 percent of all housing units in the counEy
compared with 1.7 percent in 1960. The housing inventory by units in
structure as of April 1950 and October L966 is shown by county in table V

Year Built. The high level of new consEruction since 1950 results in a
housing inventory that is relaEively new when compared with many other
large metroPolitan areas. Based on data derived from the 1960 Census of
Housing and estimates based on building permit and demo[ition data, it is
estimated that about l7 percent of the current HMA housing inventory has
been built since April 1960 and thus is seven years old or less. Approxi-
mately 47 percent of all housing units in the HMA are 17 years old or
less. Only 24 percent of the current inventory was built prior to 1930.

The housing inventory of Shelby County, Tennessee is somewhat newer than
thaE of QritEenden County, Arkansas because of the much more rapid growEh
demonstrated by the Tennessee segment of che HMA in recent years. About
17 percent of alI housing uniEs in Shelby County have been built since
6pril 1960, compared wiEh only 10 percent in this category in Crittenden
County. About 48 percent of the Shelby County inventory has been built
since 1950, compared wit.h about 35 percent in gritEenden County. However,a relatively smaller proportion of housing units buitt between 193O and
195o are found in shetby 6ounty than in crittenden county, and Ehe propor-
Eion of units built prior to 1930 varies only stightly between the two
counties, being about 23.8 percent in Shelby counry and 26.3 percent in
crittenden county. The housing inventory by year built by counties is
shovrn in t.able Vl .

condition. gssuming that all of Ehe new units added to the inventory
siil; 1E6o were of good quality, it is estimated thaE Ehere are about
34,5oo housing units in the yemphis HMA that are ditapidated or Iack one
or rnore plumblng facilities, equal to about 15.0 percenE of the total
housing stock. As of 6priI 1960, the f,ensus of gousing indicaEed chat
approximately 41,25o housing units (2o.1 percent of the inventory) were
dilapidaEed or lacked one or more plumbing facilities. Approximately 92
percent of the units thus classified were occupied; 8,9oo by or^rners, and
28,95O by rent.ers.

At present there are about 25,90O housing units in Shelby County, Tennessee
that are dilapidaEed or lack one or more plumbing faciliEies, equal to about
12.O percent of the tot.al housing stock of the counEy. By comparison, about
32,600 units were classified in Ehls condiEion in the county in 1960, or
17.6 percent of the housing inventory at thaE time. In Crittenden County,
6rkansas there are now about 81600 housing units in a dilapidaEed conditlon
or lacking one or rnore piumbing facilities, equal to about 56.2 percent of
Ehe county housing inventory. trs of 6priL 1960, the census of gousing
indicated EhaE approximately 8,650 housing unit.s (62.5 percenE of the
inventory) in Crittenden County were dilapidated or lacked one or more
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plumblng faciLlt,ies. Although there have been few housing units removed
by demolltion ln the Arkansas portlon of the gy6 since 1960, vacant units
have increased by about I75, the increase no doubt occurrlng in units of
poorer quality which would be removed from the invenEory much sooner ln
less rural areas.

Residential Building AcEivity

Trend. Building activity in the Memphis Hl,lA generalLy has f luctuaEed in
close conformit.y wiEh the over-alI trend in the economy since 1960. As
measured by building permits issued, which cover approximately 96 percent
of all new private residential building in the HMA, and reports of publicly
financed units placed under contract (459 since January I, t960), buiLding
acEivit.y for the firsE nine months of 1966 is abouE 12 percent below the
Ievel for the first nine months of 1965. ApproximaEeLy 4,650 unit.s have
been authorized so far this year, compared with 5r25O for the equivalent,
period during L965. puring 1965 the volume of new construcEion increased
18 percent over Ehe 1964 volume.

Approximately 7,55O housing uniEs were authorized during 1965, compared wiEh
6,4OO uniEs authorized during 1964. Reflecting the Erend of the area econoniy,
Ehe 1954 volume represented a decline of 15 percent from the construcEion
level of approximateLy 7,525 units in 1963. pesidenEial constructlon has
averaged abouE 61975 units a year since January 1, 1963, well above Ehe
average of 5,225 unLEs a year during the preceding three-year period from
1960 through 1962. puring Ehe ten-year period from 195O through 1959, resi-
dent.ial building in the yemphis HMA averaged about -7,975 units a year, with
a peak of approximately 10, IOO uniEs in 195O and a low of about 4,OOO unlts
in 1957. ApproximaEeLy 96.2 percent of a1l new residential construcEion in
the Hl,lA since January 1, 1960 has been in the Shelby Qounty, Tennessee portion
of Ehe HMA, as was about 95.3 percent during the 195O to 1959 period.

A Lotal of 16,8OO niultifamily housing units have been authorized by building
permiEs in the yemphis HMA since January 1, 1960, or an average of about
2,5O0 units a year. Peak years for Ehe construcElon of multifamily units
since January 1, 1960 were 1965, when 3,9OO multifamily units represented
about 51.7 percenE of alI new residential building, and 1963, when nearly
4,OOO mulEifamily units accounted for about 52.9 percent of all new uniEs.
Approximately 48 percent of aIl new residenEial construction in the Hl"lA
since January 1, 1963 has been in strucEures with Ewo or more uniEs,
cornpared with about 28 percenE during the three-year period from 1960
through L962. Few mulEifamily unit,s have been buiLt in Ehe Crlttenden
County, firkansas portion of the HMA; about 210 have been builE since
.January 1, 1960, of which 120 were publicly financed.

New sing[e-family construction, as measured by buiLding permits issued,
has averaged 3,7OO units a year since January 1, 1960, with liEEle variation
in the year-to-year level of authorization, whlch ranged from a high of
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approxinrately 3,975 in 196O to a low of about 3,550 in 1963. Single-
family permits have totaled about 1,4OO in the Qrittenden County, lrkansas
portion of the gyl since January 1, 1960, representing an average of 21O
new homes annually.

Units CurrenEIy gnder Construction. 3ased on bui[ding permit daEa, a
postal vacancy survey conducted during September 1966, and supplemenEaL
data obtained in the yemphis area, including surveys made by the FHA
plemphis lnsuring Off ice, the Bureau of Business Research of ].4euiphis State
University, and local mortgage firms, it is estimat.ed thaE Ehere are
approximately 3,1OO housing units under construction in Ehe yemphis HMA
as of Qctober 1, 1966. trbout 75O of these units are single-family homes,
and approximately 2,35O are in mult.ifamily projecEs. pracEically all of
the units under construcEion at this time are in the Shelby County,
Tennessee portion of t.he IX'1.1\, with current residential construction in
Qrit.tenden County timited Eo about 5O single-family uniEs. The mulEi-
fanrily uniEs now under construcEion include 248 units in a new high-rise
apartment under development in downtown l.,temphis.

Demolitions. Records of IocaI building inspection offices indicate that
approximately 6,900 housing units have been removed from the housing
inventory of the HMA as a result of demolitions, fire, and other losses
since April 1960, including about 61425 in the city of I',lemphis, and 425
in the remainder of Shelby County. Losses in the Crittenden County,
Arkansas portion of the HI,IA totaled about 50 units. Approximately 42

percent of the units removed from the inventory by demoLition in the
city of Memphis were attributable to code enforcement, whlle most of
the others were lost as a result of urban renewal activity and new

expressway construction. Based on anticipated urban renewal activity,
highway construction, code enforcement and oEher removals, it is estimated
that demolitions and other losses will result in an inventory loss of about
I,500 units during the next two years, or an average of about 750 units
annually. Present plans include the expected removal of about 700 to 800

units as a result of urban renewal during the forecast period; however,
it is anticipated that there will be fewer units lost as a result of code

enforcement than in the past several years since most of the worse units
have been removed by this time and many units are being brought up to
standard as a result of the enforcement Program.

Tenure

Current Estimate. As of October l, 1956 there are about 12I,650 owner-
occupied housing units in the Memphis
percent of aI1 occupied housing units
total about 99,850. In Shelby County,

HMA, representing approximatety 54.9
in the HMA. Renter-occuPied units
Tennessee about 55.5 percent (115,650

units) of the occupied housing units are owner-occupied, and 44.5 percent



23

(g2,750 units) are renEer-occupied. Proportionally fewer households in
the Crittenden County, Arkansas segment of the HMA are homeowners, about
45.8 percent, or 6,000 households. Renter-households, account for about
7,I00, or 54.2 percent of occupied housing units in the county.

Past Trend. Since April 1960, there has been a shift toward a higher
ratio of renter-occupancy in the HMA, a reversal of the trend experienced
between 1950 and i960. The increase in renter-occuPancy since 1960

refLects the high level of multifamily construction in recent years in
the Tennessee portion of the HMA; it also indicates a continuing high
ratio of renter-occuPied single-family homes, now about 28 percent. The

tenure trend in the Arkansas portion of the HMA continues to be toward
increased owner-occupancy, as it was between 1950 and t960. This trend
reasonably might be expected, since the ratio of owner-occupancy in
Crittenden County has been considerably lower than in the other segment
of the HMA" Tenure trends since.1950 are shou'n for the HMA and constit-
uent counties in table VIII.

Vacancy

1960 Census
there were
units in th
available v
Vacant unit
vacancy rat
available f
tical ly al I
HMA had all
vacant unit
The vacancy
table IX.

" As of April l, 1960, the Census of Housing reported that
approximately 7r450 vacant nonseasonal, nondilapidated housing
e Memphis HMA which were avai-table for sale or rent. The

acancies equaled 3.8 percent of the available housing inventory.
s avai lable f or sale totaled about 2 r-7oo, indicating a homeou.ner

e of 2.5 percent. There were aPProximately 41750 vacant units
or rent, reflecting a rental vacancy rate of 5.5 percent. Prac-
(98.2 percent) of the vacant units availabLe for sale in the
plumbing faciLities. However, 29 petcent ( 1,375 units) of the

s available for rent lacked one or more plumbing facilities.
rates for the two counties comprising the HMA are shown in

September 19 66 PostaI Vacancy Survey.
in the Memphis, Tennessee, area during
covering a total of 203r805 possible de
estimated housing inventory of the HMA.

percent of alL residences and apartment
represented 21831 vacant units previous
units which had never been occupied. I
reported in all stages of construction.

Of an estimated total of l-75,3O2 possible deliveries to
2,8O5 or 1.6 percent, were vacant. Of the total, 1,976
occupied previously and 829 wete newly-completed units.
dwellings were under construction.

A postal vacancy survey was conducted
the period September 13-23, 1966,
liveries, or about 88 percent of the

At the time of the surveY, 1.9
s were vacant. This proportion
ly occupied and Ir065 vacant new
n addition, 3r178 new units were

residences, about
resldences had been
An additional 858



24

Among the estlmated 28,5O3 possible deliveries to aparEments, 3.8 percent
were vacant, including 855 vacant apartmenEs Ehat previously were occupied
and 236 new apartments. An additlonal 2r32O apartment units were under
cons Eruc tion.

IE is importanE to note that the posEal vacancy survey data are not entlrely
comparable wiEh the data published by Ehe Bureau of Ehe Census because of
differences in definiEion, area delineations, and methods of enumeration.
The census reporEs uniEs and vacancies by tenure, whereas the postal vacancy
survey reports unit.s and vacancies by type of structure. The post gffice
Department defines a rrresidencert as a unit representing one stop for one
delivery of mail (one mailbox). These are principally single-family homes,
but include row houses, and some duplexes and structures with additional
units created by conversion. 6n rrapartmentrr is a unit on a stop where more
than one delivery of mail is possible. Postal surveys omit vacancies in
liniited areas served by post office boxes and tend Eo omiE uniEs in sub-
divisions under construction. trIthough Ehe postal vacancy survey has
obvious Iimltations, when used in conjunction wiEh other vacancy indicators
the survey serves a valuable function in Ehe derivation of estimates of
loca I market condi tions .

The results of the postal vacancy survey as reported by the participating
Post Offices are shown in deEail in table X.

Vacancies in FHA-Insured R ental Proiects. Annual occuPancy rePorts as
ojects in the HMA indicatedof l"larch 15, 1966 f or FHA-insured rental pr

a vacancy rate of 6.3 percent in 50 of the older post-war projects'
consisting of 31533 units, and a vacancy rate of 5.6 percent in six
more recently built projects, comprising a total of 498 units. Vacancy
trends in projects insured under these two programs in the Memphis HMA

are shown in the following table. The vacancy ratios represent only
the experience of the FHA-insured rental projects, and are not indi-
cative of occupancy characteristics of all multifamily rental units.
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Vacancy Rates in FHA-lnsured RenEaI Pro jects
l"lemphis, Tennessee, HMA, 1964- 1966

Old Postwar
Projects

Number of projects
TotaI units
Vacant units
Vacancy ratio

More recenta/
Pro iects

Number of projects
Total uni ts
Vacant units
Vacancy ratio

a/ Exc ludes
months at

I'{arch
1964

54
3 ,9I9

I98
s.t7"

5

4t0
t9

4.67"

March
I 965

51
3,609

251
1 .1%

6

470
63

L3 .47"

March
L966

5C

3 ,533
222
6.37.

6

498
28

5.67"

one project in 1964 which had been completed less than slx
time of survey.

Source: Federal Housing Administration.

Other Vac ancv Data. A s pecial study was made by the Bureau of Business
Research, Memphis State University to determine the availability of standard
rental units and standard housing units for sale in the Memphis area as of
December I, 1965. The survey \,nas based on questionalres submitted to ProP-
erty owners and managers, and it did not include units that were dilapidated
or that lacked plumbing faciliEies. The area surveyed was limited to Shelby
County, including the metropolitan area of Memphis and Ehe urban areas of
MiIllngton, Raleigh, and Germantown. The city of Collierville and the rural
areas of the county were not included. A total of 2,275 units were rePorted
as vacant and avaiLable for rent at the time of the survey. Approximately
21225 units were estimated to be available for sale including about 1r700
that previously had been occupied and about 525 new units that had never
been occupied.
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A survey of selected aparEment buildings conducted senri-annuaILy by a

local morEgage company indicated a total of 465 vacancies in a group of
approximately 9,95O apartmenE units as of July 1, L966, reflecting a

vacancy rate of 4.7 percent. 6[L uniEs covered in this survey are in
sEructures of eighE or more units compLeEed since 1951. Vacancy levels
as reflected by this series of surveys since July 1963 are shovrn in Ehe

foi Iowing table.

Vacancy Trends in Selected AParEment erojgcl!9
M"*pEIs, Te'nnAssee J963- 79 66

Garden a rtmenEs
TotaL Vacant Percent
units uniEs vacant

High-rise apartments
ToEaL Vacant Percent
units uni ts vacanE

Over-aI I
vacancy
rate

Ju ly
Jan.
Ju ly
Jan.
June
Jan.
JU IY

Date

1, L963
31, L964
1, L964
15, 1965
2L, 1965
31, L966
1, t966

2,7 23
3,487
4,085
5, O28
5, 650
6,7L2
7,942

4/
2L9
199
43L
425
412
366

1,o14
L,289
L,325
1,7O9
2,oo7
2,oo7
2,O96

tlt
2L8
L47
242
193

78
99

5.8
9.1
6.4
9.9
8.1
5.6
4.7

17"O
L6.9
11. r
L4. t
9.6
3.9
4.7

t.7
6.3
4.9
8.5
7.5
5.L
4.7

C

Source: Data compiled by Schumacker Mortgage Company Inc., yemphis,

Tennessee.

urrent EstirnaEe. Based on the September 1956 postal vacancy survey, the

vacancy levels i ndi:ated by various local surveys, including those of the

FHA Memphis Insurin(; Office , and on personal observation, iE is estimaEed
that as of gctober 1, L966 there are abouE 4,30O vacant housing units
available for sale or rent in Ehe ].,1emphis 111'11 , ref lecting a Eotal avai lable
vacancy rate of 1.9 percent. Currently there are about 1,600 vacanE units
available for sale in the fl|,t6, rePresenEing a homeovrner vacancy raEe of
1.3 percent. vacant units available for renE, including units in single-
family strucEures, total about 2,7OO, reflecting a vacancy ratio equal Eo

about 2.6 percent, of Ehe total available rental inventory. OnJ"y a negtigible
number of vacant unit.s available ior sale are estiniated Eo be without coin-

piete plumbing facilities; however, approximately 6OO of the vacant units
available for rent are estimaEed to be Lacking one or nrore plumbing faciliEies'
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Sales Market

General Market CondiEions. The niarket for sales houslng in the Menphis
HMA continues to be good. sales of new slngle-family units during thefirst six months of 1966 are up almost nine percent from the sales levelfor Ehe flrst six monEhs of 1965. 1n increase in the demand for existing
homes also is evident in the Hl,lA, wiEh total real estaEe transfers up
approxlmately five Percent. for Ehe firsE six monEhs this year compared
with the first six months of 1965. I.Ihile only 2,52s,,", iingle-fami[y
houses were authorized by building permits during the first ntne months
of this year, compared with 2rgoo for a similar period one year ago, there
has been a decline in the number of new single-family homes in the unsoldinventory of the HI,IA during the past year. Based on a survey made every
four months by the Bureau of Susiness Research of yemphis State gniversity,
the unsold inventory of the HMA dectined by more Ehan IOO units, or nearly
15 percenE,, between July 1965 and.;tuly 1966. The sound condition of the
sales market. also is indicated by the relatively low homeouner vacancy rate
in the flffitr, now 1.3 percent., compared with a much higher 1eve L of 2.5 per-
cent reported by the 1960 census. The current vacancy level in the sales
markeE is considered appropriate for an area such as Memphis where at least
a moderate rate of growth is expected to be maint.ained in the foreseeable
future, and the current inventory of unsold new sales houses is noE
considered excessive.

Ma or Subdivision Activit There were more than 11O subdivisions in the
Memp
subd

is HMA wir,h ar
ivisions in pest

east five comp[etions during 1965, including four
yemphis, in the lrkansas port,ion of the HI,11{. Subdivi-sion activity accounted for about 75 percent of aIl new single-family

construction in the HMA during 1965, with most of the subdivision activity
concenErated ln abouE 35 major development.s. There were about twice as
many active builders in the HMA as there were subdivisions, and there were
Lwo or three active builders in many of the larger developments.

the mosE acEive area at present is in southeast yemphis, south of the
gilliam powler Expressway (u.s. rnEerstaEe 24O) and east of lanrar Avenue(U.S. Route 78O). there are now about 1I major subdivisions in the area
wiEh homes ranging in price from $18,OOO to $35,OOO and over. pour develop-
ments in this area are offering homes in the $I8,OOO to $2O,OOO prlce range,
two in the $2o,ooo to $25,ooo price range, one in the $25,ooo to $3o,oooprice range, and four are offering homes priced to sell at more than $3OrOOO.

There are five major subdivisions in Ehe unlncorporated community of
Whitehaven, just south of yemphis. These subdlvisions are located along
Holmes poad, between u.s. Route 51 and u.s. lnEerstaEe 55, and offer homes
ranging in price frorn $Ll ,25O Eo $27,9O0. Three maJor subdivisions locaE,ed
on eiEher side of U.5. llighway 6L, south of yemphis and west of ghlEehaven,
provide a choice of homes in the $12,250 to $16,50o price range. rn the



28. -

northern and norEht,asLcrn part of yenrphis, Ehere are about sevcn major
subdivisions providing homes ranging in price fronr $12,3OO to $2O,OOO,
and Ehree developments with honres priced to sell between $2O,OOO and

$25 , OOO.

gnsold Inventory of New Hon)es. In January L966, the l.{emphis, Tennessee
and little Rock, Arkansas lnsuring Offices survelr:d a total of 113 sub-
divisions in the l',lemphis HMA in which five or niore houses had been completed
in 1965. Jhere were 109 subdivisions in tl-ris category in the Tennessce
portion of Ehe HMA and four in the Arkansas portion. fhe surveys revealed
a total of about 2,8OO houses completed in these subdivisions during the
year, of which about 875 had been sold before construcrion had been started.
Of the L,925 houses buil,t on a speculative basis, 610 (32 percenE) remained
unsold at the time of the surveys. ln the Shelby CounEy, Tennessee portion
of the HI'11\, there were approximateLy 1r775 houses built on a speculative basis
(67 percent of the totaL), of which 595 (33"5 percent) remained unsold at
Ehe Eime of the survey. ln Crittenden County,firkansas approxirriately 135
houses were built on a speculative basis (94 percent of the total) and L5

units (12 percent) remained unsold at the end of the year.

About 42 percent of the houses conrpleted in the subdivisions surveyed in
Shelby County were priced to sell for $12,5OO to $17,5OO, about 17 percent
were built to sell for $17,5OO to $20,O0O, and 15 percent were offered at
$2O,COO Lo $25,OOO. A little rilore than 19 percent of all new honres in
these developmenEs were built to sell for more than $25,OCO, including
about three percent (80 units; that were offered at $35,OO0 or rnore. AE

the other end of the price range, approximately six percent of the new
houses (170 units) \,sere priced to sell for $10,ooo to $12,5oo, while only
five houses r^/ere reported built to sell for less than $lO,OOO. 6bout 95

percent of the new units in Crittenden County were built to selL below

$ 17, 5OO, inc luding about 29 percent bui I t to se I I be Lor'r $ 12 
' 

5OO .

The survey in Shelby County revealed that the greatest proportion of
unsold to completed homes is in the $I7,500 to $20,000, and $20,000 to
$25,000 price ranges (45 percent each). OnLy eight percent of the units
built to sell for less than $I2,500 remained unsold. The ratio of
speculatively built homes in the other price brackets remaining unsold
ranged from ab,tut 27 percent to 35 percent. Of the 16 houses remeining
unsold in Crittenden County, ten were in the $12r500 to $15,000 price
range. Of the five homes built to sell for $20,0C0 to $25,000 in
Crittenden County during the year, two remained unsold at the time of the
survey.

Comparable unsold inventory surveys made in
raEio of unsoLd units has tended to increase
the HMA and decrease in the Arkansas Portion
the surveys are shown in detail in tabLe XI.

1954 and 1965 show that the
in the Tennessee portion of
of the HI"IA. The results of
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Foreclosures. Data compiled by the Bureau of Business Research of
Memphis SEate University indicate that foreclosures of single-family
homes in Ehe She1by County, Tennessee portion of the HMA totaled
approximately 500 during the first six months of 1966 compared with a

Eotal of 660 foreclosures in the county during the firsE six months
of t965. The decline in foreclosures during [966 reverses the general
trend of rising foreclosures prevailing since 1960.

Rental Market

General Market Conditions. As previously noted, the currenE rental
vacancy rate in the Memphis HMA is quite low (2.6 percent) nonwith-
standing the facE Ehat a large volume of new multifamily rental uniEs
has been added to the lnventory of the HMA since 1960. lndicating the
present strength of the rental market, approximately 3,900 multifamiLy
units authorized by permits during 1965 have been readi[y absorbed, on
top of the 2,475 new multifamily units authorized during 1964, and the
3r9'75 units authorized in I963. Multifamily construction has accounted
for about 48 percent of all new construction during the past three years,
compared with about 28 percent during the three-year period from 1960 to
t962.

General l,larketing Experience. The rental market a.ppears f irm for both
new and existing units. Market absorption data collected by the Memphis
Insurlng Office indicate that an occupancy level of 98 percent has been
achieved in the 11450 new garden-type rental units completed in the HI.{A

within the past six months, and an occupancy rate of 99 percent is
reported in 1,275 units that have been on the market seven to twelve
months. An occupancy rate of slightly over 95 percent has been achieved
in the high-rise apartment category. A total of l5 high-rise projects
have been built in the HMA within the past five years, providing a total
of 1,650 units. The current vacancy rate in these projects is only 2.3
percent, indicating a ready market for this type of unit at present, in
sharp contrast to the relatively slow absorption experience of high-rise
units built during Late 1962 and early 1963. As previously noted,
vacancies in the older postwar FHA-insured units, which are typical of
older, existing units in the Memphis rental market, declined from 7.1
percent to 6.3 percent between March 1965 and March L966. The vacancy
rate in these projects would be considerably lower if several projects
were excluded that have been experiencing difficulty in maintaining
satisfactory occupancy because of management problems or location in
transi tional areas .
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FHA Market Absorpllq! quI\/ey. The Memphis Insuring Of f ice has coI lected
data on the rate of absorption for about 9,685 new multifamily housing
units opened for occupancy within the last five years,8,O25 in walk-up
and Ir660 high-rise projects" As of September l, 1966, 98 percent
occupancy was reported in approximately lr45C walk-up units that had
been on the market for six months or less, and 99 percent occupancy was
reported in approximately lr2-75 walk-up units which had been on the market
for seven to twelve months. No new high-rise units had been completed
within the last six months, but an occuPancy level of 92 percent was

reported in a group of new high-rise units that had been on the market
for seven to twelve months. The rate of absorption is exceptionalLy good
for both the garden-type apartments and the high-rise projects. A

vacancy rate of 2"4 percent was reported in 1r400 walk-up units that had
been open for occupancy for 13 to 24 months, while the vacancy ratio for
525 high-rise units in this period was 8.2 percent. A vacancy rate of
2.8 percent was indicated for a group of 3,900 walk-up units that had
been on the market for two to five years, and vacancies in lrO5C high-rise
rental units in this category represented a vacancy level of 2.6 percent.

Of the 8,025 walk-up units in the survey, approximately 7l percent (5,680
units) were two-bedroom units, 24 percent (1r900 units) were one-bedroom
units, somewhat less than four percent (29O units) were three-bedroom
units, and slightly less than two percent (155 units) were efficiencies.
Over-alL, the vacancy ratios were a Little higher for efficiencies and one-
bedroom units than for the larger size apartments (see tabLe XII). Of the
1r660 new high-rise rental units compLeted within the past five years,
about 18 percent (298 units) were efficiencies, 45 percent (119 trnjts)
were one-bedroom units, 33 percent (551 units) were two-bedroom uniLs, and
approximately four percent (72 units) were three-bedroorn units. There was

a much higher proportion of efficiency and one-bedroom un'its in the high-
rise projects than there were in the walk-up projects, and also a sLightly
higher proporEion o, three-bedroom units. Vacancy rates in the high-rise
prcjects were highest (8.4 percent) in the efficiency units and in two-
bedroom units (6.2 percent). Vacancies were relatively low in the one-
bedroom units in the high-rise projects, 2.4 percent, and there were no
vacancies at all reported in the three-bedroom units. The results of the
market absorption survey are shown in detail in tables XIl and XIII.

Urban Renewal

The city of Memphis has developed a total of eleven urban renewal projects
to date, including two that are in the planning stage and three that are
in the application stage.

Railroad Avenue (R-8). The Railroad Avenue project, consisting of 42 acres
of land adjacent to Crump Boulevard and Railroad Avenue a short distance
southwest of the central business district, was the first redevelopmenE
project in the city of }{emphis and redevelopment of the area has been
completed. A total of 369 families and 50 nonresidential occupants were
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relocated to permit redevelopment of the area for school and playground
purposes and light industrial use. Redevelopment of the area included
improvements of streets and utilities. A total of I73 families received
relocaEion assistance from the Memphis Housing Authority, the city's
Urban Renewal Agency.

Jackson Avenue (R-3 the .Jackson Avenue projecE consisting of 97 acresjust nor o e central business district involved Ehe removal of
approximately 1'OOO subsEandard dwelling units and the relocation of
abouE 8oO families. yuch of the redeveloped area is devoted to East-West
Expressway development, incLuding the u.s. Highway 51 rnterchange. Thearea also is devoted to cornrtrercial and light indust.ry uses. 4bout 45dwelling units were ret.ained in the area.

f,iverview (R- 15). The
about 91 acres located
distance south of Ehe
as a residential area.
housing units in the a

piverview grban penewal project, consisting of
adjacent to the Mississippi piver and a shorE

central business district, hras redeveloped primarily
there are now approximately 9OO families in private

rea compared with about 525 prior to redevelopment..

yedical CenEer R-18). This 57-acre sire located jus! east of the central
USlNESS st.rict contained a t,otal of 382 bui ldings prior to redeve IopmenE,

including 7 I commercial structures and 14 industriaL establishments. 6pproxi -
maEely 290 buildings were classified as substandard. A tocal of 125 f ami I ies,
49 individuals, and 61 business firms were reLocated. A ma jor share of the
redeveloped land was allocat.ed to the gniversity of lennessee which has
completed new dental and cancer clinic facilities, along with the reloca6ion
of the VarieEy 6hildren's Heart InstiEute. ether additions to the area
include the new (ennedy veterans gospital, the william F. Bowld gospital,
and addi Eions to Ehe Baptist !,temorial gospi tal .

court Avenue, Area I R-3Zl. fhis project, also knovrn as the Civic Cent.er
tral business district.project, consists 32 acres directly north of Ehe cen

fhere were aPproximately L26 deteriorating structures in this area prior to
the inception of the urban renewal project, including 152 dwelling units. 6Eotal of 68 families, 22 individuals, and 70 business firms were relocaEed.
The site is now the location of the new yemphis City Hall, and a new county
and stat,e office building is nearing conpletion. lmmediately adjacent to
Ehe renewal area is a new 38-story office building built by private develop-
menE; a new four-story department store topped by a 2o-story apartment
development is under consEruction.

Court Avenue, Area III (R-49). This 8o-acre area immediateI y east of the
d- 1965. Thecentraffi placed under developmenE in mi

area contains 13O buildings of which 86 are substandard. land acquisition,
relocatlon, and demolitlon work are now ln progress. A goal of the project
is the elimination of the gouthern pailway's lauderdaLe yards from this
near-downt,own location. the renewal plans calI for Ehe creation of an area
consisting primarily of garden and high-rise aparEments on the east and
south, and wholesale business on the north and west.
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PubIic Housing

The Memphis Housing Authority currently has 5,045 low-rent public housing
units under management in i2 projects. Reservations have been received
for an additional 1,20C new units, including two high-rise projects, each
of which wiII provide 200 units for senior citizens. It is anticipated
that approximately 200 new units wiII be added to the inventory in the
near future by the purchase of existing units. The Housing Authority
reports a waiting list of approximately 900, of which about one-third
are senior citizens.
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Demand for Hou sins

Quanti.tativq Deqen4

Based on an anticipated annual increase of about 5,200 households, the
need to repLace housing units expected to be lost from the inventory
through demolition and other causes, and current supply-demand reIaEion-
ships in the market, the demand for new housing in the Memphis HMA is
expected to total about 7,350 units a year during the October 1966 to
October 1968 forecast period. Of the total annual demand, 3,350 will
be for single-family units and 4r000, including 1,350 units at rents
which probably can be achieved only by use of below-market-interest-
rate financing or assistance in land acquisition and cost, will be for
multifamily units. The annual demand for multifamlly units excludes
low-rent public housing and rent-supplement accommodations.

The projected annual demand for new single-family houses is somewhat
below the annual average of 3,700 single-family units produced since
1960. A construction volume of about 3,350 houses annually is suggested
by the lower rate of household growth anticipated during the forecast
period and consideration of pertinent market factors.

The projected demand for 4r000 new multifamily units each year during
the forecast period exceeds the average of 3,315 multifamily unlts a
year authorized since 1963. lt is equal to the 4,000 multifamily units
authorized in I963 and in 1965. Considering anticipated household growth,
tenure trends, and the unusually Low current vacancy rates in both
garden-type and high-rise apartment units, it appears that the multifamily
rental market can be expected to absorb this projected volume during the
next two years. However, a continuing check should be kept on the rate
of absorption of new units. The following table summarizes the projected
annual demand for new single-family and multifamily housing within the
constituent counties of the housing market area during the next two years.

projected lnnual pemand for yew llousing
Memphis, Tennessee, HMA

gctober 1, 1966 to gctober 1 19 68

Tota L

uni ts

7,35O
7;6m

300

ging Ie-
f anri Iy
units

Multifami ly units
MarkeL interest

rate gthera/Area

Hl.!\ to t,a I
Shelby County, Tennessee
CriEtenden County, grkansas

3,35O
3, 1S

200

2,650
z@

50

1, 35Om
50

a/ Additional muLtifamily rental units that nray be marketed only at the
Iower rents achievable by below-market-interest-rate financing or
assistance in land acquisition and cost. The demand shown above
excludes low-rent public housing and rent-si:pplement accommodations.
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Qual i tirt. j ve Deman{

Sin le -f aml I Hous in . Based on current familv income after deduction of
federal income tax and the relationship between net family income and

purchase price found to be typical in the Memphis HMA, and on recent
nrrrrket experience the annual demand for 3,350 units of new single-family
[rousit',* is expected to be distributed by sales pri ce ns $hown in the
fc, llowing tabIe.

Quali tative Demqlq

purchase price found to be Lypical in the gemphis g1'11 , the annual demand

Single-f ami Iy Housing. Based on current fami ly incor,re af ter deduction of
ffidtherelationshipbetweenneLlanrilyincomeand

tor 3,35O units of new single-family housing is expe:cted to
as shot'n in the f o I lowing tab te .

gsEimated Annual pemand for New S inele-farr,LLy OUSE SH

Memphis, Tennessee, HMA

octobei-1;-Tq66' to b? tobG r 1 19 5ii

be distributed

Under
$ l2, 5OO

15 , OOO

17, 5OO

20, ooo
25, OOO

30, JOO

35, ooo

SaIes price

$ 12,5OO
- 74,999
- t7,499
- L9,999
- 24,999
- 29,999
- 34,999
and over
lcta I

1l.re ab.ve distribution dif f ers f rom that shown in table Xl , which ref lects
onty selected subdivision experience during the past two years' It must

be noted that the 1964 to 1966 data do not incLude new construction in
subdivisions with less than five completicns during the.y':ar, nor do they

reflect individual or contract construction on scattered lots' Lt is
I ikely tl-rat the more expensive housing construction and some of the
l.ower-value homes are concentrated in smaller buiLdine operations which
are quite numerous. The preceding demand estimates reflect all home

builiing and indicate a greater concentration in some price ranges than

a subdivision survey would reveal.

Shelby County,
Tennessee

400
700
450
300
650
400
L75
t5

3, 150

Crittenden County,
6rkansas

50
50
3C

25
2C

20
5

200

HMA

450
750
480
325
610
420
180

15
3, 396
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The gross monEhly rentals at which privately-
owned net additions to the multifamily housing i.nventory might best
be absorbed are indi.cated below for various size units. These net
additions, excluding Iow-rent public housing and rent-supplement
accommodationsr m&y be accomplished by either new construction or
rehabilitation at the specified rentals, with or without public
benefits or assistance through subsidy, tax abatement, or aid in
financing or land acquisition. The production of new units in
hlgher rental ranges than indicated below may be justified if a

competitive fiLterrng of existing accommodations to lower ranges
of rent can be anticipated as a result.

On the basis of current construction and land cost, and current
financing termsrl/ th" minimum gross rents achievable without public
benefits or assistance in financing or Iand acquisition are estimated
to be $85 for efficiencies, $I00 for one-bedroom units, $I15 for two-
bedroom units, and $I35 for three-bedroom units. The demand for new
multifamily housing units at and above these minimum achievable rents
is estimated to be 2,650 units a year during the October L966 to
October t968 forecast period.

/ Calcutated on the basis of a long-term mortgage (40 years)
at 6.0 percent interest and ll percent initial annual curtail;
changes in these assumptions will affect rents accordingly.

I
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Estimated Annual Demand for New Multifamily Ilousine
Mem 1S Tennes see HMA

to 66 to oc b

Size of unit

r

Gross
monthlv rent .d Eff ic i ency

190
t75
160
t45
130
115
100

85
70
55
40
25

One
bedroom

9o;
825
750
67s
600
525
450
400
350
300
250
200

Two
bedroom

1, lO;
915
850
725
625
550
475
400
350
300
250

Three
bedroom

460
410
350
300
250
200
150
110

$ss
90
95

too
105
llo
115
120
L25
130
r35
140
r45
150
160
L70
180
200

and
,1

il

ll

tl

il

il

tl

il

tl

lt

il

lt

il

il

1l

il

ll

over
ll

ll

il

lt

il

il

il

il

lr

t1

il

lt

ll

ll

lt

il

ll

al Gross rent is shelter renE plus the cost of uti.lities.

Note: The foregoing figures are cumulative, i.e., the columns cannot
be added vertically. For example, demand for two-bedroom units
at $I4O to $160 is 2OO units (55O units minus 35O).

The annual demand for 1r350 additional multifamily units that may be

marketed only at the lower renLs achievable through the utilization of
below-market-interest-rate financing or assistance in land acquisiEion
and cost includes 60 efficiencies at rents of $55 or morer 400 one-
bedroom units at rents of $65 and above, 55o two-bedroom uniEs at $75
or more, and 340 three-bedroom units at $9O and above.

The demand above includes the demand for lOO new multifamily housing
units a year projected for the CriEtenden County portion of the HMA,

including 50 units that may be absorbed only at the lower rents
achievable With the use of below-market-interest-rate financing or
assistance in land acquisition or cost. It is estimated that the
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demand for 100 units at or above the minimum rents achievable with
market-interest-rate flnancing would be absorbed best lf production
included five efficiencies, 15 one-bedroom units, 20 two-bedroom
uniEs, and 10 three-bedroom units, alI of which should be at rents
near the minimums achievable. The annual demand for 50 additional
multifamily units in Crittenden County that may be marketed only
at the lower rents achievable with below-market-interest-rate
financing or assistance in land acquisition and cost includes a
demand for five efficiencies at rents of $55 or more, 15 one-bedroom
units at $55 or more, 20 two-bedroom units at $75 or above, and I0
three-bedroom units at $90 or above.

The preceding distributions of average annual demand for new apartments
are based on projected family income, the size ciistribution of households,
and renE-paying propensities found to be typical in the area; consideration
also is given to the recent absorption experience of new multifamily housing.
Thus, they represenE patterns for guidance in the production of multifamily
housing predicated on foreseeable quantitative and qualitative considerations.
Specific market demand opportunities or replacement needs may permit effective
marketing of a singLe project differing from this demand distribution. Even
though a deviation from these distributions may experience market success,
it should not be regarded as establishing a change in the projected pattern
of demand for continuing guidance unless a thorough analysis of all factors
involved clearly confirms the change. ln any case, particular projects must
be evaluated in the light of actual market performance in specific rent
ranges and neighborhoods or submarkets.

The location factor is of especial importance in the provision of new units
at the lower-rent levels. Fanrilies in this user group are noE as mobile as
those in other economic segments; Ehey are less able or willing Eo break
wiEh esEablished social, church, and neighborhood relations.hips, and prox-
imiEy to place of work frequently is a governing consideraEion in the place
of residence preferred by families in this group. thus, the uEilization of
lower-priced land for new rental housing in outlying locations to achieve
lower rents may be self-defeating unless the exisEence of a demand potential
is clearly evident.



Componen t S

Civilian work force

Total employment

Nonagricul tural
Wage and salary

Unemp loymen t
Percent of work force

Table I

Trend of Ci vi I i an Vrtork F orce Compon ents
Memphi s Tennessee, HMA t962-t966

( Annual averages in thousands )

1962 1963 t964 tg65a/

263 "7 27 4 .6 280.3 28 6.3

25t .1 262.4 269.I 215.7

239.1 249 5 256.9
215.0

263.6
202.L 208.3 222.2

l2 months endin Au ust
196 I9

285 .O 289 .4

?74.O 280.3

262.O 268 .9
220.2 228.4

12 .9 r2.2
4.97. 4.47"

lr.2
4.o7.

10.6
3.77"

lt.o
3.97"

I
. 17"

9

3

a/ Preliminary estimate subject to revision.

Sources: Tennessee Department of Employment Security.



Table

Nonagr-icrrltrral lrrage and Salarv Employment by Type of Indr.rstry

II

Indus tr

Total waEle and salary employment 184.r 180.3 186.5

r95l 1958 1g5g tg60 1961 Lg62 L963 L964 r96tl

Memphi s . Tennessee, Hl"IA. 195l -1966
(Annual averases in thousa ;a.)-

L90.7 190.9

44.6 43.6

795.5 208. 3 2L5 .0 222 .2

U rgllhr,endi ng AugList
1e69
220.2

L96ET

226 .4

52 .4
22 .0 21. L

Manufac turing
llurab 1- e good s

T,,umber
Iurnilure &. fixtures
Fabricated metal producIs
Nonelec trical machinery
A11 other

Nondurable goods
Food products
Appare 1

Paper products
Printing & publishing
Chemicals
AIL other

Nonmanuf ac tr-rr i ng
Mining
Cons truc tion
Trans., collrrn., & pub. util
Trade

l,IhoLesale
Retail

Finance, ins., & real est.
Service s

Governme n t

al Data pri()r to 1963 pertains to
ll PreLiminary estimaLe subject to

Note: l)e Eai I may not add to totaL

45.t 4t.t 43.0 49-L44.9 46.8
19. I 20 .317.6 18.5 1e.q 18.j

3

4
L
9

2

6

8

I

2

8

0

t)

3

6

5

3

I
4
5

2

1

0
9

3

4
L

9

J

0
1

+

3

6
o

1

9

I5
30

47 .9 49.6
2l

t_

5

9

9

9

9

2L 22 .3
5

2

I
3

6

24

5.0
2.8
1.9
3.2
4.1

23.5

i
0
9

5
0

5

5.
J.

1.
'1,

5.

5.4
12

1a

4.0
8.8

27 .9
o')
2.4
4.t
/)E

5-4

5.4
3. t

J. b

7.5
27 .1
8.8
2.2
J.'J

2.5
4.2
5.5

5.1
3.1
2.t
3.6
5.1

25.6
9.4
1.6
3.5
2..t
3.7
5.3

)./+
J.l

2.6
3.7
1tr

27 .3
9.0
)a
3.9
2.5
4.2
5.4

5. ?

J.L'
.,a

3.5
7.3

26.5
8-l
2n
3.1
)j

4.r
5.3

5.0
?.8
', /,

4.r
6.0

26.5
8.9
2.0
3.8
2.5
?q
5.4

4.9

2.r
4.0
5.4

25 .8
9.1
1.8
3.7
a2

3.8
5.1

\9 .6
12.r
1i.0
)o )
12.i

5.0

2.0
3.8
4.8

25 .3
9.2
L.7
).1
2.2

/,a

240
NA

139 .2 139 .2 L43 .5 1 /+t> . | 141 .3

L.7
1L

8

1
a
J

3

L
5

.3
NA

.4
r\n

9.1
1.5
3.4
),
3.4
4.9

NA

NA

NA

Shelby County only
revision.

because of

150. 6
--13

161.5
--------=
i1.6
16 .2
54 .7

167 . L t72.6 17o.0l7l. r
q

16.
49.

l1
T6

+o

10.
L6.
50.

10.
t6.
5i.

10.
15.
51.

r0.4
15.3
51. 1

12.
16.
5o.

t2.
17.
i8.

L2.
16.
_5,.

r3.
ll.
58.

1E.
\)

11 .6
32.2
9.0

24. 1.

2() .6

r1 -6
30. 9

9.0
') /, (
?o o

19.2
32. i-

9.7
2r-.O
'11.2

19. 5

32.0
10.2
28.1
1t r

20.2
34 .5
Ll.6
3t .4
31 .;

20.9
35. 8
11.1
32.8
36 .5

21.1
36.9
I2. r

33.l
39.I,

2t.2
37 .l
r2.2
31. 0
lq c

8

i
4
7

8

round i ng

SecLrrity"Sources: Tennessee Department of Employment

2L. t
36.;
12 .0
33.1
-lr. 1



Tabl e III

!ercen tase Di tri buti onofNo naP.r rcu tur 1I1I q and Sal ary FmploymenrbYT e ofI ndus tryMemph is, Tenne s see. to{A
Se 1 ectedv ear L9 - 19 669

t9 57

100. o

NA
NA
NA

t962

100. o

23.O

1963

100. o

22.5

12 months end 'lfPUs r19 66Total wage and salary employment

Manufacturing
Durable goods

Lumber
Furniture & fixtures
Fabricated metal products
None I ecrrical maciri.;;; -"
A11 other

Nondurable goods
Food products
Apparel
Paper products
Printing & publishing
Chemi cal s
A11 other

24.5
11 .5
3.O
r.6
1.O
2.t
3.7

13.O
NA

o

1.8

9.8
2.5
1.4
1.1
2.O
2.8

L3.2
4.7

.9
1.9
1.2
1.9
2.6

77.o
.2

5.3
7.8

26.4
10. o
L6.4
5.6

14.9
16.7

u.
2.4
1.3
L.2
2.O
2.9

12.7
4.3
1.O
1.8
I.2
1.9
2.6

100. o

22.9
10.6
2.4
r.4
1.2
1.8
3.9

12.2
4.o
1.1
1.8
1.1
1.9
2.4No nmanu fac turi ng

Mining
C ons tructi on
Trans., comm., & pub. util.Trade

I,,Iho 1e sal e
R etai 1

Finance, ins., & real estateDerv]-Ces
Government

p/. Data for L957 and 1962 pertainD/ Based on preliminary ;"1;:--Note: Detail may not add because of

27 .O
9.6

t7 .5
4.9

13.1
16.1

to Shelby County only.

rounding.

/>.5 / /.5
.2

5.2
9.2

.1
5.6
7.8

26.3
9.7

L6.6
5.6

15.r
t7.L

77.1
NA

5.9
7.6

25.8
9.3

t6 .5
5.3

t4.9
t7 .4

Sources: Tennessee Department of Employment Security.



Table IV

Estimated Percentage Distribution of AII Families and Renter Households by Annual Income
After DeducEion of Federal Income Tax

Memphis, Tenne_ssee, HlvlA, 19 an 9

HMA total Shelby County Crittenden County
Annual income after
deduction of federal

income tax

All
famiLies

Renter
househo ld s a/

Renter
househo Id s a/

AIL
families

AII
fami lies

Ren ter
househo Lds ai

1966 1968 L966 1968 L966 1968 t966 L968 L966 1968 t966 1968

Under -
2,OOO -
3,OOO -
4,ooo -
5,OOO -
6,000 -

ooo
999
999
999
999
999

- '7,999
_ g,ggg
_oooo

/riJ)

- L2,4gg
- L4,ggg
- 19,999
- and over
TotaI

13
8
o

IO
9
8

$2
2

3
4
5
6

20
11
L2
L2
L2

8

10
9

7

10
6

J

3
100 100 100 100

$6,200 $4,225
$6,825 54,625

100 100 100 100

$ 6, 300 $4,3oo
$6 ,975 $4 ,17 5

11
7

8
9

8
9

2t
t2
13
13
13
l

2L
L2
13
13
13

1

28
13

9

1
ai

1

42
t4
l2
1L

4
3

L2
8

9

11
l
8
9

8

9

20
11
L2
T2

L2
8

)q
L4
10

8

,1
6

/+O

r3
11
l-1

5

4

7,OCO
8, OOO

9,OOO
10, OOO

12,5OO
15 , OOO

20,OOO

8
8

6
o
q

J

3

I

10
9

8

9

8
6

10
5

3

3

6
6
5
5

1

1

I

5
5
4
4
1

1

1

10
9

1
10

6

3

3

6

6

5
5
1

1

1

5

5
4
4
1

1

1

5

3
4
5

5
a)
1

100

6

4
4
5
5

3

1

100

$3,7'25

4
4
3

1

1

(1
(.

roo

5

5

3
1

1

(1
(

100

$ 2, 550
$3,375 $ 2,30n

Medl an

a/ Excludes one-person renter households.

Source: EsEimated by Housing l4arket Analyst.



Table V

Housinp I ventorv bv Units in Structurcs
Memphi e , Tennessee. HI'{A

April 1, 1960 and October 1, L966

April 1. 1960
Number PercenE

Units in
s truc ture

HM A total

Total
One unit
Two to four uniEs
Five or more units
Trai 1 er

Shelbv Countv. Tennessee

Total
One unit
Two to four units
Eive or more units
Trai I er

Cri tt enden County. kansas

Total
One unit
Two to four units
Five or more units
Trail er

a/ Differs slightly from count of
enumerated on a sample basis.

October 1. 1966
Number Percent

1s8.684 
g

I6O , 518
20,679
I6,Lg9

1 ,288

1 84.855
147,87t

19 ,955
15 ,97 5
1,054

13.829
t2,647

724
224
234

1o0.0
80.8
to.4
8"2

.6

100.0
80. o
10.8
8.6

.6

230.650
t79,575
22,2OC
27 ,625

I ,25O

2L5,350
1 65,600
2r,325
27 ,35O

1,O75

t5 .300
13,97 5

875
2t5
t75

100. o

100. 0
71 .9
9.6

12.o
(

d

100 .0

76.9
oo

L2.7
.5

91 .3
5.1
1.8
1.2

100.o
91 .5
5.2
t.6
L.7

all units because units in structure were

Sources: 196O Census of Housing.
1966 estimated by Housing Market Analyst.



Table VI

Housinq Inventory bv Year Built
Memphi-s, Tennessee, HMA

As of October l. 1966

Year buitt d

April 1960 - October 1966
1955-March 1960
1950-1954
1940-t949
1930- 1939
1929 or earlier

Tot al

Shelby Countv. Tennessee
Number Percent
of units of total

Crittenden County. Arkansas
Number Percent
of units of total

HMA

37,350
30, I 50
35,950
37 ,'7OO
23 ,415
50.7?5

2i5,350

t7 .3
14.0
L6 "1
t7 .5
to.9
23.6

100 .0

I ,50O
I ,80O
r,925
3,25O
2,8CO
/+ r)25

1 5, 3OO

9.8
11.8
12.6
21.2
I8.3
26.3

100.0

i6.8
r3.9
16.4
i7.8
ll.4
23.1

100.0

Number
of units

38,850
3l,95C
37 ,8-7 5
40, g5O

26 ,27 5
54,7 50

23O,650

Percent
of total

el The basic data in the 1960 Census of Housing from which the above estimates were developed
reflect an unknown degree of error in rtyear built" occasioned by the accuracy of response
to enumeratorsr questions as well as errors caused by sampling.

Source: Estimated by Housing Market Analyst based on 1960 Census of Housing and local
building permit and demolition data.



TabIe VII

Number of New Housine Units rthorized bv Buildine Permits
By Location and ize of StrucLure

Memphi s . Tennessee. HMA, L96O-L966

One-
f ami 1v

Z-Lo 4-
fami ly

5- fami 1y
or more

986
1,26r
I , 113
3,'7 53
2,144
3 ,504
1,986

986
L,261
1,113
3,693
2,144
3r504
1,986

974
1,241
L,O5-7
3,455
1,960
2,989
1,722

To Ea1

297
388
o2L

5,lo2
5,O96
4,'739
7 ,24-/
6,260
-l 

,316
4,491

2,266
2,1O5 A/
2 rO25
4,435
2,gtl
4,605
2rBO3

2,7 62
2,242
2 r616
2,7 28
3 1149
2,485
I ,510

Percent two-
family or more

HMA total

Shelby County,
Tennessee, total

M emphi s

Shelby County,
i ncorporated

Remainder of
Shelby County

Year

19 60
19 61
t962
L963
L964
1965

Jan.-Sept. t966

19 60
19 61
t962
L963
L964
1965

Jan.-Sept.1966

t960
t96t
t962
t963
1964
1965

Jan.-Sept. L966

L960 2
1961 2

t962 2

L963 2

t964 2

1965 1

Jan.-Sept.1966 1

1960
t96t
L962
t963
L964
t965

Jan.-Sept.1966

24.alblcl "tJL 
'

3r983
3 1688 al
3,704
3,545
3 ,931
3,649
2,532

328
4e ud
204
234
342
104
120

8
6

2

9

l
1

4

5
5
5

l
6

1

4

,532
,417
,557
,638

26.
52.
38.
51.
45.

3,794
3,521
3,42L
3,322
3,174
3,428
2 ,385

I ,029

806
762
669

1r252
965

18
76
11
80

,242

70
55
97
84

L94
L96
178

322
3r4
2C)4
,1.)

342
384
120

264
178
t62
2L8
288
364
116

25 6

9

8

2

7

1

9

l 12g6 al

30.
21 .
s4.
?o

53.
46.

s4.6
52 .5
30.2
82.8
1l .L
7 2.9
6s.6

96
80

6'
I
5
4
9

9

54
42
42
t4
54
r4

4

4
g4 b/

20
s6

238
184
49t
264

2.4
2.8
a1
Jol

9.2
7.6

20.3
tl .7

L2

4t4
t4e bJ
9l
64

t94
226
tl8

5.
63.

6

NA
24
NA

L-i.3
NA



Table VII ( continuccl)

Crittenden County,
Arkansas, Eotal

West Memphis

Remainder of
Crittenden County

Ycar

19 60
19 61
t962
t963
1964
te65

Jan.-ScpL. 1,966

l9 60
196i
t962
I 963
L964
t96s

Jan.-Sept.1966

5-family
or more lot a1

le j
292
ZOJ

285
t51
?41
141

Pcrccnt Lwo-
f ami Iv rrr mot-r

3.1

One-
f ami 1v

189
t67
283
223
L57
22L
t4l

t7L
t66
217
2L5
t46
212
115

2-Lo 4-
famil{

6

125

2 21.;60

13.320

4
L25 c/

ll5
2'r^l -t!'21i

27 t-

146
23',Z

11s

2 60

11

43 .0

22 "4

t.:20

1960
19 61
t962
L963
1964
t96s

Jan.-Sept.

18
1

6

8
11

9

32

2 20
I
6

8

II
9

ao
JL

10.o

1966

al Includes 250 units of public housing.
h/ Includes 90 units of public housing in Millington.
c/ lncludes 119 units of public housing.

Sourc e s U. S. Bureau of the Census , C-40 Construclior-r Reports, and lo.:aI
building inspection offices.



Table VIII

Household Tenure ds
Memphis, TennesBce, HMA

April I I 9 50-October 1, lg66

Shelby County,
Tennessee

Crittenden County
Arkansas

HMA

total

April 1. 195O

Total housing inventory

Total occupied units
Owner-occupied units

Percent of total occupied units
Renter-occupied units

Percent of total occupied unit.s

Total vacant units

Apri 1 l, 1960

Total housing inventory

Total occupied units
Owner-occupied units

Percent of total occupied units
Renter-occupied units

Percent of total occupied units

Total vacant units

OcLober 1. 1966

Total housing inventory

Total occupied units
Owner-occupied units

Percent of total occupied units
Renter-occupied units

Percent of total occupied units

137.860

133.683
64,-L42

48.O7"
69,54t

52.O%

4,1-7-/

r 84.868

L7 4.t 58
99,543

s7 .o7"

7 5,215
43.O2

10, 110

215.350

2O8,4OO
115,650

ss.s7"
92,7 50

44 . s7"

12.O7 3
3,429

28.42
8,644
7t.67"

1,820

42.97.
6,731

57 "r7.

13.100
6 ,0o0

45.87"
100.
4.2%

t45.156
67 ,5-7 t

46 .47"
78, lg5

53.67.

q qq7
J)"t

L98.697

186.561
lo4,609

s6.t7.
8t,952

43.e7"

221 .500
l2l,650

s4.97"
99 ,850

45.t7.

i3.893 15r .753

L3.829

I 1 .803
5 1066

2,026 L2,L36

1 5.300 230 . 650

7
5

Total vacant units

Sources: 1950 and 1960 Censuses of Housing and
Market Analyst.

6,950 2,2oo

estimates by Housing

9,I50



Table IX

Vacancv Trends
Mem his Tenn asee HMA

Aoril 1- 1950-October 1. 1966,

Shelby Countv,
Tenne s s ee

Crittcrrrlen Cr>unty,
A::kansasVacancy characteristics

{pril 1. l950

'l'rtLitl rracant uniEs

Avai Iable vacant. units
For sale
F oP 1'gn;

Other vacant units

Homc.owner vacancy rate
Rental vacancy rate

April 1. 196O

Total vacant units

Available vacant units
For sale
For rent

Other vacant units

Homeowner vacancy rate
Rental vacancy rate

o

4.r77

2 .081
788

I,293

2,096

t.27"
r.87.

2.52
s.17.

6 .950

3.900
1,450
2,45O

3rO50

I.u20

HMA

227 5

8t2
t,463

3,722

L.27"
1.8

2.57"
s .57"

9.150

4 .300
I ,600
2,-7OO

4r850

r.3%
2.67"

:ge1

10. I 10

7 .L52
2,597
4,555

2,958

1,626

1

2.026

308
I02
206

l,7lg

2 ^200

400
150
250

I ,8Oo

L94
24

170

2.47.
3.+/"

12.L36

I ^460
2 r6gg
4,7 6l

4,616

l
9

2

3

07.

oz

1 t966

Total vacancy units

Available vacant units
For sale
For rent

Other vacant units

Homeowner vacancy rate
Rental vacancy rate

Sources: 1950 and 1960 Censuses of
Market Analvst.

1"2
2.5

Housing and estimates of Housing



]able ,i

l"lem is. Tennessee Area PostaI Vacancy Sr-rrvey

Sep tember L3-23, L966

Totul rcsidences and aparrmenrs R.6id€nces
House rr.rlcrs

I oral ooasihla \ ar ant uorrs

{ll i I sed \eq .,,nsr

201.805 3.896 1.9 2.831 r.065 3.r78

lq5.614 1.595 1.8 2,b.)b qbq r,tJL

r89.768 3.462 r.8 2.509 95) 3.010

6 ,126 99 1. 6 87 12 263

lbtal possible vacant unrts 

- 

t,nder
delireries All ? I sed New (onsr. AII Z Lsed \ew

I.0q1 1.8 855 2)6

1.047 1.1 816 2\l

1.0)o \-1 80r 22c

64 2.2 52 t2

'I 
"tul oossible
J-r,iene6

,r-*
28.006

27 _804

2,854

I acut
No.

t4 1.3

ll t.!.

l3 1.4

t nde.
conat

2 ,120

2.)13

'l oul poaaible

1.087

935

935

t42

The $gpypy Area Tolal

Tennessa,c Port ion

l{€hp h i s

Hain Office

Branches:
Raleigh
Uhi tehave n

StationE:
Biogheton
Cro!r tom
Ees r l{€ryhi s
Frayacr

Eighland
Eoliday Ciry
IIo I I yrrood
L.ur

I 75. t02

t61 ,628

r6I.964

3,!72

2 .805

2.548

2.4J2

l5

t,916

1.8t0

-Llgc

35

80
109
266
148

70

102

166

1.6

I.5

1.5

t- .0

829

138

858

8r8

197

I

72!

4,775
to,419

lo ,542
15, 865
16,388
lt ,290

240

105
260
t74
209

242
61
84

tl9
r58

450
136

4,181
9,447

191
226

18 153
7r 153

90
120

194
1.032

4
4

l2
I

49
16

l0
3

lo 62
9 r0

256

2)
1L

26 160
l5

198

249
r86

101

55
t42
I9l

4
205

32
l6

91
681

6
I18

IO,116
I,446

10,2 61
Lt,199

18
260
t27
144

t23
211.
354

115

r2l
I17
125
254

15

32
)07
20
l

205

4,664
14, I06
15, tza
11,882

80
203

159
80

2.3 1t 7

3.7 205

t2t

47

24
19
13

7

145

4,853
74

t,137
1,162

870

43 0.9
8 10.8

10 4.o
t26 1.2
35 4.0

t0

l0
45

8
8

5
0

I1
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55
51

I
2

I
1

187
382
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t29
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115
t44
'117

r34
t2r
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t62

t24
t2t
138
II7

1,971
1,242
1 ,2I5
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3.2
4.0
0.8
2.4

56
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r20
3I5
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t.4
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1.6

51t
623
t73
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2

l0
24
62

14 4 1

55 205 163
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63
26r
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t2
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lo
45
t2

;
:

;
I

20I

,t:

I65

24;
52

I
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I.l
55

8
5
2
1
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.L
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5r8

3.9 21

t7
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8.9

43
8
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I06

5

I5
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5

9
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EarIe
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17,855
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1.5
2.0
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0.8

6.0
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.].I
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2
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I.
1.
1.
I.
0.

.4

.6
5
0
2

g;
29
31
40

16

96

24

12

94
i8
11

IO

155
1,939

202 17 8.4

491 44 I
5

2

3;
7

11

30

?

l

5

88

8
228

1

50

I,1

1

26

89
2

166

t4

19

72

16
85

196

14 , 016

5. 664

7.674

1 ,634
116

5,124

116 2 .o 2t

40

9

7

24

100

I (.o

I 0.7

1 l0.o

257 l. l 91

1,650
401

6,120

99
1t-

19I

15
1I

1I9
l0

1-lre.urvcv covers dreltrnq unirs in residerres. a
d,,rmrurrcs; nor doe. rr .,,t{., l,oarde+up res,

partments. and l,ouse trailers. rnt I

drnces or apartmcnts rhilr arc nor iDro,
uding rnilitarr.,nsritutronal
dcd for occupano

pul,li, l,ou.ine unts. and unirs useil or!l! .i,s!)nd1ll. I.hc 'urr,.r ,l,,cs not co!6 sror.\. ,)ff,.cs. conrmerc,ai hotels anrl nrorcls. or

The drfinir,ons of 'residen.c, and,,aparrment
one pos.rl,l, delrverr

Source I.lir\ postal vacantr surrr.r conducred bv tollaboraring p)srnasrcr(s)
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4
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S tatus of New Houscs C ()tn

Table XI
a/

leted in Selected Subdivisions
Memphis, Tennessee, HMA

As of January l, 1964, 1965, and 1966

Shelby Countv. Tennessee

Speculative construction
Total Number

completions Pre- sold Total sold

(Houses completed in 1963)

Numbcrr
unsold

Percent
unso 1 dSales price

Under $t0r00O
$IO,oo0 - 12,499
12,500 - t4,999
15,000 - L7 ,499
17 , ,5OO - lg ,ggg
20 ,000 - 24 ,999
25,000 - 29,999
30,000 - 34,999
35rOOO and over

To Eal

Under $ 10,000
$1O,OOO - L2,499
12,5O0 - 14,999
15,O00 - 17,499
17 ,500 - lg ,999
20,0oo - 24,999
25,O0O - 29 1999
3O,O0O - 34,999
35,O00 and over

Tot al

Under
$10,O0O -

1 2,500 -
15,OOO -
17 ,5O0 -
20TOOO -
25,OOO -
30,000 -

,o00
,499
,999
,499
ooot) ) )

,999
,999

34,999
35,O0O and over

Tot al

(Houses completed in 1964)

6s
540
656
62t
27r
413
Lt4

87
78

2 r9O5

9

tt7
203
246
lt2
137

39
33
2L

917

2
26

184
184
L4l
r35

65
29
24

196

o
39

153
203
r66
l2l

90
51

_43
866

56
423
4s3
375
159
276
135

54
_51
1r988

11
131
487
294
295
194
189
79
42

L rl22

5
131
428
337
273
281
201

84
39

1,779

5t
357
349
29r
104
193
98
33
38

1r514

l0
104
383
193
203
r37
ir3

50

_24
l r2l7

5

120
311
229
i50
153
131

58
26

1,183

5

66
104
84
55
83
37
2L
19

474
33.3
23.8

42 "9
29.3

8.
27.
32.
4s.
45.
34.
31.
33.3
33.5

8"9
I 5.6
23.O
22.4
34.6
30. 1

27 .4
38 .9

l3
t57
67L
478
442
329
254
108

66
2 r5L8

I
2l

104
101
92
57
l6
29
18

505

9.L
20.6
2L.4
34.4
31.2
29.4
40.2
36.7

(Houses completed in 1965)

0
4
3
1

1

6
8
0

$10
t2
r4
t7
19
24
29

5
170
581
540
439
402
291
13s
82

2,645

0
11

tL7
108
t23
128
70
26
t3

596



Table XI (continued)

CriEtenden County, Arkansas

Soecu lative construction

Sales price
Total Number

completions Pre.sold Total sold

(Houses completed in 1963)

Number
unsold

Percent
unso 1d

Under
$ 10, ooo

1 2 ,5OO
15,OOo
I7,5OO
20 , oo0
25,OOO
30,0oo
35 , ooo

Under
$ 10, o0o

1 2 ,5OO
l5,oo0
17,50o
20 ,000
25,O00
30, OOO

35,OOo

$1 O, OOO

- 12,4gg
- 14,999
- L7 r49g
- 19,gg9
- 24,999
- 29,999
- 34,999
and over
Total

$10,OOO
- 12,499
- L4,999
- t7,499
- L9 ,999
- 24,999
- 29,999
- 34,999
and over
Total

$ lo, ooo
- L2,499
- L4,999
- 17 1499
- t9,999
- 24,ggg
- 29,999
- 34,999
and over
Total

o
L26
62
t7
L4
4
2

o
o

225

o
67
69
t6

3
5
1

o
1

I62

c
76
32
l2
11

3
2

o
0

o
26
l6
4
1

o
o
0
o

47

oo
2t+ LO2
14 48

t6
t2

3
2

0
o

1

2
I
o
0
0

c
25.5
33.3
25.O
8.3

o
0
0

_0
25.142 183 136

(Houses completed in 1964)

o
o
o
o
o
0
0
0

I
o

o
1

l
1

o
o
0
o

^9
9

o
67
69
16

J

5
1

o
I

L62

0
6l
60
L4

2

J

o
o
I

L4L

o

13.
t2.
JJ.

40.
100.

0
6

9

2

1

2

I
0
o

o
0
o
5

3

o
o
0
0

21 13.0

Under
10rooo
I 2,5OO
15,OOO
17,500
2O,00o
25 rOOO
30,0o0
35 , oOO

(Houses completed in 1965)

0
4t
6T
27

2

5
I
o
o

r46 137 t2l

o
42
68
28

2

5
1

o

0
39
51
25

2

3
1

o
0

o
2

10
2

o
2

0
0
0

L6

0
4.9

L6.4
t,4

0
40.0

0
o
0

tr.1
o

a/ Selected subdivisions are those with five or more completions during the
year.

Source: Annual FHA Surveys of Unsold New Houses conducted by Memphis,
Tennessee and Little Rock, Arkansas Insuring Offices.



Absorption of

Table XII

Walk-Up Apartment Units Completed in the Past Five Years
Memphis, Tennessee, HMA

As of $ep!eq!er__1,__19_09

Occupancy period

Size of unit

Eff iciencv

TotaI
Number vacant
Percent vacant

One bedroom

To tal
Number vacant
Percent vacant

Two bedroom

To taI
Number vacant
Percent vacant

Three bedroom

Total
Number vacant
Percent vacant

Total all sizes

To tal
Number vacant
Percent vacant

5 months
or less

1,165
25

7 -L2
months

13-24
months

962
16

t.7

1,409
34

2.4

2-5
vears

L,164
51

4.4

2,561
58

, ').

3,911
110
2.8

t54
5

3.2

90
o
o

64
R

7.8

o
o
0

222
6

2.1

24266
3

1.1

o
0
o

9

o
0

Total
5 vears or less

1,9o1
60

Q.)

5 ,6go
lL2
2.O

8,O25
185
2.3

2.L

992
I3

r.3

I
0
0

290
8

2.8

96
I

1.O

161
7

4.3

32
o
o

1,432
28

2.O

1r273
13

l.o

Source: Market Absorption Survey conducted by the Memphis Insuring Office,
Federal Housing Administration.



TabIe XIII

AbsorpEion of Hieh-rise Apartment the Past Five years

As of September 1. 1966

Occupancy period

Size of unit

EJficiencv

Total
Number vacant
PercenE vacanE

9ne bedroom

Total
Number vacant
Percent vacant

Two bgdrggm

Total
Number vacant
Percent vacant

Three bedroom

Total
Number vacant
Percent vacant

Total all sizes

Total
Number vacant
Percent vacant.

7-t2
months

51
6

r1.8

13-24
months

I90
2l

11.1

190
l1

5.8

2-5
vears

382
L7

4.5

1,o44
27

2.6

34
1

2.9

o8
4

Jol

Io
o
o

515
6

1.2

72
0

o

,9

o
o

39

o
o

2

Total
5 years or less

298
25

8.4

739
18

2.4

551
34

6.2

1 ,660
77

4.6

118
11

9.3

4
o
0

89
7

7.9

527
43

8.2

Source: Market Absorption Survey, conducted by the Memphis Insuring
Office, Federal Housing Administration.

HtID{tqch., D. C.


