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Ar e publlc rcrrloo to eralst locel houalng actlvltlca through
clearcr urdorstardlng of local houalng narket corrdltlons, FIIA
lnltlated publlcatlon of lts oonprchenclve houslng markct ana\raes
car\r ln 1965, Whllc each report ls deslgncd speclflcally for
FIIA usc 1n adlrfudsterlng lts nortgagc lnsurence opcratlons, lt
tr orpected thet thc factual lnforoatlon ard the flndtnga ard
concluclons of theae reports rrlIl bc generally ucefirl algo to
bulrdcrc, nortgegcca, and others conccrncd rrlth rocal houslng
probrma and to othcru hevlng en lntcrest 1n locer oeonontc oon-
dltlona erd trenCr.

Slnco rarkct anrlyalt ls not an uact sclence, the Judgnentalfeotor le !-uportant ln thc dcveLopcnt of flrdlngc and conclustons.
fircrc ylll be dlffercncos of oplnlon, of course, ln thc tnter-
prctetlon of evetlable factual lnfornatlon ln dctcrrntnlng the
absorptlve capeclty of the narket erd the rcqulrementa for naln-
tcnancc of a rcaaoneblc balencc ln dcnard-supply relatlonshlpa.

lhe factual francrork for eech analyslg ls developed as thoroughly
as posslble on thc besfu of lnforaetlon aveLlablc fron both loeal
erul natlonal sourcea. unless speol,flcaLly ldenttflod by source
refcrcnccr arl estluatcs and Judgrrcnts 1n the analyels are thoae
of tho authortng ana\rat ard thc FllA l{arket Analyslc erd Rsscarch
Scotl.on.
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ANALYSIS OF'THE
RALEIGH. NORTH CAROLT.NA. HOIJSINC M ARKET

AS OF JANUAR.Y 1. T968

S and Concluslons

The economy r>f RaIeigh, although hlstot:ic41ly nriented toward
govefnment, educatlcln, trade, and services, has beneflted since
tg60 by the steady addition of manufacturers and by the growth
and developrnent of the Research Trlangle Par:k in Durham and Wake

Cr:unties. Of the 25 1245 gaLn in nonagricultural wage and salary
employnrent between September 1960 and September L967, 40 percent
(10r125 jobs) was registered after 19651 this reflects, in part,
establishment of International Buslness Machines (IBM) in the
area in 1966.

Nonagr1cultural wage and sa!.ary employment is expected to increase
by 21700 annually during the two years ending January I, 1970, in-
cluding the addition of 2,500 jobs annually in nonmanufacturing
industries and 200 in manufacturing. Over 90 percent of future
employment growth will be concentrated in nonmanufacturing indus-
trles, primarily tn trade, services, and gr:vernment.

2. Medlan .rnnurtl incomes ln January 1968, after deduction of federaL
incorne t&x, lrere $6,425 for all nonfarm familles and $4,175 for
nonfarm renter households of two persons ()r more.

3; The estimated nonfarm populatlon of the Ralei.gh Housing Market Area
(HMA) as of January 1, 1b68 was 2011300' an increase of 49r75O (33

percent) over ttre ig6O nonfarm total. Roughly 37 percent of the

population galn occurred between February 1966 and January 1968r

indtcatrng lncreases of 91500 annually from 1966 to 1968 and gains
of about 51375 a year from 1950 to L966. By January 1, L970, tlte
nonfarm populatlon is expected Eo reach 212r000, in{icating annu4l

increases comparable with those of the earlier 1960 period.

4. There were 55r500 nonfarm households in the HMA in January f968.
Nonfarm household growth increased by 2,700 annually from 1965 to
1968 and by 11550 from 1960 to L966. The predicted rate of house-
hold formatlon averages 1r400 annually over the two-year period
endlng December 31, 1969,

5. The nonfarm housing supply totaled 57r500 unlts ln January 1968,
including 45r45O slngle-famtly units and 12r050 rnultifamily units
(21 percent of the total). About l-4,0O0 new units were added to
the nonfarm lnventory from 1960 to 1958 while demotitions and

Other inventory losses accounted for the removal of '21000 unlts.
The trend of resldential construction actlvity, as rneasured by
unlts authorized for construction, steadily increased from an

average annual volume of 1,525 units frr:m 1962 to 1954 to an

avera;e of 2,L25 unlts from 1965 to 1967, with most of the higher
Ievet of bulldlng activltV resulting from greater apartment con-
structlon.
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6. As of January I, 1968, the homeowner vacancy rate was 1.2 per-
cent and the rental vacancy rate was 3.9 percent, down from 2.2
percent and 6.9 percent, respectlvelR ln 1960.

7. The volume of net additions to the housing supply that will meet
the requlrement of anElcipated growth during the forecast period
and result ln the matntenance of a quantiEative demand-supply
batance in the market ls 1r100 single-family units and 770 multl-
famtly unlts annuelIy. The multtfamlly demand estimate lncludes
170 untts at rents achlevable through public beneflts or asslstance
in financlng or land acquisltlon and cost, excluslve of publie low-
rent housing and rent-supplement accommodatlons. Demand for single-
family houses by prlce class ls expected to approximate the pattern
shown on page 18. Annual demand for multlfamily unlts is distributed
by monthly rent and unit slze on page 19.



AI.IALYSIS OF THE
RALEIGH NORTH CAROLINA HOUSING MARKET

A.S OF JAIUARY 1 1968

Houslna Market Area

The Raleigh, North Carollna, Housing Market Area (HMA) is defined for
purposes of this report as tJake County. TLre definitlon conforms with
that of the Raleigh Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA) and
the Ralelgh Labor Market Area. Wake County ls located in east-central
North Carolina and contains a land area of over 860 square miles. In
1960, the county population amounted to 169r100 persons, includlng
17, 550 farm resldents.!/

Ralelgh, the princlpal clty ln the HMA, wlth a 1960 population of
931950, accounted for over 60 percent of all nonfarm resldents of the
HMA. The clty is the county seat of government and the state capital.
Raletgh ls located about 20 miles southeast of Durham and 30 miles south-
east of Chapel l{i11. The three cttles comprise the dominant educatlonal
area of the state2/ th^t has become knorrn as the rtResearch Trianglerr be-
cause of the general orlentaElon toward universlty and other research
actlvitles. In additlon to North Carollna State College with a total
enrollment of 10r850 students (81525 fulL-tlme), Ralelgh is also the
home of flve small colleges wlth a 1967 enrollment totallng 31725 stu-
dents.

A l air volurne of worker commutation characterizes the Raleigh-Durham
area. In 1960, 650 tJake County residents worked in the Durham area
and 520 Durhanr County inhabitants commuted to work in Wake County. Al-
though the volume of commutation of Durham County residents into Wake

County lncreased only slightly ln the post-I960 period, the number of
Raleigh residents worklng in portions of Durham County increased to
1,150 hy Septenrber 1966 and probably was 2'000 higher by late 1967.
lndustrlal development of the Research Triangle Park on 51000 acres,
prlmnrlLy in southeast Durham County but extendlng into Wake County,
has been the rnaj<lr factor accountlng for increased worker out-commu-
tation fronr Ralelglr, partlcularly after late 1965, when IBM transfer-
red maJor faciltties from Raletgh Eo the Park.

Ll
zl

See Appendlx A, paragraph t.
The Unlversity of North Carollna (ChapeI Hl1l), Duke Unlverslty
(Durham), and North Carollna State CoIlege (Raleigh) represent
the statets largest and ftnest educatlonal complex.
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Economv of the Area

Character Historv

Raleigh was chosen ln the latter part of the eighteenth century as
the state capltal, partially because of lts favorable location near
the geographic center of the state. The economy became oriented
toward nonmanuf acturing actlvities, notably government, education,
and trade and service industrles. rn recent years the economy of
the HMA has beneflted by steady nonmanufacturing employment glins,
by the additlon of small manufaeturers locating in the HMA, and by
the growth and development of the Research rriangle park in Durham
and lrJake countles. The Park is Located on a 5,000-acre site princi-paliy ln Drrrhaur county (see map) equidlstant from the three *"3o,
unlversities ln the Research Triangle area. Thus far, development
has heen c()ncentrated in Durham county and 13 firms with about 41000
employees wc,re tocated there tn tate L967, oi:- major signif icance to
the Park clevelopment was the addltion of International Business Machines
ccrrporatlon (IBM) in Late L966. By the end of 1967, rBM accounted for
60 percent of all Park employment.

The greatest economic impact generated by the Research rriangle park,
particularly the rBM addition, has been felt in the Raleigh area. rBMinitlally located plant facllities in Ralelgh, but transferred to the
Durharn County location 1n late 1966. Local lnformed sources indicatethat probably 70 percent of the 41000 persons working at the park livein the Raleigh HMA, about 25 percent l1ve ln Durham, and flve percentllve ln the Chapel Hill area.

Employment

Current Estimate and Past Trend. Nonagricultural wage and salary em-
ployment totaled 76r845 tn septembet L967, indlcatlng a 49 percent ln-
crease ('251245 addltlonat Jobs) over the September 1960 total.U over
4O percent of the employment gain occurred since 1965, reflecting galns
ln machinery employment wtth the addltlon of rBM in 1955 as r^rell as
rapid nonmanufacturlng growth ln the two years. rn the entire 1960-
1967 perlod, three-fourths of alI jobs were added ln nonmanufacturlng
lndustries, prlncipally ln the maJor segments of trade, services, and
government activltles.

L/ A conslstent serles of employment data for the HMA 1s maintalned
by the Employment securlty commisslon only for the months of
January, May, and September of each year. References to employment
data ln this analysis wlll be for the month of september of the
year menttoned. Although monthly statlstics tend to incorporate
seasonal fluctuatlons 1n certain industr{es, the month of September
1s least IlkeIy to tnclude such varlatlons and 1s considered typlcal
for the year.
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N<-rnasricultural Wase and Sal ary Employment Trends
Raleish - Nor th Carolina. HMA

September 1960-September 1967

Wage and salary employment Change from previous date
Month

of Sept.

1960
196 I
196'2
1 963
1964
195 s
1966
t967

Manu -
facturine

Nonmanu-
f acturing To tal

5I,600
56,og5
58 ,020
62 r280

,25o
,720
,050
,945

Manu-
f acturi ne

Nonmanu-
f ac turing TotaI

7
I
9

9
10
10
13

60
70
70
30

850
915
425
260
370
720
795

43 r7 50
47, 18o
48 r 595
53 r o20
54,88o
56,000
60 r',255
63, f)30

l_ r 065
510

- 165
lr1lo

350
3rO75

- 580

4r495
L 1925

65
65
74
76

3r430
1r415
41425
I ,860
1,120

,
,
t
,

4
2

1

7
2

2

I
4
3

713 , 215
4 r255
3r375 95

Sources: Employment Securlty Commission of North Carolina.

Emplovment bv Industrv. the Rateigh area has benefited by the movement
of nortlrern manufacturers to the South. Since 1960, about 20 new firms
have moved into the HMA, most of whlch are relatively minor as sources
of employment. None employed more than 500 in late 1967 and only four
employed more than 250.

Although manufacturing employment increased by 5,365 (68 percent) from
1960 to 1967, manufacturing stlll accounts for onLy 17 percent of all
wage and salary jobs. The most notable gain occurred in the machinery
lndustry; employment in that industry nearly tripLed from 1960 to 1967

to account for 64 percent of the total manufacturing gain (see table
I). The 1965-1966 addition of 2,725 jobs in the machinery industry
was largely the result of the establishment of a new IBM plant in
RaleLgh. The rnitnuf acturing job Loss (685 jobs ) f rom 1966 to 1967 re-
flectecl the transler of major IBM faclllties to the Research Triangle
Park: thi s loss w{Is of f set, tn part, by exparrsions at the Electric
Storage Bat t.er:y Conrptrny which accelerated electronic equlpment pro-
duction because r:f a speclal government contract.

Nonrnanufacturlng industries, notably trade, services, and government,
domlnate the Raleigh economy. Nonmanufacturing industries comprised
mote than [30 percent of all wage and salary jobs and aecounted for
over three-fr:urths o[ the employment gain in the HMA from 1960 to
1967. More than hal[ (10r400) of the gain in nonmanufacturing jobs
occurred in trade and servlce lndustrles; another 27 percent (5r435
Jobs) of the seven-year growth occurred tn various government agencies.
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Unemplovment

Less than three percent of the September work force h,as unemployed in
every year during the 1960-1967 period. The jobless rate in Raleigh
always has been low because of the lnfluence of government and educa-
tlonal instituEions.

Future olovment

Nonagrlcultural wage and salary employment is expected to increase at
&n average rate of 21700 jobs annually during the two-yegT PeTigd -ending.
Decembei 31, Lg6g. 

-fn" 
"lp""ted 

rate of gain is comparable with the 1966-'

1967 galn of 2,795 jobs, but ls well below that of L965'1966 when 7r33O
jobs were added because of the establishment of IBM in Raleigh. Itre
predlcted rate of gain also is below that of the 1960-1964 perlod when

an average of 31400 Jobs were added annually.

Ttre lack of significant plant expansions or the establishment of new

manufacturlng industrles over the forecast period precludes large em-

ployment gains |n manufacturing industries before January 1, 1970.
Manuf acturlng empl<'ryment galns are forecast at about 200 annually in
1968 and 1969 and nonmanufacturing lndustries are expected to account
for over 90 percent of the 1968-1969 employment increase. The predlcted
additlon of 2r500 nonmanufacturlng Jobs over the two-year forecast perlod
ls wetl below the t965-1967 addltlon of nearly 3'825 annually. The lack
of lmpetus to nonmanufacturing employment growth, such as that generated
by the addltion of a maJor manufacturer, indicates a rate of job gain
ULtow that of the last several years. Itre expected lack of significant
employment growth at the Research Triangle Park, which has spurred non-
manufacturlng employment gains in the HMA ln the post-1960 period, also
lndicates a slower rate of job galn ln the Ralelgh area.

The predicted employment gain of 11400 jobs annually ln trade and ser-
vlce lndustries ls comparable with the 1950-L967 avetage addition of
11480 annualIy, but iq below the average annual gain since 1965, when

over 21000 trade and service jobs were added each year.

Government agencles are expected to account for rnost of the other non-
manufacturing growth. The predicted addition of 1,O00 jobs annually in
federal, state, and local government ts greater than the 1960-1967
aver&ge addltlon of 780 annually, but is below the 1965'L967 average
galn of nearly 1,450 jobs a year. A1!, other nonmanufacturing indus-
tries nre forecast to lncrease by 100 annually in the 1968-1969 perlod.
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Family Income

The median income of all nonfarm famtlies in the Raleigh HI'IA was

$61425 in Jnnuary 1968, after the deduction of federal income tax"
the median income of $4r775 of nonfarm renter households of two
persons or more was one-quarter below the median for aIl families
ln .January 196tt. A1though 27 percent of all families earned less
tharr $4r000, al ter the deductlon of federal income tax, 22 pe::cent
were in the $101000 and over caEegory; 4I perrcent of all renter
housclrol<1 s earned less than $4,000 and only eight percent of aII
renter housr:holds earned at least $tOrOOq after the deduction of
f ecleral E ax.
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Demosrao c Factors

PooU latlon

Current Estimate and Past Trend. The January 1, 1968 nonfarm popu-
lation .f the Raleigh IIMA was 201,300, a 33 percent increase (49r75L
persons) over the April 1960 total of 151,549. Roughly 37 percent
of tl're post-1960 population galn occurred between February 1966 and
January 1968,1/ indlcating an average increase of 9,600 annually from
1966 to 1968 and galns of 5,375 a year from 1960 to t966. The major
impetus to rapid growth in the HMA from 1966 to early 1968 was the
addition in 1966 of rBM, the largest manufacturer in the area, which
ceused a high rate of in-migration. The post-1960 gain compares with
annual increments of 4,500 persons from 1950 to 196o (see Appendix
A, pnragr:aph j). students enrolled at the six colleges in Raleigh
n(:counted Inr seven percent of the 1968 nonfarm population, of which
a signiIicrrnt share (21225) are enrolled at North carolina state on
n p&rt-time basis.

N Po lation Trends
Raleigh. North Carolina. HI'{A

Aprll 1950-Januarv 1970

Year

t9 50
i960
19 68
1970

Nonfarm population

LO6,642
L5L,54g
201,300
212,000

Average annual change
from preceding date

Sources: 1950 and 1960 Censuses of Population and estimates
by Houslng Market Analyst"

I'he c'i ty ol' Rnleiglr has rnalntained 1ts share ,rl population growth in
tlre llMA. wi Lh a Jirnuary l96it population of rt5,45o, Raleigil accountedtor 62 percent of llre nonfarm population of the HMA, equal to both 1950
and 1960 pr.pr.,rti.ns residing within the corporate limits. Atl popula-titrn growth in the citv from 195O to 1960 (28r25O persons) occurred in
rtewly-developed areas that were annexed duri.ng the decade. In f act, halfof the ciLv-population gain resulted from the pre-1960 annexation of 15
square r,iles (14,450 p.pulation at time of annexation) in the rapidly
grt>wing area directly north of the clty limits. Annexation has not beena ttrnjor f actor in popr"r Iation growth since 1960; however, continued an-nex&tion trf raw land indlcates that land is available for continued popu-lation growth within the city. Table III shows population trends in the
HMA rrrrd t.he ci ty since 1950.

Ll A speclnl census of populatlon
'24, 1966 by the U.S. Bureau of
latlon of L971617, of whlch an

4,491
6,425
5,350

conducted ln l,lake County on January
the Census enumerated a total popu-
estlmated 182r850 were nonfarm.
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Net Natural Incre ase arrd 1"11 sra.tion , Components of population change
are net natural irrcrease (excess of births over deaths of erea resl-
dents) and net nrlgratlon. I3c:cause separate statistlcs are not avail-
able for births and deaths of farm resldents, thls discussion in-
cludes the rural farrn populatlon. Net natural increase accounted for
nearly !i0 percenL of the popi:lation change and net in-migratlon was
relatlvely insignificant between 1.950 and 1960. Since 1960, migra-
tlon has accounted for an increasirrgly larger share of population
growth. During tire April 1960-February 1966 peri-od, net in-mlgration
was nearly <1ouble that of the entire 1950-1950 period and, from 1966

to t968, net ln-migration equall-ed that of the entire 1960-1966 period.
The hlgher rate of ln-migration since 1950 reflects greater economic
growth of the area as compared with that of the f950-1960 period.

Comoonents tlf Po orrlation Chanseg/
North Carolina

April 1950-Januarv 1968
h

Apri I
Aprl I

1950-
19 60

Feb.
Jan.

t966-
r968

'26 r086j. 546
32,632

April 1960-
Feb. L966

L6,27 4
t2.261
28,535

4 1325
12.358
15r683

Compon€fl t

Net natural increase
Net mlgrati.on

To tal
Migrotion as {r Percent
of total change

Total chanse Total change Total change

20 "L7, 43 "O7. 7 4. L7"

al Includes rural farm popula[ion.

Sources: U.S. Bureau of tt're Census, Population Report P-23, No. 7.
Nor:th Carolina Department of Health; January 24, 1966
Special Census; and estlmates by Housing Market Analyst.

F re Pcr ul n Growth. Based on expected employment gains over
the January 1968-December 1969 forecast period, on a slightly higher
proportlon of the population worklng, and on a continuatlon of exist-
1ng worker commutatlon patterns in the Raleigh-Durham arear the non-
farm populutlon of the Ralelgh area ls exPected to reach 2121000 by
January f970. Tlre predicted population represents an increase of
10,700 (5r350 annllally) trver the two-year period. The lack of im-
petus to raplcl growth, such as that of 1966 when IBM moved into the
a""o, lncllcates that population increases in the two-year period wiIl
be comparable wich ttrat of tl're 1960-1966 period. About f ive percent
of the tur(.)-year populatlon gatn ( I r l0O) ref lects an increase in non-
householcl populatlon becarrse of dormltory construction at North Caro-
llna State UnlversltY.
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Hous lds

Current Estlmate and Past Trend. As of January l, 1968, there r,rere

55r500 nonfarm households (occupled dwelling units) tn the UMA.

Household growth ln the 1960-1968 period, at 11850 annually, is well
above that of the 1950-1960 decade when about L,425 households a
year were added (see Appendlx A , paragraph 5). Household growth
ln tl're post-1960 pertod was most rapid ln 1966, when a large number
of IBM employees and thelr famtlies moved into the Raleigh area.
Roughly 37 percent of the entire 1960-1958 household gain occurred
tn 1965 and 1967, lndicatlng annual household increments of 2t7OO

from February 1956 to January 1968 and household gains of L'550
annually from 1960 to 1966.

Household Growth Trends
Raleieh. Nor th Carollna. HMA

1950 - 1970

Year

April 1950
Apri 1 1960
Jan. 1968
Jan. 1970

Nonfarm households

26,9L3
4t,t92
55, 500
58,300

Average annual change
from preceding date

L rt+28
1,850
1,400

Sources:

llousehold Size Trends. Nonfarm households 1n the Raleigh HMA averaged
3.35 persons ln January 1968, a decline in the average household size
from 3.39 persons in 1960 and 3,46 in 1950. A continuation of the
trend toward smaller households reflects lower birth rates in recent
years and the out-migratlon of young nonwhite Persons to northern
urban areas. Llttle change in average household size is expeeted
during the two-year forecast period.

Future Household Growth. By January L97O, the number of households
ln the Raleigh HMA ls expected to total 58r300, an increase of 218O0
(1r400 annually) over the 1968-1969 perlod. Household growth during
the forecast perlod will be comparable with that of the earlier 1960-
1965 perlod when roughly 1r550 households r.\,ere added each year.

19 50 and
1968 and
Analy s t .

1960 Censuses of Housing.
1970 esttmated by Houslng Market
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Housing Market Factors

HouslnE Supply

Current Estimate and Past Trend. The nonfarm housi ng supply of the
Ralelgh HMA totaled 57r500 unlts at the start of 1968, a net gain
of 12r9O0 units since Aprll 1950. Mditlons to the nonfarm inven-
tory were the result of t4r00o units added by residential building
activity, 320 addltlonal trailers, and the change of 580 units
since 1960 from farm to nonfarm status. About 21000 units were
removed fronr the housing supply from 1950 to 1968 by demolition
actlvlty and other lnventory losses. Average increases in the
nonfarm inventory slnce 1.960, at 1r650 annually, are comparable
wlth the 1950-1960 nonfarm lncrease of Lr675 a year (See Appendix
A , paragraph 5).

Houslng Supplv Characterlstlcs. The recent growth of the Raleigh
area, partlcularly after 1960, is shown by the fact that 55 percent
of the January 1968 nonfarm housing supply (311900 unlts) was added
after 1950; 23 percent of the 1968 lnventory (13,400 units) was
added between 1930 and 1950.

Mdltions to the nonfarm lnventory are most significant in the multi-
famlly lnventory. Structures containing two units or more increased
by 3r200 units (36 percent) since 1960; the multifamily inventory
accounted for 21 percent of the January 1968 housing supply (121050

units) as compared with 20 percent (8,850 units) in 1960. Detailed
distributions of the nonfarm inventory by size of structure and year
bullt are presented ln table lV.

As of January 1, 1968, an estimated 61900 nonfarm units were sub-
standard because of dilapidated condltlon or lack of complete plumbing
faclLltles. The 1968 proportion of substandard houslng, at 12 percent
of the tr>tal inventory, compares with the 1960 ratio of 19 percent,
when 81325 unlts were substandard. It shoutd be noted that 43 percent
of the substandard houslng in 1960 (3r575 units) was in dilapldated
condltlon ancl the greatest proportlon of these l^/ere tenant-occupied
unlts in rural nonfarm portions of the housing market.

Resldential BuiIdi ns Activitv

Past Trend. From January 1960 to January 1968t 13r150 units were au-
thorized for construction in the HMA (including 112 units of public
lrousing in 1963) and another 11625 nonfarm unlts were built outside
permit-lssulng areas of the HI'{A. Of the Lr625 naw unlts added out-
rtd" p".*it-lssulng places, sllghtly over one'quarter (430'units) were
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bullt in 1960-1961 withln the one-rniIe radius of the corporate limits
of Raleigh that recorded building permits afrer 1961 (see table v).
Because authorlzed unlts accounted for 92 percent of aIl buildlno
activlty after 1961, annual construction trends discussed herein
are based on building permit authorizations.

the trend of resldentlal construction activity in the HMA was steadily
upward in the Post-1960 period. Frorn an average annual volume of 11525
unlts authorized in the L962-1964 period, construcrion activlty in-
creased to an average ot 21125 unlts euthorized annually from 1965
through L967. The lower level of buildlng activity untit f955 allowed
for the absorptlon of an excess of new housing built in the early
1960ts. The hlgher level of buildlng afrer 1965 was stimulated by
greater economic growth and family in-migration. The city of Raleigh
accounts for ntore than three-fourths of all units authori.zed in the
HMA. ln the clty, the upward trend ln building activity is more
evldent. From an annual auttrorization rate of 820 units in L962-1963,
the volurne of constructlon activlty nearly doubled to 1r700 units from
1964 to f 968 (f or trends tn bul ldi.ng acrl.vl t_y in Raleigh and the re-
malnder of the HMA ' see table V ).

Unlts Authorlzed for Constructi on By TVpe of Structure
Raleleh, North Carolina. HMA

1960 -1967

Type of Structure

Year
One

unl t

1 ,061
1r383
I,128
1r208

T\^ro to
four unlts

Five units
or more

Public
housing

uni ts
Total
uni ts

l,g49
2,188
2 r036
2 rL45

U.S. Bureau of the

1960
196 1

L962
19 63

1, 10u
967

IrO65
l,l7g

I r l51
1r030
1,195
I ,333

43
34
BO

46

128
194
328
137

2;
50

108

760
6rr
580
800

LL2

L964
19 65
1966
L967

Sources: Raleigh Bulldlng Inspectors Office;
Census, C-40 Construction Reports.

Bu.llding ActlvitJ bv lVpe of Structure. Since 1960, the average annual
volume of single-famlly construction has varied only slightly, from an
average of 11100 unlts tn the L962-I964 period to an average of Lr25O
unlts frorn 1965 to 196ti; the greater volume of apartment construction
ln tlre IIMA uccounted for the upward trend in total residential building
actlvlty in recent years. (The city of Raleigh accounted f.or 67 per-
cent of aIl slngle-farntty construction after 196I and vlrtually aIl
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multifamily buildlng actlvity). A high level of apartment construc-
ticrn l"ras been sustained in the HMA stnce the start of 1964, rn fact,
more multlfamlly units were authorlzed tn 1964 (g8g units) than in
the enti.re four ye&rs from 1960 to 1954. Apartment construction has
ranged from 805 to 937 units annually slnce 1965.

Unl ts Under Cons truc tion As of January 1968, there were 750 housing
ages of construction in the HMA, tncluding 400
and 350 multifamlly units. Virtually all multi-

unlts ln various st
slngle-family homes
famlly constructlon and about three-fourths of al1 single-family con-
structlon 1s concentrated in the clty of Raleigh.

Demolltionso An estimated 21000 units v/ere removed from the nonfarm
houslng supply durlng the Apri.I 1960-January 1968 period. OnIy a
nomlnal portlon of the inventory loss ls the result of planned demo-
lltlon prograrns, as lndlcated by the fact that only I80 unlts in
Ra1ei.gh were removed by urban renewal prograrns. The loss of most of
the houslng since 1960 ls the result of natural causes (such as fire),
converslon of houstng to other uses, etc. During the next two years,
about 250 unlts a year are expected to be lost from the inventory.

lenure of Occupancv

As of January 1968, about 60.4 percent of all occupied units were
owner-occupied (33r500 unlts) as compared with 54 percent (22rz5o
units) of all occupled housing in 1950 and about 47 percent (12,500
unlts) ln 1950" Ilomeowners accounted for 79 percent of the 1960-
[968 nonfarm household galn, as comfared with 58 percent of the
1950-1960 increase. The fairly rapid famlly in-migration, partic-
ularly in 1966, coupled with the availabllity of nerv single-family
sal"es units during the post-1960 period-L/ are the primary factors
that accounted for increased homeownership. Table VL presents de-
talled occupancy trends ln the HMA since 1950.

Vacancv

1960 Cerrsus. As ol Aprtl 1960, 4.4 percent (1,9O0 units) of the avail-
abie fnventory were vacant, includlng 500 units for sale and 1r400
rentrrls. Vircancy rates of 2.2 percent for homeowner units and 6.9 per-
celt fr>r renter untts inciicate a surplus of available housing at the

time of the census. Although virtualty all vacant units for sale had

all pluurbing facllities in 1960, one-fourth of the available rentals
hrere substandard because of the lack of one or more pl"umbing facilities.
A nrajor portion, 57 percent, of the vacant unitS available for rent were

sfngie-family homes and only about 12 percent of all available rental
vacnncles were ln larger multifamlly structures containing five units
or more.

l/ A1lhough multifamlly units account for a slgnificant share of
a[1 residential consErucEion ln recent years, single-family
units constituted 78 percent of all nonfarm addltions over the
entire 1960-1968 Period.
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PosEal Vacancv Survev. A postal vacancy survey was conducted in the
Raleigh postat area and four smaller ctties and towns on November 2,
1967. The survey covered 54r400 possible deliveries to resldences
and apartments, or 95 percent of the nonfarm housing supply. The

survey enumerated 1r220 vacant units, 2.2 percent of aIl deliveries,
inctuding tl20 vacant residences (1.8 percent of all deliveries to
residences) and 400 vacant apartments (4.8 percent of all apartment
dellverles). About 29 percent of the vacant resldences and 25 per-
cent o[ tlre vacant apartments were tn new units that had never been
occuplecl. The survey also reported 360 residences and 370 apartment
unlts ln varlous stages of constructlon (See Appendix A , paragraph
7).

Current Estimate. Based on the results of the postal vacancy survey
(adjusted for conversion to census concepts and for incomplete
coverage), other vacancy data, and on personal observation of the
market, it is judged that there were 1r300 available vacant units
1n January 1968, 2.3 percent of the available lnventory. Included
ln the total were 40o units for sale only and 900 units avallable
for rent. The avallable vacancy rates of 1.2 percent for homeowner
uniEs and 3.9 percent for renter unlts indicate a reasonably good
balance in both the sales and the rental markets in 1968. Both
snles and rental vacancy rates and the number of availabte units
declined from the excess level noted in 1960. Larger household
growth in recent years, partlcularly in 1966, that was accompanied
by no sinrilar increase in bulldlng activity atlowed for absorption
clf the excess that was evldent at the time of the 1960 Census (see
tab[e VI ).

Sales Market

Generirl Mirrket Cc:nditions. In the 1950-1960 decade and in the early
part of the post-1960 perlod, net additions to the housing supply ex-
ceeded lrousehold growth, resulting in an increased vacancy level. In
April 196O, the horneowner vacancy rate was 2.2 percent and the April
i96l F'HA anitlysis reported vacancy at about the same high level. The
tetr<lettt'y t.o overburi 1d sales housing in the late l950ts and early 1960's
wrrs tltc rttsttl t trf- over optirrr isrn of speculati.ve home bui Iders regardlng
growtlt rrl. t.lre l{esearch Tri: angle Park, according to local inf ormed
s()ur('(-1 s. Al tltogg|1 lower rates of building iictivity during the mid-
I()(r()'s [)crnli t ted ruarket absorption of the eirrlier excess, the estab-
I i sltrrren t oI I I]M i rr the area in L966 also was a ma jor f ac tor in re -
cirrc i rrg t lre lrorneowner vacancy rate to the t968 leve I of I . 2 percent .

Mrt ior Su lxl i v i s i on Ac ti vi tv In the post-1960 period, nehr housing units
have beerrr nddecl in large numbers on the periphery of the city with
north Rnleigh accountlng for probably the fastest rate of growth of
new slngle-fami.ly sales housing. The presence of the North HiIIs
regior-rcrl shopplng center and the openlng of the northern half of the
beltline ln 1963-1964 made thls section a prime area for residential
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{eveloprrrt,rrt. l.,oc;rl s()urces indicate a concentration of irigh-priced
($30,0it0 ancl over) home cottstruction in north Raleigh because of the

demand by IBM executives and other families moving into the area.

In late 1967, ir 900-acre residential area was being planned for
developmerrt clirectly north of the Raleigh corporate limits that
eventually will include 900 stngle-family hornes and 400 multi-
tamily uni ts bt"rth [<-rr rent and f or sale. Development is scheduled

to stnrt in the sPrlnB of I968.

o1cl l.nvcntrr of New I"l ses The January 1967 FHA survey of new
ivlslons with five or more comple-sales construction in actlve subd

tlons durlng 19(16 revealed a total of 82I completions of which 302

were sold br:lore the start of constructlon and 519 (63 percent) were

built speculatlvely. Of the total bullt speculatively, only 78 units
(15 percent) were unsolcl as of January 1, 196l and all unsold units
haC. teen available for three rnonths or Less. The 821 completed units
represented 73 percent of the single-famlly houses authorized for con-
struction in Lg66. A comparison of the January L967 survey with those

ccrnducted annually in January L964,1965, and 1966 indicates that 1966

marked the highest year of subdivision activity, with most of the
greater volunre of building activity reflecting greater speculative
constructl<>n in 1966. The ratio of unsold houses to total speculative
completions is an lndication of conditions i'n the new home sales market'
The rrtig {eclined frclm 30 percent of al1 speculatively built houses in
i963 to rrnly [lve percent of 1965 completlons.

Summary of Unsold Invent Surveys
Ra1 h North o Hi"lA

January 1964-Januarv 1967

Survev date
Total

comple t ions

5ii8
45r
s56
821

Pre - so ld
units

138
r74
242
302

Jarruary l,
January t,
January I t
January 1,

L964
19 65
t966
1967

Soeculative construction
t

450 313 L37 30.4
277 '.236 4L 14" 8
314 298 15 5" r
519 44L '78 15. 0

to total sPeculativea/ l)ercenttrge: of units unsold as of January l'
cornplet.ions in tlre prec:eding l2 months.

Strurce : Alrnual urrsr.r tcl lnventory survey6 conduc ted by the GreenSboro
FllA lrrsurt.ng ()ff lce'
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FHA Home l'lortpaoe I nsurance Activitv FHA total home mortgages insured
ln the HMA, on both new and existing homes, declined from an average of
480 horne mortgages lnsured in 1960 and 1961 to an average of 260 in 1962
and 1963, reflecting the sluggish sales market conditions and the low
level of building activity that characterized this period. rn 1964,
460 urortgages were insured and the 1965 total of 750 insured mortgages
was the highest annual volume in the post-1960 period. The lack of
available rnort6lage funds resulted in a decline to 480 insured mortgages
ln 1966. Data for the first six months of 1961 indicate that volume
Eor the full year probably represented the lowest annual volume since
1960. New uni.ts accounted for 31 percent of all home mortgages insured
from 1965 to 1967

Rental Market

The renLtl rnarket has tightened considerably in the post-1960 period,
ns indicated by the decllne in the number of available vacant rental
r-rn i ts l rorrr I ,400 in 1960 to 900 in 1968. The dec line in rental va-
cnnctes l-rtxr 1960 to l96il is particularly significant in the face of
the averrrge rate r:f multlfamily construction of u50 units a year in
1964 and 1965 arrcl an average of 920 unlts annually in 1966 and 1961.
Perlodic FHA surveys of absorption of apartments added in the HMA
during the 1964-1967 period indicate almost immediate absorption of
the 1r250 units surveyed in 15 projects. The greatest volume of
garden apartnlents have been added since 1964 along the northern edge
of the beltlirre and in west Raleigh at u.S. l-64. Rentals for most
of the new two-bedro<>m garden apartments are in the $120-$140 rent
range, exc luding uti 1i ties.

FHA Rental Housin . A March L967 survey of FHA-insured rental projects
bullt in the HMA during the 1950-L954 period indicated a 4.6 vacancy
rate. one pr<>ject accounted for all but one of the vacancies. Nearly
tl5 percent of alI units in these FHA-insured projects are two-bedroom
units. Gross monthly rents ln FHA projects average $ZS for one-bedroom
unlLs, $tt5 for two-bedroom units, and $95 f,rr three-bedroom units.

Only two FHA-insured multifanrily projects have been built in the post-
196() 1>eriod. A 50-unit project was built in 1965 at rents of $63 for
the 22 two-bedroom units and $70 for the 28 three-bedroom apartments,
not irrr:luding utilities. In March and November 1967, the project v,/as
fuily occupied. A t92-unit project was built in 1966-L967 at renrs
comparable with those at the other project. The project has been suc-
cdssfully absorbed; although 48 units were not occupied in November
1967, applications were being processed and 64 families had applied
for adnrissi.on.
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Urban Renewal

Ihe Smoky Hollow urban renewal proJect (R-4) in Raleigh was nearly
completed by late L967. The area had contained 180 unlts, most of
whlch were substandard and were demolished; 165 families were re-
located. All planned re-use of the land will be nonresidential.
the Southside renewal project was in the planning stages in late
L967. Renewal activity probably will start in late 1968 if present
planning scheduLes are met. The area contains 710 families and 184
indlvtduals, according to prelimlnary data. Of the 850 residential
structures in this area, nearLy three-fourths are substandard.

Public Housing

only I12 public housing unlts were built in the HMA slnce April 1960,
all in the smaller clttes and tovrns in Wake County. The public housing
supply of Ralelgh consists of 912 units, none of which are designated
specifically for elderly occupancy. Another 500 units of low-rent
public housing are planned to be added in Raleigh during the 196g-197f
perlod, including I50 units of housing for the elderly. vacancies are
nominal in all publlc housing projects in Raleigh.

a
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Demand for Houslng

Quantltatlve Demand

The baslc factors creatlng demand for additional housing in the HMA
are the forecast rate of household galns (11400 annually) and the
average loss of an estimated 250 housing units a year during the
January 1968-January 1970 forecast perlod. Other factors taken into
account are the current vacancy leveL, the expected changes in tenure
of occupancy, and the current level of construction. Based on these
consideratlons, demand for new houslng totals an estimated 1r870 units
a year during the two-year perlod ending December 3I, Lg6g, including
1r100 slngle-family houses for sale and 770 rental units In multifamily
structures.l/ Multifamily demand lncludes 170 units annually at the
lower rents achlevable with publlc benefits or asslstance in flnancing
or land acqulsltlon and cost. Multlfamlly demand excludes low-rent
public houslng and rent-supplement accommodatlons.

Based on recent construction trends in the HMA, over 90 percent of
single-family demand arlses in building permit-issuing areas of the
HMA. T'he estimated demand for approximately 1,000 units annually in
these areas is below the average authorization rate of 1r195 single-
family units a year during the past four years. The sharply reduced
rate of household growth, the fact that losses from the inventory are
expected to continue to be at a relatively low level, and the desira-
bility of maintaining sales market balance indicate that a decline in
the rate of single-family construction is warranted.

The estimated demand for 770 multifamily units at rents achievable
with or without public benefits or assistance in financing or land
acqulsition and cost would represent a rate of construction below that
of the 1964-1967 period when an average of neariy 890 multifamlly units
were authorized annually. It is significantLy below the 937 multifamily
unlts authc;rized ln 1967 and the 908 authorized in 1966. Although new
apartrnenr units have been readlly absorbed since 1964, this perlod,
partlcularly slnce 1966, was characterlzed b1, a rate of household growth
well above that whlch ls expected durlng the forecast period. these
factors indicate that a somewhat,lower rate of multifamily construction
ls deslrable.

Ll Although some portlon of the demand may include sales units in
multiEamtly structures, such a project would be unique in the
Raleigh-Durham area. Units of this type shoutd be added in
small incrernents and frequent checks of the rate of absorption
should be conducted until this segment of the market has been
tes ted .
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Oralltative Demand

Sinele-family Houslng. The annual demand for 1r100 units of single-
family sales housing is expected to approximate the sales price Pattern
presented in the following table. The distribution of demand for single-
famlly houses by price class is based on the proportion of income that
area families typlcally pay for sales housing, on Ehe distribution of
n6nfarm families by after-tax income, and on recent urarket experience.

A[Ler c<rpsiclering current construction and land costs prevailing in
the llMA, tt is judged thnt few adequate new sales houses can be built
to sel I trel6w $1(),oo(). The dernand for single-f amily housing priced be-
lqw $10,00g will be accomrnodated in ttre existing inventory. Many units
priced near this minjmum, of course, may be vacated by owner families
who can afIord to upgrade their housing standards, thereby permitting
upgrading ol' f anrl l ies in the lower income ranges '

Annual Sinel e-familv Demand bv Sales Price CI ass.l/
Ralelph. North Caro 1.i n a HMA

Januarv 1968 -Januarv 1970

Sales price
Single-familv demand
Number Percent

(

Under
$12,500

I 5,000
17,5oo

20 r 000
25,000

$t2,5oo
t4,999

Ll 1499
lg ,999

24 1999
29,999

100
t10

140
190

250
2LO

100
I, Ioo

9
l0

13
t7

23
19

30,000 and over
To tal

9
100

trl See Appendix A, ParagraPh 9.

As t6e,eb6ve clistribution suggests, strong sales demand is indicated
in the $20r000 to $30r0O0 ran[e; this price range constitutes over 40

percent of total demand. More exPensive construction at $30,OOO and

over also is significant, accounting for nine percent of sales demand'

It is expected that new home construction in the upPer price ranges

wlll continue to be concentrated in the north section of Raleigh, while
new lr6nres in lower price ranges will continue to be added in scattered
IocaLlons on the perlphery of the clty'
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Mult if ,arnj.lv Unl ts. The monthly rentals a[ which 6()0 privately-owned
additions to the multifamlly inventory can be provided without public
benefits or assistance are indicated by unit size in the following
table (see Appendix A, paragraphs I0 and 1l).

Annual I tif ami I Uni ts
Bv Rent Range and Unit Si ze
Raleieh. North Carolina- HMA

Januarv 1968-De emtler I q6sa

Cross
m<ln t h ly

rent a/

$1oo -$1i9
120 - r39
140 - 159
160 - 179
180 and over

Total

Size of unlt
One

bedroour
Two

bedrooms
Three

beqgg-n*!.
To tal
unitq_

I00
75
35
15

5

230

L2;
80
30
1q

240

lo
40
20

100
r95
185

B5
35

600130

a/ Inc ludes al 1 utl 11 ties.

As tlte above table indicates, apartment demand is strong for one- and

two-bedrqorn units, prinrarlly in the lowest achievable ranges of rent"

Oll t|e l7() rnul Li f ani ly un i ts thaE can be marketed each year at lower
rcrpts 4chievable wlth pubLic beneflts or assi.stance tlirclugh tax abate-
tnepL ()r itid in f.inancing or land acqui.sitiorr , the larger unit sizes ac-
r:prrrrtt I'or the strongest portion <>f demand. About 30 uni ts of demand are
f6r 6ne-fiedrporn units whlle two-bedroom apartments a.ccouttt for 70 units
npd trpar:tnrents containing three bedroonrs or m()re account for 70 units of
clenrirnd ( see Appendix A, paragraph [2) . This demand estimate exc ludes
puhlic low-rent trousing and rent-supplement accommodations.



APPENOIX A

OBSERVATIONS ANO QUALIFICATIONS
APPLICABLE TO ALL FHA HOUSING MARKET ANALYSES

!

trrll,n tlir rut'ill 1.rLrr l1 lrll illi lr (\inrLiluLrs l,ss
tlrirn 1ivt, p('rc(,nI ol th(' LoLaI l)()pulat ion of Litr
ttl'1A. ail rlr,mograplric ancl ltousing data ust'd in
tlr,,analt/sis r(,fIr t() th( L()tnl of faru and non-
Iarsr datai if tiv,,perc('nt ()r more, all dono-
Araphic r'ln(l llililsing,lata art. r{'slrictod t0 non-
f;r rnr clrl t a .

AlI rrvr,tn1,,r, tttrtrttlrl ltt rc,tttdB(' (:llrlnE(s ttsltl itt
tllr, (lr'[x)iirlt)l]lr'sr'r't.lon ol tlrl An6lvsls nrl clr'-
Ilvr.il tlrtort*lr llt| usr, oi 4 [rrtnrrtln rlr,slgn|r1 trr
('Al('ill,ll r. lll,' rAt, of chtttlgr' ()Ir n ('()mp(,unal basls

ll(.c'Aus, (,1 tlrr' ( llrrnAi' IIr rl0l illll lLrn rrf "farntil br

twr,(.n l(l'i() rrn(l l()4,() ('{ nsusIS. lI4n\r l)('rS()nS Iiv-
Irrg irr rrrrrrl rtr,,ns ulli, w, t( clnssifi|cl an llvlng
,,rr fnrnrs In l()5() wrrrtltl hrrvr' lr.r'tt t otrqiclt,rt,d to
b, rutnl rr'rr[&rnt rr,sitlltrls ln lq6O. Cons.'qu(.nl-
lv. llt,, Ll,,r'l ltrr itt tltl fnr-m gtrrllrrlnt iln rrntl lh,,
in( l,,rlsir. ir r(Jl)lrlr'n l)L,l)[lilt i()n b{ tw{ r'r) tltr' !wrr
(,.rsus (l/rt.r,S lS, t(\ s,nnr, i,xt(,trl, th. reSUIt ()f
rlris (lrnn|l(' lr] dcf lr)i Li()n.

Il\(, lrt(:rIns(' ln rr()nlilrrn lrousr,ltoltls h(,twr.(,n l950
irrrrl l()6() was tlr,, r('s[lt, in porL, rrf n r:hangc irr
tlr| tlt'f lnil.iott ()j rrj-ilrnr" in tlr0 tw() c(,nsus('s,

['lrI irrerr,ast.in tlrI rrLrrnb|r of horrsIhoIcls bItwct,n
l()5(l atr(l lt)6O rt,fli,cts, iu l)art, th', chsng(, jn
( r.lrsus r,num('r-at i Lrn J |Lrur "rlwt,l I i ng un i L" in th{,
l(l50 c{,nslls L() i'lr,)LrslnA uni L'i in lll{, Ig60 census
(i('rtsln frrtni sh,,<l- r()rur a('c(nun()(lat Irrrrs whlclr wcre
nr)t c laFis(,(l ns tlw|l I ing rrnlts ln t()50 wer,,
,lncsr.(i ns lr{}(sir}tl ilrlls ln l()60. I'ltis rh^ng,,
rtffr,r'tr.rl tlr, tr,lnl r',rrrnl ol lr,rrrsltrg unll6 /ln(l
tlrl lalcrrlnt lr)n (,1 lvlr.l[r. ltorrsr ltold slzt, ng
qr'll, r'spr.r'lrtllv lrr lnrgr.r c,r)trrrl ( Iti(,s.

Ilr,, brs i r' (1fl I /t i r) | lr, l i){n) (j,.r):iLrs 0l ll()us i lll
Ir([l whi(lr (uIrr,nt lrrirrslrrg irvr.rrt0ry IstlNrt(s
rllr. (llv(,l,r1r,rl rll lr.( t nn Llr)kn(,un clr.grlr. of lrrrrr
i ll 'ivr,n t llr i I I'r ilr,r,rts I rrltr.tl hV !h,, rrccuracy of re,

rili'lns( lt, r'rlLlrnr,l'^t()r'sr(lilr,stlr)ns As wr,Il as t,r-
I rrr:r , .ll: , (l b,,' slllr,r I i nA.

,'r'st;tt vil(rrri! \ 'irrr'v{ ! (iilt/t {Ir(' n()[ t'ntlrr,ly crxt-
Itrrtitl)l(, wltlr tlt, (l;lt.tl l)ut)lishld hy th{' Buri'au oI
(;,,ltsus b(,(ALrst ol clil l,'r|ncIs in definIli()n,
;rrIrr rlr,l lnr.atlr)ns. irtr<l m.thods r,f t.nuneration.
rlr,, (r.nsrrs r-( ports uni ts and vAcnnci.s by L(,nure
,.lri.r'.,ns Lh..post&l vn(:nr)cy surv0y r0ports rtniLs
;Ir(l v0(:nnciIs hy iyl){',)l :itr'!r(lLIi'. 'lh( l','st
()l f I(r' l)('portmt'nt (lt'f in(,s o "r('sldt'nccil os .l
ill i t rr,pr(,sr,nt i ng on,' st()p f()r ()n(, de I iv(,ry of

uir i I ( onl nrni lbox) . Tlrost, arl prirrclpal Iy
sirrglc'-lanri Iv h()ir(,s, but inclu(l(' row houst's and
:ir)n(' rlul)t('x('s Btld st|u(:trlr|s wiLh addtll()nal
Inlts ( r'(.atr,(l hv crrnvr,r'sirrn. An "apartment" ,s
ri unll r)n A st()t) wllltr.nr,'r{,lltln,,n, rlr,liv,,rV of
rLilriI l:i 1rossilrlr,. l'osL.Il sur.v|ys ouriL vacanciIs
ir) llmitorl tlt,,as strvr\(l l)v posL ofl l((, b()xls anal

t,.n(l lo,nrll unlts Itr sulrlivlsl(ins llr(lr'r con-
,, ltlt(ll([r ,lltlr0rtglr tltI I)i,,itnl vn(rlr1(y tLl lvr'v
lrrs ,rhriloLrs I inr lIl l,rils, wltt.tr rts,,rl ltt Iottltttrc -

r l,'[ wltlr ,'llr, r ',,r,'rilr,'\ Ih,ll('rtlorr, tltI lrrrv, v
:i, rv|s ..r vlllilrrl,l, l,rrrt t l0n Iil tllI rl',r'iVel l,,n ,,f
,,ilir,,,ll,:i,'l li,,,rl lurrl, t ..'rrlltl,,ttr,

ll,,(,rlIsI I hI I ()5() Cr,rrsrrs t.l Hrrrrs I ng (l I d n()t tden-
tll'v r'(l(,tr,rl(\rflt lnR'r unl t s, i I ls l)r)ssihlr, thAt
s(1nrr,ulrlts clrrssll. lr'(l as idllaPtdatod,,in lg50
u,)ulrl ltdvr. hrr,n clnsglflcti ns "dot(.ri()ratingt',)n
t It(' bas is 0f lh0 l9ltJ |nrrlri'rat ion prc,rt'dur0s.

'Ih(' (lisLribution of tht qualitativr' dt'mancl [,,r
sales h()using di ffers from any s('l('cttd ex-
l)(.rlenc(, such as tllat rePorted in FllA unsr:ld
inventory surv{,ys, Thr,latLer daLa do noL in-
cLude ne,w consLruction in subdivisions with l('ss
than fivt' c()mpleLl()ns during th(. year roported
upon, n()r do thcy rr,flecL indivlclual or contract
constru('ti()n ()n scaLt(,rr,d l()ts. tt Is likr,ly
tltat th(,il()re exp('nslvr' hr>uslng c()nstructi()n an(l
somr, ()f I lrr. lowt,r-valrrt, ht,mes ar(' c()ncen!ratcd
in thl snrallor bulldlng trpt'ratlons, which arr'
qul !r, nurn(,rous. '['hc dcmand {'stinatcs rcf Iecf
al I homl hul lding and indicato a 8r('atr'r conc.]n-
!r&tion in sont,pric(! ranges than a subdlvisi()n
survoy rvould r(,v('al.

Monthly r|ntals al which privaL€'ly om€'d net ad-
dttions t() th. agqreAate rentaL housing inv('nto-
r'\) rj i,'lrl hr,sL br trbsorbr'cl bv Lhr: rt'nLal rrarket
ar(,indicat('d [()r various size units in Lhr dr'-
mand secLlon of cach analysis. These net addi-
tlons ma), be accomplistred by t,ither new construc-
tlon or rehabl I i Eation at the specified rentats
wtth or without publ ic bt,nefits or assistance
through subsidy, tax abatement! or aid in finan-
cing or land acquisition. The production of new
units in higher rental ranges than indicated may
be justified if a c()mpetitive filtering of ex-
ist ing acc,'mmorlaL ions tn lowcr rang*s oI rent
can bc anLici.pated as a result of rhe availabil-
Itl/ of an amplo rrntal housing suppLy.

DisLrlbuLions of avt,,'agc annual denand for new
apartflrents arI bas,,rl on l)roj0cLed L('nanL-fami ly
in(:onr('s, tll{'siz| rllstributlon of tonant hou6e-
holrls, ntrrl r('nt-l).rving pr(rpenslLit'c found trr be

LypiceI lr] th(,ar(,al c()nsi(l(,rati()n also {s glven
t() Lhr'rr'.ir'nl &bs()rpLiv( pxp(,riencr'of nttw rent-
al h1)using. TlrLrs, tlrey r( p11's('nt a PaLtern for
gul.lanc(,in tlll pr()ductirrn of rtnLal housing
prc.dlcaLod ()n f()r('s(\eab[., quanti Lative and qual -

Itatlv(, c{)nsi(l('r&Lions. Howover, individual
projecLs may diff<"r fronr thc gen('ral paLtern 1n

r(,spr)nsc L() sp(,cific neighborhood or sub-market
requir(,nonLs. Specific markel demand opportu-
nlti('s or replacement ne.eds may permit Lhe effec
tlve msrkeLlng of a slngle project differing
from theso demand distributions. Even though a
devlatl()n Irom these distributions may experi-
ence markct succcss, it should not be regarded
as establishtng a change in the projected pat-
g6,aq ,rf d{'nand for contjnrring guidance unless a
thorough analysls of all facLors invotved clear-
Iy confirnrs the change'. In any case, particular
projects must be evaluated 1n the light of acEu-
at market performance in specific rent ranges
and nelghborhoods or sub-markets.

'[h(, locati.n fact()r is of lspr'< ir ! ir P,,rtanrrl in
Ll)c provi sion oI ncw uni Ls aL Lhr, lower- rt'nt
t(.vels. Fanrl I ics in tlris us(,r gr()up are not as
mobl Ie as f.ho6(, ln ol-lror ('conomlc s(,gnr{,nts; Lltey
nrr. Iess abl(' ()r wll I ing Lo brtnk witlt {.sLab-
Itsho<l srrclal, church, ancl nr., lghbrrrtr()()(l r(,l8ri()n-
sl)1p6. I'rrrxirnlty l() r)r quic-k and (.c()nr)f,lical
transporL:rl l()n t() l)loc., Lrf work Ir(,qu(,r]!ly is a
g()vernini( ('on$l(l(.rati.)n in Lho plocc Lrf resi -

d6ns6 prt'fc'yrr,d by fami I les in thl s group.
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Table T

1 963

78,450

1,970
2.4%

76.580

62.280

a ,An
L,740

Caro I i
ember 1

1964

81.820

2,370
) o",

79.450

65.250

54.880
4, 100
4.480

14, 850

19 65

82 .970

I

T966

92,980

r,935
2 . ti',

9l .045

74.059

13.79s
2,oo5
1 ,090
5,915
4,725

L967

9 6. 190

13 ,2 15
i ,940
1, 145
5,290
/+ ,840

Work Componen Es and Emp loyment bv Indu s try
Coun
er

ComDonen ts

Civilian rrork force

Unemployment
Percent of work force

Total employment

Nonag. wage and salary

Manufac turing
Food & kindred products
Text i 1e s
Machinery
Other

Nonmanufac turing
Cons Eruc t ion
Trans., comrn. uti1.
Trade
Fin. ins. real estate
Service
Government
Other

A11 other .employmentg/

r96L r9q

73.435 7s.420

1960

68 -64s

I,945
, a./

66.700

51.600

7.850

43 .7 50
4, 110
3,770

12,560
3,510
5, 650

13,890
270

1960-1 967 Increase

2,2j5
) 7,.t

Number

27,545

290

93. 955 27 .255

7 6,845 ')c, )/.<

Percent

1,940
, \at

L,.700
2.3"/.

2,o50

40. 1

t4 .9

7L.595 7 3 -720

56.095 58 - 020

80.920

66.720

t0,720
2 ,050
7,245
3.250
4,L75

5 6,000
4 ,400
4,650

15,000
5.575
9,580

1 6,450
300

40 .9

48.9

1

T

I
3

10. 370
1,990
1,195
3,120
4,775

600
260
860
130

5,5
oq

6,0

4,L
t4,3
5,3

8.915
1,730
L,325
2,2L5
3 ,645

o /,)<
1,820
1,370
2,150
4,085

./, Q <Oq

3,500
3,925

14, 300
5. 100
6, 185

L5 ,260
325

1,t20
2,780
3,620

60
15
85
15

5.365
340

-115
3,430
1,710

19.880

840

68. 3

2L.3
-9.1

184 .1
54. 6

47. 180
3,500
3,995

13,840
4,97o
5,950

L4,7L0
325

53.020
3,815

60,252
4,660
4,675

16 ,57 5

5,945
10,320
17,745

335

63, 630
4,695
4,6L0

t7 ,7 60
6,075

10,850
19 , 315

335

45./4
14. 0
22 .3

73.1
92.0
39.2
24.1

45
80
10

2

5

2

5,
)
q

q

00
65
0015,500

330
43

65315

15,100 15,500 15,700 14,300 14,200 14,200 L6,g75 17,110 2,}to 13.3
a/ rncludes agricultural employmenE. self-empioyed, domestics, Bnd unpaid family workers

Note:

Sourc e :

CoLurnns may not add t,r total becausp of rounding. Comoarisons for 1960-1967 are rounded also,
Employment Security Conunission of North Carolina.



Table II

Percentage Distrlbution of Families by Annual Income
After Deduction of Federal Income Tax

Ralelsh. North Carolina. HMA. 1968 and 1970

1968 i ncome s 1970 incomes

Under
$ 3,ooo

4, ooo
5,ooo
6,000

Annual income
AII

famllies
Ren ter

househo ldsa/

(

100

i4,77 5

A1l
f aml 1 ies

Ren ter
householdsg/

$3
-3
-4
-5
-6

000
999
999
999
999

1

I

I8
9

IO
9

9

8
6

4
I

27
14
L2
11
l0

6

9

8
9
0

24
t3
L2
L2

9

7,000 - 7,999
8r000 - 8,999
g,o0o - 9r999

10,000 - L2,499
12r500 and over

To tat

Median

l0
7
6

1l
11

100

$6,425

9

8
5

L2
I3

100

$6 ,77 5

4
100

$5, oz5

8
6
6
6

a/ Renter households of two persons or more.

Source: Estimated by Housing l'larket Analyst"
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Table III

Nonfarm Population and Household Growth Trends
Raleigh, North CaroIina, Hl'lA

1950 - 1968

Apri 1

t9 50

65,679
4a.963

LO6 r6l+2

L6,L56
LO,747
26,913

Apri I
1960

93 ,93 I
57.6 18

151,549

25,885
15. 307
4L,Lgz

January
1968

L25,45O
75.850

2O1 ,3OO

1950-1950

2,825
1.666
4,49L

972
456

L1428

1960- 1968e

4 ro75
2. 350
6,425

Average zrnnual chanee
Popu Iation

Raleigh
Remainder of HMA

Nonfarm total

Househo Ids

Raleigh
Remainder of HMA

Nonfarm total

t
20, 550

,

50

00

9

5

34

55

L,175
67s

1 ,850

al Rounded.

Sources: 1950 and 1960 Censuses of Population and Housing, and estimates by Housing
Market Analyst.



Table IV

Nonfarm Houslng Supplv bv Units in S cture and Ase
Raleigh. North Carolina. HMA

April 1950 and January 1968

LApril 1960
Number Percent

January 1968
Number PercentUnits ln structure

I unit
2-4 uni ts
5 or more units
Trai lers

To tal

a/

b/

35, 109
5, 7oo
3,141

679
trt- rAggl

78.7
12. I
7.O
1.5

100.0

44,/+5O
6,600
5 ,450

Lq00.
57,5oo

77 .3
11.5
9.5
L.7

100.0

Year but Ltb/

April 1960-December 1967

1950-March 1960
1S40 - 1949
i930 - l93e
1929 or earller

To tal

Januarv 1968
Number Percent

14,300
17,600

8 ,500
4,90o

12.200
57,500

24
30
L4

8

9
6
8

5
L21.

100.0

Differs slightly from the count of a1[ housing uniEs because
unlts by structural slze were enumerated on a sample basis in
1960.
See Appendlx A, ParagraPh 6.

sources: t960 Census of Housing adjusted for changes in the
lnventory since that tlme'



Table V

Uni ts Authori zed for Construction
Raleieh. North Carolina. HMA

t960-L967

t

Year

1960
1.96 t
L962
I 963

City of
Ra1elg\

935
7tl
780
854

Other ctties
and towns

2t6
259
222
252a/

L62
226
207
245

Un incorporated
area

NA
NA

193
339

163
189
L96
153

To tal
uni ts

1,151
1 ,030
1,195
1,445?/

L,g4g
2, 188
2,036
2,145

L964
l9 65
19 66
t967

L 1624
L,773
I ,633
L,737

al Includes 112 units of public houslng contracted in 1963.

Sources: U. S. Bureau of the Census, C-40 Construction Reports,
and locaI building inspectors.

I



TabIe VI

Nonfarm Occupancy and Vacancy Characteristics
Raleleh. North Carolina. HMA
April 1950-January 1968

Tenure and*yqcalglt

Nonfarm housing supply

Occupled houslng units
Owner-occupled

Percent
Ren ter -occupled

Percent

Vacant lrouslng unl ts
Available vacant

For sale
Homeowner vacancy rate

For rent
Renta1 vacancy rate

Other vacantg/

27 .86L 44.636

Apri 1

19 50

26,9L3
t2 r526

46 .57.
1 4, 387

53 .57.

948
393
120

Apri I
1960

4t ^Lgz
22 1238

54.O7.

January
1968

57.500

55.500

o

lgrg
46

54

33 ,5Oo
60.47"

22,000
39.67"07,

I .07.
273
r.9%
s55

3,444
l,g02

508
2.2%

l r3g4
6.97"

L,542

2 .000
1r300

400
L.2%
900
3.97"
700

al Includes seasonal unitsr vacant dilapidated units, units
rented or sotd awaiting occupancy' and units held off the
market for other reasons.

Sources: l95O and 1960 Census of Housing and estimates by Houslng
Market Analyst.
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