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CITY OF HENDERSONVILLE 
 

STRATEGIC HOUSING PLAN STEERING 

COMMITTEE 

 

City Hall – 2nd Floor Meeting Room, 160 6th Ave. E, Hendersonville, NC 28792  

Monday, February 17, 2025 – 4:00 PM  
 

AGENDA 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

2. PUBLIC COMMENT 

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

A. January 27, 2025 - Jill Murray, City Clerk 

5. NEW BUSINESS 

A. Presentation of Statewide Bowen Research Affordable Housing Study – John Connet, City 

Manager 

B. Water and Sewer System Update  – Adam Steurer, Utilities Director  

C. Proposed Zoning Ordinance Text Amendments  – Lew Holloway, Community Development 

Director  

6. OTHER BUSINESS 

7. ADJOURNMENT 

The City of Hendersonville is committed to providing accessible facilities, programs and services for 

all people in compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). Should you need assistance 

or an accommodation for this meeting please contact the City Clerk no later than 24 hours prior to 

the meeting at 697-3005. 
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CITY OF HENDERSONVILLE 
 

STRATEGIC HOUSING PLAN STEERING 

COMMMITTEE 

 

City Hall – 2nd Floor Meeting Room |  160 6th Ave. E., | Hendersonville NC 28792  

Monday, January 27, 2025 – 4:00 PM  
 

MINUTES 
 

Present:   Council Member Lyndsey Simpson, Council Member Jennifer Hensley, Robert Hooper (WNC 

Source), Debi Smith, (TDA), Connie Stewart (Housing Authority); Madeline Offen (Pisgah Legal); 

Sarah Cosgrove (Builder’s Assoc. of the Blue Ridge); Hilary Paradise (Land of Sky); Carsten Erkel 

(Partnership for Economic Development); Jennifer Duvall (HAC) 

 

Staff Present: City Manager John Connet, City Attorney Angela Beeker, City Clerk Jill Murray, Communications 

Director Allison Justus, Community Development Director Lew Holloway, Current Planning 

Manager Tyler Morrow, Planner II Sam Hayes, and Long-Range Planning Manager Matt Manley 

 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER 

 

Council Member Lyndsey Simpson called the meeting to order at 4:01 p.m. and welcomed those in 

attendance. 

 

2.   PUBLIC COMMENT - None 

 

3.   APPROVAL OF AGENDA  

 

Debi Smith moved, seconded by Sara Cosgrove  to approve the agenda as presented. A unanimous vote 

of the Committee Members present followed. Motion carried. 

 

4.   APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 

Carsten Erkel moved, seconded by Robert Hooper to approve the minutes of November 18, 2024 as 

presented. A unanimous vote of the Committee Members present followed. Motion carried. 

 

Council Member Lyndsey Simpson introduced newest board member Sheila Franklin to the group and 

thanked her for being a part of this group. 

 

5. NEW BUSINESS 

 

A. Hendersonville Real Estate Market Update –  Steve Dozier, Beverly Hanks 

Real Estate Agent Steve Dozier gave a real estate update and handed out the following sheet which 

showed how the prices went from roughly $195,000 in 2015 to $461,000 in 2024 for a single family 

home in Hendersonville.  The task at hand is to figure out what is affordable as well as, nice to live in. 

Regardless of the supply, the bar has been set and we will likely see a 7% - 9% increase in 2025. 
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B. Community Input  Report– Emily Wilson, FountainWorks 

City Attorney Beeker explained that every year City Council holds Council Conversations and this year 

they agreed to devote it to affordable housing.  Each session targeted a different audience and were held 

at different locations.   We also contracted with  Fountain Works to facilitate those and so Emily Wilson 

is here today to give us the results of those sessions. 
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C. Our State, Our Home Grant – Angela Beeker, City Attorney  

 

City Attorney Angela Beeker gave an update on getting approved for the Our State, Our Home 

Grant and what that means for the City and gave the following PowerPoint presentation.  In a 

nutshell, the City receives a $17,000 grant and access to experts who will help us implement a 

strategy. 
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D. Strategic Housing Plan Update – Angela Beeker, City Attorney 

City Attorney Angela Beeker gave an update of where we’ve been and where we’re going as it relates to 

the Strategic Housing Plan Steering Committee and gave the following PowerPoint presentation. 
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6.    OTHER BUSINESS - None 

 

7. ADJOURNMENT 

 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 5:36 p.m. 

 

 

      

           ________________________________________________ 

                 Lyndsey Simpson, Council Member & Chairman 

ATTEST:  

 

 

_____________________________ 

Jill Murray, City Clerk 
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CITY OF HENDERSONVILLE 

AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY 

 

 

SUBMITTER: John Connet, City Manager  MEETING DATE: 2/17/2025 

AGENDA SECTION: NEW BUSINESS, DEPARTMENT: Administration  

TITLE OF ITEM: Presentation of Statewide Bowen Research Affordable Housing Study – John 

Connet, City Manager 

SUGGESTED MOTION(S): 

NA  

  

SUMMARY: 

The NC Board of Realtors, NC Chamber and North Carolina Home Builders Association just released 

an affordable housing study for the entire State of North Carolina.  We will share the information with 

the Committee.   

BUDGET IMPACT: $ NA 

Is this expenditure approved in the current fiscal year budget? NA 

If no, describe how it will be funded.  NA  

ATTACHMENTS: 

Bowen Research Study  
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 I.  INTRODUCTION  
 

A. INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE 
  
The NC Chamber Foundation retained Bowen National Research in March of 
2024 for the purpose of conducting a Housing Supply Gap Analysis for rental and 
for-sale housing for each of the 100 counties within the state of North Carolina. 
This study specifically focuses on North Carolina’s five-year (2024 to 2029) 
projected housing needs.  

 
Housing is fundamental to the financial stability, health and well-being of the 
people of North Carolina. As a result, ensuring that North Carolina’s residents of 
today and tomorrow are appropriately housed is vital for the state. While 
household growth and housing the homeless are important factors to consider 
when addressing North Carolina’s housing needs, a healthy housing market is one 
that also addresses households living in substandard housing conditions, 
households paying excessive amounts of income toward housing costs, workers 
traveling long distances to work, and provides housing to accommodate for 
planned job growth. Providing and preserving housing enables the state to meet 
the needs of existing and new households. It also allows the state to respond to 
changing socioeconomic characteristics of residents, empowers area employers 
to attract and retain workers, and encourages potential economic growth. The 
residents of North Carolina will be the beneficiaries of building and strengthening 
a healthy and prosperous future that includes a healthy housing market.   
 
In the end, this study provides key demographic and housing data that will enable 
housing advocates, elected officials, community leaders, residential developers 
and others to make data-informed decisions on establishing housing priorities, 
creating or modifying housing policies, and supporting housing initiatives and 
incentives.  
 
The research, data and analysis for this Housing Supply Gap Analysis did not 
account for the potential housing impact in western North Carolina from 
Hurricane Helene in September of 2024.  As a result, the housing gaps in many 
western North Carolina counties may be greater than those provided in this report.  

 
B.  SCOPE OF WORK 

 
The Housing Supply Gap Analysis includes housing supply gaps for a five-year 
(2024 to 2029) projection period for each of North Carolina’s 100 counties.  
These estimates rely heavily on a variety of published secondary sources, 
including the U.S. Census, American Community Survey, national demographer 
ESRI, and Realtor.com. This analysis also involves an inventory of surveyed 
multifamily rental alternatives, a detailed accounting of homes available to 
purchase, and an evaluation of residential building permit activity.  Key findings 
and a summary of the greatest housing needs by affordability and tenure are 
provided.  
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C.  REPORT LIMITATIONS 
 
The intent of this report is to collect, present and analyze significant levels of data 
for the state of North Carolina. Bowen National Research relied on a variety of 
data sources to generate this report. These data sources are not always verifiable; 
however, Bowen National Research makes a concerted effort to confirm the level 
of reliability of data reported by secondary sources. While this is not always 
possible, we believe that our efforts provide an acceptable standard margin of 
error. Bowen National Research is not responsible for errors or omissions in the 
data provided by other sources.   
 
Bowen National Research has no present or prospective interest in any real estate 
property in North Carolina and has no personal interest or bias with respect to the 
parties involved. The compensation for Bowen National Research is not 
contingent on an action or event resulting from the analyses, opinions, or use of 
this study. Any reproduction or duplication of this study without the expressed 
approval of the NC Chamber Foundation or Bowen National Research is strictly 
prohibited.  
 

D.  CONTACT INFORMATION 
 
For additional information regarding this report, please contact either of the 
organizations below: 
 
Bowen National Research 
155 East Columbus Street, Suite 220 
Pickerington, Ohio 43147 
Phone: 614-833-9300 
Email: patrickb@bowennational.com 
Website: www.bowennational.com 
 
NC Chamber Foundation 
701 Corporate Center Drive, Suite 275 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27607 
Phone: 919-289-2691 
Email: jcashion@ncchamber.com 
Website: https://ncchamber.com/ 
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 II.  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The purpose of this report is to provide five-year (2024 to 2029) housing supply gap 
estimates for North Carolina and each of its 100 counties. To that end, demographic 
and housing data has been compiled from a variety of published sources and 
primary research. Estimated housing gaps by affordability and tenure (rental vs. 
ownership) are based on these metrics. This Executive Summary provides such 
estimates and key findings. Additional data analysis is presented within the 
individual sections of this Housing Supply Gap Analysis. 
 
It is important to note that the research, data collection data and analysis for this 
Housing Supply Gap Analysis did not account for the housing impact in western 
North Carolina from Hurricane Helene in September of 2024, as the full impact of 
this natural disaster had not been quantified at the time this report was completed.  
As such, it is likely that the housing gaps in several western North Carolina counties 
may be greater than the gaps provided in this report. 
 
A. DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTRISTICS AND TRENDS 

 
In 2024, there is an estimated 4,384,359 households in the state of North 
Carolina. It is projected that the number of households in the state will increase 
by 5.0% (218,160) between 2024 and 2029. Overall, 80 counties within the state 
have projected increases in the number of households, with the largest percent 
increases projected to occur in Brunswick (15.3%), Johnston (12.2%), and 
Currituck (11.3%) counties. While less in terms of percentage, the counties of 
Wake and Mecklenburg are projected to have the largest number increases, 
totaling 41,241 and 35,676 new households, respectively. Conversely, 20 
counties have a projected decrease in the number of households, with individual 
declines that range from less than 0.1% (Vance County) to 3.0% (Northampton 
County). The counties with the greatest projected percent growth and decline 
from 2024 to 2029 are shown in the table below, while a map showing changes 
among all counties is on the following page. 
 

 Counties by Projected Population Percent Change (2024-2029) 
Top 10 Counties with Highest Percent Growth Top 10 Counties with Highest Percent Decline 

County Percent County Percent 
Brunswick 15.3% Northampton -3.0% 
Johnston 12.2% Hyde -2.9% 
Currituck 11.3% Bertie -2.8% 
Franklin 10.5% Hertford -2.6% 
Pender 10.2% Bladen -1.9% 
Iredell 9.2% Washington -1.7% 
Wake 8.6% Columbus -1.6% 

Lincoln 8.4% Halifax -1.4% 
Cabarrus 8.0% Martin -0.9% 
Chatham 7.6% Anson -0.7% 

Source: 2010 and 2020 Census; ESRI; Bowen National Research  
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As the preceding map illustrates, most of the household growth (shown in the 
darker shades of blue) in North Carolina over the next five years (2024 to 2029) 
is projected to occur in the central portion of the state, as well as within pockets 
in the far southeast and northeast portions of the state. The map also 
demonstrates that much of the projected household decline (shown in shades of 
red) is generally located in the eastern third of the state in the area often referred 
to as the Coastal Plain Region of North Carolina. The projected changes in 
households will influence housing needs across the state and have been 
considered in the housing gap estimates included in this report.  However, it is 
important to note that housing gaps or needs are not simply based on household 
growth alone. Numerous other factors contribute to the need for housing 
including additional units required for a balanced/healthy market to offset the 
lack of available units, units needed to replace substandard housing, units 
needed to alleviate households in severe housing cost burdened situations, 
additional units needed to meet housing demand created from large-scale job 
growth, and additional housing needed for persons commuting into each county 
for work that would likely move if adequate and affordable housing was 
offered. The data points regarding these demand factors are included throughout 
much of this report. 

  

52

Item A.



 
BOWEN NATIONAL RESEARCH  II-3 

In 2024, senior households (age 55 and older) constitute at least one-half (50% 
or more) of households by age in 80 of the 100 counties in North Carolina.  The 
highest shares of senior households are in the counties of Clay (69.5%), 
Brunswick (68.6%), Pamlico (68.5%), Polk (66.6%), and Cherokee (66.0%). 
Given the higher shares of older adults in these counties and others with similar 
characteristics, senior-oriented housing will likely be important. In total, 90 of 
the 100 counties in North Carolina are projected to experience an increase in the 
number of senior households by 2029, adding to the demand for senior-oriented 
housing. Despite the prevalence of senior households throughout much of North 
Carolina, several counties have comparably high shares of younger households 
under the age of 35. Among these include the counties of Watauga (32.9%), 
Onslow (30.6%), Durham (27.6%), Pitt (26.6%), and Mecklenburg (25.6%). 
The larger shares of younger households in these counties are influenced by the 
presence of colleges, universities, and/or military installations. In addition, some 
of these counties are within larger metropolitan areas, which can be attractive to 
young professionals seeking employment opportunities. Nonetheless, these 
markets likely have a greater demand for housing to meet the needs of younger 
individuals and families. The following graph and maps illustrate the projected 
changes in households by various age groups:  
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Median household incomes by county in 2024 range from $37,711 (Washington 
County) to $103,757 (Wake County). In total, eight counties (Washington, 
Bertie, Bladen, Robeson, Scotland, Alleghany, Northampton, and Edgecombe) 
have median household incomes below $45,000. These eight counties are 
among some of the smaller, more rural counties in the state, many of which are 
located in the northeast or southcentral (along the South Carolina border) 
portions of the state. Conversely, four counties have median household incomes 
of more than $90,000, which includes Wake, Union, Orange, and Currituck 
counties. Generally, it appears that lower median household incomes are in the 
more rural counties, while higher median household incomes are often in or 
near the larger, more populated counties in the state. Although all counties 
within the state are projected to have an increase in median household income 
of at least 6.3%, a total of 15 counties have projected growth in median 
household incomes of 20% or more. Household incomes and the growth in such 
incomes are considered in the housing gap estimates provided in Section V. 
 
The following table summarizes the counties with the largest and smallest 
percent increases in median household incomes over the five-year (2024 to 
2029) projection period.  

 
Counties by Median Household Income Percent Change (2024-2029) 

Top 15 Counties with Greatest Income Growth Top 15 Counties with Lowest Income Growth 
County Percent Change County Percent Change 
Madison 27.0% Tyrrell 6.3% 
Watauga 22.9% Hyde 6.6% 
Haywood 22.0% Wilkes 8.3% 
Randolph 21.8% Greene 10.9% 
Pamlico 21.5% Cherokee 11.6% 
Stanly 21.5% Martin 11.7% 
Clay 21.4% Graham 12.0% 

Chatham 21.3% Ashe 12.1% 
Yadkin 21.0% Gates 12.2% 
Person 21.0% Camden 12.3% 

New Hanover 21.0% Dare 12.5% 
Nash 20.9% Richmond 12.6% 

Alamance 20.8% Wilson 12.6% 
Pasquotank 20.2% Caswell 12.8% 
Henderson 20.0% Lenoir 12.9% 
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The map below shows the projected percent change in median household 
income by county. Additional details of renter and owner households by income 
are included in Section III of this report.  

 

B. RENTAL HOUSING SUPPLY OVERVIEW 
 
Multifamily rental housing data collected from previous surveys conducted over 
the past two years was aggregated and analyzed as part of this analysis.  
Statewide, over 2,600 multifamily rental projects were surveyed that comprise a 
total of more than 325,000 units. These projects operate under a variety of rental 
housing programs. As a result, we distinguished the multifamily housing 
inventory by program type (e.g., market-rate, Tax Credit, and government-
subsidized, or some combination thereof). Note that while market-rate housing 
can serve a variety of household income levels, Tax Credit housing generally 
serves households earning between 51% and 80% of Area Median Income 
(AMI) and government-subsidized housing serves households earning below 
50% of AMI.   
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The distribution of surveyed multifamily rental housing supply by program type 
is illustrated in the following table (Note that the total of the number of projects 
by project type will not equal the overall total of projects surveyed, as some 
properties operate under multiple program types.  For example, a 100-unit 
property may have 50 units operating as market-rate and the remaining 50 units 
operate under the Tax Credit program.  Therefore, this property would be 
counted twice; once as a market-rate property and once as a Tax Credit 
property).   
 

Surveyed Multifamily Rental Housing Units - North Carolina 

Project Type 
Projects 
Surveyed 

Total 
Units 

Vacant 
Units 

Occupancy 
Rate 

Vacancy 
Rate 

Market-Rate 1,500 258,429 15,616 94.0% 6.0% 
Tax Credit 695 39,969 555 98.6% 1.4% 
Government-Subsidized 542 27,537 89 99.7% 0.3% 

Total 2,638* 325,935 16,260 95.0% 5.0% 
Source: Bowen National Research 
*Some projects operate under concurrent programs (e.g., Market-rate and Tax Credit); Therefore, a project 
could be listed in the table as market-rate and also as Tax Credit. This double counting of projects is 
eliminated in the overall total of the number of projects (2,638) shown in the table. 

 
The overall vacancy rate among the 325,935 surveyed units is 5.0% (95.0% 
occupied). It should be noted that this only includes physical vacancies (vacant 
units ready for immediate occupancy) as opposed to economic vacancies 
(vacant units not immediately available for rent). Typically, healthy, well-
balanced markets have rental housing vacancy rates generally between 4% and 
6%. As such, vacancies in overall North Carolina are reflective of a healthy and 
well balanced multifamily rental market. Among the 67,506 rental units that 
operate under either the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit program or under a 
government subsidy and serve lower income households (earning up to 80% of 
Area Median Income), only 644 are vacant, resulting in a combined vacancy 
rate of just 1.0%. Management at the majority of the affordable multifamily 
housing projects indicated that they maintain wait lists for the next available 
units.  
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The map below illustrates the overall multifamily rental housing vacancy rates 
by county, with darker blue shades representing the highest vacancy rates and 
the light blue representing the counties with the lowest vacancy rates. An 
enlarged map is included on page IV-8 of this report.   

While the state is operating at an overall multifamily vacancy rate of 5.0%, 
which is reflective of a healthy and well-balanced rental market, several 
counties have overall vacancy rates well above 10%. These vacancies primarily 
appear to be among market-rate properties within the counties of Chatham, 
Davie, Hoke and Johnston.  While some of the vacancies are attributed to newly 
opened projects that are in their initial lease-up phase and are not necessarily a 
reflection of an underperforming market, our interviews with numerous 
property managers cited some market demand issues, property-specific or 
previous management deficiencies, recently re-opened units following 
renovations, large-scale corporate rental moveouts, or seasonal (late spring) 
moveouts. As a result of lower occupancy levels at several properties within 
these counties, many properties were offering rent concessions such as one 
month of free rent, discounted rent or waiving of application fees. Regardless, 
while the vacancy rates in the aforementioned counties are considered high, 
these four counties are also expected to experience significant household growth 
over the next five years. As a result, these vacant units should be absorbed in 
the near future.   
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The demand for more affordable rental alternatives appears to be significant.  
Overall, wait lists among the affordable rental alternatives total 41,702 
households, of which 17,787 (42.7%) households are for government-subsidized 
units and 23,915 (57.3%) are for Tax Credit units. As such, there is clear pent-
up demand for affordable rental housing in the state. While the largest number 
of vacant units (15,616) is among the market-rate supply, market-rate units have 
an overall vacancy rate of 6.0%. This rate is within the 4.0% to 6.0% range for 
what is typically considered a healthy and well-balanced market. Therefore, 
even among non-assisted housing, demand for rental housing is strong. The lack 
of affordable available rentals likely contributes to cost burden housing 
situations, substandard housing, and inability of Housing Choice Voucher 
holders to use their vouchers. Based on this survey of rental housing, there does 
not appear to be any weakness or softness among multifamily rentals in the 
overall state. In fact, the demand for rentals among all affordability levels 
appears to be strong, representing significant residential development potential.  
 
The graph below demonstrates the level of pent-up demand for the various 
rental product types among the surveyed multifamily apartments in the state. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Additional multifamily rental housing information on an individual county 
level, including median rents by common bedroom and bathroom 
configurations, is included in Section IV of this report. 
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C. FOR-SALE HOUSING SUPPLY OVERVIEW 
 
Within North Carolina, a total of 22,146 housing units were identified through 
Redfin.com that were listed as being available for purchase as of early July of 
2024. When compared with the 2,900,823 total owner-occupied housing units in 
North Carolina, the state has an overall availability rate of 0.8%. Typically, 
healthy and well-balanced housing markets have an availability rate of between 
2.0% and 3.0%. As such, the state’s 0.8% availability rate is well below the 
typical range of a healthy market, indicating that North Carolina is considered 
to have a limited inventory of available for-sale housing.  This availability rate 
varies between counties, with the lowest rate of 0.2% in Greene County and a 
high rate of 4.7% in Avery County.  Generally, the low availability rates by 
county appear to be dispersed throughout the state and do not appear to be 
concentrated within a particular region.  As such, the limited availability of for-
sale product is a state-wide issue.  The map below illustrates for-sale housing 
availability rates by county, with darker shading representing the highest 
availability rates and lighter shading representing the lowest rates (an enlarged 
map is included on page IV-43). 
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The state has an overall median list price of $419,000 among its available for-
sale housing stock.  The median list prices by county range from $151,500 in 
Martin County to $802,450 in Chatham County. The largest number (41) of 
counties have a median list price of $400,000 or more and nearly two-thirds 
(65%) of the counties have a median list price of $300,000 or more.  Only nine 
counties, representing less than 10% of the state’s counties, have a median list 
price under $200,000, making it likely that many lower income households, 
including first-time homebuyers, have difficulty finding affordable homes to 
purchase. It appears that many of the counties with the highest median list 
prices (shown in dark blue on the map below) are along the Atlantic coast and 
the far western portion of the state, with the highest overall median list price in 
Chatham County, near the center of the state (an enlarged map is included on 
page IV-44).   
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D. OVERALL STATEWIDE HOUSING SUPPLY GAP ESTIMATES 
 
This study considered numerous metrics to estimate five-year (2024 to 2029) 
housing gaps that exist in North Carolina. This included acknowledgment of 
housing product currently available to rent and buy, the number of households 
at various income levels, household growth between 2024 and 2029, households 
living in substandard housing, households living in severe housing cost 
burdened situations, projected job growth’s impact on new household creation, 
and workers commuting into each county on a daily basis. An accounting of 
product in the development pipeline, either planned or under construction, was 
also completed and considered in the housing gap estimates.  
 
The housing supply gap estimates are provided for six household income levels 
based on published HUD income limits using specific levels of Area Median 
Income (AMI). These AMI levels are as follows: Less than or equal to 30% of 
AMI, between 31% and 50% of AMI, between 51% and 80% of AMI, between 
81% and 120% of AMI, between 121% and 150% of AMI, and 151% and 
higher of AMI. This analysis was completed for renter households and owner 
households separately. Note that the actual household incomes used for each 
county and the corresponding affordable rents and home prices are included in 
the county summary tables provided in Addendum A of this report.  
 
The following table summarizes the projected five-year (2024 to 2029) housing 
gaps (renter, owner and combined) for the entire state of North Carolina by 
Area Median Income (AMI). Note that some total percentages may not equal 
100.0% due to rounding.   
  

State of North Carolina (2024-2029) 
Projected Overall Housing Gaps (by Tenure and Area Median Income)   

 

Number of Units Needed by Household Income Level Total Gap 

≤30% 
31%-
50% 

51%-
80% 

81%-
120% 

121%-
150% 151%+ 

Total  
Units 

Share of 
State 

 
Rental Gaps 

Units 89,479 44,237 50,730 61,183 56,799 19,932 322,360 42.2% 
Share 27.8% 13.7% 15.7% 19.0% 17.6% 6.2% 100.0% - 

For-Sale Gaps 
Units 5,665 7,375 48,381 105,188 188,786 86,723 442,118 57.8% 
Share 1.3% 1.7% 10.9% 23.8% 42.7% 19.6% 100.0% - 

State 
Total 

Units 95,144 51,612 99,111 166,371 245,585 106,655 764,478 - 
Share 12.4% 6.8% 13.0% 21.8% 32.1% 14.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Source: Bowen National Research 
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The state of North Carolina has an overall five-year housing gap of 764,478 
units, with the gap for the for-sale units (422,118 units) representing the 
majority (57.8%) of the overall statewide housing gap. While representing the 
smaller share (42.2%) of the overall state housing gap, the rental housing gap is 
significant at 322,360 units. The largest overall housing gap by AMI level is 
among product that is affordable to households earning between 121% and 
150% of AMI.  This household income segment has an overall housing gap of 
245,585 units, representing nearly one-third (32.1%) of the state’s overall 
housing gap. With the exception of the overall housing gap at the 31% to 50% 
AMI band (which is also the narrowest income band considered in this report), 
the distribution of overall housing gaps by the remaining affordability segments 
are very similar to each other and range from 12.4% to 21.8% of the state’s 
overall housing gap. As such, there are notable housing gaps at all household 
income levels, representing a variety of housing needs and development 
opportunities across the state. 
 
It is critical to understand that the housing gap estimates provided in this report 
are not necessarily representative of the need for additional housing units.  
While projected household growth (over 218,000 households projected to be 
added in the state between 2024 and 2029) will contribute greatly to the need 
for additional housing units, the housing gaps provided in this report are also 
reflective of substandard housing units that could be replaced by new housing 
units but could also be addressed by home repair and weatherization efforts.  
The housing gaps also account for severe cost burden households (paying over 
50% of their income towards housing costs), who could have their housing 
affordability issues addressed by new housing that is more affordable, but such 
households could also have their housing issues addressed by receiving 
financial assistance such as Housing Choice Vouchers or some other type of 
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subsidy. In the end, the housing gaps in this study could and should be 
addressed through some combination of new construction, housing repairs and 
weatherization, and by providing financial assistance to residents with severe 
housing affordability issues.    
 
Overall housing gaps are provided for each county in North Carolina. In 
addition to the housing gaps as a number of housing units needed, the ratio of 
housing gaps to the number of households was also calculated for each county. 
For example, a county could have a total of 10,000 households and an overall 
housing gap of 500 units. The housing gap of 500 represents a ratio of 5% of the 
10,000 total households in the market. These ratios provide an understanding of 
the proportionate relationship between rental and for-sale housing gaps and the 
number of renter and owner households in each county. The housing gaps as a 
number of units needed and as a ratio compared to households are provided in 
the subsequent tables.  
 
Overall Housing Gaps by County (Alphabetized) 
 
The following table compares the housing gaps by tenure (renter vs. owner) by 
county (largest gaps shown in red) for the next five years (2024 to 2029). 

 
Housing Gaps by Tenure and County – State of North Carolina (2024 to 2029) 

County 

Rental Housing Gap For-Sale Housing Gap Total Housing Gap 
Total 

Rental 
Gap 

Share 
of 

State 

Gap to Renter 
Households 

Ratio 

Total 
For-Sale 

Gap 

Share 
of 

State 

Gap to Owner 
Households 

Ratio 
Total 
Gap 

Share 
of 

State 

Gap to Total 
Households 

Ratio 
Alamance 3,456 1.1% 14.3% 8,206 1.9% 15.6% 11,662 1.5% 15.2% 
Alexander 443 0.1% 14.9% 1,296 0.3% 11.1% 1,739 0.2% 11.9% 
Alleghany 214 0.1% 20.2% 488 0.1% 12.0% 702 0.1% 13.7% 

Anson 426 0.1% 17.7% 617 0.1% 10.3% 1,043 0.1% 12.5% 
Ashe 312 0.1% 12.4% 965 0.2% 10.0% 1,277 0.2% 10.5% 
Avery 315 0.1% 21.6% 697 0.2% 12.5% 1,012 0.1% 14.4% 

Beaufort 560 0.2% 11.7% 1,597 0.4% 10.8% 2,157 0.3% 11.0% 
Bertie 86 0.0% 5.3% 478 0.1% 9.1% 564 0.1% 8.2% 
Bladen 272 0.1% 9.5% 1,014 0.2% 11.2% 1,286 0.2% 10.8% 

Brunswick 3,545 1.1% 23.2% 11,869 2.7% 17.2% 15,414 2.0% 18.3% 
Buncombe 7,477 2.3% 16.5% 12,130 2.7% 14.9% 19,607 2.6% 15.5% 

Burke 1,499 0.5% 16.5% 3,323 0.8% 12.6% 4,822 0.6% 13.6% 
Cabarrus 5,559 1.7% 19.2% 9,793 2.2% 14.3% 15,352 2.0% 15.7% 
Caldwell 861 0.3% 10.4% 3,180 0.7% 12.5% 4,041 0.5% 12.0% 
Camden 51 0.0% 8.5% 485 0.1% 12.9% 536 0.1% 12.3% 
Carteret 980 0.3% 13.8% 3,059 0.7% 12.1% 4,039 0.5% 12.5% 
Caswell 177 0.1% 8.7% 790 0.2% 11.2% 967 0.1% 10.6% 
Catawba 3,227 1.0% 16.6% 7,424 1.7% 14.9% 10,651 1.4% 15.3% 
Chatham 2,534 0.8% 37.8% 9,719 2.2% 32.6% 12,253 1.6% 33.5% 
Cherokee 205 0.1% 8.9% 1,363 0.3% 11.7% 1,568 0.2% 11.2% 
Chowan 286 0.1% 17.0% 503 0.1% 11.3% 789 0.1% 12.9% 

Clay 209 0.1% 21.8% 530 0.1% 11.6% 739 0.1% 13.4% 
Cleveland 1,412 0.4% 11.9% 3,347 0.8% 11.4% 4,759 0.6% 11.5% 

Source: ESRI and Bowen National Research 
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Housing Gaps by Tenure and County – State of North Carolina (2024 to 2029) - CONTINUED 

County 

Rental Housing Gap For-Sale Housing Gap Total Housing Gap 
Total 

Rental 
Gap 

Share 
of 

State 

Gap to Renter 
Households 

Ratio 

Total 
For-Sale 

Gap 

Share 
of 

State 

Gap to Owner 
Households 

Ratio 
Total 
Gap 

Share 
of 

State 

Gap to Total 
Households 

Ratio 
Columbus 252 0.1% 5.4% 1,281 0.3% 8.6% 1,533 0.2% 7.8% 

Craven 2,029 0.6% 16.7% 3,571 0.8% 11.9% 5,600 0.7% 13.2% 
Cumberland 8,344 2.6% 14.5% 9,050 2.0% 11.9% 17,394 2.3% 13.0% 

Currituck 321 0.1% 18.7% 2,104 0.5% 17.7% 2,425 0.3% 17.8% 
Dare 696 0.2% 20.7% 1,836 0.4% 12.9% 2,532 0.3% 14.4% 

Davidson 3,324 1.0% 19.1% 7,097 1.6% 12.8% 10,421 1.4% 14.3% 
Davie 719 0.2% 19.8% 2,405 0.5% 15.9% 3,124 0.4% 16.7% 
Duplin 766 0.2% 15.2% 1,322 0.3% 9.6% 2,088 0.3% 11.1% 
Durham 17,699 5.5% 24.7% 15,293 3.5% 18.5% 32,992 4.3% 21.4% 

Edgecombe 1,145 0.4% 15.4% 1,177 0.3% 9.7% 2,322 0.3% 11.9% 
Forsyth 10,848 3.4% 17.7% 14,503 3.3% 13.5% 25,351 3.3% 15.0% 
Franklin 766 0.2% 13.1% 4,844 1.1% 18.0% 5,610 0.7% 17.1% 
Gaston 5,317 1.6% 17.5% 10,042 2.3% 14.2% 15,359 2.0% 15.2% 
Gates 70 0.0% 9.7% 294 0.1% 8.6% 364 0.0% 8.8% 

Graham 41 0.0% 7.7% 208 0.0% 7.5% 249 0.0% 7.5% 
Granville 1,240 0.4% 21.8% 2,644 0.6% 14.1% 3,884 0.5% 15.9% 
Greene 341 0.1% 17.7% 455 0.1% 9.1% 796 0.1% 11.5% 

Guilford 14,715 4.6% 16.5% 18,495 4.2% 13.2% 33,210 4.3% 14.5% 
Halifax 819 0.3% 13.0% 1,242 0.3% 9.1% 2,061 0.3% 10.3% 
Harnett 3,125 1.0% 20.5% 4,236 1.0% 10.7% 7,361 1.0% 13.4% 

Haywood 795 0.2% 13.0% 2,571 0.6% 11.6% 3,366 0.4% 11.9% 
Henderson 1,250 0.4% 10.5% 5,813 1.3% 14.2% 7,063 0.9% 13.4% 
Hertford 344 0.1% 13.8% 564 0.1% 10.5% 908 0.1% 11.5% 

Hoke 1,062 0.3% 18.7% 2,252 0.5% 14.9% 3,314 0.4% 15.9% 
Hyde 43 0.0% 11.8% 94 0.0% 7.0% 137 0.0% 8.0% 
Iredell 4,726 1.5% 19.2% 8,000 1.8% 12.7% 12,726 1.7% 14.5% 

Jackson 1,111 0.3% 20.8% 1,460 0.3% 12.0% 2,571 0.3% 14.7% 
Johnston 3,208 1.0% 15.1% 11,845 2.7% 14.8% 15,053 2.0% 14.9% 

Jones 97 0.0% 12.8% 314 0.1% 10.1% 411 0.1% 10.6% 
Lee 2,646 0.8% 32.0% 4,531 1.0% 23.4% 7,177 0.9% 26.0% 

Lenoir 1,616 0.5% 19.3% 1,317 0.3% 9.3% 2,933 0.4% 13.0% 
Lincoln 1,511 0.5% 18.8% 5,690 1.3% 17.4% 7,201 0.9% 17.6% 
Macon 738 0.2% 20.2% 1,491 0.3% 10.4% 2,229 0.3% 12.4% 

Madison 171 0.1% 9.4% 1,017 0.2% 13.3% 1,188 0.2% 12.5% 
Martin 401 0.1% 14.7% 488 0.1% 7.5% 889 0.1% 9.6% 

McDowell 460 0.1% 11.0% 1,679 0.4% 11.5% 2,139 0.3% 11.4% 
Mecklenburg 68,488 21.2% 27.8% 43,140 9.8% 15.8% 111,628 14.6% 21.5% 

Mitchell 236 0.1% 16.7% 502 0.1% 9.4% 738 0.1% 10.9% 
Montgomery 600 0.2% 24.5% 1,442 0.3% 18.4% 2,042 0.3% 19.8% 

Moore 1,916 0.6% 17.9% 5,808 1.3% 15.4% 7,724 1.0% 15.9% 
Nash 1,656 0.5% 12.8% 3,959 0.9% 14.2% 5,615 0.7% 13.8% 

New Hanover 10,820 3.4% 24.1% 10,836 2.5% 16.0% 21,656 2.8% 19.3% 
Northampton 112 0.0% 6.4% 614 0.1% 11.0% 726 0.1% 9.9% 

Onslow 5,031 1.6% 18.3% 7,132 1.6% 14.1% 12,163 1.6% 15.5% 
Orange 7,557 2.3% 31.3% 6,132 1.4% 16.5% 13,689 1.8% 22.3% 
Pamlico 101 0.0% 10.8% 545 0.1% 12.3% 646 0.1% 12.1% 

Pasquotank 820 0.3% 15.0% 1,376 0.3% 12.6% 2,196 0.3% 13.4% 
Pender 1,767 0.5% 32.1% 3,616 0.8% 15.9% 5,383 0.7% 19.0% 

Source: ESRI and Bowen National Research 
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Housing Gaps by Tenure and County – State of North Carolina (2024 to 2029) - CONTINUED 

County 

Rental Housing Gap For-Sale Housing Gap Total Housing Gap 
Total 

Rental 
Gap 

Share 
of 

State 

Gap to Renter 
Households 

Ratio 

Total 
For-Sale 

Gap 

Share 
of 

State 

Gap to Owner 
Households 

Ratio 
Total 
Gap 

Share 
of 

State 

Gap to Total 
Households 

Ratio 
Perquimans 177 0.1% 14.3% 459 0.1% 10.1% 636 0.1% 11.0% 

Person 697 0.2% 18.0% 1,407 0.3% 10.8% 2,104 0.3% 12.5% 
Pitt 6,470 2.0% 19.7% 6,349 1.4% 14.9% 12,819 1.7% 17.0% 
Polk 236 0.1% 12.8% 903 0.2% 12.6% 1,139 0.1% 12.7% 

Randolph 3,037 0.9% 21.6% 7,603 1.7% 16.6% 10,640 1.4% 17.8% 
Richmond 941 0.3% 16.7% 938 0.2% 8.1% 1,879 0.2% 10.9% 
Robeson 1,532 0.5% 11.7% 2,613 0.6% 8.7% 4,145 0.5% 9.6% 

Rockingham 1,774 0.6% 16.6% 3,271 0.7% 11.3% 5,045 0.7% 12.7% 
Rowan 3,518 1.1% 21.5% 5,970 1.4% 13.2% 9,488 1.2% 15.4% 

Rutherford 891 0.3% 13.5% 2,118 0.5% 10.3% 3,009 0.4% 11.1% 
Sampson 890 0.3% 15.1% 1,573 0.4% 9.5% 2,463 0.3% 11.0% 
Scotland 752 0.2% 16.5% 699 0.2% 8.6% 1,451 0.2% 11.4% 
Stanly 1,035 0.3% 16.1% 2,648 0.6% 13.0% 3,683 0.5% 13.7% 
Stokes 528 0.2% 13.3% 1,739 0.4% 11.3% 2,267 0.3% 11.8% 
Surry 1,383 0.4% 18.5% 2,872 0.6% 12.9% 4,255 0.6% 14.3% 
Swain 340 0.1% 22.9% 490 0.1% 11.5% 830 0.1% 14.5% 

Transylvania 574 0.2% 18.1% 1,328 0.3% 11.4% 1,902 0.2% 12.8% 
Tyrrell 40 0.0% 10.2% 94 0.0% 8.9% 134 0.0% 9.2% 
Union 2,603 0.8% 16.7% 13,001 2.9% 16.7% 15,604 2.0% 16.7% 
Vance 1,189 0.4% 18.2% 1,173 0.3% 11.3% 2,362 0.3% 14.0% 
Wake 57,605 17.9% 28.6% 53,084 12.0% 16.6% 110,689 14.5% 21.3% 

Warren 244 0.1% 12.0% 577 0.1% 9.6% 821 0.1% 10.2% 
Washington 290 0.1% 21.0% 202 0.0% 6.1% 492 0.1% 10.5% 

Watauga 2,886 0.9% 32.8% 2,079 0.5% 15.0% 4,965 0.6% 21.9% 
Wayne 2,677 0.8% 16.6% 3,271 0.7% 10.9% 5,948 0.8% 12.9% 
Wilkes 846 0.3% 12.6% 2,000 0.5% 9.5% 2,846 0.4% 10.3% 
Wilson 2,421 0.8% 19.8% 2,151 0.5% 10.6% 4,572 0.6% 14.0% 
Yadkin 588 0.2% 16.8% 1,652 0.4% 13.8% 2,240 0.3% 14.5% 
Yancey 230 0.1% 12.8% 654 0.1% 9.7% 884 0.1% 10.3% 

State Total 322,360 100.0% 21.2% 442,118 100.0% 14.3% 764,478 100.0% 16.6% 
Source: ESRI and Bowen National Research 

 
It should be noted that housing supply gaps by different levels of income and 
affordability for each county are provided in Section V of this report.  
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The following table illustrates the 10 counties with the largest projected (2024 
to 2029) overall housing gaps (in number of units) in the state. 
   

State of North Carolina (2024 to 2029) 
Top 10 (Largest) Overall Housing Gaps by County (Renter and Owner Combined) 

Rank County 
Total Gap 

Total Units Share of State 
1 Mecklenburg 111,628 14.6% 
2 Wake 110,689 14.5% 
3 Guilford 33,210 4.3% 
4 Durham 32,992 4.3% 
5 Forsyth 25,351 3.3% 
6 New Hanover 21,656 2.8% 
7 Buncombe 19,607 2.6% 
8 Cumberland 17,394 2.3% 
9 Union 15,604 2.0% 

10 Brunswick 15,414 2.0% 
Total 403,545 52.8% 

 
The 10 counties with the largest overall housing gaps have a combined gap of 
403,545 units, representing over half (52.8%) of the state's overall housing gap.  
These housing gaps (are in counties with some of the largest cities in the state 
and/or are part of a broader metropolitan area. 
 
We also evaluated the ratio of the housing gaps to the total number of 
households, providing a better understanding of the proportional scale of the 
housing gaps in each county.  The following table shows the 10 counties with 
the largest overall housing gap ratios. 
  

State of North Carolina (2024 to 2029) 
Top 10 (Largest) Overall Housing Gaps to Total Households Ratios by County  

Rank County 

2029 Total Gap 

Total Units 
Ratio of Gaps to 

Households 
1 Chatham 12,253 33.5% 
2 Lee 7,177 26.0% 
3 Orange 13,689 22.3% 
4 Watauga 4,965 21.9% 
5 Mecklenburg 111,628 21.5% 
6 Durham 32,992 21.4% 
7 Wake 110,689 21.3% 
8 Montgomery 2,042 19.8% 
9 New Hanover 21,656 19.3% 

10 Pender 5,383 19.0% 
State Average 16.6% 
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Six of the 10 counties with the largest ratios of overall housing gaps to total 
households are not among the 10 counties with the largest overall housing gaps 
(number of units). These data points indicate that many rural or non-urban 
markets in North Carolina have disproportionately high shares of housing gaps 
relative to their overall number of households. Some of the smaller counties 
with disproportionately high housing gap ratios include Chatham, Lee, 
Watauga, Montgomery and Pender.  
 
The following maps illustrate the overall (rental and for-sale) housing gaps and 
the ratios of housing gaps to total households for each of the 100 counties in 
North Carolina.  
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E. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Given the geographic size of North Carolina, along with the differences 
between rural, urban and suburban areas of the state, as well as socioeconomic 
variations between many regions in the state, it is difficult to create housing 
recommendations or strategies that would be applicable to all areas of the state.  
However, there are many broad housing efforts that housing advocates across 
the state could consider when making efforts to address housing issues in the 
state. 
 
Educate the Public, Including Decision-Makers, on the Housing 
Characteristics, Challenges and Opportunities in North Carolina – Housing 
advocates should use data from this report and other pertinent housing 
information to educate the public about the current state of North Carolina’s 
housing market and the factors that are influencing housing today and in the 
future. This can include sharing and promoting key demographic characteristics 
such as poverty and education challenges, current income and housing 
affordability issues, housing conditions or the lack of available housing product, 
current and projected changes in household incomes, and other relevant 
socioeconomic and housing data that is included in this report. Such efforts 
should include public engagements with citizens, employers, elected officials 
(local and state level) and housing professionals. The development of online 
resources and/or published materials that can help to communicate key housing 
themes deemed important by advocates should be considered. 
 

https://localhousingsolutions.org/plan/engaging-the-community-in-the-
development-of-a-local-housing-strategy/ 

https://housingtoolkit.ca-ilg.org/how-engage-your-community-tiers-public-
engagement-framework 

Research other Communities and States on Possible Approaches to Address 
Housing Issues – While the scope of this study was limited to the data 
collection and analysis of specific metrics, housing advocates and other 
interested parties should look to other communities, housing entities and state 
organizations for possible solutions that may have been developed to address 
housing. Given that much of the nation is experiencing housing issues, there are 
countless examples of initiatives communities have implemented to address 
housing, some of which are already underway in North Carolina. Housing 
advocates can benefit from lessons learned, both good and bad, from the efforts 
of others. These efforts, including housing programs, incentives, regulations, 
marketing/outreach and other strategies, can serve as a road map for other North 
Carolina communities. Several examples of case studies of housing strategies 
and housing policies can be found at: 
 

https://localhousingsolutions.org/case-studies/ 
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Encourage Municipalities and Counties to Develop Individual Housing Plans 
– While this study documents and quantifies the housing gaps for each county 
in the state, it will be important that local governments and housing advocates 
within individual communities and counties dedicate time and resources to 
develop strategic housing plans customized to the specific needs of their 
respective areas.  Data from this study, particularly the five-year housing gap 
estimates, should be used to help set housing priorities and guide communities 
in developing their own plans.  For guidance on how to establish a local housing 
strategy, please refer to: 
 

https://www.hud.gov/sites/documents/20606_200608_GUIDE.PDF 
 
Support Efforts to Preserve Existing Housing and Encourage New 
Residential Development – As this study has shown, the combination of lower 
quality housing, unaffordable housing and the lack of available housing creates 
the need to address the preservation of the existing housing stock and creating 
additional housing, including housing that is affordable to a variety of 
household income levels and age groups. There are various strategies 
communities can implement to address local housing issues, ranging from 
modifying local housing regulations or land use policies, modifying and 
enforcing property maintenance and building codes, developing incentives to 
attract residential development, providing development assistance such as 
expanding existing infrastructure, creating organizational capacity, reducing 
residential development costs, providing site work or identifying potential 
development sites, establishing a housing trust fund, and numerous other 
strategies.  Resources to consider regarding the various potential approaches to 
addressing housing can be found at: 
 

https://localhousingsolutions.org/  
 

https://www.urban.org/apps/pursuing-housing-justice-interventions-impact 
 
Encourage Local Housing Advocates to Build Organizational Capacity – 
While many communities across North Carolina have organized groups and/or 
housing departments or other resources dedicated to spearheading local housing 
efforts, many communities do not.  This is more likely in the more rural areas of 
the state. However, in order for communities to address housing, efforts to 
create a group and/or hire an individual to lead housing efforts should be 
encouraged. This may include establishing a HOME consortium, a formal 
collection of local governments that allows government participants to access 
federal housing funds. For more information on how to form a HOME 
consortium, please see: 
 

https://www.hud.gov/sites/documents/20606_200608_GUIDE.PDF 
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Leverage Data from this Statewide Housing Study to Encourage and Attract 
Residential Development – It is clear from this analysis that there are numerous 
residential development opportunities throughout the state of North Carolina.  
This includes opportunities for the development of rental and for-sale housing.  
Given the investment of having this report created, it is recommended that users 
of this report use its contents to help encourage residential development and 
investment in North Carolina.  Efforts should be made to develop a marketing 
plan, possibly at the local level and/or at the state level, to attract potential 
developers, investors, lenders and others to targeted areas of the state.  This can 
include developing marketing materials, hosting housing forums or having a 
“developer day,” creating an online housing resource center, incorporating a 
social media campaign, identifying and conducting outreach to potential 
developers and investors, creating press releases and numerous other outreach 
efforts.  An example of such approaches and sample documents can be found at: 
 

https://www.kyhousing.org/Data-Library/Housing-Gap-
Analysis/Pages/Media-Kit.aspx 
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 III.  DEMOGRAPHIC ANALYSIS   
 
INTRODUCTION 

 
This section of the report presents key demographic characteristics for each of 
North Carolina’s 100 counties. These characteristics were incorporated or 
considered in deriving the housing supply gap estimates by household income and 
tenure (renter vs. owner households).  
 
The various demographic and housing data considered in this analysis are listed 
below:  

 
• Total Population  
• Population Density 
• Population Marital Status  
• Population by Educational Attainment  
• Population Poverty Rate  
• Total Households 
• Households by Age  
• Households by Tenure (Renter vs. Owner Households) 
• Households by Median Income 
• Households by Tenure and Income 
• Households Living in Substandard Housing (Lacking Complete Kitchens) 
• Severe Housing Cost Burdened Households by Tenure 
• Population Commuting into Counties 
• Annual Turnover Rate by Tenure 
• Projected Job Growth Through 2029 

 
The most recent available data was used at the time this report was prepared.  It is 
important to note that 2010 and 2020 demographics are based on U.S. Census data 
(actual count), while 2024 and 2029 data was extrapolated from data estimates and 
projections provided by ESRI, a nationally recognized demography firm.  
Population commuting data is based on 2021 data provided by 
https://onthemap.ces.census.gov/.  It should be noted that some total numbers and 
percentages may not match the totals within or between tables in this section due 
to rounding. 
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A. TOTAL POPULATION  
 
Population by numbers and percent change (growth or decline) for selected 
years is shown in the following table.  
  

County 

Total Population 
2010  

Census 
2020  

Census 
Change 2010-2020 2024 

Estimated 
Change 2020-2024 2029 

Projected 
Change 2024-2029 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
Alamance 151,177 171,415 20,238 13.4% 182,183 10,768 6.3% 192,129 9,946 5.5% 
Alexander 37,198 36,444 -754 -2.0% 36,192 -252 -0.7% 35,936 -256 -0.7% 
Alleghany 11,158 10,888 -270 -2.4% 11,142 254 2.3% 11,239 97 0.9% 

Anson 26,947 22,055 -4,892 -18.2% 21,634 -421 -1.9% 20,981 -653 -3.0% 
Ashe 27,264 26,577 -687 -2.5% 26,833 256 1.0% 26,850 17 0.1% 
Avery 17,802 17,806 4 <0.1% 17,486 -320 -1.8% 17,396 -90 -0.5% 

Beaufort 47,759 44,652 -3,107 -6.5% 43,743 -909 -2.0% 43,024 -719 -1.6% 
Bertie 21,282 17,934 -3,348 -15.7% 16,769 -1,165 -6.5% 15,792 -977 -5.8% 
Bladen 35,181 29,606 -5,575 -15.8% 28,776 -830 -2.8% 27,973 -803 -2.8% 

Brunswick 107,431 136,693 29,262 27.2% 160,797 24,104 17.6% 183,042 22,245 13.8% 
Buncombe 238,366 269,452 31,086 13.0% 281,182 11,730 4.4% 291,195 10,013 3.6% 

Burke 90,844 87,570 -3,274 -3.6% 87,479 -91 -0.1% 86,613 -866 -1.0% 
Cabarrus 177,953 225,804 47,851 26.9% 248,158 22,354 9.9% 269,348 21,190 8.5% 
Caldwell 83,035 80,652 -2,383 -2.9% 80,136 -516 -0.6% 79,639 -497 -0.6% 
Camden 9,980 10,355 375 3.8% 11,082 727 7.0% 11,708 626 5.6% 
Carteret 66,469 67,686 1,217 1.8% 69,613 1,927 2.8% 70,892 1,279 1.8% 
Caswell 23,735 22,736 -999 -4.2% 22,443 -293 -1.3% 22,144 -299 -1.3% 
Catawba 154,780 160,610 5,830 3.8% 164,926 4,316 2.7% 167,812 2,886 1.7% 
Chatham 63,505 76,285 12,780 20.1% 82,342 6,057 7.9% 87,949 5,607 6.8% 
Cherokee 27,438 28,774 1,336 4.9% 29,809 1,035 3.6% 30,444 635 2.1% 
Chowan 14,793 13,708 -1,085 -7.3% 13,580 -128 -0.9% 13,498 -82 -0.6% 

Clay 10,590 11,089 499 4.7% 11,701 612 5.5% 12,170 469 4.0% 
Cleveland 98,057 99,519 1,462 1.5% 101,097 1,578 1.6% 101,884 787 0.8% 
Columbus 58,107 50,623 -7,484 -12.9% 48,944 -1,679 -3.3% 47,585 -1,359 -2.8% 

Craven 103,500 100,727 -2,773 -2.7% 100,800 73 0.1% 100,709 -91 -0.1% 
Cumberland 319,468 334,728 15,260 4.8% 339,545 4,817 1.4% 340,968 1,423 0.4% 

Currituck 23,547 28,100 4,553 19.3% 31,846 3,746 13.3% 35,106 3,260 10.2% 
Dare 33,920 36,915 2,995 8.8% 38,579 1,664 4.5% 39,676 1,097 2.8% 

Davidson 162,899 168,930 6,031 3.7% 173,878 4,948 2.9% 177,110 3,232 1.9% 
Davie 41,228 42,712 1,484 3.6% 44,422 1,710 4.0% 45,649 1,227 2.8% 
Duplin 58,435 48,715 -9,720 -16.6% 47,330 -1,385 -2.8% 46,236 -1,094 -2.3% 

Durham 267,609 324,833 57,224 21.4% 346,568 21,735 6.7% 362,633 16,065 4.6% 
Edgecombe 56,546 48,900 -7,646 -13.5% 47,424 -1,476 -3.0% 46,046 -1,378 -2.9% 

Forsyth 350,688 382,590 31,902 9.1% 396,264 13,674 3.6% 406,809 10,545 2.7% 
Franklin 60,619 68,573 7,954 13.1% 76,603 8,030 11.7% 83,867 7,264 9.5% 
Gaston 206,106 227,943 21,837 10.6% 238,659 10,716 4.7% 247,135 8,476 3.6% 
Gates 12,197 10,478 -1,719 -14.1% 10,147 -331 -3.2% 9,857 -290 -2.9% 

Graham 8,861 8,030 -831 -9.4% 7,808 -222 -2.8% 7,658 -150 -1.9% 
Granville 59,916 60,992 1,076 1.8% 61,966 974 1.6% 63,547 1,581 2.6% 
Greene 21,356 20,451 -905 -4.2% 19,922 -529 -2.6% 19,583 -339 -1.7% 

Guilford 488,367 541,299 52,932 10.8% 555,131 13,832 2.6% 566,115 10,984 2.0% 
Halifax 54,658 48,622 -6,036 -11.0% 47,148 -1,474 -3.0% 45,659 -1,489 -3.2% 
Harnett 114,701 133,568 18,867 16.4% 141,366 7,798 5.8% 148,754 7,388 5.2% 

Haywood 59,036 62,089 3,053 5.2% 63,235 1,146 1.8% 63,872 637 1.0% 
Henderson 106,690 116,281 9,591 9.0% 120,235 3,954 3.4% 123,265 3,030 2.5% 
Hertford 24,673 21,552 -3,121 -12.6% 20,374 -1,178 -5.5% 19,413 -961 -4.7% 

Hoke 46,909 52,082 5,173 11.0% 54,794 2,712 5.2% 57,074 2,280 4.2% 
Hyde 5,810 4,589 -1,221 -21.0% 4,465 -124 -2.7% 4,241 -224 -5.0% 
Iredell 159,450 186,693 27,243 17.1% 203,513 16,820 9.0% 218,259 14,746 7.2% 

Source: 2010 and 2020 Census; ESRI; Bowen National Research  
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County 

Total Population (CONTINUED) 
2010  

Census 
2020  

Census 
Change 2010-2020 2024 

Estimated 
Change 2020-2024 2029 

Projected 
Change 2024-2029 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
Jackson 40,254 43,109 2,855 7.1% 43,048 -61 -0.1% 43,678 630 1.5% 
Johnston 168,906 215,999 47,093 27.9% 245,596 29,597 13.7% 273,891 28,295 11.5% 

Jones 10,153 9,172 -981 -9.7% 9,029 -143 -1.6% 8,908 -121 -1.3% 
Lee 57,866 63,285 5,419 9.4% 66,330 3,045 4.8% 68,686 2,356 3.6% 

Lenoir 59,483 55,122 -4,361 -7.3% 53,889 -1,233 -2.2% 52,750 -1,139 -2.1% 
Lincoln 77,924 86,810 8,886 11.4% 94,346 7,536 8.7% 100,897 6,551 6.9% 
Macon 33,936 37,014 3,078 9.1% 38,572 1,558 4.2% 39,648 1,076 2.8% 

Madison 20,771 21,193 422 2.0% 21,953 760 3.6% 22,494 541 2.5% 
Martin 24,505 22,031 -2,474 -10.1% 21,115 -916 -4.2% 20,285 -830 -3.9% 

McDowell 44,994 44,578 -416 -0.9% 44,731 153 0.3% 44,720 -11 <0.1% 
Mecklenburg 919,623 1,115,482 195,859 21.3% 1,190,061 74,579 6.7% 1,258,917 68,856 5.8% 

Mitchell 15,579 14,903 -676 -4.3% 14,862 -41 -0.3% 14,721 -141 -0.9% 
Montgomery 27,798 25,751 -2,047 -7.4% 25,711 -40 -0.2% 25,588 -123 -0.5% 

Moore 88,247 99,727 11,480 13.0% 107,568 7,841 7.9% 114,380 6,812 6.3% 
Nash 95,835 94,970 -865 -0.9% 96,006 1,036 1.1% 96,238 232 0.2% 

New Hanover 202,680 225,702 23,022 11.4% 239,225 13,523 6.0% 250,459 11,234 4.7% 
Northampton 22,096 17,471 -4,625 -20.9% 16,468 -1,003 -5.7% 15,504 -964 -5.9% 

Onslow 177,780 204,576 26,796 15.1% 210,815 6,239 3.0% 217,576 6,761 3.2% 
Orange 133,749 148,696 14,947 11.2% 152,389 3,693 2.5% 157,253 4,864 3.2% 
Pamlico 13,144 12,276 -868 -6.6% 12,227 -49 -0.4% 12,176 -51 -0.4% 

Pasquotank 40,661 40,568 -93 -0.2% 41,092 524 1.3% 41,296 204 0.5% 
Pender 52,203 60,203 8,000 15.3% 67,009 6,806 11.3% 73,331 6,322 9.4% 

Perquimans 13,453 13,005 -448 -3.3% 13,070 65 0.5% 13,017 -53 -0.4% 
Person 39,464 39,097 -367 -0.9% 39,369 272 0.7% 39,277 -92 -0.2% 

Pitt 168,159 170,243 2,084 1.2% 174,066 3,823 2.2% 176,973 2,907 1.7% 
Polk 20,505 19,328 -1,177 -5.7% 19,697 369 1.9% 19,894 197 1.0% 

Randolph 141,752 144,171 2,419 1.7% 146,086 1,915 1.3% 147,005 919 0.6% 
Richmond 46,639 42,946 -3,693 -7.9% 42,295 -651 -1.5% 41,593 -702 -1.7% 
Robeson 134,177 116,530 -17,647 -13.2% 113,748 -2,782 -2.4% 111,184 -2,564 -2.3% 

Rockingham 93,624 91,096 -2,528 -2.7% 91,240 144 0.2% 90,733 -507 -0.6% 
Rowan 138,486 146,875 8,389 6.1% 151,214 4,339 3.0% 154,281 3,067 2.0% 

Rutherford 67,818 64,444 -3,374 -5.0% 64,327 -117 -0.2% 64,268 -59 -0.1% 
Sampson 63,480 59,036 -4,444 -7.0% 58,523 -513 -0.9% 58,065 -458 -0.8% 
Scotland 36,157 34,174 -1,983 -5.5% 33,604 -570 -1.7% 33,093 -511 -1.5% 
Stanly 60,585 62,504 1,919 3.2% 64,578 2,074 3.3% 66,554 1,976 3.1% 
Stokes 47,490 44,520 -2,970 -6.3% 44,495 -25 -0.1% 44,103 -392 -0.9% 
Surry 73,669 71,359 -2,310 -3.1% 71,049 -310 -0.4% 70,725 -324 -0.5% 
Swain 13,981 14,117 136 1.0% 13,966 -151 -1.1% 13,843 -123 -0.9% 

Transylvania 33,090 32,986 -104 -0.3% 33,311 325 1.0% 33,414 103 0.3% 
Tyrrell 4,407 3,245 -1,162 -26.4% 3,262 17 0.5% 3,188 -74 -2.3% 
Union 201,295 238,267 36,972 18.4% 257,691 19,424 8.2% 275,741 18,050 7.0% 
Vance 45,422 42,578 -2,844 -6.3% 41,671 -907 -2.1% 40,967 -704 -1.7% 
Wake 900,884 1,129,410 228,526 25.4% 1,230,371 100,961 8.9% 1,327,844 97,473 7.9% 

Warren 21,004 18,642 -2,362 -11.2% 18,502 -140 -0.8% 18,302 -200 -1.1% 
Washington 13,228 11,003 -2,225 -16.8% 10,476 -527 -4.8% 10,000 -476 -4.5% 

Watauga 51,074 54,086 3,012 5.9% 55,899 1,813 3.4% 56,725 826 1.5% 
Wayne 122,684 117,333 -5,351 -4.4% 116,089 -1,244 -1.1% 114,705 -1,384 -1.2% 
Wilkes 69,269 65,969 -3,300 -4.8% 65,148 -821 -1.2% 64,501 -647 -1.0% 
Wilson 81,241 78,784 -2,457 -3.0% 78,477 -307 -0.4% 77,581 -896 -1.1% 
Yadkin 38,406 37,214 -1,192 -3.1% 37,189 -25 -0.1% 37,181 -8 <0.1% 
Yancey 17,818 18,470 652 3.7% 18,952 482 2.6% 19,242 290 1.5% 

State Total 9,535,488 10,439,395 903,907 9.5% 10,910,476 471,081 4.5% 11,323,879 413,403 3.8% 
Source: 2010 and 2020 Census; ESRI; Bowen National Research  
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In 2024, the state of North Carolina has a total estimated population of slightly 
less than 11 million.  The state is comprised of a broad mix of rural and urban 
counties, with 50 of its 100 counties having a total population of less than 
50,000 per county.  Conversely, 14 counties have populations over 200,000 in 
2024, and two counties (Wake and Mecklenburg) have populations exceeding 
one million. Between 2024 and 2029, the population within the state is 
projected to increase by 3.8%, or roughly 413,000 people. A total of 53 counties 
are projected to experience population growth over the next five years, with 
Brunswick County (13.8%), Johnston County (11.5%), and Currituck County 
(10.2%) projected to experience the largest overall population rate increases. 
Household growth trends, which influence future housing needs, are shown 
later in this section. 
 
The following tables illustrate the 10 counties with the highest and lowest 
numbers and rates in terms of total population (2024) and projected population 
change (2024 to 2029).  

  
Counties by Total Population (2024) 

 Top 10 Counties with Highest Population Top 10 Counties with Lowest Population 
County Population County Population 
Wake 1,230,371 Tyrrell 3,262 

Mecklenburg 1,190,061 Hyde 4,465 
Guilford 555,131 Graham 7,808 
Forsyth 396,264 Jones 9,029 
Durham 346,568 Gates 10,147 

Cumberland 339,545 Washington 10,476 
Buncombe 281,182 Camden 11,082 

Union 257,691 Alleghany 11,142 
Cabarrus 248,158 Clay 11,701 
Johnston 245,596 Pamlico 12,227 

Source: 2010 and 2020 Census; ESRI; Bowen National Research  
 

 Counties by Projected Population Percent Change (2024-2029) 
Top 10 Counties with Highest Percent Increase Top 10 Counties with Highest Percent Decrease 

County Percent County Percent 
Brunswick 13.8% Northampton -5.9% 
Johnston 11.5% Bertie -5.8% 
Currituck 10.2% Hyde -5.0% 
Franklin 9.5% Hertford -4.7% 
Pender 9.4% Washington -4.5% 

Cabarrus 8.5% Martin -3.9% 
Wake 7.9% Halifax -3.2% 
Iredell 7.2% Anson -3.0% 
Union 7.0% Edgecombe -2.9% 

Lincoln 6.9% Gates -2.9% 
Source: 2010 and 2020 Census; ESRI; Bowen National Research  

 
Maps on the following pages illustrate total population (2024) and projected 
population change (2024 to 2029) for each of the counties within North 
Carolina. 

  

77

Item A.



78

Item A.



79

Item A.



BOWEN NATIONAL RESEARCH  III-7 

B. POPULATION DENSITY 
  
Population densities for selected years are shown in the following table. Note 
that counties with population densities below 50 persons per square mile are 
denoted in red text.  
 

Population Density by County (2024 and 2029)  

County 

Area 
(Square 
Miles) 

Persons per 
Square Mile 

County 

Area 
(Square 
Miles) 

Persons per 
Square Mile 

County 

Area 
(Square 
Miles) 

Persons per 
Square Mile 

2024 2029 2024 2029 2024 2029 
Alamance 423.5 430.2 453.7 Guilford 645.9 859.4 876.4 Rutherford 565.4 113.8 113.7 
Alexander 260.0 139.2 138.2 Halifax 723.7 65.1 63.1 Sampson 945.9 61.9 61.4 
Alleghany 234.8 47.4 47.9 Harnett 594.9 237.6 250.0 Scotland 319.1 105.3 103.7 

Anson 531.5 40.7 39.5 Haywood 553.6 114.2 115.4 Stanly 395.1 163.5 168.5 
Ashe 426.3 62.9 63.0 Henderson 372.9 322.4 330.5 Stokes 449.3 99.0 98.1 
Avery 247.3 70.7 70.3 Hertford 353.2 57.7 55.0 Surry 532.6 133.4 132.8 

Beaufort 832.7 52.5 51.7 Hoke 390.2 140.4 146.3 Swain 527.7 26.5 26.2 
Bertie 699.2 24.0 22.6 Hyde 612.3 7.3 6.9 Transylvania 378.4 88.0 88.3 
Bladen 875.0 32.9 32.0 Iredell 574.4 354.3 380.0 Tyrrell 390.8 8.3 8.2 

Brunswick 850.1 189.2 215.3 Jackson 491.1 87.7 88.9 Union 632.7 407.3 435.8 
Buncombe 656.5 428.3 443.6 Johnston 792.0 310.1 345.8 Vance 252.4 165.1 162.3 

Burke 506.2 172.8 171.1 Jones 471.4 19.2 18.9 Wake 834.6 1,474.2 1,591.0 
Cabarrus 361.2 687.0 745.6 Lee 255.1 260.1 269.3 Warren 429.4 43.1 42.6 
Caldwell 471.9 169.8 168.8 Lenoir 399.1 135.0 132.2 Washington 346.5 30.2 28.9 
Camden 240.3 46.1 48.7 Lincoln 295.8 318.9 341.0 Watauga 312.4 178.9 181.6 
Carteret 507.6 137.1 139.7 Macon 515.6 74.8 76.9 Wayne 553.9 209.6 207.1 
Caswell 425.4 52.8 52.1 Madison 449.6 48.8 50.0 Wilkes 753.7 86.4 85.6 
Catawba 401.4 410.9 418.1 Martin 456.4 46.3 44.4 Wilson 367.6 213.5 211.1 
Chatham 681.7 120.8 129.0 McDowell 440.0 101.7 101.6 Yadkin 334.9 111.0 111.0 
Cherokee 455.5 65.4 66.8 Mecklenburg 523.6 2,272.8 2,404.3 Yancey 312.6 60.6 61.6 
Chowan 172.7 78.7 78.2 Mitchell 221.3 67.2 66.5 

Clay 215.0 54.4 56.6 Montgomery 491.5 52.3 52.1 
Cleveland 464.2 217.8 219.5 Moore 697.7 154.2 163.9 
Columbus 938.1 52.2 50.7 Nash 540.4 177.6 178.1 

Craven 706.6 142.7 142.5 New Hanover 192.3 1,244.3 1,302.7 
Cumberland 652.6 520.3 522.5 Northampton 536.7 30.7 28.9 

Currituck 261.9 121.6 134.0 Onslow 762.1 276.6 285.5 
Dare 383.2 100.7 103.5 Orange 397.6 383.3 395.5 

Davidson 553.2 314.3 320.2 Pamlico 336.5 36.3 36.2 
Davie 263.7 168.5 173.1 Pasquotank 226.9 181.1 182.0 
Duplin 814.7 58.1 56.8 Pender 871.3 76.9 84.2 
Durham 286.5 1,209.6 1,265.6 Perquimans 247.2 52.9 52.7 

Edgecombe 505.4 93.8 91.1 Person 392.3 100.3 100.1 
Forsyth 407.9 971.6 997.4 Pitt 652.4 266.8 271.3 
Franklin 491.8 155.8 170.5 Polk 237.7 82.9 83.7 
Gaston 355.8 670.9 694.7 Randolph 782.3 186.7 187.9 
Gates 340.6 29.8 28.9 Richmond 473.7 89.3 87.8 

Graham 292.0 26.7 26.2 Robeson 947.3 120.1 117.4 
Granville 532.0 116.5 119.5 Rockingham 565.6 161.3 160.4 
Greene 266.7 74.7 73.4 Rowan 511.6 295.6 301.6 

Source: ESRI and Bowen National Research  
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With a total population of 10,910,476 in 2024 and a total land area of 
approximately 48,600 square miles, the overall population density of North 
Carolina is nearly 225 persons per square mile. As expected, many of the 
greatest county-level population densities are in counties with larger cities.  
These include the counties of Mecklenburg (Charlotte), Wake (Raleigh), New 
Hanover (Wilmington), Durham (Durham), Forsyth (Winston-Salem), and 
Guilford (Greensboro). In total, 24 counties have populations densities that 
exceed the statewide level of 225 persons per square mile, while 17 counties 
have population densities of less than 50 persons per square mile in 2024. These 
more rural counties are most commonly located in the far north, northeast, and 
west portions of the state, as well as some areas within the central portion of the 
state.  
 
Areas of the state that have the largest housing gaps are most often in the more 
densely populated areas of the state. However, it is also important to understand 
each county’s housing gap proportionately to its household base. As a result, in 
addition to the overall housing gaps that are provided for each county, ratios of 
housing gaps to total households in each county are also provided to further 
illustrate the proportionate scale of the housing gaps within each county, 
regardless of the number of units in a county’s housing gap.  Such an analysis 
enables those using this report to compare housing gaps in rural counties with 
larger counties.  Housing gaps on a county level are shown in Section V.   
 
The following table illustrates the top 10 counties with the highest and lowest 
population densities in 2024, while the maps that follow geographically 
illustrate population density data for 2024 and 2029 for each of the counties 
within North Carolina.    

 
Counties by Population Density (2024) 

Top 10 Counties with Highest Population Density Top 10 Counties with Lowest Population Density 
County Persons per Square Mile County Persons per Square Mile 

Mecklenburg 2,272.8 Hyde 7.3 
Wake 1,474.2 Tyrrell 8.3 

New Hanover 1,244.3 Jones 19.2 
Durham 1,209.6 Bertie 24.0 
Forsyth 971.6 Swain 26.5 
Guilford 859.4 Graham 26.7 
Cabarrus 687.0 Gates 29.8 
Gaston 670.9 Washington 30.2 

Cumberland 520.3 Northampton 30.7 
Alamance 430.2 Bladen 32.9 

Source: ESRI and Bowen National Research  
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C. POPULATION BY MARITAL STATUS 
  
Population by marital status for 2024 is shown in the following table. Note that 
shares above 50% in either category are denoted in red text: 
 

Share of Adult Population by Marital Status by County (2024)  
County Married Unmarried County Married Unmarried County Married Unmarried 

Alamance 51.4% 48.6% Guilford 47.3% 52.7% Rutherford 54.0% 46.0% 
Alexander 56.8% 43.2% Halifax 46.0% 54.0% Sampson 50.5% 49.5% 
Alleghany 63.7% 36.3% Harnett 54.2% 45.8% Scotland 41.4% 58.6% 

Anson 40.6% 59.4% Haywood 55.7% 44.3% Stanly 54.0% 46.0% 
Ashe 62.4% 37.6% Henderson 60.2% 39.8% Stokes 59.0% 41.0% 
Avery 52.6% 47.4% Hertford 42.4% 57.6% Surry 56.2% 43.8% 

Beaufort 55.0% 45.0% Hoke 52.6% 47.4% Swain 50.4% 49.6% 
Bertie 44.2% 55.8% Hyde 54.3% 45.7% Transylvania 59.0% 41.0% 
Bladen 46.7% 53.3% Iredell 57.9% 42.1% Tyrrell 55.5% 44.5% 

Brunswick 63.8% 36.2% Jackson 47.2% 52.8% Union 62.5% 37.5% 
Buncombe 48.2% 51.8% Johnston 58.2% 41.8% Vance 44.3% 55.7% 

Burke 55.2% 44.8% Jones 54.3% 45.7% Wake 54.9% 45.1% 
Cabarrus 55.3% 44.7% Lee 52.3% 47.7% Warren 44.2% 55.8% 
Caldwell 53.0% 47.0% Lenoir 44.4% 55.6% Washington 43.5% 56.5% 
Camden 66.6% 33.4% Lincoln 60.8% 39.2% Watauga 41.3% 58.7% 
Carteret 59.4% 40.6% Macon 59.2% 40.8% Wayne 50.8% 49.2% 
Caswell 53.0% 47.0% Madison 56.6% 43.4% Wilkes 56.9% 43.1% 
Catawba 54.2% 45.8% Martin 49.5% 50.5% Wilson 49.8% 50.2% 
Chatham 62.1% 37.9% McDowell 58.8% 41.2% Yadkin 58.4% 41.6% 
Cherokee 60.1% 39.9% Mecklenburg 48.4% 51.6% Yancey 62.2% 37.8% 
Chowan 55.7% 44.3% Mitchell 57.1% 42.9% 

Clay 61.8% 38.2% Montgomery 52.1% 47.9% 
Cleveland 50.9% 49.1% Moore 61.3% 38.7% 
Columbus 46.6% 53.4% Nash 49.1% 50.9% 

Craven 56.9% 43.1% New Hanover 50.7% 49.3% 
Cumberland 48.6% 51.4% Northampton 49.5% 50.5% 

Currituck 64.0% 36.0% Onslow 57.5% 42.5% 
Dare 58.8% 41.2% Orange 49.7% 50.3% 

Davidson 57.6% 42.4% Pamlico 53.4% 46.6% 
Davie 56.5% 43.5% Pasquotank 53.3% 46.7% 
Duplin 58.2% 41.8% Pender 58.3% 41.7% 

Durham 45.6% 54.4% Perquimans 58.8% 41.2% 
Edgecombe 45.3% 54.7% Person 54.4% 45.6% 

Forsyth 49.1% 50.9% Pitt 43.2% 56.8% 
Franklin 57.4% 42.6% Polk 59.7% 40.3% 
Gaston 52.9% 47.1% Randolph 55.5% 44.5% 
Gates 52.9% 47.1% Richmond 43.0% 57.0% 

Graham 55.3% 44.7% Robeson 42.7% 57.3% 
Granville 51.8% 48.2% Rockingham 54.5% 45.5% 
Greene 42.0% 58.0% Rowan 53.3% 46.7% 

Source: ESRI and Bowen National Research 
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Marital status can affect household income, as married couples within a 
household often consist of at least two wage earners, thereby increasing their 
capacity to afford higher housing costs, as opposed to many single wage earner 
households.  Therefore, it is important to understand the prevalence of married 
and unmarried households across North Carolina.   
 
Statewide, 71 of the 100 total counties in the state have shares of married 
couples exceeding 50% of the adult population. In the remaining 29 counties, 
the majority of the adult population is classified as unmarried. It is also 
noteworthy that Watauga and Pitt counties, which are among the counties with 
the lowest shares of married persons, are home to Appalachian State University 
and East Carolina University, respectively.  It is not uncommon for counties 
with larger colleges and universities, particularly counties with smaller overall 
population bases, to be heavily influenced by the presence of these institutions.  
Regardless, overall household incomes, regardless of the number of wage 
earners in a household, were considered in the housing gap estimates included 
in Section V.  
 
The following table illustrates the top 10 counties with the highest and lowest 
shares of married population. 
 

Counties by Married Population Share (2024) 
Top 10 Counties with Highest Share Top 10 Counties with Lowest Share 
County Married Share County Married Share 
Camden 66.6% Anson 40.6% 
Currituck 64.0% Watauga 41.3% 

Brunswick 63.8% Scotland 41.4% 
Alleghany 63.7% Greene 42.0% 

Union 62.5% Hertford 42.4% 
Ashe 62.4% Robeson 42.7% 

Yancey 62.2% Richmond 43.0% 
Chatham 62.1% Pitt 43.2% 

Clay 61.8% Washington 43.5% 
Moore 61.3% Bertie 44.2% 

Source: ESRI and Bowen National Research 
 
It is worth noting that the majority of the 10 counties with the highest shares of 
married population in 2024 are also among the counties with the highest median 
household incomes, with six of the counties having annual median household 
incomes of over $77,000.  Median household incomes for each county in 2024 
and 2029 are provided later in this section. 
 
The following map illustrates the share of the married population for each 
county in North Carolina.  
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D. POPULATION BY EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT 
 
Population by educational attainment for 2024 is shown in the following table. 
County population shares above 15% without a high school diploma or below 
30% with a college degree (associates degree or higher) are shown in red text.  
  

Share of Adult Population by Highest Level of Education Attained by County (2024)  

County 
No H.S. 
Diploma 

College 
Degree County 

No H.S. 
Diploma 

College 
Degree County 

No H.S. 
Diploma 

College 
Degree 

Alamance 9.7% 42.2% Guilford 8.1% 51.1% Rutherford 11.9% 34.7% 
Alexander 11.8% 29.4% Halifax 16.1% 27.6% Sampson 14.7% 29.0% 
Alleghany 15.1% 33.3% Harnett 9.8% 39.3% Scotland 15.3% 27.8% 

Anson 15.0% 23.1% Haywood 8.0% 45.0% Stanly 11.8% 34.6% 
Ashe 11.0% 37.4% Henderson 6.9% 48.6% Stokes 10.6% 29.6% 
Avery 12.2% 33.2% Hertford 13.8% 29.4% Surry 15.3% 33.7% 

Beaufort 11.1% 34.9% Hoke 9.3% 38.5% Swain 12.6% 34.9% 
Bertie 16.7% 27.2% Hyde 16.1% 28.8% Transylvania 5.1% 50.6% 
Bladen 10.0% 33.9% Iredell 7.6% 46.9% Tyrrell 21.5% 20.5% 

Brunswick 5.4% 48.0% Jackson 8.8% 44.9% Union 7.8% 51.6% 
Buncombe 6.4% 55.6% Johnston 8.6% 43.6% Vance 13.0% 29.7% 

Burke 12.8% 35.3% Jones 12.1% 28.8% Wake 4.8% 67.6% 
Cabarrus 6.6% 50.0% Lee 12.5% 38.2% Warren 12.3% 29.9% 
Caldwell 15.5% 31.1% Lenoir 15.3% 31.3% Washington 13.4% 26.9% 
Camden 6.4% 41.0% Lincoln 8.5% 41.4% Watauga 6.1% 55.8% 
Carteret 6.6% 47.5% Macon 8.8% 38.1% Wayne 11.9% 36.1% 
Caswell 13.9% 29.7% Madison 9.2% 42.5% Wilkes 15.8% 31.0% 
Catawba 10.5% 40.9% Martin 15.4% 31.4% Wilson 13.9% 33.8% 
Chatham 8.6% 59.5% McDowell 13.0% 32.5% Yadkin 11.4% 30.1% 
Cherokee 7.4% 39.7% Mecklenburg 7.3% 60.3% Yancey 10.7% 35.1% 
Chowan 11.2% 36.5% Mitchell 9.5% 34.9% 

Clay 9.7% 45.9% Montgomery 15.1% 32.6% 
Cleveland 11.1% 35.9% Moore 5.8% 56.1% 
Columbus 13.5% 26.7% Nash 11.3% 37.3% 

Craven 7.7% 41.2% New Hanover 5.3% 58.3% 
Cumberland 6.4% 42.0% Northampton 13.9% 32.3% 

Currituck 6.0% 40.0% Onslow 7.4% 38.1% 
Dare 4.2% 55.7% Orange 5.2% 72.4% 

Davidson 11.4% 34.5% Pamlico 8.4% 37.6% 
Davie 8.5% 39.5% Pasquotank 8.7% 39.7% 
Duplin 16.7% 29.7% Pender 8.1% 43.3% 
Durham 7.4% 63.2% Perquimans 12.8% 30.1% 

Edgecombe 12.2% 28.9% Person 10.8% 31.2% 
Forsyth 8.9% 48.2% Pitt 8.1% 49.9% 
Franklin 10.9% 38.2% Polk 6.0% 48.3% 
Gaston 10.4% 40.0% Randolph 13.6% 30.0% 
Gates 9.0% 19.7% Richmond 14.7% 32.7% 

Graham 13.6% 28.7% Robeson 20.4% 26.3% 
Granville 11.8% 37.5% Rockingham 14.0% 29.1% 
Greene 20.5% 26.4% Rowan 10.6% 35.2% 

Source: ESRI; Bowen National Research 
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As educational attainment often affects earning capacity and household income, 
this factor can play an important role in the overall housing affordability of an 
area. Therefore, understanding the education level is important in 
understanding housing needs. A total of 15 counties have more than 15% of 
their respective populations without a high school diploma. Of these, Greene 
(20.5%), Robeson (20.4%), and Tyrrell (21.5%) counties have shares that 
exceed 20%.  Conversely, a total of 43 counties have respective shares less than 
10% that lack a high school diploma. While the highest shares of county 
populations with at least an associate degree are within Orange (72.4%), Wake 
(67.6%), Durham (63.2%), and Mecklenburg (60.3%) counties, a total of 23 
counties have respective shares less than 30%. The counties with the highest 
shares of college graduates are not surprising considering these counties contain 
major universities (University of North Carolina, North Carolina State 
University, and Duke University) and also have notable population centers 
within, or in close proximity, of the county.  
 
The following tables and maps illustrate educational attainment by county.  
 

Counties by Population Share Without a High School Diploma (2024) 
Top 10 Counties (By Lowest Rates) Top 10 Counties (By Highest Rates) 

County 
Share Without 
 H.S. Diploma County 

Share Without 
 H.S. Diploma 

Dare 4.2% Tyrrell 21.5% 
Wake 4.8% Greene 20.5% 

Transylvania 5.1% Robeson 20.4% 
Orange 5.2% Duplin 16.7% 

New Hanover 5.3% Bertie 16.7% 
Brunswick 5.4% Hyde 16.1% 

Moore 5.8% Halifax 16.1% 
Polk 6.0% Wilkes 15.8% 

Currituck 6.0% Caldwell 15.5% 
Watauga 6.1% Martin 15.4% 

Source: ESRI; Bowen National Research 
 

Counties by Population Share With a College Degree (2024) 
Top 10 Counties (By Highest Rates) Top 10 Counties (By Lowest Rates) 
County Married Share County Married Share 
Orange 72.4% Gates 19.7% 
Wake 67.6% Tyrrell 20.5% 

Durham 63.2% Anson 23.1% 
Mecklenburg 60.3% Robeson 26.3% 

Chatham 59.5% Greene 26.4% 
New Hanover 58.3% Columbus 26.7% 

Moore 56.1% Washington 26.9% 
Watauga 55.8% Bertie 27.2% 

Dare 55.7% Halifax 27.6% 
Buncombe 55.6% Scotland 27.8% 

Source: ESRI; Bowen National Research 
 
It appears that the majority of the counties with the lowest shares of population 
without high school diplomas and/or with the highest shares of college 
graduates have some of the highest median household incomes in the state, with 
most well over $70,000 a year. Median household income data is included later 
in this section. 
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E. POPULATION POVERTY RATE 
 

Total population by poverty status by county is shown in the following table.  
Overall poverty rates of 20% and higher and child poverty rates (under age 18) 
of 30% and higher are denoted in red text. 
  

Share of Population Living in Poverty by County (2022)  

County 
< Age 

18 Overall County 
< Age 

18 Overall County 
< Age 

18 Overall 
Alamance 19.1% 14.2% Guilford 20.9% 15.1% Rutherford 24.9% 18.4% 
Alexander 19.9% 12.2% Halifax 33.5% 23.9% Sampson 33.8% 22.3% 
Alleghany 34.5% 19.5% Harnett 19.2% 14.4% Scotland 40.8% 26.1% 

Anson 33.0% 19.3% Haywood 18.6% 12.1% Stanly 20.8% 13.8% 
Ashe 17.7% 14.1% Henderson 18.0% 11.4% Stokes 16.3% 12.0% 
Avery 11.8% 11.2% Hertford 29.5% 20.3% Surry 24.0% 17.9% 

Beaufort 28.8% 17.1% Hoke 21.9% 17.3% Swain 33.0% 19.8% 
Bertie 27.3% 21.4% Hyde 61.9% 29.9% Transylvania 19.8% 13.4% 
Bladen 41.1% 24.4% Iredell 12.9% 9.4% Tyrrell 30.8% 16.0% 

Brunswick 13.5% 9.1% Jackson 27.6% 19.3% Union 8.6% 6.8% 
Buncombe 14.4% 11.2% Johnston 14.8% 10.7% Vance 26.2% 18.7% 

Burke 26.8% 17.0% Jones 16.0% 17.7% Wake 9.6% 8.2% 
Cabarrus 11.5% 8.4% Lee 22.4% 16.0% Warren 36.5% 21.2% 
Caldwell 20.0% 13.3% Lenoir 33.7% 22.4% Washington 27.7% 21.6% 
Camden 7.1% 5.9% Lincoln 10.2% 9.3% Watauga 8.8% 24.9% 
Carteret 12.0% 9.7% Macon 20.8% 15.4% Wayne 28.4% 17.9% 
Caswell 22.0% 15.4% Madison 12.2% 12.5% Wilkes 28.2% 17.1% 
Catawba 18.8% 13.0% Martin 32.3% 20.5% Wilson 30.5% 20.4% 
Chatham 14.7% 10.4% McDowell 18.7% 14.9% Yadkin 22.2% 13.8% 
Cherokee 22.8% 16.7% Mecklenburg 15.5% 10.5% Yancey 24.0% 15.3% 
Chowan 35.8% 20.9% Mitchell 13.9% 13.4% 

Clay 6.3% 13.5% Montgomery 24.4% 16.2% 
Cleveland 30.0% 18.4% Moore 13.2% 9.5% 
Columbus 27.3% 21.1% Nash 20.4% 14.5% 

Craven 19.0% 14.0% New Hanover 14.7% 12.7% 
Cumberland 23.6% 17.6% Northampton 29.1% 18.7% 

Currituck 12.1% 8.5% Onslow 16.9% 12.8% 
Dare 8.9% 6.5% Orange 11.2% 12.3% 

Davidson 21.8% 13.9% Pamlico 21.3% 13.8% 
Davie 18.1% 11.6% Pasquotank 13.9% 11.6% 
Duplin 31.2% 18.5% Pender 15.8% 11.7% 

Durham 17.1% 12.3% Perquimans 16.4% 13.3% 
Edgecombe 36.7% 22.0% Person 31.1% 17.2% 

Forsyth 23.3% 15.2% Pitt 22.8% 20.0% 
Franklin 14.0% 9.7% Polk 13.5% 11.0% 
Gaston 15.6% 12.4% Randolph 20.3% 14.7% 
Gates 20.9% 14.3% Richmond 37.3% 23.0% 

Graham 9.5% 11.3% Robeson 37.9% 27.1% 
Granville 19.4% 14.4% Rockingham 29.8% 18.8% 
Greene 36.7% 22.6% Rowan 25.3% 16.4% 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2018-2022 American Community Survey; Bowen National Research 
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Earlier in this section, marital status and educational attainment were evaluated, 
as both of these factors can play a significant role in household income and 
affect the ability of a household to afford housing at certain rents or price points.  
Additionally, understanding the prevalence of poverty in each county can 
provide insight as to housing affordability levels and the housing product that 
is necessary to meet the needs of the most economically vulnerable people in 
each county.    
  
There are 21 counties in North Carolina with overall population poverty rates 
at or above 20%. Among these, the highest rates are within the counties of Hyde 
(29.9%), Robeson (27.1%), and Scotland (26.1%).  In addition, there are 22 
counties where the child (under age 18) population poverty rate is at or above 
30%.  Among this younger population cohort, the poverty rate is highest within 
the counties of Hyde (61.9%), Bladen (41.1%), and Scotland (40.8%). Three of 
the four counties mentioned above (Bladen, Robeson, and Scotland) are among 
the five counties in the state with the lowest median household income, while 
Hyde County ranks as the 15th lowest in the state.  Regardless, the lower 
incomes of households in these counties likely create housing affordability 
issues.  Higher poverty rates can lead to a greater propensity of households 
living in housing cost burdened situations (paying over 30% of income toward 
housing costs) and/or living in substandard housing. These particular metrics 
are evaluated later in this section.  It is also noteworthy that many of the counties 
with higher poverty rates are predominately rural counties (generally with less 
than 50,000 people) and mostly located in the southeast and northeast portions 
of the state. 
 
The following table and maps illustrate the counties with the highest overall 
poverty rate for each county, as well as the highest poverty rate for the 
population under the age of 18. 

 
Counties by Highest Poverty Rates (2022) 

Highest Overall Poverty Rates Highest Child Poverty Rates (<18 Years) 
County Percent Change County Percent Change 

Hyde 29.9% Hyde 61.9% 
Robeson 27.1% Bladen 41.1% 
Scotland 26.1% Scotland 40.8% 
Watauga 24.9% Robeson 37.9% 
Bladen 24.4% Richmond 37.3% 
Halifax 23.9% Greene 36.7% 

Richmond 23.0% Edgecombe 36.7% 
Greene 22.6% Warren 36.5% 
Lenoir 22.4% Chowan 35.8% 

Sampson 22.3% Alleghany 34.5% 
Edgecombe 22.0% Sampson 33.8% 
Washington 21.6% Lenoir 33.7% 

Bertie 21.4% Halifax 33.5% 
Warren 21.2% Swain 33.0% 

Columbus 21.1% Anson 33.0% 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2018-2022 American Community Survey; Bowen National Research 
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F. TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS 
 

Households by numbers and percent change (growth or decline) for selected 
years are shown in the following table. 

 

County 

Total Households 
2010  

Census 
2020  

Census 
Change 2010-2020 2024 

Estimated 
Change 2020-2024 2029 

Projected 
Change 2024-2029 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
Alamance 59,981 67,925 7,944 13.2% 72,520 4,595 6.8% 76,672 4,152 5.7% 
Alexander 14,425 14,408 -17 -0.1% 14,551 143 1.0% 14,667 116 0.8% 
Alleghany 4,775 4,844 69 1.4% 5,009 165 3.4% 5,132 123 2.5% 

Anson 9,754 8,554 -1,200 -12.3% 8,425 -129 -1.5% 8,370 -55 -0.7% 
Ashe 11,748 11,708 -40 -0.3% 11,944 236 2.0% 12,117 173 1.4% 
Avery 6,666 6,860 194 2.9% 6,966 106 1.5% 7,041 75 1.1% 

Beaufort 19,941 19,430 -511 -2.6% 19,426 -4 <-0.1% 19,631 205 1.1% 
Bertie 8,359 7,264 -1,095 -13.1% 7,035 -229 -3.2% 6,837 -198 -2.8% 
Bladen 14,424 12,410 -2,014 -14.0% 12,135 -275 -2.2% 11,902 -233 -1.9% 

Brunswick 46,297 61,496 15,199 32.8% 73,031 11,535 18.8% 84,239 11,208 15.3% 
Buncombe 100,434 116,237 15,803 15.7% 121,845 5,608 4.8% 126,846 5,001 4.1% 

Burke 35,778 35,140 -638 -1.8% 35,343 203 0.6% 35,355 12 <0.1% 
Cabarrus 65,641 82,596 16,955 25.8% 90,397 7,801 9.4% 97,618 7,221 8.0% 
Caldwell 33,391 33,166 -225 -0.7% 33,319 153 0.5% 33,707 388 1.2% 
Camden 3,675 3,875 200 5.4% 4,138 263 6.8% 4,357 219 5.3% 
Carteret 28,870 30,112 1,242 4.3% 31,315 1,203 4.0% 32,384 1,069 3.4% 
Caswell 9,198 9,124 -74 -0.8% 9,088 -36 -0.4% 9,118 30 0.3% 
Catawba 61,064 64,471 3,407 5.6% 67,009 2,538 3.9% 69,393 2,384 3.6% 
Chatham 25,845 31,288 5,443 21.1% 33,952 2,664 8.5% 36,523 2,571 7.6% 
Cherokee 11,751 12,705 954 8.1% 13,381 676 5.3% 13,984 603 4.5% 
Chowan 6,059 5,884 -175 -2.9% 5,956 72 1.2% 6,123 167 2.8% 

Clay 4,661 4,880 219 4.7% 5,212 332 6.8% 5,522 310 5.9% 
Cleveland 38,545 39,887 1,342 3.5% 40,721 834 2.1% 41,270 549 1.3% 
Columbus 22,495 20,368 -2,127 -9.5% 19,903 -465 -2.3% 19,586 -317 -1.6% 

Craven 40,297 40,934 637 1.6% 41,602 668 1.6% 42,275 673 1.6% 
Cumberland 122,445 128,978 6,533 5.3% 131,406 2,428 1.9% 133,451 2,045 1.6% 

Currituck 8,880 10,723 1,843 20.8% 12,241 1,518 14.2% 13,630 1,389 11.3% 
Dare 14,335 15,966 1,631 11.4% 16,867 901 5.6% 17,590 723 4.3% 

Davidson 64,521 68,126 3,605 5.6% 70,757 2,631 3.9% 73,033 2,276 3.2% 
Davie 16,240 17,256 1,016 6.3% 18,064 808 4.7% 18,746 682 3.8% 
Duplin 22,470 19,195 -3,275 -14.6% 18,889 -306 -1.6% 18,827 -62 -0.3% 

Durham 109,354 134,653 25,299 23.1% 144,546 9,893 7.3% 154,443 9,897 6.8% 
Edgecombe 21,678 19,971 -1,707 -7.9% 19,690 -281 -1.4% 19,566 -124 -0.6% 

Forsyth 141,171 156,635 15,464 11.0% 163,070 6,435 4.1% 168,749 5,679 3.5% 
Franklin 23,023 26,300 3,277 14.2% 29,644 3,344 12.7% 32,757 3,113 10.5% 
Gaston 79,878 90,799 10,921 13.7% 96,048 5,249 5.8% 100,979 4,931 5.1% 
Gates 4,665 4,244 -421 -9.0% 4,173 -71 -1.7% 4,152 -21 -0.5% 

Graham 3,701 3,317 -384 -10.4% 3,293 -24 -0.7% 3,301 8 0.2% 
Granville 20,628 22,461 1,833 8.9% 23,463 1,002 4.5% 24,405 942 4.0% 
Greene 7,311 6,984 -327 -4.5% 6,920 -64 -0.9% 6,924 4 0.1% 

Guilford 196,614 216,022 19,408 9.9% 222,855 6,833 3.2% 228,887 6,032 2.7% 
Halifax 21,958 20,707 -1,251 -5.7% 20,289 -418 -2.0% 20,000 -289 -1.4% 
Harnett 41,603 48,083 6,480 15.6% 51,461 3,378 7.0% 54,732 3,271 6.4% 

Haywood 25,559 27,193 1,634 6.4% 27,825 632 2.3% 28,252 427 1.5% 
Henderson 45,427 49,317 3,890 8.6% 51,173 1,856 3.8% 52,687 1,514 3.0% 
Hertford 9,336 8,351 -985 -10.6% 8,082 -269 -3.2% 7,875 -207 -2.6% 

Hoke 16,518 18,590 2,072 12.5% 19,724 1,134 6.1% 20,792 1,068 5.4% 
Hyde 2,119 1,804 -315 -14.9% 1,754 -50 -2.8% 1,703 -51 -2.9% 
Iredell 61,219 72,706 11,487 18.8% 80,233 7,527 10.4% 87,606 7,373 9.2% 

Source: 2010 and 2020 Census; ESRI; Bowen National Research   
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County 

Total Households (CONTINUED) 
2010  

Census 
2020  

Census 
Change 2010-2020 2024 

Estimated 
Change 2020-2024 2029 

Projected 
Change 2024-2029 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
Jackson 16,435 16,876 441 2.7% 17,206 330 2.0% 17,470 264 1.5% 
Johnston 61,922 79,053 17,131 27.7% 90,198 11,145 14.1% 101,187 10,989 12.2% 

Jones 4,167 3,873 -294 -7.1% 3,853 -20 -0.5% 3,865 12 0.3% 
Lee 22,058 24,575 2,517 11.4% 26,120 1,545 6.3% 27,626 1,506 5.8% 

Lenoir 24,322 22,930 -1,392 -5.7% 22,660 -270 -1.2% 22,548 -112 -0.5% 
Lincoln 30,197 34,306 4,109 13.6% 37,640 3,334 9.7% 40,816 3,176 8.4% 
Macon 14,601 16,379 1,778 12.2% 17,248 869 5.3% 17,969 721 4.2% 

Madison 8,496 8,920 424 5.0% 9,230 310 3.5% 9,488 258 2.8% 
Martin 10,318 9,554 -764 -7.4% 9,343 -211 -2.2% 9,256 -87 -0.9% 

McDowell 17,838 18,058 220 1.2% 18,407 349 1.9% 18,743 336 1.8% 
Mecklenburg 362,212 448,814 86,602 23.9% 483,450 34,636 7.7% 519,126 35,676 7.4% 

Mitchell 6,685 6,612 -73 -1.1% 6,684 72 1.1% 6,749 65 1.0% 
Montgomery 10,544 10,333 -211 -2.0% 10,311 -22 -0.2% 10,305 -6 -0.1% 

Moore 37,540 41,881 4,341 11.6% 45,360 3,479 8.3% 48,498 3,138 6.9% 
Nash 37,777 39,093 1,316 3.5% 40,014 921 2.4% 40,823 809 2.0% 

New Hanover 86,052 98,109 12,057 14.0% 105,255 7,146 7.3% 112,405 7,150 6.8% 
Northampton 9,192 7,801 -1,391 -15.1% 7,569 -232 -3.0% 7,340 -229 -3.0% 

Onslow 60,095 69,576 9,481 15.8% 73,780 4,204 6.0% 78,220 4,440 6.0% 
Orange 51,436 57,059 5,623 10.9% 59,030 1,971 3.5% 61,383 2,353 4.0% 
Pamlico 5,490 5,193 -297 -5.4% 5,253 60 1.2% 5,351 98 1.9% 

Pasquotank 14,956 15,616 660 4.4% 16,035 419 2.7% 16,413 378 2.4% 
Pender 20,327 22,962 2,635 13.0% 25,676 2,714 11.8% 28,302 2,626 10.2% 

Perquimans 5,598 5,566 -32 -0.6% 5,685 119 2.1% 5,796 111 2.0% 
Person 15,826 16,176 350 2.2% 16,514 338 2.1% 16,837 323 2.0% 

Pitt 67,580 70,016 2,436 3.6% 72,681 2,665 3.8% 75,428 2,747 3.8% 
Polk 8,987 8,538 -449 -5.0% 8,789 251 2.9% 8,993 204 2.3% 

Randolph 55,373 57,470 2,097 3.8% 58,757 1,287 2.2% 59,796 1,039 1.8% 
Richmond 18,430 17,454 -976 -5.3% 17,276 -178 -1.0% 17,177 -99 -0.6% 
Robeson 47,999 43,402 -4,597 -9.6% 43,033 -369 -0.9% 42,989 -44 -0.1% 

Rockingham 38,685 38,740 55 0.1% 39,301 561 1.4% 39,770 469 1.2% 
Rowan 53,165 57,433 4,268 8.0% 59,720 2,287 4.0% 61,644 1,924 3.2% 

Rutherford 27,469 26,652 -817 -3.0% 26,820 168 0.6% 27,144 324 1.2% 
Sampson 24,022 22,562 -1,460 -6.1% 22,465 -97 -0.4% 22,420 -45 -0.2% 
Scotland 13,614 12,870 -744 -5.5% 12,758 -112 -0.9% 12,725 -33 -0.3% 
Stanly 23,589 24,742 1,153 4.9% 25,848 1,106 4.5% 26,815 967 3.7% 
Stokes 19,454 18,893 -561 -2.9% 19,109 216 1.1% 19,294 185 1.0% 
Surry 29,919 29,659 -260 -0.9% 29,683 24 0.1% 29,787 104 0.4% 
Swain 5,672 5,734 62 1.1% 5,722 -12 -0.2% 5,737 15 0.3% 

Transylvania 14,394 14,385 -9 -0.1% 14,628 243 1.7% 14,828 200 1.4% 
Tyrrell 1,595 1,444 -151 -9.5% 1,443 -1 -0.1% 1,448 5 0.3% 
Union 67,866 80,167 12,301 18.1% 86,998 6,831 8.5% 93,502 6,504 7.5% 
Vance 17,395 17,038 -357 -2.1% 16,871 -167 -1.0% 16,868 -3 <-0.1% 
Wake 345,601 437,043 91,442 26.5% 478,738 41,695 9.5% 519,979 41,241 8.6% 

Warren 8,332 7,894 -438 -5.3% 7,944 50 0.6% 8,060 116 1.5% 
Washington 5,526 4,871 -655 -11.9% 4,758 -113 -2.3% 4,675 -83 -1.7% 

Watauga 20,401 21,413 1,012 5.0% 22,070 657 3.1% 22,642 572 2.6% 
Wayne 47,855 45,997 -1,858 -3.9% 46,013 16 <0.1% 46,172 159 0.3% 
Wilkes 28,326 27,612 -714 -2.5% 27,574 -38 -0.1% 27,731 157 0.6% 
Wilson 31,965 32,222 257 0.8% 32,468 246 0.8% 32,630 162 0.5% 
Yadkin 15,486 15,225 -261 -1.7% 15,312 87 0.6% 15,447 135 0.9% 
Yancey 7,644 8,120 476 6.2% 8,369 249 3.1% 8,546 177 2.1% 

State Total 3,745,155 4,160,858 415,703 11.1% 4,384,359 223,501 5.4% 4,602,519 218,160 5.0% 
Source: 2010 and 2020 Census; ESRI; Bowen National Research   
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In 2024, there is an estimated 4,384,359 households in the state of North 
Carolina.  It is projected that the number of households in the state will increase 
by 5.0% (218,160) between 2024 and 2029. Overall, 80 counties within the state 
have projected increases in the number of households, with the largest percent 
increases projected to occur in Brunswick (15.3%), Johnston (12.2%), and 
Currituck (11.3%) counties.  While less in terms of percentage, the counties of 
Wake and Mecklenburg are projected to have the largest number increases, 
totaling 41,241 and 35,676 new households, respectively. Conversely, 20 
counties have a projected decrease in the number of households, with individual 
declines that range from less than 0.1% (Vance County) to 3.0% (Northampton 
County).   
 
It is important to note that housing gaps or needs are not simply based on 
household growth alone.  Other factors such as units currently required to create 
a balanced/healthy market, replacement of substandard housing, units needed 
to alleviate housing cost burdened situations, additional demand created from 
large-scale job growth, and housing to accommodate commuters that would 
likely move to the area if adequate and affordable housing was offered.  Many 
of the data points regarding these demand factors are included throughout the 
various sections of this report. 
 
The following tables and maps illustrate household numbers and projected 
changes for each of the counties within North Carolina. 

 
Counties by Total Households (2024) 

Top 10 Counties with Highest Number of Households Top 10 Counties with Lowest Number of Households 
County Households County Population 

Mecklenburg 483,450 Tyrrell 1,443 
Wake 478,738 Hyde 1,754 

Guilford 222,855 Graham 3,293 
Forsyth 163,070 Jones 3,853 
Durham 144,546 Camden 4,138 

Cumberland 131,406 Gates 4,173 
Buncombe 121,845 Washington 4,758 

New Hanover 105,255 Alleghany 5,009 
Gaston 96,048 Clay 5,212 

Cabarrus 90,397 Pamlico 5,253 
Source: 2010 and 2020 Census; ESRI; Bowen National Research   
 

 Counties by Projected Population Percent Change (2024-2029) 
Top 10 Counties with Highest Percent Growth Top 10 Counties with Highest Percent Decline 

County Percent County Percent 
Brunswick 15.3% Northampton -3.0% 
Johnston 12.2% Hyde -2.9% 
Currituck 11.3% Bertie -2.8% 
Franklin 10.5% Hertford -2.6% 
Pender 10.2% Bladen -1.9% 
Iredell 9.2% Washington -1.7% 
Wake 8.6% Columbus -1.6% 

Lincoln 8.4% Halifax -1.4% 
Cabarrus 8.0% Martin -0.9% 
Chatham 7.6% Anson -0.7% 

Source: 2010 and 2020 Census; ESRI; Bowen National Research   
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G. HOUSEHOLDS BY AGE 
 
Household heads by age cohorts for selected years are shown in the following 
table.  
 

County Year 

Household Heads by Age by County 
<35 35-54 55+ 

County 
<35 35-54 55+ 

# % # % # % # % # % # % 

Alamance 
2024 12,854 17.7% 24,115 33.3% 35,551 49.0% 

Catawba 
10,349 15.4% 21,726 32.4% 34,934 52.1% 

2029 13,439 17.5% 24,562 32.0% 38,671 50.4% 10,643 15.3% 21,413 30.9% 37,337 53.8% 
Change 585 4.6% 447 1.9% 3,120 8.8% 294 2.8% -313 -1.4% 2,403 6.9% 

Alexander 
2024 1,909 13.1% 4,533 31.2% 8,109 55.7% 

Chatham 
3,481 10.3% 10,385 30.6% 20,086 59.2% 

2029 1,922 13.1% 4,401 30.0% 8,344 56.9% 3,951 10.8% 10,552 28.9% 22,020 60.3% 
Change 13 0.7% -132 -2.9% 235 2.9% 470 13.5% 167 1.6% 1,934 9.6% 

Alleghany 
2024 532 10.6% 1,256 25.1% 3,221 64.3% 

Cherokee 
1,356 10.1% 3,190 23.8% 8,835 66.0% 

2029 533 10.4% 1,280 24.9% 3,319 64.7% 1,413 10.1% 3,249 23.2% 9,322 66.7% 
Change 1 0.2% 24 1.9% 98 3.0% 57 4.2% 59 1.8% 487 5.5% 

Anson 
2024 1,008 12.0% 2,489 29.5% 4,928 58.5% 

Chowan 
676 11.3% 1,570 26.4% 3,710 62.3% 

2029 979 11.7% 2,412 28.8% 4,979 59.5% 696 11.4% 1,588 25.9% 3,839 62.7% 
Change -29 -2.9% -77 -3.1% 51 1.0% 20 3.0% 18 1.1% 129 3.5% 

Ashe 
2024 1,355 11.3% 3,274 27.4% 7,315 61.2% 

Clay 
445 8.5% 1,143 21.9% 3,624 69.5% 

2029 1,402 11.6% 3,298 27.2% 7,417 61.2% 485 8.8% 1,216 22.0% 3,821 69.2% 
Change 47 3.5% 24 0.7% 102 1.4% 40 9.0% 73 6.4% 197 5.4% 

Avery 
2024 835 12.0% 1,934 27.8% 4,197 60.2% 

Cleveland 
6,112 15.0% 12,748 31.3% 21,861 53.7% 

2029 820 11.6% 1,945 27.6% 4,276 60.7% 6,097 14.8% 12,522 30.3% 22,651 54.9% 
Change -15 -1.8% 11 0.6% 79 1.9% -15 -0.2% -226 -1.8% 790 3.6% 

Beaufort 
2024 2,250 11.6% 5,424 27.9% 11,752 60.5% 

Columbus 
2,401 12.1% 5,932 29.8% 11,570 58.1% 

2029 2,393 12.2% 5,204 26.5% 12,034 61.3% 2,487 12.7% 5,607 28.6% 11,492 58.7% 
Change 143 6.4% -220 -4.1% 282 2.4% 86 3.6% -325 -5.5% -78 -0.7% 

Bertie 
2024 684 9.7% 1,855 26.4% 4,496 63.9% 

Craven 
7,295 17.5% 12,312 29.6% 21,993 52.9% 

2029 700 10.2% 1,737 25.4% 4,400 64.4% 7,081 16.8% 12,808 30.3% 22,384 53.0% 
Change 16 2.3% -118 -6.4% -96 -2.1% -214 -2.9% 496 4.0% 391 1.8% 

Bladen 
2024 1,511 12.5% 3,596 29.6% 7,028 57.9% 

Cumberland 
33,339 25.4% 44,801 34.1% 53,250 40.5% 

2029 1,559 13.1% 3,366 28.3% 6,977 58.6% 31,394 23.5% 46,426 34.8% 55,615 41.7% 
Change 48 3.2% -230 -6.4% -51 -0.7% -1,945 -5.8% 1,625 3.6% 2,365 4.4% 

Brunswick 
2024 6,341 8.7% 16,625 22.8% 50,065 68.6% 

Currituck 
1,572 12.8% 4,125 33.7% 6,544 53.5% 

2029 6,938 8.2% 19,214 22.8% 58,087 69.0% 1,742 12.8% 4,452 32.7% 7,436 54.6% 
Change 597 9.4% 2,589 15.6% 8,022 16.0% 170 10.8% 327 7.9% 892 13.6% 

Buncombe 
2024 21,550 17.7% 40,394 33.2% 59,901 49.2% 

Dare 
1,871 11.1% 4,831 28.6% 10,165 60.3% 

2029 20,097 15.8% 42,402 33.4% 64,347 50.7% 1,962 11.2% 4,880 27.7% 10,748 61.1% 
Change -1,453 -6.7% 2,008 5.0% 4,446 7.4% 91 4.9% 49 1.0% 583 5.7% 

Burke 
2024 4,936 14.0% 10,786 30.5% 19,621 55.5% 

Davidson 
10,195 14.4% 22,914 32.4% 37,648 53.2% 

2029 4,791 13.6% 10,521 29.8% 20,043 56.7% 10,602 14.5% 22,505 30.8% 39,926 54.7% 
Change -145 -2.9% -265 -2.5% 422 2.2% 407 4.0% -409 -1.8% 2,278 6.1% 

Cabarrus 
2024 15,643 17.3% 37,014 40.9% 37,740 41.7% 

Davie 
2,306 12.8% 5,517 30.5% 10,241 56.7% 

2029 17,197 17.6% 37,958 38.9% 42,463 43.5% 2,578 13.8% 5,349 28.5% 10,819 57.7% 
Change 1,554 9.9% 944 2.6% 4,723 12.5% 272 11.8% -168 -3.0% 578 5.6% 

Caldwell 
2024 4,588 13.8% 10,177 30.5% 18,554 55.7% 

Duplin 
2,720 14.4% 6,063 32.1% 10,106 53.5% 

2029 4,619 13.7% 9,835 29.2% 19,253 57.1% 2,758 14.6% 5,829 31.0% 10,240 54.4% 
Change 31 0.7% -342 -3.4% 699 3.8% 38 1.4% -234 -3.9% 134 1.3% 

Camden 
2024 601 14.5% 1,466 35.4% 2,071 50.0% 

Durham 
39,898 27.6% 51,497 35.6% 53,147 36.8% 

2029 709 16.3% 1,449 33.3% 2,199 50.5% 37,386 24.2% 57,688 37.4% 59,365 38.4% 
Change 108 18.0% -17 -1.2% 128 6.2% -2,512 -6.3% 6,191 12.0% 6,218 11.7% 

Carteret 
2024 3,533 11.3% 8,396 26.8% 19,386 61.9% 

Edgecombe 
2,702 13.7% 5,795 29.4% 11,193 56.8% 

2029 3,638 11.2% 8,444 26.1% 20,302 62.7% 2,687 13.7% 5,579 28.5% 11,300 57.8% 
Change 105 3.0% 48 0.6% 916 4.7% -15 -0.6% -216 -3.7% 107 1.0% 

Caswell 
2024 1,075 11.8% 2,444 26.9% 5,569 61.3% 

Forsyth 
31,324 19.2% 54,655 33.5% 77,091 47.3% 

2029 1,111 12.2% 2,332 25.6% 5,675 62.2% 30,935 18.3% 55,670 33.0% 82,144 48.7% 
Change 36 3.3% -112 -4.6% 106 1.9% -389 -1.2% 1,015 1.9% 5,053 6.6% 

Source: Bowen National Research, ESRI 
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County Year 

Household Heads by Age by County (CONTINUED) 
<35 35-54 55+ 

County 
<35 35-54 55+ 

# % # % # % # % # % # % 

Franklin 
2024 4,288 14.5% 10,150 34.2% 15,206 51.3% 

Lincoln 
4,893 13.0% 12,642 33.6% 20,105 53.4% 

2029 4,816 14.7% 10,824 33.0% 17,117 52.3% 5,507 13.5% 12,809 31.4% 22,500 55.1% 
Change 528 12.3% 674 6.6% 1,911 12.6% 614 12.5% 167 1.3% 2,395 11.9% 

Gaston 
2024 15,839 16.5% 33,606 35.0% 46,603 48.5% 

Macon 
1,966 11.4% 4,200 24.4% 11,082 64.3% 

2029 15,940 15.8% 34,091 33.8% 50,948 50.5% 1,976 11.0% 4,488 25.0% 11,505 64.0% 
Change 101 0.6% 485 1.4% 4,345 9.3% 10 0.5% 288 6.9% 423 3.8% 

Gates 
2024 457 11.0% 1,256 30.1% 2,460 59.0% 

Madison 
1,173 12.7% 2,797 30.3% 5,260 57.0% 

2029 449 10.8% 1,216 29.3% 2,487 59.9% 1,208 12.7% 2,791 29.4% 5,489 57.9% 
Change -8 -1.8% -40 -3.2% 27 1.1% 35 3.0% -6 -0.2% 229 4.4% 

Graham 
2024 382 11.6% 884 26.8% 2,027 61.6% 

Martin 
1,154 12.4% 2,504 26.8% 5,685 60.8% 

2029 384 11.6% 885 26.8% 2,032 61.6% 1,203 13.0% 2,382 25.7% 5,671 61.3% 
Change 2 0.5% 1 0.1% 5 0.2% 49 4.2% -122 -4.9% -14 -0.2% 

Granville 
2024 3,290 14.0% 8,067 34.4% 12,106 51.6% 

McDowell 
2,502 13.6% 5,673 30.8% 10,232 55.6% 

2029 3,466 14.2% 7,936 32.5% 13,003 53.3% 2,542 13.6% 5,567 29.7% 10,634 56.7% 
Change 176 5.3% -131 -1.6% 897 7.4% 40 1.6% -106 -1.9% 402 3.9% 

Greene 
2024 974 14.1% 2,155 31.1% 3,791 54.8% 

Mecklenburg 
123,576 25.6% 190,559 39.4% 169,313 35.0% 

2029 1,003 14.5% 2,081 30.1% 3,840 55.5% 124,195 23.9% 201,838 38.9% 193,091 37.2% 
Change 29 3.0% -74 -3.4% 49 1.3% 619 0.5% 11,279 5.9% 23,778 14.0% 

Guilford 
2024 44,785 20.1% 76,635 34.4% 101,435 45.5% 

Mitchell 
834 12.5% 1,801 26.9% 4,049 60.6% 

2029 43,943 19.2% 76,822 33.6% 108,122 47.2% 818 12.1% 1,828 27.1% 4,103 60.8% 
Change -842 -1.9% 187 0.2% 6,687 6.6% -16 -1.9% 27 1.5% 54 1.3% 

Halifax 
2024 2,365 11.7% 5,853 28.8% 12,071 59.5% 

Montgomery 
1,321 12.8% 3,019 29.3% 5,971 57.9% 

2029 2,262 11.3% 5,687 28.4% 12,051 60.3% 1,358 13.2% 2,896 28.1% 6,051 58.7% 
Change -103 -4.4% -166 -2.8% -20 -0.2% 37 2.8% -123 -4.1% 80 1.3% 

Harnett 
2024 10,175 19.8% 19,379 37.7% 21,907 42.6% 

Moore 
6,032 13.3% 13,892 30.6% 25,436 56.1% 

2029 10,344 18.9% 20,346 37.2% 24,042 43.9% 6,085 12.5% 14,998 30.9% 27,415 56.5% 
Change 169 1.7% 967 5.0% 2,135 9.7% 53 0.9% 1,106 8.0% 1,979 7.8% 

Haywood 
2024 3,504 12.6% 7,867 28.3% 16,452 59.1% 

Nash 
5,790 14.5% 12,626 31.6% 21,598 54.0% 

2029 3,382 12.0% 7,998 28.3% 16,870 59.7% 5,885 14.4% 12,443 30.5% 22,495 55.1% 
Change -122 -3.5% 131 1.7% 418 2.5% 95 1.6% -183 -1.4% 897 4.2% 

Henderson 
2024 6,059 11.8% 14,691 28.7% 30,423 59.5% 

New Hanover 
22,180 21.1% 33,897 32.2% 49,177 46.7% 

2029 6,107 11.6% 14,951 28.4% 31,629 60.0% 22,381 19.9% 35,877 31.9% 54,146 48.2% 
Change 48 0.8% 260 1.8% 1,206 4.0% 201 0.9% 1,980 5.8% 4,969 10.1% 

Hertford 
2024 1,042 12.9% 2,260 28.0% 4,780 59.1% 

Northampton 
763 10.1% 1,822 24.1% 4,984 65.8% 

2029 1,041 13.2% 2,155 27.4% 4,679 59.4% 716 9.8% 1,729 23.6% 4,895 66.7% 
Change -1 -0.1% -105 -4.6% -101 -2.1% -47 -6.2% -93 -5.1% -89 -1.8% 

Hoke 
2024 4,133 21.0% 7,796 39.5% 7,795 39.5% 

Onslow 
22,581 30.6% 24,736 33.5% 26,444 35.9% 

2029 3,954 19.0% 8,239 39.6% 8,599 41.4% 21,450 27.4% 28,099 35.9% 28,652 36.6% 
Change -179 -4.3% 443 5.7% 804 10.3% -1,131 -5.0% 3,363 13.6% 2,208 8.3% 

Hyde 
2024 209 11.9% 438 25.0% 1,107 63.1% 

Orange 
14,508 24.6% 19,576 33.2% 24,946 42.3% 

2029 211 12.4% 400 23.5% 1,092 64.1% 14,799 24.1% 19,863 32.4% 26,721 43.5% 
Change 2 1.0% -38 -8.7% -15 -1.4% 291 2.0% 287 1.5% 1,775 7.1% 

Iredell 
2024 12,405 15.5% 28,950 36.1% 38,878 48.5% 

Pamlico 
462 8.8% 1,193 22.7% 3,598 68.5% 

2029 14,121 16.1% 29,776 34.0% 43,709 49.9% 471 8.8% 1,207 22.6% 3,673 68.6% 
Change 1,716 13.8% 826 2.9% 4,831 12.4% 9 1.9% 14 1.2% 75 2.1% 

Jackson 
2024 3,856 22.4% 4,677 27.2% 8,673 50.4% 

Pasquotank 
2,631 16.4% 5,140 32.1% 8,264 51.5% 

2029 3,703 21.2% 4,846 27.7% 8,921 51.1% 2,619 16.0% 5,345 32.6% 8,449 51.5% 
Change -153 -4.0% 169 3.6% 248 2.9% -12 -0.5% 205 4.0% 185 2.2% 

Johnston 
2024 14,828 16.4% 35,930 39.8% 39,440 43.7% 

Pender 
3,075 12.0% 8,810 34.3% 13,791 53.7% 

2029 17,494 17.3% 37,640 37.2% 46,053 45.5% 3,634 12.8% 9,236 32.6% 15,432 54.5% 
Change 2,666 18.0% 1,710 4.8% 6,613 16.8% 559 18.2% 426 4.8% 1,641 11.9% 

Jones 
2024 431 11.2% 1,010 26.2% 2,412 62.6% 

Perquimans 
596 10.5% 1,493 26.3% 3,596 63.3% 

2029 444 11.5% 1,000 25.9% 2,421 62.6% 637 11.0% 1,502 25.9% 3,657 63.1% 
Change 13 3.0% -10 -1.0% 9 0.4% 41 6.9% 9 0.6% 61 1.7% 

Lee 
2024 4,404 16.9% 8,589 32.9% 13,127 50.3% 

Person 
2,166 13.1% 5,018 30.4% 9,330 56.5% 

2029 4,583 16.6% 8,974 32.5% 14,069 50.9% 2,224 13.2% 4,903 29.1% 9,710 57.7% 
Change 179 4.1% 385 4.5% 942 7.2% 58 2.7% -115 -2.3% 380 4.1% 

Lenoir 
2024 3,427 15.1% 6,734 29.7% 12,499 55.2% 

Pitt 
19,306 26.6% 23,785 32.7% 29,590 40.7% 

2029 3,404 15.1% 6,513 28.9% 12,631 56.0% 19,343 25.6% 24,269 32.2% 31,816 42.2% 
Change -23 -0.7% -221 -3.3% 132 1.1% 37 0.2% 484 2.0% 2,226 7.5% 

Source: Bowen National Research, ESRI 
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County Year 

Household Heads by Age by County (CONTINUED) 
<35 35-54 55+ 

County 
<35 35-54 55+ 

# % # % # % # % # % # % 

Polk 
2024 850 9.7% 2,084 23.7% 5,855 66.6% 

Wake 
105,347 22.0% 195,623 40.9% 177,761 37.1% 

2029 896 10.0% 2,099 23.3% 5,998 66.7% 109,652 21.1% 205,291 39.5% 205,029 39.4% 
Change 46 5.4% 15 0.7% 143 2.4% 4,305 4.1% 9,668 4.9% 27,268 15.3% 

Randolph 
2024 8,903 15.2% 18,892 32.2% 30,962 52.7% 

Warren 
808 10.2% 2,018 25.4% 5,118 64.4% 

2029 9,153 15.3% 18,314 30.6% 32,329 54.1% 821 10.2% 2,005 24.9% 5,234 64.9% 
Change 250 2.8% -578 -3.1% 1,367 4.4% 13 1.6% -13 -0.6% 116 2.3% 

Richmond 
2024 2,674 15.5% 5,306 30.7% 9,296 53.8% 

Washington 
602 12.7% 1,210 25.4% 2,946 61.9% 

2029 2,633 15.3% 5,007 29.1% 9,537 55.5% 585 12.5% 1,175 25.1% 2,915 62.4% 
Change -41 -1.5% -299 -5.6% 241 2.6% -17 -2.8% -35 -2.9% -31 -1.1% 

Robeson 
2024 6,770 15.7% 14,359 33.4% 21,904 50.9% 

Watauga 
7,260 32.9% 5,363 24.3% 9,447 42.8% 

2029 6,809 15.8% 13,722 31.9% 22,458 52.2% 7,092 31.3% 5,577 24.6% 9,973 44.0% 
Change 39 0.6% -637 -4.4% 554 2.5% -168 -2.3% 214 4.0% 526 5.6% 

Rockingham 
2024 5,373 13.7% 11,790 30.0% 22,138 56.3% 

Wayne 
8,389 18.2% 14,686 31.9% 22,938 49.9% 

2029 5,442 13.7% 11,392 28.6% 22,936 57.7% 8,144 17.6% 14,563 31.5% 23,465 50.8% 
Change 69 1.3% -398 -3.4% 798 3.6% -245 -2.9% -123 -0.8% 527 2.3% 

Rowan 
2024 9,182 15.4% 19,378 32.4% 31,160 52.2% 

Wilkes 
3,712 13.5% 8,172 29.6% 15,690 56.9% 

2029 9,358 15.2% 19,431 31.5% 32,855 53.3% 3,837 13.8% 7,855 28.3% 16,039 57.8% 
Change 176 1.9% 53 0.3% 1,695 5.4% 125 3.4% -317 -3.9% 349 2.2% 

Rutherford 
2024 3,636 13.6% 7,847 29.3% 15,337 57.2% 

Wilson 
4,799 14.8% 10,346 31.9% 17,323 53.4% 

2029 3,700 13.6% 7,604 28.0% 15,840 58.4% 4,825 14.8% 10,120 31.0% 17,685 54.2% 
Change 64 1.8% -243 -3.1% 503 3.3% 26 0.5% -226 -2.2% 362 2.1% 

Sampson 
2024 3,285 14.6% 7,350 32.7% 11,830 52.7% 

Yadkin 
2,103 13.7% 4,604 30.1% 8,605 56.2% 

2029 3,431 15.3% 6,948 31.0% 12,041 53.7% 2,126 13.8% 4,493 29.1% 8,828 57.2% 
Change 146 4.4% -402 -5.5% 211 1.8% 23 1.1% -111 -2.4% 223 2.6% 

Scotland 
2024 1,805 14.1% 3,672 28.8% 7,281 57.1% 

Yancey 
1,050 12.5% 2,284 27.3% 5,035 60.2% 

2029 1,771 13.9% 3,566 28.0% 7,388 58.1% 1,036 12.1% 2,332 27.3% 5,178 60.6% 
Change -34 -1.9% -106 -2.9% 107 1.5% -14 -1.3% 48 2.1% 143 2.8% 

Stanly 
2024 3,872 15.0% 8,060 31.2% 13,916 53.8% 

 
      

2029 3,906 14.6% 8,250 30.8% 14,659 54.7%       
Change 34 0.9% 190 2.4% 743 5.3%       

Stokes 
2024 2,396 12.5% 5,625 29.4% 11,088 58.0% 

 
      

2029 2,468 12.8% 5,363 27.8% 11,463 59.4%       
Change 72 3.0% -262 -4.7% 375 3.4%       

Surry 
2024 4,283 14.4% 8,894 30.0% 16,506 55.6% 

 
      

2029 4,373 14.7% 8,553 28.7% 16,861 56.6%       
Change 90 2.1% -341 -3.8% 355 2.2%       

Swain 
2024 828 14.5% 1,703 29.8% 3,191 55.8% 

 
      

2029 824 14.4% 1,677 29.2% 3,236 56.4%       
Change -4 -0.5% -26 -1.5% 45 1.4%       

Transylvania 
2024 1,654 11.3% 3,662 25.0% 9,312 63.7% 

 
      

2029 1,629 11.0% 3,718 25.1% 9,481 63.9%       
Change -25 -1.5% 56 1.5% 169 1.8%       

Tyrrell 
2024 190 13.2% 392 27.2% 861 59.7% 

 
      

2029 195 13.5% 392 27.1% 861 59.5%       
Change 5 2.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%       

Union 
2024 11,062 12.7% 37,324 42.9% 38,612 44.4% 

 
      

2029 13,410 14.3% 36,755 39.3% 43,337 46.3%       
Change 2,348 21.2% -569 -1.5% 4,725 12.2%       

Vance 
2024 2,445 14.5% 5,234 31.0% 9,192 54.5% 

 
      

2029 2,392 14.2% 5,084 30.1% 9,392 55.7%       
Change -53 -2.2% -150 -2.9% 200 2.2%       

Source: Bowen National Research, ESRI 
 
In 2024, senior households (age 55 and older) constitute at least one-half (50% 
or more) of households by age in 80 of the 100 counties in North Carolina.  The 
highest shares of senior households are in the counties of Clay (69.5%), 
Brunswick (68.6%), Pamlico (68.5%), Polk (66.6%), and Cherokee (66.0%). 
Given the higher shares of older adults in these counties and others with similar 
characteristics, senior-oriented housing will likely be important. In total, 90 of 
the 100 counties in North Carolina are projected to experience an increase in 
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the number of senior households by 2029, adding to the demand for senior-
oriented housing. Despite the prevalence of senior households throughout much 
of North Carolina, several counties have comparably high shares of younger 
households under the age of 35.  Among these include the counties of Watauga 
(32.9%), Onslow (30.6%), Durham (27.6%), Pitt (26.6%), and Mecklenburg 
(25.6%). The larger shares of younger households in these counties are 
influenced by the presence of colleges, universities, and/or military 
installations.  In addition, some of these counties are within larger metropolitan 
areas, which can be attractive to young professionals seeking employment 
opportunities. Nonetheless, these markets likely have a greater demand for 
housing to meet the needs of younger individuals and families.    

 
Household Heads by Age (2024) 

Top 10 Counties by Share of Households 
< 35 Years  35-54 Years  55+ Years 

County % Households County % Households County % Households 
Watauga 32.9% Union 42.9% Clay 69.5% 
Onslow 30.6% Wake 40.9% Brunswick 68.6% 
Durham 27.6% Cabarrus 40.9% Pamlico 68.5% 

Pitt 26.6% Johnston 39.8% Polk 66.6% 
Mecklenburg 25.6% Hoke 39.5% Cherokee 66.0% 
Cumberland 25.4% Mecklenburg 39.4% Northampton 65.8% 

Orange 24.6% Harnett 37.7% Warren 64.4% 
Jackson 22.4% Iredell 36.1% Alleghany 64.3% 
Wake 22.0% Durham 35.6% Macon 64.3% 

New Hanover 21.1% Camden 35.4% Bertie 63.9% 
Source: Bowen National Research, ESRI 

 
Household Heads by Age Growth (2024-2029) 

Top 10 Counties by Percent Growth 
< 35 Years  35-54 Years  55+ Years 

County % Growth County % Growth County % Growth 
Union 21.2% Brunswick 15.6% Johnston 16.8% 
Pender 18.2% Onslow 13.6% Brunswick 16.0% 

Camden 18.0% Durham 12.0% Wake 15.3% 
Johnston 18.0% Moore 8.0% Mecklenburg 14.0% 
Iredell 13.8% Currituck 7.9% Currituck 13.6% 

Chatham 13.5% Macon 6.9% Franklin 12.6% 
Lincoln 12.5% Franklin 6.6% Cabarrus 12.5% 
Franklin 12.3% Clay 6.4% Iredell 12.4% 
Davie 11.8% Mecklenburg 5.9% Union 12.2% 

Currituck 10.8% New Hanover 5.8% Pender 11.9% 
Source: Bowen National Research, ESRI 

 
The following maps illustrate the percent change in households by age cohort 
for each county within North Carolina. 
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H. HOUSEHOLDS BY TENURE 
 
Households by tenure (renters and owners) for selected years are shown in the 
following table.  

  

County 

Households by Tenure 
Renter-Occupied Owner-Occupied 

2024 2029 2024 2029 
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Alamance 25,056 34.6% 24,228 31.6% 47,464 65.4% 52,444 68.4% 
Alexander 3,093 21.3% 2,969 20.2% 11,458 78.7% 11,698 79.8% 
Alleghany 1,089 21.7% 1,063 20.7% 3,920 78.3% 4,069 79.3% 

Anson 2,527 30.0% 2,404 28.7% 5,898 70.0% 5,966 71.3% 
Ashe 2,594 21.7% 2,507 20.7% 9,350 78.3% 9,610 79.3% 
Avery 1,516 21.8% 1,460 20.7% 5,450 78.2% 5,581 79.3% 

Beaufort 5,257 27.1% 4,795 24.4% 14,169 72.9% 14,836 75.6% 
Bertie 1,926 27.4% 1,611 23.6% 5,109 72.6% 5,226 76.4% 
Bladen 3,339 27.5% 2,872 24.1% 8,796 72.5% 9,030 75.9% 

Brunswick 12,670 17.3% 15,258 18.1% 60,361 82.7% 68,981 81.9% 
Buncombe 44,826 36.8% 45,377 35.8% 77,019 63.2% 81,469 64.2% 

Burke 9,484 26.8% 9,068 25.6% 25,859 73.2% 26,287 74.4% 
Cabarrus 27,120 30.0% 28,912 29.6% 63,277 70.0% 68,706 70.4% 
Caldwell 9,080 27.3% 8,273 24.5% 24,239 72.7% 25,434 75.5% 
Camden 656 15.9% 603 13.8% 3,482 84.1% 3,754 86.2% 
Carteret 7,561 24.1% 7,120 22.0% 23,754 75.9% 25,264 78.0% 
Caswell 2,138 23.5% 2,046 22.4% 6,950 76.5% 7,072 77.6% 
Catawba 19,787 29.5% 19,493 28.1% 47,222 70.5% 49,900 71.9% 
Chatham 6,661 19.6% 6,712 18.4% 27,291 80.4% 29,811 81.6% 
Cherokee 2,531 18.9% 2,308 16.5% 10,850 81.1% 11,676 83.5% 
Chowan 1,714 28.8% 1,688 27.6% 4,242 71.2% 4,435 72.4% 

Clay 1,025 19.7% 959 17.4% 4,187 80.3% 4,563 82.6% 
Cleveland 12,899 31.7% 11,897 28.8% 27,822 68.3% 29,373 71.2% 
Columbus 5,439 27.3% 4,706 24.0% 14,464 72.7% 14,880 76.0% 

Craven 12,651 30.4% 12,165 28.8% 28,951 69.6% 30,110 71.2% 
Cumberland 59,689 45.4% 57,634 43.2% 71,717 54.6% 75,817 56.8% 

Currituck 1,747 14.3% 1,712 12.6% 10,494 85.7% 11,918 87.4% 
Dare 3,438 20.4% 3,362 19.1% 13,429 79.6% 14,228 80.9% 

Davidson 18,622 26.3% 17,439 23.9% 52,135 73.7% 55,594 76.1% 
Davie 3,790 21.0% 3,637 19.4% 14,274 79.0% 15,109 80.6% 
Duplin 5,286 28.0% 5,040 26.8% 13,603 72.0% 13,787 73.2% 
Durham 66,502 46.0% 71,802 46.5% 78,044 54.0% 82,641 53.5% 

Edgecombe 7,748 39.3% 7,415 37.9% 11,942 60.7% 12,151 62.1% 
Forsyth 62,152 38.1% 61,374 36.4% 100,918 61.9% 107,375 63.6% 
Franklin 6,108 20.6% 5,867 17.9% 23,536 79.4% 26,890 82.1% 
Gaston 30,665 31.9% 30,393 30.1% 65,383 68.1% 70,586 69.9% 
Gates 758 18.2% 718 17.3% 3,415 81.8% 3,434 82.7% 

Graham 562 17.1% 535 16.2% 2,731 82.9% 2,766 83.8% 
Granville 5,545 23.6% 5,675 23.3% 17,918 76.4% 18,730 76.7% 
Greene 2,016 29.1% 1,929 27.9% 4,904 70.9% 4,995 72.1% 

Guilford 90,434 40.6% 89,246 39.0% 132,421 59.4% 139,641 61.0% 
Halifax 7,031 34.7% 6,300 31.5% 13,258 65.3% 13,700 68.5% 
Harnett 15,799 30.7% 15,274 27.9% 35,662 69.3% 39,458 72.1% 

Haywood 6,613 23.8% 6,106 21.6% 21,212 76.2% 22,146 78.4% 
Henderson 12,680 24.8% 11,875 22.5% 38,493 75.2% 40,812 77.5% 
Hertford 2,852 35.3% 2,492 31.6% 5,230 64.7% 5,383 68.4% 

Hoke 5,849 29.7% 5,669 27.3% 13,875 70.3% 15,123 72.7% 
Hyde 418 23.8% 364 21.4% 1,336 76.2% 1,339 78.6% 

Source: ESRI and Bowen National Research   
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County 

Households by Tenure (CONTINUED) 
Renter-Occupied Owner-Occupied 

2024 2029 2024 2029 
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Iredell 22,933 28.6% 24,567 28.0% 57,300 71.4% 63,039 72.0% 
Jackson 5,667 32.9% 5,335 30.5% 11,539 67.1% 12,135 69.5% 
Johnston 20,683 22.9% 21,216 21.0% 69,515 77.1% 79,971 79.0% 

Jones 791 20.5% 755 19.5% 3,062 79.5% 3,110 80.5% 
Lee 8,429 32.3% 8,265 29.9% 17,691 67.7% 19,361 70.1% 

Lenoir 8,733 38.5% 8,360 37.1% 13,927 61.5% 14,188 62.9% 
Lincoln 8,320 22.1% 8,045 19.7% 29,320 77.9% 32,771 80.3% 
Macon 3,893 22.6% 3,645 20.3% 13,355 77.4% 14,324 79.7% 

Madison 2,025 21.9% 1,813 19.1% 7,205 78.1% 7,675 80.9% 
Martin 2,876 30.8% 2,727 29.5% 6,467 69.2% 6,529 70.5% 

McDowell 4,623 25.1% 4,187 22.3% 13,784 74.9% 14,556 77.7% 
Mecklenburg 220,170 45.5% 246,700 47.5% 263,280 54.5% 272,426 52.5% 

Mitchell 1,470 22.0% 1,414 21.0% 5,214 78.0% 5,335 79.0% 
Montgomery 2,568 24.9% 2,449 23.8% 7,743 75.1% 7,856 76.2% 

Moore 10,835 23.9% 10,679 22.0% 34,525 76.1% 37,819 78.0% 
Nash 13,747 34.4% 12,889 31.6% 26,267 65.6% 27,934 68.4% 

New Hanover 42,134 40.0% 44,833 39.9% 63,121 60.0% 67,572 60.1% 
Northampton 2,055 27.2% 1,746 23.8% 5,514 72.8% 5,594 76.2% 

Onslow 27,299 37.0% 27,508 35.2% 46,481 63.0% 50,712 64.8% 
Orange 22,827 38.7% 24,111 39.3% 36,203 61.3% 37,272 60.7% 
Pamlico 967 18.4% 935 17.5% 4,286 81.6% 4,416 82.5% 

Pasquotank 5,727 35.7% 5,460 33.3% 10,308 64.3% 10,953 66.7% 
Pender 4,901 19.1% 5,507 19.5% 20,775 80.9% 22,795 80.5% 

Perquimans 1,276 22.4% 1,240 21.4% 4,409 77.6% 4,556 78.6% 
Person 4,180 25.3% 3,864 22.9% 12,334 74.7% 12,973 77.1% 

Pitt 33,093 45.5% 32,833 43.5% 39,588 54.5% 42,595 56.5% 
Polk 2,043 23.2% 1,850 20.6% 6,746 76.8% 7,143 79.4% 

Randolph 15,373 26.2% 14,045 23.5% 43,384 73.8% 45,751 76.5% 
Richmond 5,911 34.2% 5,645 32.9% 11,365 65.8% 11,532 67.1% 
Robeson 13,629 31.7% 13,043 30.3% 29,404 68.3% 29,946 69.7% 

Rockingham 11,682 29.7% 10,704 26.9% 27,619 70.3% 29,066 73.1% 
Rowan 17,285 28.9% 16,333 26.5% 42,435 71.1% 45,311 73.5% 

Rutherford 7,250 27.0% 6,577 24.2% 19,570 73.0% 20,567 75.8% 
Sampson 6,165 27.4% 5,881 26.2% 16,300 72.6% 16,539 73.8% 
Scotland 4,745 37.2% 4,550 35.8% 8,013 62.8% 8,175 64.2% 
Stanly 6,886 26.6% 6,425 24.0% 18,962 73.4% 20,390 76.0% 
Stokes 4,117 21.5% 3,959 20.5% 14,992 78.5% 15,335 79.5% 
Surry 7,789 26.2% 7,465 25.1% 21,894 73.8% 22,322 74.9% 
Swain 1,547 27.0% 1,483 25.8% 4,175 73.0% 4,254 74.2% 

Transylvania 3,483 23.8% 3,174 21.4% 11,145 76.2% 11,654 78.6% 
Tyrrell 410 28.4% 393 27.1% 1,033 71.6% 1,055 72.9% 
Union 15,640 18.0% 15,592 16.7% 71,358 82.0% 77,910 83.3% 
Vance 6,763 40.1% 6,514 38.6% 10,108 59.9% 10,354 61.4% 
Wake 177,462 37.1% 201,107 38.7% 301,276 62.9% 318,872 61.3% 

Warren 2,105 26.5% 2,040 25.3% 5,839 73.5% 6,020 74.7% 
Washington 1,469 30.9% 1,383 29.6% 3,289 69.1% 3,292 70.4% 

Watauga 8,949 40.5% 8,798 38.9% 13,121 59.5% 13,844 61.1% 
Wayne 16,663 36.2% 16,172 35.0% 29,350 63.8% 30,000 65.0% 
Wilkes 6,996 25.4% 6,715 24.2% 20,578 74.6% 21,016 75.8% 
Wilson 12,518 38.6% 12,252 37.5% 19,950 61.4% 20,378 62.5% 
Yadkin 3,642 23.8% 3,505 22.7% 11,670 76.2% 11,942 77.3% 
Yancey 1,849 22.1% 1,800 21.1% 6,520 77.9% 6,746 78.9% 

State Total 1,483,536 33.8% 1,520,840 33.0% 2,900,823 66.2% 3,081,679 67.0% 
Source: ESRI and Bowen National Research   
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The number of households by tenure were considered in the housing gap 
estimates for each county. Overall, the state of North Carolina has a 33.8% 
share of renter households and a 66.2% share of owner households in 2024.  
While renter households are projected to increase by 2.5% (37,304) between 
2024 and 2029, owner households are projected to increase by 6.2% (180,856). 
This will result in an increase in the overall share (67.0%) of owner households 
within the state.  Among individual counties in the state, the highest respective 
shares of renter households are within the counties of Durham (46.0%), 
Mecklenburg (45.5%), Pitt (45.5%), and Cumberland (45.4%).  In regard to 
owner households, there are a total of 38 counties in the state that have owner 
household shares exceeding 75%.  The highest shares are within the counties of 
Currituck (85.7%), Camden (84.1%), Graham (82.9%), Brunswick (82.7%), 
and Union (82.0%). Over the next five years, 14 counties are projected to 
experience an increase in the number of renter households, while all 100 
counties in the state are projected to have at least some increase in owner 
households. While a majority of counties are expected to experience a decline 
in renter households over the next five years, it is likely that given the 
significant job growth projected for much of the state and the relatively high 
home mortgage interest rates, many more counties will likely experience 
positive renter household growth. Although household growth is one of the 
primary contributing factors to housing demand, there are numerous other 
factors and metrics to consider that influence housing needs.  These factors are 
considered throughout this report. 
 
The following tables illustrate the top 10 counties by share of households for 
each tenure (renter and owner) in 2024 and the top 10 counties in terms of 
highest and lowest percent of household growth for each tenure between 2024 
and 2029.   
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Top 10 Counties by Household Tenure Share (2024) 
Renter Households  Owner Households  

County Share County Share 
Durham 46.0% Currituck 85.7% 

Mecklenburg 45.5% Camden 84.1% 
Pitt 45.5% Graham 82.9% 

Cumberland 45.4% Brunswick 82.7% 
Guilford 40.6% Union 82.0% 
Watauga 40.5% Gates 81.8% 

Vance 40.1% Pamlico 81.6% 
New Hanover 40.0% Cherokee 81.1% 
Edgecombe 39.3% Pender 80.9% 

Orange 38.7% Chatham 80.4% 
Source: ESRI and Bowen National Research   

 
Counties by Projected Renter Household Percent Change (2024-2029) 

Top 10 Counties with Highest Growth Top 10 Counties with Highest Decline 
County Percent Change County Percent Change 

Brunswick 20.4% Bertie -16.4% 
Wake 13.3% Northampton -15.0% 
Pender 12.4% Bladen -14.0% 

Mecklenburg 12.0% Columbus -13.5% 
Durham 8.0% Hyde -12.9% 
Iredell 7.1% Hertford -12.6% 

Cabarrus 6.6% Madison -10.5% 
New Hanover 6.4% Halifax -10.4% 

Orange 5.6% Polk -9.4% 
Johnston 2.6% McDowell -9.4% 

Source: ESRI and Bowen National Research   
 

Counties by Projected Owner Household Percent Change (2024-2029) 
Top 10 Counties with Highest Growth Top 10 Counties with Lowest Growth 

County Percent Change County Percent Change 
Johnston 15.0% Washington 0.1% 

Brunswick 14.3% Hyde 0.2% 
Franklin 14.3% Gates 0.6% 
Currituck 13.6% Martin 1.0% 
Lincoln 11.8% Anson 1.2% 
Harnett 10.6% Graham 1.3% 

Alamance 10.5% Duplin 1.4% 
Iredell 10.0% Northampton 1.5% 
Pender 9.7% Montgomery 1.5% 
Moore 9.5% Sampson, Richmond 1.5% 

Source: ESRI and Bowen National Research   
 
Maps illustrating the share of households by tenure and projected growth by 
tenure are on the following pages. 
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I. HOUSEHOLDS BY MEDIAN INCOME 
 
Median household income is shown in the following table. Counties with 
median household incomes of 10% or more below the 2024 statewide median 
income ($71,629) or projected statewide median income for 2029 ($84,086) are 
shown in red. 

 
Median Household Income by County (2024 to 2029) 

County 
2024 

Estimated 
2029 

Projected County 
2024 

Estimated 
2029 

Projected County 
2024 

Estimated 
2029 

Projected 
Alamance $61,859 $74,733 Guilford $67,008 $80,040 Rutherford $56,465 $64,507 
Alexander $64,147 $73,982 Halifax $47,541 $54,834 Sampson $55,615 $63,395 
Alleghany $44,044 $50,323 Harnett $69,471 $80,956 Scotland $43,304 $49,969 

Anson $45,570 $54,073 Haywood $63,083 $76,977 Stanly $64,227 $78,031 
Ashe $48,114 $53,936 Henderson $67,613 $81,168 Stokes $60,723 $70,366 
Avery $57,531 $66,380 Hertford $49,441 $56,393 Surry $51,969 $61,927 

Beaufort $56,730 $65,838 Hoke $56,573 $66,105 Swain $54,486 $63,970 
Bertie $40,698 $47,165 Hyde $48,838 $52,051 Transylvania $61,437 $72,231 
Bladen $41,303 $48,659 Iredell $77,397 $90,218 Tyrrell $50,261 $53,441 

Brunswick $77,297 $87,995 Jackson $59,042 $68,724 Union $100,630 $114,902 
Buncombe $68,363 $80,917 Johnston $84,312 $100,383 Vance $54,057 $62,441 

Burke $62,432 $73,479 Jones $49,384 $57,341 Wake $103,757 $117,385 
Cabarrus $83,654 $98,586 Lee $57,774 $66,741 Warren $50,322 $57,949 
Caldwell $54,366 $63,461 Lenoir $48,117 $54,305 Washington $37,711 $43,115 
Camden $83,809 $94,137 Lincoln $83,510 $96,318 Watauga $58,567 $71,990 
Carteret $72,185 $83,559 Macon $56,853 $65,187 Wayne $57,298 $66,882 
Caswell $60,250 $67,989 Madison $61,359 $77,920 Wilkes $50,030 $54,196 
Catawba $65,790 $77,245 Martin $50,015 $55,856 Wilson $54,757 $61,677 
Chatham $87,050 $105,624 McDowell $58,572 $67,571 Yadkin $62,407 $75,525 
Cherokee $53,619 $59,834 Mecklenburg $85,845 $102,738 Yancey $58,989 $68,155 
Chowan $57,107 $65,927 Mitchell $60,073 $69,672 Statewide $71,629 $84,086 

Clay $62,461 $75,837 Montgomery $59,225 $67,490 
Cleveland $55,758 $63,571 Moore $87,075 $98,511 
Columbus $47,583 $55,027 Nash $58,322 $70,493 

Craven $66,989 $79,313 New Hanover $74,635 $90,298 
Cumberland $59,539 $69,025 Northampton $44,100 $49,964 

Currituck $91,550 $104,349 Onslow $65,377 $78,168 
Dare $87,636 $98,584 Orange $94,258 $111,761 

Davidson $66,407 $78,428 Pamlico $62,966 $76,521 
Davie $74,582 $88,178 Pasquotank $65,659 $78,911 
Duplin $54,589 $61,820 Pender $72,325 $83,986 
Durham $82,910 $98,217 Perquimans $65,839 $78,494 

Edgecombe $44,971 $53,823 Person $59,725 $72,267 
Forsyth $66,825 $79,585 Pitt $59,860 $70,020 
Franklin $75,922 $87,506 Polk $66,496 $76,748 
Gaston $67,997 $79,611 Randolph $58,583 $71,343 
Gates $59,285 $66,534 Richmond $48,469 $54,578 

Graham $51,959 $58,194 Robeson $41,698 $48,157 
Granville $74,927 $86,398 Rockingham $54,646 $64,108 
Greene $53,127 $58,897 Rowan $63,750 $76,301 

Source: ESRI; Bowen National Research 
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Median household incomes by county in 2024 range from $37,711 (Washington 
County) to $103,757 (Wake County).  In total, eight counties (Washington, 
Bertie, Bladen, Robeson, Scotland, Alleghany, Northampton, and Edgecombe) 
have median household incomes below $45,000.  These eight counties are 
among some of the smaller, more rural counties in the state, many of which are 
located in the northeast or southcentral (along the South Carolina border) 
portions of the state.  Conversely, four counties have median household 
incomes of more than $90,000, which includes Wake, Union, Orange, and 
Currituck counties.  Generally, it appears that lower median household incomes 
are in the more rural counties, while higher median household incomes are often 
in or near the larger, more populated counties in the state. Although all counties 
within the state are projected to have an increase in median household income 
of at least 6.3%, a total of 15 counties have projected growth in median 
household incomes of 20% or more. Household incomes and the growth in such 
incomes are considered in the housing gap estimates provided in Section V. 
 
The following tables and maps illustrate the top counties with the highest and 
lowest median household incomes in 2024 and the projected percent change in 
median household income from 2024 to 2029. 
 

Counties by Median Household Income (2024) 
Top 10 Counties with Highest Income Top 10 Counties with Lowest Income 
County Median Household Income County Median Household Income 
Wake $103,757  Washington $37,711  
Union $100,630  Bertie $40,698  
Orange $94,258  Bladen $41,303  

Currituck $91,550  Robeson $41,698  
Dare $87,636  Scotland $43,304  

Moore $87,075  Alleghany $44,044  
Chatham $87,050  Northampton $44,100  

Mecklenburg $85,845  Edgecombe $44,971  
Johnston $84,312  Anson $45,570  
Camden $83,809  Halifax $47,541  

Source: ESRI; Bowen National Research 
 

Counties by Median Household Income Percent Change (2024-2029) 
Top 15 Counties with Greatest Income Growth Top 15 Counties with Lowest Income Growth 

County Percent Change County Percent Change 
Madison 27.0% Tyrrell 6.3% 
Watauga 22.9% Hyde 6.6% 
Haywood 22.0% Wilkes 8.3% 
Randolph 21.8% Greene 10.9% 
Pamlico 21.5% Cherokee 11.6% 
Stanly 21.5% Martin 11.7% 
Clay 21.4% Graham 12.0% 

Chatham 21.3% Ashe 12.1% 
Yadkin 21.0% Gates 12.2% 
Person 21.0% Camden 12.3% 

New Hanover 21.0% Dare 12.5% 
Nash 20.9% Richmond 12.6% 

Alamance 20.8% Wilson 12.6% 
Pasquotank 20.2% Caswell 12.8% 
Henderson 20.0% Lenoir 12.9% 

Source: ESRI; Bowen National Research 
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J. HOUSEHOLDS BY TENURE AND INCOME 
 
The number of households by income and tenure (renter vs. owner) were 
considered in the housing supply gap estimates of this report. The distribution 
of renter households by income for 2024 and 2029 is illustrated for each county 
in the following tables. 

 

County 

Renter Households by Income (2024) 

<$15,000 
$15,000 - 
$24,999 

$25,000 - 
$34,999 

$35,000 - 
$49,999 

$50,000 - 
$74,999 

$75,000 - 
$99,999 

$100,000 - 
$149,999 $150,000+ 

Alamance 3,160 2,733 4,288 4,729 4,556 2,973 1,923 694 
Alexander 551 303 330 422 955 214 222 96 
Alleghany 240 224 186 229 129 28 23 30 

Anson 255 460 572 485 398 202 136 19 
Ashe 715 564 390 334 297 158 84 51 
Avery 232 293 153 321 288 121 83 26 

Beaufort 1,346 919 733 657 867 428 200 106 
Bertie 718 249 190 261 154 130 145 78 
Bladen 1,052 723 363 415 494 73 192 27 

Brunswick 1,529 1,389 1,564 1,781 2,582 1,885 1,106 834 
Buncombe 6,124 5,136 4,327 7,918 9,624 4,714 4,103 2,880 

Burke 1,407 2,031 983 1,309 1,887 920 628 319 
Cabarrus 2,266 1,938 3,873 4,601 5,843 4,184 2,691 1,724 
Caldwell 1,487 1,547 1,333 1,584 1,537 909 384 300 
Camden 59 51 22 103 232 137 51 1 
Carteret 1,529 992 905 995 1,353 825 549 412 
Caswell 424 450 255 299 452 124 127 7 
Catawba 2,953 1,914 3,179 2,660 4,365 2,320 1,823 573 
Chatham 546 1,002 718 992 1,514 588 770 530 
Cherokee 312 614 413 384 353 296 93 66 
Chowan 496 208 217 279 248 74 195 -2 

Clay 267 72 101 116 117 54 296 2 
Cleveland 3,039 1,766 1,534 2,233 1,965 1,070 793 500 
Columbus 1,507 961 864 656 665 416 220 149 

Craven 2,624 1,198 1,107 2,269 2,498 1,157 1,444 355 
Cumberland 8,688 5,734 7,232 10,422 13,944 6,188 5,173 2,309 

Currituck 195 195 198 267 299 203 235 154 
Dare 247 338 501 383 911 437 374 247 

Davidson 3,014 2,579 3,261 2,952 3,135 2,585 719 378 
Davie 642 343 363 722 636 297 406 380 
Duplin 1,019 881 502 1,290 817 394 358 25 
Durham 5,998 6,614 4,902 9,062 15,275 9,187 10,840 4,624 

Edgecombe 2,242 1,135 1,122 1,120 892 614 485 138 
Forsyth 11,495 7,382 7,026 9,901 10,669 7,753 4,529 3,397 
Franklin 1,079 616 912 805 1,128 736 527 305 
Gaston 5,055 3,040 3,312 5,031 6,621 3,528 2,824 1,253 
Gates 102 67 77 138 202 150 7 15 

Graham 156 82 68 82 112 24 7 31 
Granville 933 676 549 1,023 1,198 619 338 207 
Greene 500 377 149 346 275 280 31 58 

Guilford 17,453 7,987 10,541 14,465 17,015 10,058 8,274 4,641 
Halifax 2,568 1,137 751 785 607 836 296 50 
Harnett 2,689 1,963 1,648 1,678 2,809 2,109 2,099 805 

Haywood 1,384 969 828 980 771 668 890 124 
Source: American Community Survey (2018-2022); ESRI; Bowen National Research 
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County 

Renter Households by Income (2024) - CONTINUED 

<$15,000 
$15,000 - 
$24,999 

$25,000 - 
$34,999 

$35,000 - 
$49,999 

$50,000 - 
$74,999 

$75,000 - 
$99,999 

$100,000 - 
$149,999 $150,000+ 

Henderson 2,306 1,136 2,310 2,197 2,015 1,259 997 459 
Hertford 763 396 473 420 418 219 120 44 

Hoke 1,377 588 755 744 1,255 561 406 163 
Hyde 148 69 23 73 96 9 0 0 
Iredell 2,339 3,098 2,674 3,456 4,069 2,624 2,980 1,693 

Jackson 1,461 592 714 933 929 677 208 153 
Johnston 2,898 3,076 1,762 2,668 3,976 2,701 2,230 1,372 

Jones 271 210 73 32 105 21 73 5 
Lee 1,650 1,338 1,135 1,229 1,840 538 509 190 

Lenoir 2,000 1,094 1,323 1,600 1,293 734 405 282 
Lincoln 1,331 734 1,124 1,382 978 1,029 1,208 534 
Macon 814 659 374 617 631 344 259 195 

Madison 599 269 225 412 156 201 103 61 
Martin 652 335 460 576 466 319 45 24 

McDowell 969 388 764 768 709 643 260 122 
Mecklenburg 21,384 13,034 19,436 34,347 44,102 29,151 32,921 25,794 

Mitchell 358 168 212 233 213 165 48 72 
Montgomery 575 351 290 379 474 318 158 23 

Moore 1,698 843 698 1,517 2,072 1,600 1,412 995 
Nash 2,366 2,050 1,868 2,286 2,446 1,174 1,257 300 

New Hanover 5,678 3,997 4,828 6,887 8,943 3,903 5,183 2,715 
Northampton 720 322 230 296 196 171 113 6 

Onslow 2,449 2,990 4,143 5,681 5,482 3,191 2,160 1,204 
Orange 3,582 2,082 2,161 3,441 4,391 1,839 3,321 2,010 
Pamlico 238 123 200 79 188 62 41 36 

Pasquotank 820 972 857 720 828 495 550 486 
Pender 892 583 667 550 823 507 677 204 

Perquimans 139 374 130 142 170 166 145 10 
Person 1,089 605 444 674 629 265 396 77 

Pitt 8,705 3,465 2,808 4,750 7,120 2,927 2,201 1,117 
Polk 343 180 390 203 377 259 165 126 

Randolph 2,660 2,461 2,033 3,205 2,015 1,714 915 371 
Richmond 2,045 752 502 680 778 786 267 102 
Robeson 4,340 1,967 1,835 2,003 1,821 1,011 349 303 

Rockingham 3,023 2,092 1,311 1,716 1,772 801 679 289 
Rowan 2,691 2,323 2,600 2,792 2,845 2,287 1,318 430 

Rutherford 1,542 1,143 977 787 1,285 769 525 222 
Sampson 1,486 868 708 783 1,307 536 411 65 
Scotland 1,572 643 555 774 682 267 209 43 
Stanly 1,380 1,232 905 797 1,122 455 622 374 
Stokes 689 643 458 972 524 519 212 100 
Surry 2,092 1,439 921 1,113 1,208 523 411 83 
Swain 418 238 99 257 216 145 123 51 

Transylvania 804 517 360 680 623 337 94 67 
Tyrrell 131 71 69 16 92 4 26 1 
Union 1,438 927 1,449 2,403 3,214 2,187 2,329 1,694 
Vance 1,574 982 795 1,158 1,292 516 333 112 
Wake 17,484 11,210 13,941 22,396 38,466 22,634 28,624 22,707 

Warren 584 537 259 273 171 104 91 85 
Washington 658 222 92 179 183 135 0 0 

Watauga 2,792 955 1,199 1,258 944 863 611 327 
Source: American Community Survey (2018-2022); ESRI; Bowen National Research 
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County 

Renter Households by Income (2024) - CONTINUED 

<$15,000 
$15,000 - 
$24,999 

$25,000 - 
$34,999 

$35,000 - 
$49,999 

$50,000 - 
$74,999 

$75,000 - 
$99,999 

$100,000 - 
$149,999 $150,000+ 

Wayne 3,412 2,507 2,052 2,494 2,902 1,879 850 566 
Wilkes 1,500 1,099 955 1,402 1,293 415 252 80 
Wilson 2,879 1,479 1,118 2,600 2,199 1,139 877 227 
Yadkin 658 645 491 617 589 216 252 174 
Yancey 471 263 173 242 356 173 161 11 

State Total 229,234 153,188 161,949 228,373 285,978 169,153 157,785 97,874 
Source: American Community Survey (2018-2022); ESRI; Bowen National Research 

 
The largest number of renter households (285,978, 19.3% of the state’s total 
renter households) is among households earning between $50,000 and $74,999 
annually.  The next largest number of renter households (229,234, 15.5% of the 
state’s total renter households) earn less than $15,000 annually, followed 
closely by households earning between $35,000 and $49,999.  Overall, nearly 
half (46.1%) of North Carolina’s renter households earn between $35,000 and 
$99,999 annually, while over one-third (36.7%) of renters earn less than 
$35,000.  These characteristics influence housing needs for lower and moderate 
priced rental product.  It is worth noting that over a quarter of a million renter 
households earn more than $100,000 annually, which influences the demand 
for higher-end, market-rate rental housing.  
 

County 

Renter Households by Income (2029) 

<$15,000 
$15,000 - 
$24,999 

$25,000 - 
$34,999 

$35,000 - 
$49,999 

$50,000 - 
$74,999 

$75,000 - 
$99,999 

$100,000 - 
$149,999 $150,000+ 

Alamance 2,708 2,103 3,706 4,417 4,646 3,290 2,408 950 
Alexander 461 229 280 387 958 238 281 134 
Alleghany 217 213 174 219 136 33 30 40 

Anson 224 361 501 463 415 230 180 32 
Ashe 636 527 361 315 310 182 107 70 
Avery 200 265 138 292 291 135 102 36 

Beaufort 1,175 760 645 601 799 453 232 131 
Bertie 568 197 153 210 128 124 151 81 
Bladen 855 614 298 347 455 57 203 44 

Brunswick 1,516 1,243 1,573 1,954 3,155 2,512 1,778 1,529 
Buncombe 5,272 3,972 3,758 7,452 9,966 5,358 5,390 4,209 

Burke 1,200 1,556 849 1,225 1,933 1,035 813 457 
Cabarrus 1,998 1,535 3,448 4,437 6,193 4,856 3,688 2,758 
Caldwell 1,240 1,152 1,123 1,438 1,510 966 452 391 
Camden 47 36 17 89 219 139 56 0 
Carteret 1,326 815 794 904 1,239 873 651 519 
Caswell 363 407 227 274 456 142 160 15 
Catawba 2,521 1,473 2,752 2,494 4,471 2,602 2,348 832 
Chatham 465 761 613 918 1,539 655 989 772 
Cherokee 260 547 358 334 332 312 92 72 
Chowan 436 193 200 262 261 91 247 -2 

Clay 220 60 84 99 107 52 333 3 
Cleveland 2,646 1,458 1,348 2,030 1,786 1,116 910 602 
Columbus 1,220 814 721 551 603 412 224 160 

Craven 2,181 897 936 2,069 2,490 1,273 1,804 515 
Cumberland 7,291 4,319 6,135 9,535 13,941 6,755 6,447 3,210 

Source: American Community Survey (2018-2022); ESRI; Bowen National Research 
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County 

Renter Households by Income (2029) - CONTINUED 

<$15,000 
$15,000 - 
$24,999 

$25,000 - 
$34,999 

$35,000 - 
$49,999 

$50,000 - 
$74,999 

$75,000 - 
$99,999 

$100,000 - 
$149,999 $150,000+ 

Currituck 163 147 166 243 294 218 281 201 
Dare 214 277 439 350 840 469 453 319 

Davidson 2,540 1,955 2,779 2,721 3,157 2,837 914 536 
Davie 526 253 301 644 617 313 486 499 
Duplin 873 800 450 1,169 825 443 440 40 
Durham 5,241 5,182 4,344 8,660 16,015 10,571 14,436 7,351 

Edgecombe 1,952 895 996 1,076 939 706 644 207 
Forsyth 9,807 5,674 6,098 9,272 10,974 8,715 5,884 4,949 
Franklin 915 467 782 742 1,127 797 635 402 
Gaston 4,314 2,326 2,877 4,712 6,780 3,952 3,620 1,813 
Gates 85 50 65 126 200 161 10 21 

Graham 133 74 61 75 114 27 9 41 
Granville 820 536 493 982 1,273 731 494 348 
Greene 431 343 135 316 280 302 44 78 

Guilford 14,759 6,064 9,030 13,420 17,308 11,217 10,615 6,832 
Halifax 2,227 929 650 706 539 870 334 45 
Harnett 2,242 1,474 1,389 1,522 2,773 2,264 2,555 1,055 

Haywood 1,138 716 689 876 752 707 1,069 159 
Henderson 1,912 845 1,942 1,986 1,985 1,357 1,224 623 
Hertford 621 336 400 355 389 222 122 47 

Hoke 1,191 457 665 701 1,291 625 514 226 
Hyde 124 59 19 63 91 10 0 0 
Iredell 2,097 2,486 2,425 3,384 4,394 3,116 4,049 2,617 

Jackson 1,292 494 637 865 869 733 253 194 
Johnston 2,528 2,411 1,559 2,566 4,183 3,077 2,907 1,986 

Jones 240 167 67 33 114 28 98 9 
Lee 1,523 1,172 1,058 1,191 1,801 610 652 259 

Lenoir 1,796 934 1,201 1,506 1,234 813 505 372 
Lincoln 1,107 547 947 1,248 960 1,095 1,451 689 
Macon 689 585 325 547 611 365 291 232 

Madison 494 200 189 369 150 212 122 77 
Martin 564 306 411 526 471 358 58 33 

McDowell 830 310 657 682 627 660 286 135 
Mecklenburg 18,886 10,444 17,493 33,235 47,047 34,062 44,508 41,025 

Mitchell 308 153 189 212 214 184 60 94 
Montgomery 487 315 257 341 471 350 193 34 

Moore 1,523 682 604 1,382 1,912 1,695 1,663 1,217 
Nash 1,986 1,550 1,585 2,094 2,444 1,274 1,549 406 

New Hanover 5,006 3,185 4,323 6,693 9,533 4,628 7,095 4,371 
Northampton 598 250 191 249 161 168 117 11 

Onslow 2,134 2,319 3,644 5,410 5,708 3,632 2,864 1,797 
Orange 3,057 1,609 1,865 3,249 4,576 2,104 4,383 3,267 
Pamlico 205 95 175 78 197 72 57 55 

Pasquotank 711 798 753 656 758 521 650 614 
Pender 841 491 639 602 973 631 970 360 

Perquimans 124 316 119 135 164 184 183 16 
Person 913 456 376 617 627 286 487 102 

Pitt 7,555 2,710 2,485 4,539 7,458 3,376 2,983 1,726 
Polk 277 151 327 170 347 264 174 140 

Randolph 2,205 1,836 1,706 2,894 1,982 1,832 1,101 488 
Richmond 1,837 640 457 642 739 864 331 134 

Source: American Community Survey (2018-2022); ESRI; Bowen National Research 
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County 

Renter Households by Income (2029) - CONTINUED 

<$15,000 
$15,000 - 
$24,999 

$25,000 - 
$34,999 

$35,000 - 
$49,999 

$50,000 - 
$74,999 

$75,000 - 
$99,999 

$100,000 - 
$149,999 $150,000+ 

Robeson 3,962 1,705 1,697 1,919 1,766 1,137 449 409 
Rockingham 2,557 1,584 1,118 1,576 1,773 870 835 392 

Rowan 2,267 1,753 2,212 2,562 2,848 2,489 1,628 575 
Rutherford 1,327 929 843 697 1,150 789 595 247 
Sampson 1,270 784 630 710 1,304 595 501 88 
Scotland 1,438 559 514 743 665 305 268 60 
Stanly 1,210 1,022 795 722 1,032 472 689 481 
Stokes 588 493 399 908 549 586 283 152 
Surry 1,893 1,235 848 1,061 1,161 599 538 131 
Swain 371 201 90 239 204 159 152 68 

Transylvania 701 426 315 621 573 350 100 89 
Tyrrell 116 66 63 15 95 5 32 2 
Union 1,160 670 1,185 2,121 3,106 2,300 2,792 2,258 
Vance 1,416 842 726 1,099 1,241 586 440 166 
Wake 15,278 8,855 12,386 21,498 40,845 26,477 38,909 36,859 

Warren 514 498 239 256 180 122 116 115 
Washington 580 207 85 167 189 154 0 0 

Watauga 2,540 825 1,101 1,205 920 973 782 451 
Wayne 2,927 1,938 1,786 2,350 3,026 2,142 1,153 851 
Wilkes 1,367 950 881 1,348 1,258 471 326 114 
Wilson 2,606 1,273 1,025 2,481 2,133 1,285 1,129 321 
Yadkin 560 495 424 580 609 252 330 255 
Yancey 410 240 156 223 361 194 198 17 

State Total 198,345 121,528 142,143 215,248 294,614 191,910 207,144 149,913 
Source: American Community Survey (2018-2022); ESRI; Bowen National Research 

 
In 2029, it is projected that 294,614 renter households, or 19.4% of all renter 
households in the state, will have a household income between $50,000 and 
$74,999 annually.  This income cohort represents the largest individual share 
of renter households by income, while renter households earning between 
$35,000 and $49,999 annually comprise the second largest share (14.2%, or 
215,248 households). Despite the fact that most of the renter household growth 
in North Carolina over the next five years is expected to occur among 
households earning $75,000 or more annually, 63.9% of renter households in 
the state are projected to earn less than $75,000 annually.  The large share of 
lower income households and the notable growth among higher income renter 
households will both affect the housing needs of North Carolina. These 
characteristics and trends were considered in the housing supply gap estimates 
provided in Section V.  
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The following graph illustrates the distribution of renter households by income 
for the overall state of North Carolina for 2024 and 2029. 

 

 
 
Maps illustrating the share of renter households by income by county are shown 
on the following pages.   
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The following tables show the distribution of owner households by income in 
2024 and 2029 for each county in the state. 
 

County 

Owner Households by Income (2024) 

<$15,000 
$15,000 - 
$24,999 

$25,000 - 
$34,999 

$35,000 - 
$49,999 

$50,000 - 
$74,999 

$75,000 - 
$99,999 

$100,000 - 
$149,999 $150,000+ 

Alamance 1,645 2,366 4,051 5,913 8,413 7,056 9,740 8,280 
Alexander 593 770 704 1,365 2,409 1,940 2,350 1,327 
Alleghany 433 388 477 590 638 522 525 347 

Anson 809 700 482 736 1,070 721 819 561 
Ashe 662 883 1,124 1,472 1,901 1,204 1,417 688 
Avery 416 407 511 677 930 709 1,017 782 

Beaufort 1,116 1,089 1,154 1,478 2,591 2,024 2,895 1,823 
Bertie 625 895 388 727 901 499 555 520 
Bladen 1,318 950 907 1,107 1,428 1,299 1,007 780 

Brunswick 2,308 3,035 3,179 5,255 12,502 9,488 12,297 12,297 
Buncombe 3,515 3,817 3,340 7,785 14,035 10,827 16,441 17,259 

Burke 1,480 1,870 1,258 3,035 5,320 4,690 4,789 3,417 
Cabarrus 2,092 2,030 2,668 5,054 9,632 8,389 14,208 19,204 
Caldwell 1,294 2,172 2,422 3,305 4,716 3,539 3,967 2,823 
Camden 105 106 331 336 404 606 1,057 537 
Carteret 1,414 1,232 1,077 2,436 4,176 3,361 5,211 4,848 
Caswell 299 649 309 861 1,491 986 1,401 954 
Catawba 2,556 2,741 3,372 4,918 8,515 7,951 9,843 7,326 
Chatham 1,234 1,376 1,027 1,913 4,858 2,725 5,716 8,443 
Cherokee 1,090 722 1,129 1,496 2,230 1,407 1,860 916 
Chowan 267 310 323 495 798 663 746 641 

Clay 433 402 389 400 614 550 926 473 
Cleveland 2,091 1,760 1,838 3,736 5,656 3,946 5,151 3,643 
Columbus 1,618 1,540 1,562 1,520 2,573 2,031 2,066 1,555 

Craven 1,910 1,316 1,713 3,142 4,833 4,711 6,214 5,112 
Cumberland 4,435 3,266 4,333 8,111 13,906 10,894 13,924 12,848 

Currituck 335 336 477 601 2,271 1,121 3,001 2,353 
Dare 343 304 617 1,015 2,139 2,375 2,948 3,688 

Davidson 2,864 3,790 3,500 4,930 8,470 9,552 10,308 8,720 
Davie 425 657 567 1,838 2,880 1,919 3,191 2,798 
Duplin 981 1,071 1,199 1,645 2,585 2,189 2,566 1,367 
Durham 1,957 2,474 2,846 4,240 11,578 10,072 19,425 25,451 

Edgecombe 933 1,000 1,206 1,894 2,074 1,740 2,109 986 
Forsyth 4,909 4,694 5,821 10,085 16,433 16,350 19,184 23,442 
Franklin 1,119 1,280 1,229 1,783 4,662 3,485 5,910 4,068 
Gaston 3,847 2,784 3,723 7,015 11,407 10,708 12,205 13,695 
Gates 325 186 272 435 805 473 687 232 

Graham 186 195 226 577 530 263 449 305 
Granville 1,200 896 890 1,424 2,951 2,716 4,255 3,588 
Greene 384 335 429 686 1,126 814 723 407 

Guilford 7,867 4,343 6,727 12,639 21,994 19,913 26,154 32,784 
Halifax 1,279 1,350 1,221 1,328 2,692 1,743 1,877 1,769 
Harnett 2,448 1,897 2,190 2,980 7,040 5,693 6,337 7,076 

Haywood 1,135 1,446 1,701 2,752 3,677 3,072 4,436 2,993 
Henderson 2,864 2,116 3,203 3,628 5,553 6,063 7,900 7,167 
Hertford 355 554 342 771 878 642 1,217 470 

Hoke 1,451 927 1,013 1,641 2,639 1,906 2,216 2,082 
Hyde 63 209 176 128 379 274 77 30 
Iredell 2,511 3,209 3,196 5,000 9,146 8,681 12,185 13,372 

Jackson 787 680 763 1,318 2,059 1,986 2,227 1,719 
Source: American Community Survey (2018-2022); ESRI; Bowen National Research 
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County 

Owner Households by Income (2024) - CONTINUED 

<$15,000 
$15,000 - 
$24,999 

$25,000 - 
$34,999 

$35,000 - 
$49,999 

$50,000 - 
$74,999 

$75,000 - 
$99,999 

$100,000 - 
$149,999 $150,000+ 

Johnston 1,799 3,086 3,727 5,994 10,904 9,152 17,614 17,239 
Jones 344 360 320 328 602 494 419 196 
Lee 1,016 1,598 1,371 1,726 3,116 2,211 3,645 3,008 

Lenoir 1,222 1,418 1,268 1,722 2,492 2,455 2,019 1,333 
Lincoln 1,179 930 1,623 3,288 3,836 4,835 7,328 6,301 
Macon 1,228 1,107 1,162 1,544 2,483 1,807 2,318 1,706 

Madison 517 502 800 656 1,027 1,114 1,315 1,273 
Martin 625 549 590 883 1,164 1,233 838 584 

McDowell 854 938 1,238 1,802 2,689 2,246 2,306 1,711 
Mecklenburg 8,692 8,058 10,331 17,916 34,571 30,510 51,698 101,504 

Mitchell 470 400 291 611 990 826 982 645 
Montgomery 572 459 525 1,080 1,510 1,131 1,388 1,078 

Moore 1,716 1,230 1,412 2,527 4,959 5,584 9,431 7,666 
Nash 1,226 1,945 2,622 2,739 4,434 4,027 5,698 3,576 

New Hanover 2,295 2,336 3,097 5,728 9,024 8,128 15,023 17,490 
Northampton 678 600 392 938 1,046 537 767 557 

Onslow 2,261 1,902 3,413 5,316 7,059 7,325 10,769 8,437 
Orange 816 929 1,154 2,278 4,716 3,073 7,610 15,627 
Pamlico 319 463 196 433 754 584 843 694 

Pasquotank 505 640 743 1,104 1,531 1,656 2,267 1,861 
Pender 1,435 941 1,367 2,142 3,795 2,844 4,683 3,566 

Perquimans 281 343 470 391 639 667 1,105 513 
Person 801 758 1,118 1,383 2,244 2,032 2,367 1,632 

Pitt 1,829 1,758 1,833 3,725 7,933 5,794 9,130 7,586 
Polk 456 502 424 704 1,239 950 1,429 1,042 

Randolph 3,090 2,319 2,742 6,778 7,480 7,392 7,918 5,664 
Richmond 1,035 1,185 1,303 1,292 2,285 1,334 1,881 1,049 
Robeson 4,136 3,252 2,979 3,734 4,422 4,631 3,399 2,851 

Rockingham 2,109 2,028 2,268 3,218 5,587 4,158 5,067 3,183 
Rowan 1,989 2,223 3,306 5,811 6,784 8,790 7,216 6,315 

Rutherford 1,508 1,565 1,751 2,412 3,740 2,962 2,942 2,690 
Sampson 1,299 1,158 1,571 2,134 2,754 2,233 3,394 1,758 
Scotland 802 1,015 734 912 1,496 1,307 1,114 633 
Stanly 973 1,155 1,775 2,448 2,364 3,047 3,970 3,229 
Stokes 956 800 1,036 1,877 3,472 2,558 2,568 1,725 
Surry 2,195 1,846 2,132 2,647 2,959 3,456 4,209 2,449 
Swain 326 439 390 474 693 570 893 390 

Transylvania 590 501 1,132 1,283 1,997 1,762 1,928 1,953 
Tyrrell 58 148 100 122 274 166 86 79 
Union 2,706 2,212 2,617 5,104 9,540 9,387 13,993 25,798 
Vance 588 694 847 1,159 1,572 1,586 2,367 1,296 
Wake 7,505 5,622 8,557 13,919 36,381 30,475 67,379 131,437 

Warren 449 559 571 717 1,051 882 788 823 
Washington 349 556 367 404 621 526 270 196 

Watauga 602 912 713 1,297 2,135 2,165 2,557 2,740 
Wayne 1,868 2,117 1,946 3,122 6,187 4,833 5,312 3,966 
Wilkes 1,793 1,526 1,625 3,876 4,493 2,865 2,767 1,633 
Wilson 1,420 1,401 925 2,793 3,972 2,885 4,026 2,528 
Yadkin 346 876 785 1,636 2,129 2,081 1,890 1,927 
Yancey 605 372 482 888 1,163 738 1,416 855 

State Total 148,759 143,758 167,742 275,231 472,816 410,492 590,071 691,958 
Source: American Community Survey (2018-2022); ESRI; Bowen National Research 
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Unlike the distribution of renter households in the state, owner households are 
more concentrated among higher-income households in 2024.  The largest 
number of owner households (691,958, 23.9% of the state’s total owner 
households) earn $150,000 or more annually.  The next largest number of owner 
households (590,071, 20.3% of the state’s total owner households) earn 
between $100,000 and $149,999 annually.  Overall, nearly three-quarters 
(74.6%) of owner households in the state earn $50,000 or more annually.  These 
concentrations of moderate- and higher-income households influence the 
demand for moderate- to high-priced for-sale housing product. While only 
15.9% (460,259 households) of owner households earn less than $35,000 
annually, it is likely that many of these low-income households may have 
challenges paying housing expenses. 
 

County 

Owner Households by Income (2029) 

<$15,000 
$15,000 - 
$24,999 

$25,000 - 
$34,999 

$35,000 - 
$49,999 

$50,000 - 
$74,999 

$75,000 - 
$99,999 

$100,000 - 
$149,999 $150,000+ 

Alamance 1,407 1,821 3,503 5,528 8,595 7,827 12,272 11,489 
Alexander 470 558 571 1,199 2,312 2,039 2,808 1,744 
Alleghany 384 360 434 551 657 595 647 442 

Anson 685 529 407 678 1,075 789 1,025 776 
Ashe 569 803 1,010 1,348 1,921 1,343 1,716 899 
Avery 348 355 444 598 912 770 1,194 963 

Beaufort 997 919 1,037 1,378 2,437 2,192 3,509 2,366 
Bertie 568 825 355 673 908 558 674 663 
Bladen 1,185 894 825 1,029 1,466 1,456 1,224 950 

Brunswick 1,929 2,313 2,718 4,928 12,952 10,703 15,898 17,538 
Buncombe 2,721 2,682 2,640 6,712 13,384 11,313 19,586 22,430 

Burke 1,163 1,312 1,006 2,651 5,086 4,906 5,707 4,460 
Cabarrus 1,600 1,406 2,022 4,263 9,024 8,621 16,845 24,927 
Caldwell 1,108 1,658 2,093 3,081 4,769 3,883 4,950 3,892 
Camden 87 78 273 301 396 641 1,268 710 
Carteret 1,237 1,022 952 2,229 3,853 3,580 6,228 6,165 
Caswell 240 555 260 746 1,423 1,047 1,612 1,190 
Catawba 2,076 2,019 2,786 4,417 8,352 8,514 12,000 9,738 
Chatham 996 987 830 1,674 4,667 2,859 6,818 10,981 
Cherokee 989 706 1,062 1,428 2,333 1,634 2,322 1,203 
Chowan 222 275 283 443 787 726 887 816 

Clay 397 380 362 380 641 630 1,162 609 
Cleveland 1,903 1,511 1,680 3,533 5,372 4,324 6,326 4,724 
Columbus 1,423 1,413 1,413 1,386 2,567 2,237 2,460 1,983 

Craven 1,511 941 1,386 2,744 4,614 4,918 7,359 6,633 
Cumberland 3,609 2,390 3,572 7,225 13,546 11,575 16,827 17,074 

Currituck 282 254 408 553 2,282 1,224 3,723 3,192 
Dare 289 241 524 899 1,916 2,462 3,424 4,474 

Davidson 2,364 2,822 2,926 4,464 8,381 10,285 12,614 11,739 
Davie 338 475 460 1,618 2,767 2,008 3,792 3,650 
Duplin 810 940 1,038 1,442 2,514 2,348 2,986 1,710 
Durham 1,316 1,525 2,087 3,284 10,232 9,902 22,121 32,171 

Edgecombe 754 745 1,014 1,726 2,067 1,889 2,609 1,348 
Forsyth 3,797 3,331 4,699 8,815 15,825 17,188 22,963 30,757 
Franklin 989 1,008 1,095 1,707 4,845 3,934 7,569 5,745 
Gaston 3,138 2,041 3,104 6,315 11,235 11,502 14,930 18,319 
Gates 264 138 224 389 783 500 828 306 

Graham 156 174 197 514 519 284 531 390 
Source: American Community Survey (2018-2022); ESRI; Bowen National Research 
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County 

Owner Households by Income (2029) - CONTINUED 

<$15,000 
$15,000 - 
$24,999 

$25,000 - 
$34,999 

$35,000 - 
$49,999 

$50,000 - 
$74,999 

$75,000 - 
$99,999 

$100,000 - 
$149,999 $150,000+ 

Granville 924 623 703 1,202 2,777 2,810 5,036 4,653 
Greene 321 295 375 612 1,111 853 902 523 

Guilford 5,990 2,996 5,272 10,818 20,743 20,564 30,781 42,478 
Halifax 1,177 1,156 1,105 1,252 2,546 1,904 2,288 2,273 
Harnett 2,101 1,466 1,898 2,779 7,158 6,299 7,958 9,798 

Haywood 940 1,077 1,425 2,481 3,616 3,278 5,375 3,951 
Henderson 2,355 1,562 2,673 3,254 5,426 6,467 9,572 9,502 
Hertford 313 496 307 691 865 694 1,430 585 

Hoke 1,264 727 901 1,562 2,738 2,143 2,836 2,949 
Hyde 57 191 158 118 382 303 92 39 
Iredell 2,053 2,348 2,651 4,488 9,055 9,392 14,995 18,055 

Jackson 701 570 684 1,228 1,931 2,152 2,699 2,169 
Johnston 1,505 2,340 3,208 5,604 11,155 10,134 22,163 23,862 

Jones 292 275 275 305 614 545 530 270 
Lee 935 1,396 1,274 1,666 3,034 2,487 4,593 3,978 

Lenoir 1,079 1,193 1,135 1,599 2,340 2,666 2,459 1,717 
Lincoln 998 706 1,391 3,025 3,849 5,265 9,047 8,490 
Macon 1,098 1,036 1,070 1,445 2,555 2,052 2,847 2,218 

Madison 438 379 683 601 1,021 1,207 1,625 1,718 
Martin 527 490 516 786 1,142 1,342 990 737 

McDowell 785 802 1,134 1,709 2,563 2,479 2,848 2,237 
Mecklenburg 5,706 5,085 7,200 13,391 29,610 29,023 57,144 125,269 

Mitchell 388 350 249 534 965 891 1,149 808 
Montgomery 471 400 454 942 1,456 1,207 1,608 1,321 

Moore 1,559 1,010 1,240 2,335 4,643 6,016 11,381 9,636 
Nash 1,031 1,472 2,226 2,509 4,433 4,374 7,031 4,855 

New Hanover 1,648 1,573 2,360 4,802 8,354 8,385 17,700 22,750 
Northampton 628 514 360 882 991 589 935 697 

Onslow 1,878 1,401 2,861 4,830 7,017 7,921 13,284 11,517 
Orange 397 521 748 1,667 3,974 2,882 8,230 18,855 
Pamlico 255 334 158 391 734 613 1,015 918 

Pasquotank 445 532 662 1,017 1,419 1,766 2,725 2,388 
Pender 1,189 696 1,155 2,062 3,925 3,077 5,765 4,927 

Perquimans 242 279 411 357 590 707 1,312 659 
Person 662 566 942 1,258 2,230 2,200 2,909 2,208 

Pitt 1,381 1,264 1,500 3,302 7,726 6,177 11,113 10,131 
Polk 397 453 383 636 1,232 1,044 1,697 1,299 

Randolph 2,588 1,749 2,327 6,187 7,451 8,009 9,737 7,705 
Richmond 917 998 1,174 1,207 2,145 1,450 2,297 1,347 
Robeson 3,719 2,774 2,714 3,522 4,214 5,093 4,211 3,700 

Rockingham 1,781 1,535 1,936 2,962 5,615 4,545 6,298 4,393 
Rowan 1,673 1,675 2,810 5,333 6,793 9,578 8,934 8,513 

Rutherford 1,385 1,354 1,604 2,285 3,574 3,268 3,630 3,469 
Sampson 1,073 1,015 1,359 1,880 2,669 2,400 3,967 2,176 
Scotland 718 866 668 859 1,428 1,446 1,379 809 
Stanly 884 991 1,610 2,298 2,245 3,328 4,621 4,413 
Stokes 770 578 853 1,655 3,384 2,703 3,098 2,296 
Surry 1,895 1,514 1,874 2,407 2,714 3,699 5,037 3,183 
Swain 284 364 344 434 642 611 1,073 502 

Transylvania 520 415 1,001 1,180 1,858 1,851 2,115 2,712 
Tyrrell 49 134 89 111 276 185 103 103 
Union 2,122 1,556 2,082 4,382 8,978 9,603 16,285 32,900 
Vance 481 553 727 1,032 1,418 1,677 2,812 1,653 
Wake 4,712 3,293 5,814 10,235 30,823 28,901 74,144 160,949 

Source: American Community Survey (2018-2022); ESRI; Bowen National Research 
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County 

Owner Households by Income (2029) - CONTINUED 

<$15,000 
$15,000 - 
$24,999 

$25,000 - 
$34,999 

$35,000 - 
$49,999 

$50,000 - 
$74,999 

$75,000 - 
$99,999 

$100,000 - 
$149,999 $150,000+ 

Warren 379 500 504 647 1,046 970 943 1,029 
Washington 299 509 329 370 626 587 328 246 

Watauga 481 746 612 1,177 1,977 2,317 3,075 3,460 
Wayne 1,470 1,520 1,575 2,739 5,984 5,090 6,388 5,235 
Wilkes 1,602 1,293 1,471 3,647 4,273 3,147 3,414 2,171 
Wilson 1,204 1,143 804 2,529 3,657 3,075 4,818 3,147 
Yadkin 263 621 629 1,429 2,043 2,183 2,255 2,518 
Yancey 509 328 423 790 1,144 803 1,675 1,074 

State Total 120,229 109,004 138,780 242,286 450,312 431,633 700,115 889,309 
Source: American Community Survey (2018-2022); ESRI; Bowen National Research 

 
By 2029, it is projected that 80.2% of owner households in the state will have 
incomes of $50,000 or more annually.  This represents an increase in share 
among this income cohort compared to the share in 2024, which is 74.6%. The 
largest number of owner households (889,309, or 28.9% of the state’s total 
owner households) will earn $150,000 or more, while the next largest number 
of owner households (700,115, or 22.7% of the state’s total owner households) 
will earn between $100,000 and $149,999 annually. The concentrations of 
higher-income owner households will influence the demand for high-priced for-
sale housing product. Although the number of owner households that will earn 
less than $50,000 annually is projected to decline by 17.0% (125,191 
households), these households are still expected to comprise nearly 20% of all 
of North Carolina’s owner households. It is likely that many of these households 
comprise seniors on fixed incomes or low wage-earning households that have 
difficulty paying their typical housing costs (rent/mortgage, utilities, etc.) while 
also putting resources toward home maintenance and repairs.  
 
The following graph illustrates North Carolina’s 2024 and 2029 overall 
distribution of owner households by income. 
 

 
 
The maps on the following pages illustrate the distribution of owner households 
by income for each county in the state. 
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K. SUBSTANDARD HOUSING 
 
While various metrics can be used to estimate substandard housing, there can 
be overlap among these metrics. To avoid overcounting households having 
multiple housing issues, the share of housing units lacking complete bathrooms 
and/or kitchens was used as a proxy for substandard housing, as opposed to age 
of product (older homes could be well maintained) or overcrowded units (could 
be influenced by college students or migrant farm/labor workers).  The shares 
of substandard housing units are illustrated for each county by tenure (renter or 
owner) in the table below. 
 

Housing Conditions 
Share of Housing Units with Incomplete Bathrooms and/or Kitchens (Substandard Housing) (2022) 

County Renter Owner County Renter Owner County Renter Owner 
Alamance 1.8% 0.7% Franklin 0.5% 1.0% Orange 0.9% 0.3% 
Alexander 0.4% 1.2% Gaston 1.9% 0.7% Pamlico 1.1% 0.4% 
Alleghany 0.8% 1.0% Gates 1.1% 0.0% Pasquotank 1.5% 1.0% 

Anson 1.7% 0.8% Graham 0.0% 3.0% Pender 3.5% 0.9% 
Ashe 0.3% 0.9% Granville 1.5% 0.4% Perquimans 0.0% 0.1% 
Avery 0.0% 0.5% Greene 5.3% 1.0% Person 1.6% 0.3% 

Beaufort 0.3% 0.3% Guilford 2.4% 0.3% Pitt 1.9% 0.5% 
Bertie 0.0% 0.6% Halifax 4.0% 1.6% Polk 3.6% 0.3% 
Bladen 0.7% 1.1% Harnett 2.1% 0.5% Randolph 6.1% 0.8% 

Brunswick 0.7% 0.6% Haywood 3.7% 0.3% Richmond 1.5% 0.9% 
Buncombe 2.1% 0.9% Henderson 1.2% 0.5% Robeson 1.6% 0.9% 

Burke 1.4% 1.4% Hertford 1.5% 0.5% Rockingham 3.1% 0.5% 
Cabarrus 1.2% 0.4% Hoke 0.8% 0.3% Rowan 1.5% 0.5% 
Caldwell 1.2% 0.8% Hyde 0.0% 0.0% Rutherford 3.2% 0.9% 
Camden 0.0% 0.0% Iredell 1.4% 0.6% Sampson 0.8% 0.5% 
Carteret 2.9% 0.4% Jackson 2.4% 0.4% Scotland 0.8% 0.1% 
Caswell 2.3% 0.0% Johnston 0.6% 0.4% Stanly 6.1% 0.3% 
Catawba 2.1% 0.4% Jones 2.6% 1.0% Stokes 3.2% 0.1% 
Chatham 1.9% 0.4% Lee 1.9% 0.6% Surry 0.6% 0.4% 
Cherokee 0.0% 1.5% Lenoir 5.1% 0.6% Swain 5.3% 0.1% 
Chowan 0.0% 0.9% Lincoln 0.4% 0.3% Transylvania 5.5% 0.6% 

Clay 14.3% 1.0% Macon 0.4% 0.6% Tyrrell 2.4% 0.0% 
Cleveland 1.4% 0.5% Madison 1.5% 0.5% Union 1.8% 0.3% 
Columbus 0.3% 1.2% Martin 0.6% 0.2% Vance 2.3% 0.0% 

Craven 2.0% 0.3% McDowell 1.6% 1.5% Wake 0.8% 0.4% 
Cumberland 0.9% 0.6% Mecklenburg 1.2% 0.5% Warren 1.6% 1.4% 

Currituck 5.4% 0.1% Mitchell 2.8% 1.1% Washington 4.5% 3.6% 
Dare 0.6% 0.0% Montgomery 0.5% 0.8% Watauga 0.8% 0.2% 

Davidson 1.8% 0.3% Moore 3.2% 0.8% Wayne 3.3% 0.7% 
Davie 0.6% 0.6% Nash 1.5% 0.6% Wilkes 1.9% 0.6% 
Duplin 1.9% 0.1% New Hanover 2.5% 0.6% Wilson 1.9% 1.0% 

Durham 1.4% 0.2% Northampton 0.4% 4.6% Yadkin 3.4% 0.1% 
Edgecombe 2.5% 0.2% Onslow 0.2% 0.9% Yancey 0.0% 0.5% 

Forsyth 0.9% 0.4%             
Source: American Community Survey (2018-2022); ESRI; Bowen National Research  
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The counties with the largest shares of substandard housing by tenure are shown 
in the following table.  
 

Housing Conditions  
Share of Substandard Housing Units 

Renter Households Owner Households 
Rank County Share Rank County Share 

1 Clay 14.3% 1 Northampton 4.6% 
2 Stanly 6.1% 2 Washington 3.6% 
3 Randolph 6.1% 3 Graham 3.0% 
4 Transylvania 5.5% 4 Halifax 1.6% 
5 Currituck 5.4% 5 McDowell 1.5% 
6 Swain 5.3% 6 Cherokee 1.5% 
7 Greene 5.3% 7 Warren 1.4% 
8 Lenoir 5.1% 8 Burke 1.4% 
9 Washington 4.5% 9 Alexander 1.2% 
10 Halifax 4.0% 10 Columbus 1.2% 

Source: American Community Survey (2018-2022); ESRI; Bowen National Research 
 

Most counties have substandard housing rates below 3.0% among rental 
households and below 1.0% among owner households. The state’s highest share 
of rental households living in substandard housing is 14.3% in Clay County and 
the highest share among owner households is 4.6% in Northampton County.  
While there is no distinct geographical correlation for substandard housing, as 
all parts of the state are impacted to some degree by housing conditions, some 
counties with the highest shares of substandard housing appear to be located in 
the southwest, central and northeast parts of the state. 
 
The quality of housing is a contributing factor to the housing needs of a 
community, with high shares of substandard housing often reflective of markets 
that may need to address housing conditions through property maintenance, 
repairs, modernization or removal.  The shares of substandard housing units by 
tenure were considered in the housing gap estimates. 
 
Maps illustrating the shares of renter and owner substandard housing for each 
county in North Carolina are on the following pages.  
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L. SEVERE HOUSING COST-BURDENED HOUSEHOLDS 
 

Households paying excessive amounts of their income toward housing costs are 
a consideration when assessing the housing needs of a market.  Severe cost 
burdened households are defined as those paying over 50% of their income 
toward housing costs. Such households were considered in the housing gap 
estimates of North Carolina.  The following table illustrates the share of severe 
housing cost burdened households by tenure (renter vs. owner). 
 

Household Income, Housing Costs and Affordability 
Share of Severe Cost Burdened Households (2022)* 

County Renter Owner County Renter Owner County Renter Owner 
Alamance 20.9% 5.8% Franklin 20.0% 6.3% Orange 30.1% 6.6% 
Alexander 18.6% 4.1% Gaston 21.8% 8.3% Pamlico 12.2% 12.9% 
Alleghany 20.2% 9.0% Gates 11.9% 10.3% Pasquotank 16.1% 11.0% 

Anson 20.1% 13.1% Graham 10.5% 4.8% Pender 25.2% 9.0% 
Ashe 11.7% 6.1% Granville 19.7% 9.8% Perquimans 17.5% 10.6% 
Avery 14.1% 5.4% Greene 22.8% 8.1% Person 29.3% 9.3% 

Beaufort 21.0% 9.1% Guilford 21.4% 7.6% Pitt 24.6% 7.3% 
Bertie 23.3% 16.5% Halifax 25.3% 10.9% Polk 14.6% 8.6% 
Bladen 19.7% 15.7% Harnett 18.3% 8.8% Randolph 18.1% 7.2% 

Brunswick 24.0% 10.7% Haywood 21.2% 8.0% Richmond 23.4% 11.0% 
Buncombe 20.5% 7.1% Henderson 17.5% 8.6% Robeson 18.3% 9.0% 

Burke 16.6% 6.1% Hertford 25.6% 9.6% Rockingham 17.5% 8.1% 
Cabarrus 20.0% 6.3% Hoke 19.8% 12.2% Rowan 23.7% 7.5% 
Caldwell 16.5% 5.3% Hyde 34.9% 16.3% Rutherford 23.7% 5.7% 
Camden 14.9% 9.0% Iredell 16.6% 6.7% Sampson 21.5% 8.4% 
Carteret 18.2% 7.7% Jackson 27.7% 5.2% Scotland 22.6% 10.1% 
Caswell 15.7% 6.5% Johnston 18.7% 7.0% Stanly 19.0% 7.1% 
Catawba 13.4% 6.5% Jones 13.0% 7.6% Stokes 13.3% 7.1% 
Chatham 21.4% 8.7% Lee 20.4% 8.6% Surry 17.1% 6.7% 
Cherokee 14.4% 7.6% Lenoir 17.9% 10.6% Swain 18.6% 8.5% 
Chowan 19.8% 8.4% Lincoln 24.2% 5.7% Transylvania 25.8% 6.1% 

Clay 24.6% 11.6% Macon 20.1% 7.9% Tyrrell 9.4% 11.1% 
Cleveland 17.9% 7.9% Madison 22.0% 6.6% Union 16.7% 6.0% 
Columbus 16.9% 11.9% Martin 16.9% 10.5% Vance 21.6% 9.6% 

Craven 22.4% 8.8% McDowell 11.4% 4.3% Wake 20.3% 6.6% 
Cumberland 23.0% 10.3% Mecklenburg 20.2% 8.2% Warren 13.9% 10.5% 

Currituck 22.1% 10.2% Mitchell 11.5% 6.1% Washington 26.0% 11.2% 
Dare 23.0% 8.4% Montgomery 13.7% 4.8% Watauga 42.3% 8.0% 

Davidson 17.0% 6.8% Moore 16.2% 8.4% Wayne 18.8% 8.6% 
Davie 18.7% 8.1% Nash 17.8% 8.1% Wilkes 16.0% 6.0% 
Duplin 18.5% 7.4% New Hanover 25.6% 9.7% Wilson 22.5% 8.8% 

Durham 20.1% 6.6% Northampton 19.4% 10.8% Yadkin 15.3% 4.9% 
Edgecombe 23.7% 11.4% Onslow 21.6% 7.8% Yancey 12.7% 9.2% 

Forsyth 24.2% 7.1%             
Source: American Community Survey (2018-2022); ESRI; Bowen National Research 
*Paying more than 50% of income toward housing costs 
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The following table summarizes the top 10 counties with the largest shares of 
renter and owner housing cost burdened households, illustrating counties with 
renter housing cost burdened shares of 25.3% or higher and owner housing cost 
burdened shares of 11.2% or higher. 
 

Household Income, Housing Costs and Affordability 
Share of Severe Cost Burdened Households (2022)* 

Renter Households Owner Households 
Rank County Share Rank County Share 

1 Watauga 42.3% 1 Bertie 16.5% 
2 Hyde 34.9% 2 Hyde 16.3% 
3 Orange 30.1% 3 Bladen 15.7% 
4 Person 29.3% 4 Anson 13.1% 
5 Jackson 27.7% 5 Pamlico 12.9% 
6 Washington 26.0% 6 Hoke 12.2% 
7 Transylvania 25.8% 7 Columbus 11.9% 
8 New Hanover 25.6% 8 Clay 11.6% 
9 Hertford 25.6% 9 Edgecombe 11.4% 

10 Halifax 25.3% 10 Washington 11.2% 
Source: American Community Survey (2018-2022); ESRI; Bowen National Research 
*Paying more than 50% of income toward housing costs 

 
Overall, the data illustrates that severe cost burdened renter households are 
widely distributed across the state with no distinct pattern.  For example, 
Watauga and Hyde counties, which have the highest shares of severe cost 
burdened renter households, are located at opposite ends of the state.  In 
addition, the counties with renter severe cost burden shares of approximately 
25% to 30% are spread somewhat evenly across the state.  By comparison, 
severe cost burdened owner households appear to be more prevalent in the 
northeast and southeast portions of the state.  Counties in the western third of 
the state generally have some of the lower severe cost burden owner shares 
within the state.  This is likely due to a combination of many factors, which may 
include household income, for-sale housing costs, and even annual turnover 
rates (i.e., owners that remain in the same residence for an extended period of 
time are less likely to have mortgages).   
 
Generally, counties with higher shares of housing cost burdened households 
have a disproportionate amount of households struggling to pay their housing 
expenses, often leaving less money for other essential needs (e.g., healthcare, 
clothing, healthy food, etc.).  In such counties, housing affordability is often a 
significant challenge.  This has been considered in our housing gap estimates. 
 
Maps illustrating the shares of renter and owner housing cost burdened 
households by county are on the following pages. 
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M. IN-COMMUTER POPULATION 
 

Based on numerous surveys conducted by Bowen National Research over the 
past few years, notable shares (typically around 40% or higher) of non-resident 
commuters indicated that they would move to the same county they work in if 
housing was available and affordable in the market they work.  As a result, it is 
reasonable to conclude that some portion of these in-commuters will influence 
local housing market needs. Therefore, this study included in-commuter 
population data for each of the subject counties using U.S. Census data.  This 
data was modified to account for renters versus owners.  
 

Number of In-Commuter Population (2021) 
County Renter Owner County Renter Owner County Renter Owner 

Alamance 12,174 23,062 Franklin 1,559 6,005 Orange 19,206 30,459 
Alexander 1,402 5,196 Gaston 13,245 28,242 Pamlico 294 1,301 
Alleghany 311 1,118 Gates 143 643 Pasquotank 2,427 4,367 

Anson 1,224 2,858 Graham 120 582 Pender 1,598 6,773 
Ashe 610 2,200 Granville 2,455 7,934 Perquimans 275 948 
Avery 828 2,977 Greene 604 1,469 Person 1,249 3,685 

Beaufort 2,308 6,220 Guilford 59,004 86,398 Pitt 16,452 19,681 
Bertie 852 2,261 Halifax 2,269 4,279 Polk 764 2,524 
Bladen 2,701 7,114 Harnett 5,093 11,495 Randolph 5,643 15,925 

Brunswick 2,440 11,622 Haywood 1,538 4,935 Richmond 2,187 4,206 
Buncombe 21,155 36,349 Henderson 5,140 15,605 Robeson 5,747 12,399 

Burke 3,725 10,158 Hertford 1,888 3,461 Rockingham 3,342 7,900 
Cabarrus 16,531 38,572 Hoke 1,443 3,423 Rowan 8,540 20,966 
Caldwell 3,312 8,841 Hyde 180 577 Rutherford 2,356 6,359 
Camden 104 553 Iredell 12,444 31,092 Sampson 2,760 7,299 
Carteret 2,172 6,824 Jackson 2,999 6,106 Scotland 2,685 4,535 
Caswell 425 1,380 Johnston 7,114 23,908 Stanly 2,579 7,101 
Catawba 14,534 34,685 Jones 208 807 Stokes 951 3,461 
Chatham 2,295 9,405 Lee 5,398 11,330 Surry 3,611 10,150 
Cherokee 590 2,527 Lenoir 6,504 10,372 Swain 1,027 2,772 
Chowan 774 1,916 Lincoln 3,588 12,646 Transylvania 951 3,044 

Clay 211 860 Macon 897 3,078 Tyrrell 91 228 
Cleveland 5,549 11,969 Madison 397 1,414 Union 7,260 33,125 
Columbus 1,750 4,655 Martin 1,161 2,611 Vance 3,542 5,293 

Craven 4,477 10,244 McDowell 1,977 5,895 Wake 120,506 204,581 
Cumberland 23,396 28,111 Mecklenburg 177,602 212,378 Warren 387 1,073 

Currituck 644 3,869 Mitchell 524 1,857 Washington 488 1,091 
Dare 1,310 5,117 Montgomery 1,311 3,951 Watauga 4,591 6,732 

Davidson 6,350 17,778 Moore 4,696 14,965 Wayne 6,477 11,409 
Davie 1,982 7,463 Nash 7,965 15,218 Wilkes 2,179 6,411 
Duplin 3,069 7,896 New Hanover 20,656 30,946 Wilson 8,050 12,829 

Durham 76,206 89,432 Northampton 988 2,652 Yadkin 1,429 4,580 
Edgecombe 3,286 5,064 Onslow 6,157 10,483 Yancey 417 1,471 

Forsyth 39,538 64,199             
Source: https://onthemap.ces.census.gov; ESRI; Bowen National Research 

 
 
 
 

145

Item A.



BOWEN NATIONAL RESEARCH  III-73 

The number of commuters varies between counties because some counties 
serve as regional economic hubs with a large number of employment 
opportunities.  This ultimately attracts a large number of commuters from 
outside the county in which those employment opportunities exist.  Other 
counties are more rural, often with fewer employment opportunities, and serve 
as a net exporter of commuters.  Because many of the in-commuters would 
likely choose to live in the same county they work in, it is important for 
communities to understand the level of influence these in-commuters could 
have on their local housing market. 
 
The following table summarizes the counties with the greatest number of in-
commuters (people commuting into the subject county on a daily basis). 
 

Number of In-Commuter Population (2021) by County 
Rank County Renter Owner Total 

1 Mecklenburg 177,602 212,378 389,980 
2 Wake 120,506 204,581 325,087 
3 Durham 76,206 89,432 165,638 
4 Guilford 59,004 86,398 145,402 
5 Forsyth 39,538 64,199 103,737 
6 Buncombe 21,155 36,349 57,504 
7 Cabarrus 16,531 38,572 55,103 
8 New Hanover 20,656 30,946 51,602 
9 Cumberland 23,396 28,111 51,507 

10 Orange 19,206 30,459 49,665 
11 Catawba 14,534 34,685 49,219 
12 Iredell 12,444 31,092 43,536 
13 Gaston 13,245 28,242 41,487 
14 Union 7,260 33,125 40,385 
15 Pitt 16,452 19,681 36,133 

Source: https://onthemap.ces.census.gov; Bowen National Research 
 

The counties with the largest number of in-commuters are Mecklenburg 
(Charlotte area), Wake (Raleigh area), Durham (Durham area), Guilford 
(Greensboro area) and Forsyth (Winston-Salem area).  It is clear from this data 
that many of the preceding counties consist of large cities and/or are part of a 
metropolitan area and include a large number of employment opportunities. 
These in-commuters have been considered in the housing gap estimates. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

146

Item A.



BOWEN NATIONAL RESEARCH  III-74 

An evaluation was also conducted to compare the number of in-commuters with 
total persons employed in each county, illustrating the counties that are 
proportionately most impacted by in-commuters.  
 

In-Commuters to Total Persons Employed Ratio by County 
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Alamance 35,236 65,011 54.2% Franklin 7,564 12,243 61.8% Pamlico 1,595 2,840 56.2% 
Alexander 6,598 10,837 60.9% Gaston 41,487 77,765 53.3% Pasquotank 6,794 13,052 52.1% 
Alleghany 1,429 3,000 47.6% Gates 786 1,494 52.6% Pender 8,371 13,484 62.1% 

Anson 4,082 6,793 60.1% Graham 702 1,988 35.3% Perquimans 1,223 2,141 57.1% 
Ashe 2,810 7,072 39.7% Granville 10,389 15,371 67.6% Person 4,934 9,529 51.8% 
Avery 3,805 6,121 62.2% Greene 2,073 3,384 61.3% Pitt 36,133 77,316 46.7% 

Beaufort 8,528 15,577 54.7% Guilford 145,402 275,217 52.8% Polk 3,288 5,224 62.9% 
Bertie 3,113 4,989 62.4% Halifax 6,548 13,307 49.2% Randolph 21,568 43,302 49.8% 
Bladen 9,815 13,349 73.5% Harnett 16,588 25,751 64.4% Richmond 6,393 12,752 50.1% 

Brunswick 14,062 32,697 43.0% Haywood 6,473 16,855 38.4% Robeson 18,146 36,948 49.1% 
Buncombe 57,504 128,582 44.7% Henderson 20,745 40,137 51.7% Rockingham 11,242 23,188 48.5% 

Burke 13,883 25,974 53.4% Hertford 5,349 8,306 64.4% Rowan 29,506 51,282 57.5% 
Cabarrus 55,103 81,616 67.5% Hoke 4,866 7,403 65.7% Rutherford 8,715 18,666 46.7% 
Caldwell 12,153 24,591 49.4% Hyde 757 1,494 50.7% Sampson 10,059 18,280 55.0% 
Camden 657 1,025 64.1% Iredell 43,536 79,031 55.1% Scotland 7,220 11,351 63.6% 
Carteret 8,996 21,964 41.0% Jackson 9,105 14,771 61.6% Stanly 9,680 18,645 51.9% 
Caswell 1,805 2,770 65.2% Johnston 31,022 54,975 56.4% Stokes 4,412 7,271 60.7% 
Catawba 49,219 85,895 57.3% Jones 1,015 1,459 69.6% Surry 13,761 26,796 51.4% 
Chatham 11,700 17,856 65.5% Lee 16,728 26,474 63.2% Swain 3,799 5,973 63.6% 
Cherokee 3,117 7,627 40.9% Lenoir 16,876 26,894 62.8% Transylvania 3,995 8,888 44.9% 
Chowan 2,690 4,671 57.6% Lincoln 16,234 24,862 65.3% Tyrrell 319 731 43.6% 

Clay 1,071 1,972 54.3% Macon 3,975 10,865 36.6% Union 40,385 69,359 58.2% 
Cleveland 17,518 32,986 53.1% Madison 1,811 3,667 49.4% Vance 8,835 14,122 62.6% 
Columbus 6,405 13,672 46.8% Martin 3,772 6,601 57.1% Wake 325,087 653,984 49.7% 

Craven 14,721 33,097 44.5% McDowell 7,872 15,114 52.1% Warren 1,460 2,743 53.2% 
Cumberland 51,507 107,136 48.1% Mecklenburg 389,980 742,088 52.6% Washington 1,579 2,680 58.9% 

Currituck 4,513 7,379 61.2% Mitchell 2,381 4,565 52.2% Watauga 11,323 21,726 52.1% 
Dare 6,427 15,990 40.2% Montgomery 5,262 8,575 61.4% Wayne 17,886 37,262 48.0% 

Davidson 24,128 44,841 53.8% Moore 19,661 36,931 53.2% Wilkes 8,590 19,145 44.9% 
Davie 9,445 13,906 67.9% Nash 23,183 39,675 58.4% Wilson 20,879 35,124 59.4% 
Duplin 10,965 18,466 59.4% New Hanover 51,602 113,600 45.4% Yadkin 6,009 9,783 61.4% 

Durham 165,638 232,984 71.1% Northampton 3,640 5,075 71.7% Yancey 1,888 4,256 44.4% 
Edgecombe 8,350 13,529 61.7% Onslow 16,640 43,960 37.9% 

Forsyth 103,737 191,758 54.1% Orange 49,665 67,513 73.6% 
Source: https://onthemap.ces.census.gov; Bowen National Research 
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The following table summarizes the counties with the greatest ratio of in-
commuters (people commuting into the subject county on a daily basis). 
 

In-Commuters to Total Persons Employed Ratio by County 

Rank County 
In-

Commuters 
Employed 
Population Ratio 

1 Orange 49,665 67,513 73.6% 
2 Bladen 9,815 13,349 73.5% 
3 Northampton 3,640 5,075 71.7% 
4 Durham 165,638 232,984 71.1% 
5 Jones 1,015 1,459 69.6% 
6 Davie 9,445 13,906 67.9% 
7 Granville 10,389 15,371 67.6% 
8 Cabarrus 55,103 81,616 67.5% 
9 Hoke 4,866 7,403 65.7% 

10 Chatham 11,700 17,856 65.5% 
11 Lincoln 16,234 24,862 65.3% 
12 Caswell 1,805 2,770 65.2% 
13 Harnett 16,588 25,751 64.4% 
14 Hertford 5,349 8,306 64.4% 
15 Camden 657 1,025 64.1% 

Source: https://onthemap.ces.census.gov; Bowen National Research 
 

Roughly two-thirds to three-quarters of the people working in each of the 
preceding counties commute into their respective counties for employment, 
indicating that these counties rely heavily on in-commuters to fill a large 
majority of their jobs.  Given the lack of available housing alternatives in many 
of these markets (as shown in the housing supply section of this report), it is 
likely that many of these in-commuters would reside in the county that they 
work in if adequate housing was available and affordable. While many of the 
preceding counties are in or near a metropolitan area or around some of the 
larger cities in the state, it is also clear that smaller counties such as Bladen, 
Northampton, Jones, Davie, Hoke, Caswell, Hertford, and Camden have high 
shares of in-commuters that are similar to the larger employment markets in the 
state.  It is reasonable that many of these smaller counties could rely on support 
for future residential development from some of these in-commuters.  
 
Maps illustrating the number of in-commuters by county and the in-commuter 
to total employment ratio are illustrated on the following pages. 
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N. ANNUAL TURNOVER RATE BY TENURE 
 
This study considers resident turnover for households living in severe housing 
cost burdened housing situations (paying over 50% of income toward housing 
costs), as it is assumed that some portion of such households would move if 
given the opportunity to secure more affordable housing. Below is the share of 
annual turnover by tenure (renter versus owner) for each county in the state. 
Note that counties with a renter turnover above 30% or an owner turnover above 
10% are highlighted in red text. 
  

Rate of Annual Turnover by County (2022) 
County Renter Owner County Renter Owner County Renter Owner 

Alamance 21.0% 8.1% Guilford 25.2% 8.1% Rutherford 24.8% 8.0% 
Alexander 13.1% 5.9% Halifax 14.9% 5.0% Sampson 8.8% 4.0% 
Alleghany 22.9% 4.2% Harnett 21.8% 10.5% Scotland 18.7% 4.8% 

Anson 21.1% 6.5% Haywood 24.7% 7.7% Stanly 21.8% 8.9% 
Ashe 9.7% 5.1% Henderson 20.9% 9.7% Stokes 9.4% 7.9% 
Avery 16.2% 6.0% Hertford 15.5% 6.0% Surry 15.1% 5.8% 

Beaufort 9.1% 4.7% Hoke 19.3% 9.9% Swain 20.6% 8.8% 
Bertie 17.7% 6.0% Hyde 16.3% 0.0% Transylvania 24.2% 11.7% 
Bladen 13.7% 5.0% Iredell 22.3% 9.0% Tyrrell 8.7% 3.9% 

Brunswick 25.7% 9.0% Jackson 28.0% 9.0% Union 22.1% 9.5% 
Buncombe 19.0% 6.8% Johnston 15.8% 6.8% Vance 18.5% 4.9% 

Burke 18.1% 7.8% Jones 16.3% 7.6% Wake 31.5% 8.8% 
Cabarrus 20.6% 7.8% Lee 19.2% 7.0% Warren 15.0% 5.9% 
Caldwell 14.8% 7.0% Lenoir 20.1% 6.1% Washington 28.7% 6.0% 
Camden 2.5% 4.3% Lincoln 24.1% 8.2% Watauga 44.8% 7.0% 
Carteret 24.1% 7.8% Macon 23.0% 11.4% Wayne 22.9% 8.4% 
Caswell 21.7% 4.4% Madison 18.4% 5.3% Wilkes 12.4% 3.2% 
Catawba 18.1% 6.8% Martin 13.6% 6.8% Wilson 21.5% 5.6% 
Chatham 18.3% 7.5% McDowell 17.3% 6.9% Yadkin 16.0% 4.9% 
Cherokee 22.8% 8.0% Mecklenburg 27.4% 7.9% Yancey 11.5% 7.5% 
Chowan 25.3% 7.9% Mitchell 9.8% 4.4% 

Clay 18.4% 5.3% Montgomery 10.8% 3.0% 
Cleveland 16.2% 5.7% Moore 30.8% 9.6% 
Columbus 13.3% 5.6% Nash 15.7% 8.0% 

Craven 22.5% 7.7% New Hanover 25.2% 9.6% 
Cumberland 27.4% 11.3% Northampton 11.9% 5.3% 

Currituck 3.6% 10.8% Onslow 33.4% 14.4% 
Dare 12.4% 7.9% Orange 32.5% 8.2% 

Davidson 13.7% 5.8% Pamlico 6.6% 5.2% 
Davie 23.2% 7.0% Pasquotank 24.6% 8.1% 
Duplin 22.0% 5.3% Pender 25.0% 9.9% 

Durham 28.9% 7.4% Perquimans 22.6% 10.6% 
Edgecombe 11.1% 3.8% Person 20.5% 4.8% 

Forsyth 22.2% 7.5% Pitt 28.0% 8.3% 
Franklin 21.0% 6.3% Polk 22.6% 11.0% 
Gaston 18.8% 7.2% Randolph 24.3% 6.8% 
Gates 34.9% 6.3% Richmond 20.1% 6.3% 

Graham 22.2% 7.8% Robeson 11.0% 3.7% 
Granville 17.4% 6.9% Rockingham 15.7% 9.1% 
Greene 14.8% 7.7% Rowan 20.1% 7.9% 

Source: American Community Survey (2018-2022); ESRI; Bowen National Research 
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The following table summarizes the counties with the highest shares of annual 
resident turnover.   
 

Source: American Community Survey (2018-2022); Bowen National Research 
 
Watauga County has the highest renter turnover rate (44.8%) in the state.  It is 
worth noting that Appalachian State University, a four-year public college with 
over 21,000 enrolled students, is located in this county.  Higher renter turnover 
rates are not unusual for university-influenced markets. The highest owner 
household turnover rate is within Onslow County, at 14.4%.  Camp Lejeune, a 
U.S. Marine Corps base with over 120,000 active-duty members, civilians, 
veterans and others, is located in Onslow County.  It is likely that Camp Lejeune 
personnel influence the annual turnover of homeowners.   
 
Numerous factors can greatly influence annual turnover rates, including but not 
limited to markets influenced by higher education offerings, large-scale 
business relocations, presence of a state capital, business expansions or 
closures, a large base of retiring households, presence of a seasonal/recreational 
housing market, or rapid household growth. Communities with high annual 
turnover rates can be indicators of housing market issues.  Turnover rates by 
tenure were considered in the housing supply gap estimates. 
 

 
  

Rate of Annual Turnover by Tenure and County  
Renter Households Owner Households 

Rank County Turnover Rank County Turnover 
1 Watauga 44.8% 1 Onslow 14.4% 
2 Gates 34.9% 2 Transylvania 11.7% 
3 Onslow 33.4% 3 Macon 11.4% 
4 Orange 32.5% 4 Cumberland 11.3% 
5 Wake 31.5% 5 Polk 11.0% 
6 Moore 30.8% 6 Currituck 10.8% 
7 Durham 28.9% 7 Perquimans 10.6% 
8 Washington 28.7% 8 Harnett 10.5% 
9 Jackson 28.0% 9 Pender 9.9% 

10 Pitt 28.0% 10 Hoke 9.9% 
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O. PROJECTED JOB GROWTH THROUGH 2029 
 
North Carolina is expected to experience significant job growth over the next 
several years. Because job growth often has a significant impact on housing 
market demand, we have incorporated job growth projections to estimate the 
number of new households in each county that may result from this factor.  
Although the data used for these estimates is primarily based on job growth 
projections published by the North Carolina Department of Commerce, we have 
also included some specific job announcement data in our estimates where such 
data was available. In our final estimates, we account for factors that may not 
result in a new household for each new job that is created. These factors include 
jobs filled by unemployed persons already in the market and jobs filled by 
commuters that will continue to reside outside the county that the new job is 
created. Given that the actual wages of future jobs are unknown in many cases 
and such jobs would be on an individual person basis (as opposed to a household), 
we have applied the latest distribution of households by income and tenure in 
each county when estimating the likely incomes of new households that will be 
created for each county. 
 
The following table summarizes the 2023 at-place employment (latest full-year 
available), the annual projected job growth rate based on North Carolina 
Department of Commerce estimates from 2021 to 2030, and the resulting total 
projected job growth through 2029 for each of the counties within the state.  Note 
that tenure and income distributions are not included within this table but were 
incorporated into the household growth projections utilized in our housing gap 
estimates (Section V).  
 

Projected Job Growth by County (2023-2029) 

County 

2023  
At-Place 

Employment 

Projected 
Annual 

Growth Rate 

Projected 
Job Growth  
2023-2029 County 

2023 
Employment 

Projected 
Annual 

Growth Rate 

Projected 
Job Growth  
2023-2029 

Alamance 66,553 0.7% 2,940 Cherokee 7,978 1.0% 465 
Alexander 8,839 0.7% 388 Chowan 5,120 0.6% 196 
Alleghany 3,242 0.7% 141 Clay 2,151 1.0% 125 

Anson 6,707 1.2% 478 Cleveland 36,375 1.2% 2,590 
Ashe 7,312 0.7% 317 Columbus 14,991 0.5% 428 
Avery 7,211 0.7% 313 Craven 40,816 0.7% 1,726 

Beaufort 15,542 0.6% 531 Cumberland 122,493 0.5% 3,501 
Bertie 5,106 0.6% 174 Currituck 7,536 0.6% 289 
Bladen 13,718 0.5% 392 Dare 20,196 0.6% 774 

Brunswick 39,548 1.0% 2,490 Davidson 46,349 1.0% 2,664 
Buncombe 138,287 0.9% 7,755 Davie 13,507 1.0% 776 

Burke 29,498 0.7% 1,296 Duplin 19,334 0.4% 475 
Cabarrus 85,015 1.2% 6,054 Durham 233,266 1.2% 16,861 
Caldwell 25,375 0.7% 1,115 Edgecombe 15,150 0.6% 540 
Camden 1,236 0.6% 47 Forsyth 192,791 1.0% 11,079 
Carteret 24,724 0.7% 1,046 Franklin 13,448 1.2% 972 
Caswell 2,919 0.7% 129 Gaston 77,391 1.2% 5,511 
Catawba 90,117 0.7% 3,959 Gates 1,405 0.6% 54 
Chatham 17,338 1.2% 1,253 Graham 1,938 1.0% 113 

Source: Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics; North Carolina Department of Commerce; Bowen National Research 
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Projected Job Growth by County (2023-2029) - CONTINUED 

County 

2023  
At-Place 

Employment 

Projected 
Annual 

Growth Rate 

Projected 
Job Growth  
2023-2029 County 

2023 
Employment 

Projected 
Annual 

Growth Rate 

Projected 
Job Growth  
2023-2029 

Granville 20,298 1.2% 1,467 Pasquotank 15,883 0.6% 609 
Greene 4,543 0.4% 112 Pender 14,179 1.0% 893 

Guilford 287,072 0.7% 12,681 Perquimans 2,405 0.6% 92 
Halifax 15,130 0.6% 517 Person 9,512 1.2% 688 
Harnett 27,708 1.2% 2,003 Pitt 80,183 0.6% 2,738 

Haywood 17,495 1.0% 1,021 Polk 5,425 0.9% 304 
Henderson 42,644 0.9% 2,392 Randolph 42,455 0.7% 1,875 
Hertford 8,533 0.6% 291 Richmond 14,269 0.8% 696 

Hoke 9,003 0.5% 257 Robeson 38,103 0.5% 1,089 
Hyde 1,744 0.6% 67 Rockingham 24,617 0.7% 1,087 
Iredell 82,501 1.2% 5,875 Rowan 50,747 1.2% 3,614 

Jackson 14,475 1.0% 844 Rutherford 18,324 0.9% 1,028 
Johnston 58,589 1.2% 4,235 Sampson 17,134 0.5% 490 

Jones 1,644 0.7% 70 Scotland 11,762 0.5% 336 
Lee 25,997 1.2% 1,879 Stanly 21,786 1.2% 1,551 

Lenoir 28,982 0.4% 712 Stokes 7,454 1.0% 428 
Lincoln 27,405 1.2% 1,951 Surry 28,760 1.0% 1,653 
Macon 12,437 1.0% 725 Swain 10,779 1.0% 629 

Madison 4,180 0.9% 234 Transylvania 9,648 0.9% 541 
Martin 6,126 0.6% 209 Tyrrell 945 0.6% 36 

McDowell 15,558 0.7% 683 Union 72,115 1.2% 5,135 
Mecklenburg 780,608 1.2% 55,586 Vance 14,179 1.2% 1,025 

Mitchell 4,989 0.7% 216 Wake 639,870 1.2% 46,251 
Montgomery 9,049 0.8% 441 Warren 2,944 1.2% 213 

Moore 38,591 0.8% 1,882 Washington 3,101 0.6% 119 
Nash 39,169 0.6% 1,397 Watauga 25,041 0.7% 1,086 

New Hanover 129,066 1.0% 8,127 Wayne 41,175 0.4% 1,011 
Northampton 4,949 0.6% 169 Wilkes 19,025 0.7% 825 

Onslow 53,426 0.7% 2,260 Wilson 35,767 0.6% 1,275 
Orange 77,843 1.2% 5,627 Yadkin 9,975 1.0% 573 
Pamlico 3,697 0.7% 156 Yancey 4,522 0.7% 196 

Source: Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics; North Carolina Department of Commerce; Bowen National Research 
 

Between 2023 and 2029, it is projected that the number of jobs within the overall 
state will increase by 5.9% (272,129 new jobs) based on the growth rate 
projections provided by the North Carolina Department of Commerce. The 
counties with the largest projected job growth between 2023 and 2029 include 
Mecklenburg (55,586), Wake (46,251), Durham (16,861), Guilford (12,681), and 
Forsyth (11,079).  This is not surprising, given that these counties are among the 
counties with the largest existing at-place employment bases in the state.  
Regardless, the data illustrates that job growth is projected to occur within each 
of the 100 counties in the state through 2029, with individual annual growth rates 
ranging from 0.4% to 1.2%. As previously mentioned, not all jobs will result in 
additional households within a given county; however, we have considered this 
influence in household growth and housing gap estimates. 
 
The following map illustrates the projected number of new jobs for each county 
from 2023 to 2029.  
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 IV.  HOUSING SUPPLY ANALYSIS 
 
This housing supply analysis considers both rental and for-sale housing. Understanding 
the trends, market performance, characteristics, composition, and current housing 
choices provide critical information as to current market conditions and future housing 
needs.  
 
While there are a variety of housing alternatives offered in North Carolina, this analysis 
is focused on the most common alternatives. The housing structures included in this 
analysis are: 
 
• Rental Housing – Rental properties consisting of multifamily apartments 

(generally with five or more units within a structure) were identified and surveyed. 
It should be noted that individual non-conventional rentals, such as single-family 
homes, duplexes, mobile homes, house boats or units over storefronts, were not 
inventoried as part of this study. 
 

• For-Sale Housing – For-sale housing alternatives of currently available supply 
were inventoried. This data includes single-family homes, condominiums, mobile 
homes, and other traditional housing alternatives. It includes stand-alone product 
as well as homes within planned developments or projects. Historical sales activity 
was not included in this report. 

 
The housing data presented and analyzed in this section includes primary data collected 
directly by Bowen National Research and secondary data sources including 
Realtor.com and data provided by various government entities and real estate 
professionals. Planned or under construction housing was also considered for its 
potential impact on housing market conditions and demand. Please note, the totals in 
some charts may not equal the sum of individual columns or rows or may vary from 
the total reported in other tables due to rounding.   
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A. RENTAL HOUSING SUPPLY ANALYSIS  
 
Multifamily Apartments 
 
Data was compiled and analyzed on more than 2,600 multifamily rental housing 
properties within North Carolina. Most of these properties were surveyed (both by 
telephone and in-person) by representatives of Bowen National Research since 
2022. While this survey does not include all properties in the state, it does include 
a large portion of the larger properties. Product was inventoried in 72 of the state’s 
100 counties. The overall survey is considered representative of the performance, 
conditions and trends of multifamily rental housing in the state. Housing 
authorities, property managers or leasing agents for each project were surveyed to 
collect a variety of property information including vacancies, wait lists, rental rates, 
unit mixes, targeted income levels, year built and other features.  
 
The roughly 2,600 surveyed multifamily rental projects in the state comprise a total 
of nearly 326,000 units. These projects operate under a variety of rental housing 
programs, including a combination of such programs. As a result, we distinguished 
the multifamily housing inventory by program type (e.g., market-rate, Tax Credit, 
and government-subsidized, or some combination thereof). Note that while market-
rate housing can serve a variety of household income levels, Tax Credit housing 
generally serves households earning between 50% and 80% of Area Median 
Income (AMI) and government-subsidized housing serves households earning 
below 50% of AMI.  The distribution of surveyed multifamily rental housing supply 
by program type is illustrated in the following table (Note that the total of the 
number of projects by project type will not equal the overall total of projects 
surveyed, as some properties operate under multiple program types.  For example, 
a 100-unit property may have 50 units operating as market-rate and the remaining 
50 units operate under the Tax Credit program.  Therefore, this property would be 
counted twice; once as a market-rate property and once as a Tax Credit property). 
  

Surveyed Multifamily Rental Housing Units - North Carolina 

Project Type 
Projects 
Surveyed 

Total 
Units 

Vacant 
Units 

Occupancy 
Rate 

Vacancy 
Rate 

Market-Rate 1,500 258,429 15,616 94.0% 6.0% 
Tax Credit 695 39,969 555 98.6% 1.4% 
Government-Subsidized 542 27,537 89 99.7% 0.3% 

Total 2,638* 325,935 16,260 95.0% 5.0% 
Source: Bowen National Research 
*Some projects operate under concurrent programs (e.g., Market-rate and Tax Credit); Therefore, a project could 
be listed in the table as market-rate and also as Tax Credit. This double counting of projects is eliminated in the 
overall total of the number of projects (2,638) shown in the table. 
 
The overall vacancy rate among the 325,935 surveyed units is 5.0% (95.0% 
occupied). It should be noted that this only includes physical vacancies (vacant 
units ready for immediate occupancy) as opposed to economic vacancies (vacant 
units not immediately available for rent). Typically, healthy, well-balanced markets 
have rental housing vacancy rates generally between 4% and 6%. As such, 
vacancies in overall North Carolina are reflective of a healthy and well balanced 
multifamily rental market.  Among the 67,506 rental units that operate under either 
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the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit program or under a government subsidy and 
serve lower income households (earning up to 80% of Area Median Income), only 
644 are vacant, resulting in a combined vacancy rate of just 1.0%. Management at 
the majority of the affordable multifamily housing projects indicated that they 
maintain wait lists for the next available units. Overall, wait lists among the 
affordable (Tax Credit and government-subsidized) rental alternatives total 41,702 
households, of which 17,787 (42.7%) households are for government-subsidized 
units and 23,915 (57.3%) are for Tax Credit units.  As such, there is clear pent-up 
demand for affordable rental housing in the state.  While the largest number of 
vacant units (15,616) is among the market-rate supply, market-rate units have an 
overall vacancy rate of 6.0%.  This rate is within the 4.0% to 6.0% range for what 
is typically considered a healthy and well-balanced market.  Therefore, even among 
non-assisted housing, demand for rental housing is strong. The lack of affordable 
available rentals likely contributes to cost burden housing situations, substandard 
housing, and inability of Housing Choice Voucher holders to use their vouchers. 
Based on this survey of rental housing, there does not appear to be any weakness 
or softness among multifamily rentals in the overall state. In fact, the demand for 
rentals among all affordability levels appears to be strong. 

 
The following table summarizes the distribution of surveyed rental housing by 
county within North Carolina.  The data includes the vacancy rates and wait lists 
(number of households) by product type for each county with surveyed properties 
in the state. Note that vacancy rates of 0.0% are highlighted in red text. 

 

County 

Surveyed Multifamily Rental Housing Supply by County 

Projects 
Surveyed 

Total 
Units 

Vacant 
Units 

Overall 
Vacancy 

Rate 

Vacancy Rate by Type Wait Lists by Type 
Market-

Rate 
Tax 

Credit 
Government 
Subsidized 

Market-
Rate 

Tax 
Credit 

Government 
Subsidized 

Alamance 80 8,489 425 5.0% 5.8% 0.2% 4.4% 20 624 523 
Alexander 0 - - - - - - - - - 
Alleghany 1 49 0 0.0% 0.0% - - 0 - - 

Anson 10 411 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0 5 30 
Ashe 0 - - - - - - - - - 
Avery 8 161 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0 1 95 

Beaufort 18 689 5 0.7% 2.9% 0.5% 0.0% 4 49 103 
Bertie 0 - - - - - - - - - 
Bladen 2 44 0 0.0% 0.0% - - 0 - - 

Brunswick 9 823 8 1.0% 1.5% 0.6% - 0 129 - 
Buncombe 92 13,541 499 3.7% 4.1% 1.1% 0.0% 174 382 358 

Burke 54 2,162 99 4.6% 9.6% 0.0% 0.2% 19 354 348 
Cabarrus 66 9,715 606 6.2% 6.8% 3.9% 0.0% 7 248 50 
Caldwell 0 - - - - - - - - - 
Camden 0 - - - - - - - - - 
Carteret 31 1,570 75 4.8% 6.9% 0.0% 0.0% 24 296 0 
Caswell 3 110 0 0.0% - - 0.0% - - 0 
Catawba 38 4,180 55 1.3% 1.7% 0.0% 0.0% 286 455 32 
Chatham 22 1,369 190 13.9% 22.5% 0.0% 0.0% 6 76 96 
Cherokee 13 291 2 0.7% 2.7% 0.0% 0.4% 15 - 214 
Chowan 0 - - - - - - - - - 

Clay 5 146 0 0.0% 0.0% - 0.0% 10 - 18 
Cleveland 30 1,711 20 1.2% 1.6% 0.0% 0.9% 13 55 296 

Source: Bowen National Research 
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County 

Surveyed Multifamily Rental Housing Supply by County (CONTINUED) 

Projects 
Surveyed 

Total 
Units 

Vacant 
Units 

Overall 
Vacancy 

Rate 

Vacancy Rate by Type Wait Lists by Type 
Market-

Rate 
Tax 

Credit 
Government 
Subsidized 

Market-
Rate 

Tax 
Credit 

Government 
Subsidized 

Columbus 23 834 12 1.4% 0.5% 2.6% 0.0% 10 39 146 
Craven 0 - - - - - - - - - 

Cumberland 108 17,610 987 5.6% 6.3% 0.0% 0.0% 29 344 238 
Currituck 0 - - - - - - - - - 

Dare 7 349 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0 4 80 
Davidson 22 2,112 75 3.6% 5.0% 1.6% 0.0% 0 72 30 

Davie 16 1,007 115 11.4% 22.7% 0.0% 0.0% 9 147 27 
Duplin 0 - - - - - - - - - 
Durham 119 21,061 1,213 5.8% 6.4% 3.2% 0.0% 22 314 378 

Edgecombe 30 1,410 2 0.1% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0 196 360 
Forsyth 130 18,770 826 4.4% 5.3% 0.4% 0.2% 87 679 254 
Franklin 2 346 0 0.0% 0.0% - - 0 - - 
Gaston 42 5,428 115 2.1% 3.2% 0.0% 0.0% 19 549 50 
Gates 0 - - - - - - - - - 

Graham 3 84 2 2.4% - 0.0% 3.8% - 0 10 
Granville 8 424 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 23 67 42 
Greene 0 - - - - - - - - - 

Guilford 235 35,043 1,875 5.4% 6.1% 1.5% 0.0% 66 2,753 2,972 
Halifax 11 621 4 0.6% 1.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0 310 15 
Harnett 27 1,045 5 0.5% 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 231 

Haywood 13 995 26 2.6% 3.6% 0.0% 0.0% 64 146 152 
Henderson 7 822 20 2.4% 2.6% 0.0% - 170 10 - 
Hertford 1 48 0 0.0% - 0.0% - 0 85 - 

Hoke 17 1,250 132 10.6% 16.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0 105 93 
Hyde 0 - - - - - - - - - 
Iredell 84 10,443 617 5.9% 7.2% 2.1% 0.0% 50 819 4,614 

Jackson 6 251 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0 93 6 
Johnston 55 4,428 538 12.1% 17.9% 2.7% 0.0% 0 100 607 

Jones 0 0 0 - - - - - - - 
Lee 34 3,353 7 0.2% 0.3% 0.0% 0.2% 103 11 141 

Lenoir 0 - - - - - - - - - 
Lincoln 0 - - - - - - - - - 
Macon 9 330 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33 288 20 

Madison 2 82 0 0.0% - 0.0% 0.0% 0 24 0 
Martin 0 - - - - - - - - - 

McDowell 10 396 3 0.8% 4.2% 1.0% 0.0% 10 377 67 
Mecklenburg 219 42,222 2,224 5.3% 5.9% 2.6% 0.1% 8 4,575 1,456 

Mitchell 1 24 0 0.0% - - 0.0% - - 0 
Montgomery 3 118 1 0.8% - 0.0% 1.4% - 0 0 

Moore 25 2,395 111 4.6% 5.4% 6.9% 0.8% 5 40 8 
Nash 19 1,779 27 1.5% 2.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0 127 25 

New Hanover 111 18,485 903 4.9% 5.6% 0.0% 0.0% 80 621 436 
Northampton 0 - - - - - - - - - 

Onslow 0 - - - - - - - - - 
Orange 29 4,022 228 5.7% 6.3% 0.2% 0.0% 51 4 0 
Pamlico 0 - - - - - - - - - 

Pasquotank 1 180 0 0.0% 0.0% - - 31 - - 
Pender 0 - - - - - - - - - 

Perquimans 0 - - - - - - - - - 
Person 15 440 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 55 

Source: Bowen National Research 
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County 

Surveyed Multifamily Rental Housing Supply by County (CONTINUED) 

Projects 
Surveyed 

Total 
Units 

Vacant 
Units 

Overall 
Vacancy 

Rate 

Vacancy Rate by Type Wait Lists by Type 
Market-

Rate 
Tax 

Credit 
Government 
Subsidized 

Market-
Rate 

Tax 
Credit 

Government 
Subsidized 

Pitt 53 7,260 440 6.1% 7.7% 0.0% 0.0% 216 762 699 
Polk 0 - - - - - - - - - 

Randolph 33 2,502 71 2.8% 3.6% 1.5% 0.7% 111 34 10 
Richmond 4 288 3 1.0% 2.0% 0.0% - 0 54 - 
Robeson 30 1,290 6 0.5% 2.3% 0.0% 0.0% 6 387 76 

Rockingham 42 2,394 35 1.5% 2.8% 1.0% 0.3% 86 424 165 
Rowan 36 2,761 71 2.6% 3.5% 1.4% 1.1% 5 1,079 565 

Rutherford 21 662 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 305 34 43 
Sampson 0 - - - - - - - - - 
Scotland 14 705 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 25 84 54 
Stanly 23 1,174 7 0.6% 2.4% 0.0% 0.0% 32 476 60 
Stokes 12 376 3 0.8% 1.1% 0.0% 1.0% 0 2 364 
Surry 25 1,321 14 1.1% 4.9% 0.0% 0.0% 36 195 79 
Swain 4 80 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% - 0 38 - 

Transylvania 9 287 4 1.4% 0.0% 0.0% 2.2% 25 307 248 
Tyrrell 0 - - - - - - - - - 
Union 19 2,100 66 3.1% 3.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 58 
Vance 13 599 1 0.2% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 22 212 68 
Wake 312 55,146 3,479 6.3% 6.9% 2.0% 0.0% 312 3,671 212 

Warren 0 - - - - - - - - - 
Washington 0 - - - - - - - - - 

Watauga 0 - - - - - - - - - 
Wayne 26 2,071 5 0.2% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0 315 4 
Wilkes 18 779 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 15 54 238 
Wilson 0 - - - - - - - - - 
Yadkin 10 235 3 1.3% 7.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0 200 54 
Yancey 8 237 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 114 

State Total 2,638 325,935 16,260 5.0% 6.0% 1.4% 0.3% 2,644 23,915 17,787 
Source: Bowen National Research  

 
As the preceding illustrates, of the 72 counties in North Carolina with surveyed 
multifamily apartments, 21 (29.2%) counties have overall vacancy rates of 0.0%, 
and 13 (18.1%) counties have vacancy rates between 0.1% to 0.9%.  With nearly 
one-half of counties with surveyed properties operating at overall vacancy rates 
below 1.0%, it appears that the current multifamily rental housing stock in many 
North Carolina counties is not meeting the needs of the respective markets.  While 
the limited available inventory (vacancies of less than 1.0%) is spread throughout 
the state, the lack of such units appears to be most prevalent in the more rural areas 
of the state. The lack of available housing has led to significant pent-up demand 
among multifamily apartments, as evidenced by the 44,346 total households on wait 
lists for available rentals.  Only seven counties in the state have overall vacancy 
rates above 6% (the rate often considered to be above the healthy market range of 
4% to 6%). These include the counties of Cabarrus (6.2%), Chatham (13.9%), 
Davie (11.4%), Hoke (10.6%), Johnston (12.1%), Pitt (6.1%), and Wake (6.3%).    
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The state’s overall multifamily vacancy rates, total vacancies, and waiting lists by 
program type are shown in the following graphs.  Maps illustrating the overall 
vacancy rates by county and vacancy rates by housing type are included on the 
following pages.  
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North Carolina – Multifamily Rentals Overall Vacancy Rates by County (Sorted Low-to-High) 
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Market-Rate Apartments 
 
The state has an overall vacancy rate of 6.0% (15,616 vacant units) among the 
258,429 market-rate units surveyed, which is considered to be within the range for 
a healthy rental market.  However, the presence of wait lists totaling 2,644 
households indicates strong demand exists for market-rate multifamily rentals in 
the state. Among the 66 counties in the state with surveyed market-rate multifamily 
rental projects, 18 have no reported vacancies among surveyed properties.  Most 
counties are operating with vacancy rates below 4.0%. Wait lists are maintained for 
the market-rate projects in 43 of the counties. 
 
It is important to point out that several counties have very high vacancy rates among 
the surveyed market-rate supply. These include the counties of Chatham (22.5%), 
Davie (22.7%), Hoke (16.9%), and Johnston (17.9%).  While some of the vacancies 
are attributed to newly opened projects that are in their initial lease-up phase and 
are not necessarily a reflection of an underperforming market, our interviews with 
numerous property managers cited some market demand issues, property-specific 
or previous management deficiencies, recently re-opened units following 
renovations, large-scale corporate rental moveouts, or seasonal (late spring) 
moveouts. As a result of lower occupancy levels at several properties within these 
counties, many properties were offering rent concessions such as one month of free 
rent, discounted rent or waiving of application fees.  Regardless, while the vacancy 
rates in the aforementioned counties are considered high, these four counties are 
also expected to experience significant household growth over the next five years.  
As a result, these vacant units should be absorbed in the near future.   
 
The following table summarizes the distribution of surveyed market-rate units by 
county within the state. Vacancy rates of 0.0% are shown in red text. 
 

County 

Surveyed Market-Rate Rental Housing Supply by County 
Projects 
Surveyed 

Total  
Units 

Vacant  
Units 

Vacancy  
Rate 

Wait  
List 

Alamance 52 6,396 372 5.8% 20 
Alexander 0 - - - - 
Alleghany 1 49 0 0.0% 0 

Anson 2 20 0 0.0% 0 
Ashe 0 - - - - 
Avery 2 24 0 0.0% 0 

Beaufort 3 140 4 2.9% 4 
Bertie 0 - - - - 
Bladen 2 44 0 0.0% 0 

Brunswick 3 340 5 1.5% 0 
Buncombe 68 11,969 486 4.1% 174 

Burke 27 1,010 97 9.6% 19 
Cabarrus 45 8,228 559 6.8% 7 
Caldwell 0 - - - - 
Camden 0 - - - - 

Source: Bowen National Research 
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County 

Surveyed Market-Rate Rental Housing Supply by County (CONTINUED) 
Projects 
Surveyed 

Total  
Units 

Vacant  
Units 

Vacancy  
Rate 

Wait  
List 

Carteret 17 1,080 75 6.9% 24 
Caswell 0 - - - - 
Catawba 25 3,190 55 1.7% 286 
Chatham 9 846 190 22.5% 6 
Cherokee 4 37 1 2.7% 15 
Chowan 0 - - - - 

Clay 3 88 0 0.0% 10 
Cleveland 16 991 16 1.6% 13 
Columbus 7 200 1 0.5% 10 

Craven 0 - - - - 
Cumberland 76 15,720 987 6.3% 29 

Currituck 0 - - - - 
Dare 4 220 0 0.0% 0 

Davidson 10 1,373 68 5.0% 0 
Davie 6 507 115 22.7% 9 
Duplin 0 - - - - 
Durham 78 17,902 1,142 6.4% 22 

Edgecombe 6 268 2 0.7% 0 
Forsyth 89 15,341 817 5.3% 87 
Franklin 2 346 0 0.0% 0 
Gaston 19 3,621 115 3.2% 19 
Gates 0 - - - - 

Graham 0 - - - - 
Granville 2 219 0 0.0% 23 
Greene 0 - - - - 

Guilford 162 30,028 1,843 6.1% 66 
Halifax 3 286 4 1.4% 0 
Harnett 11 442 5 1.1% 0 

Haywood 8 721 26 3.6% 64 
Henderson 5 762 20 2.6% 170 
Hertford 0 - - - - 

Hoke 6 782 132 16.9% 0 
Hyde 0 - - - - 
Iredell 49 8,231 593 7.2% 50 

Jackson 4 110 0 0.0% 0 
Johnston 24 2,945 528 17.9% 0 

Jones 0 - - - - 
Lee 12 2,371 6 0.3% 103 

Lenoir 0 - - - - 
Lincoln 0 - - - - 
Macon 3 44 0 0.0% 33 

Madison 0 - - - - 
Martin 0 - - - - 

McDowell 2 24 1 4.2% 10 
Mecklenburg 137 34,338 2,042 5.9% 8 

Mitchell 0 - - - - 
Montgomery 0 - - - - 

Moore 13 1,636 88 5.4% 5 
Nash 12 1,355 27 2.0% 0 

New Hanover 85 16,226 903 5.6% 80 
Northampton 0 - - - - 

Source: Bowen National Research 
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County 

Surveyed Market-Rate Rental Housing Supply by County (CONTINUED) 
Projects 
Surveyed 

Total  
Units 

Vacant  
Units 

Vacancy  
Rate 

Wait  
List 

Onslow 0 - - - - 
Orange 23 3,595 227 6.3% 51 
Pamlico 0 - - - - 

Pasquotank 1 180 0 0.0% 31 
Pender 0 - - - - 

Perquimans 0 - - - - 
Person 1 50 0 0.0% 0 

Pitt 28 5,695 440 7.7% 216 
Polk 0 - - - - 

Randolph 19 1,799 64 3.6% 111 
Richmond 1 152 3 2.0% 0 
Robeson 7 258 6 2.3% 6 

Rockingham 13 1,009 28 2.8% 86 
Rowan 15 1,611 56 3.5% 5 

Rutherford 11 358 0 0.0% 305 
Sampson 0 - - - - 
Scotland 3 242 0 0.0% 25 
Stanly 8 286 7 2.4% 32 
Stokes 3 88 1 1.1% 0 
Surry 7 283 14 4.9% 36 
Swain 3 40 0 0.0% 0 

Transylvania 1 20 0 0.0% 25 
Tyrrell 0 - - - - 
Union 12 1,844 66 3.6% 0 
Vance 4 173 1 0.6% 22 
Wake 205 48,762 3,370 6.9% 312 

Warren 0 - - - - 
Washington 0 - - - - 

Watauga 0 - - - - 
Wayne 12 1,315 5 0.4% 0 
Wilkes 5 151 0 0.0% 15 
Wilson 0 - - - - 
Yadkin 3 41 3 7.3% 0 
Yancey 1 7 0 0.0% 0 
State 1,500 258,429 15,616 6.0% 2,644 

Source: Bowen National Research 
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The following graphs illustrate the number of counties by vacancy rate range and 
waiting lists by county for the surveyed multifamily market-rate projects.  Note that 
the optimal vacancy rate range for multifamily rentals is between 4.0% and 6.0%.  
Counties in which no market-rate product was surveyed or counties without active 
market-rate wait lists are excluded from the following graphs, when applicable.   
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As part of the survey of multifamily market-rate apartments, Bowen National 
Research identified rents by bedroom and bathroom type. From this survey, 
weighted average rents were established for each of the bedroom/bathroom 
combinations. For the purposes of this analysis, the collected (tenant-paid) rents of 
the most common bedroom and bathroom configurations were used in the table that 
follows.  Note that a color gradient scale comparing rents for each county was 
applied to the data, ranging from bold green (lowest rent) to bold red (highest rent) 
for each bedroom type.  Rents appearing in white indicate the midpoint (50th 
percentile) for the range. 
 

Average Market-Rate Rents by Bedroom/Bathroom Type and by County  

County 
One-Br/ 
1.0-Ba 

Two-Br/ 
1.0-Ba 

Two-Br/ 
2.0-Ba 

Three-Br/ 
2.0-Ba 

Alamance $1,218 $1,217 $1,496 $1,658 
Alexander - - - - 
Alleghany $440 $498 - - 

Anson - $685 - - 
Ashe - - - - 
Avery $600 $1,126 $750 - 

Beaufort $600 $802 - - 
Bertie - - - - 
Bladen $650 - $725 - 

Brunswick $1,448 - $1,751 $1,650 
Buncombe $1,537 $1,703 $1,862 $2,122 

Burke $1,382 $1,161 $1,528 $1,415 
Cabarrus $1,332 $1,398 $1,662 $1,894 
Caldwell - - - - 
Camden - - - - 
Carteret $1,302 $1,002 $1,624 $1,859 
Caswell - - - - 
Catawba $1,165 $1,270 $1,473 $1,660 
Chatham $1,340 $1,549 $1,497 $2,249 

Source: Bowen National Research 
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Average Market-Rate Rents by Bedroom/Bathroom Type and by County (CONTINUED) 

County 
One-Br/ 
1.0-Ba 

Two-Br/ 
1.0-Ba 

Two-Br/ 
2.0-Ba 

Three-Br/ 
2.0-Ba 

Cherokee $676 $767 $895 - 
Chowan - - - - 

Clay $983 $1,037 - - 
Cleveland $876 $943 $1,082 $1,187 
Columbus $667 $713 $950 - 

Craven - - - - 
Cumberland $1,135 $1,079 $1,332 $1,486 

Currituck - - - - 
Dare $1,512 $1,617 $2,000 $2,500 

Davidson $933 $970 $1,177 $1,480 
Davie $1,286 $1,200 $1,739 - 
Duplin - - - - 
Durham $1,525 $1,447 $1,968 $2,249 

Edgecombe $675 $754 $762 $745 
Forsyth $1,151 $1,244 $1,415 $1,726 
Franklin $990 $1,085 $1,276 - 
Gaston $1,229 $1,151 $1,384 $1,670 
Gates - - - - 

Graham - - - - 
Granville $1,018 - $1,116 $1,210 
Greene - - - - 

Guilford $1,112 $1,136 $1,355 $1,578 
Halifax $648 - - $863 
Harnett $882 $907 $1,172 - 

Haywood $1,298 $1,602 $1,546 $1,760 
Henderson $2,526 $682 $2,529 $2,708 
Hertford - - - - 

Hoke $1,100 - $1,347 $1,590 
Hyde - - - - 
Iredell $1,344 $1,288 $1,641 $1,908 

Jackson $813 $930 $725 $1,007 
Johnston $1,442 $1,481 $1,667 $1,777 

Jones - - - - 
Lee $1,039 $1,044 $1,145 $1,377 

Lenoir - - - - 
Lincoln - - - - 
Macon - - $900 - 

Madison - - - - 
Martin - - - - 

McDowell $335 - - - 
Mecklenburg $1,477 $1,713 $1,835 $2,145 

Mitchell - - - - 
Montgomery - - - - 

Moore $1,356 $1,240 $1,566 $2,035 
Nash $987 $787 $1,278 $1,355 

New Hanover $1,457 $1,246 $1,813 $1,991 
Northampton - - - - 

Onslow - - - - 
Orange $1,585 $1,703 $2,075 $2,359 
Pamlico - - - - 

Pasquotank $1,233 - $1,445 $1,533 
Source: Bowen National Research 
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Average Market-Rate Rents by Bedroom/Bathroom Type and by County (CONTINUED) 

County 
One-Br/ 
1.0-Ba 

Two-Br/ 
1.0-Ba 

Two-Br/ 
2.0-Ba 

Three-Br/ 
2.0-Ba 

Pender - - - - 
Perquimans - - - - 

Person - $700 - - 
Pitt $947 $834 $1,259 $1,495 
Polk - - - - 

Randolph $922 $1,036 $1,464 $1,522 
Richmond $755 - $845 $1,005 
Robeson $1,054 $750 $1,375 $1,460 

Rockingham $871 $994 $1,165 $1,373 
Rowan $1,072 $1,238 $1,325 $1,646 

Rutherford $624 $700 $798 $974 
Sampson - - - - 
Scotland $713 - $916 - 
Stanly $927 $802 $1,950 $2,495 
Stokes - $825 - - 
Surry $1,011 $935 $693 $2,300 
Swain $475 $600 - $650 

Transylvania $850 $1,100 - - 
Tyrrell - - - - 
Union $1,260 $1,289 $1,694 $1,715 
Vance $789 $637 $1,055 $1,139 
Wake $1,517 $1,863 $1,750 $2,075 

Warren - - - - 
Washington - - - - 

Watauga - - - - 
Wayne $1,163 $975 $1,276 $1,637 
Wilkes $769 $804 $620 - 
Wilson - - - - 
Yadkin $839 $875 - - 
Yancey $898 $1,072 - - 
State  

(Ranges) $335-$2,526 $498-$1,863 $620-$2,529 $650-$2,708 
Source: Bowen National Research 
 
Overall average rents for the market-rate units in North Carolina range from $335 
(one-bedroom/one-bathroom) to $2,708 (three-bedroom/two-bathroom). However, 
there is considerable variation in average rent within each unit configuration when 
comparing the individual counties.  In each case, the highest average rents by 
bedroom/bathroom configuration are generally three to four times higher than the 
lowest rents. The highest average rents are primarily within the counties of 
Buncombe, Cabarrus, Chatham, Dare, Durham, Henderson, Johnston, 
Mecklenburg, New Hanover, Orange, and Wake.  Most of the preceding counties 
contain larger cities or are within metropolitan areas.  However, it appears that even 
smaller counties such as Dare and Carteret have relatively high rents, which may 
be influenced by the coastal location of these particular counties.  While the wide 
range in average rents among the counties can be largely attributed to the difference 
in market sizes and median household incomes, the low vacancy rates for most of 
the counties in the state illustrates the high level of demand that exists for the 
current rents for market-rate multifamily apartments.  
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Tax Credit Apartments 
 
Projects developed under the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program, 
hereinafter referred to as “Tax Credit,” are generally restricted to households 
earning up to 80% of Area Median Household Income (AMHI), though lower 
income targeting is often involved. Such housing product typically serves 
households with greater incomes than those that reside in government-subsidized 
housing, though there can be some household income overlap between Tax Credit 
housing and government-subsidized housing.  
 
Within the state of North Carolina, 695 projects were surveyed with a total of 
39,969 units that operate as Tax Credit (or within mixed-income projects offering 
some Tax Credit units). The following table summarizes key metrics of the 
surveyed Tax Credit rental housing supply by county. Counties with overall Tax 
Credit vacancy rates of 0.0% are shown in red text.  
 

County 

Tax Credit Multifamily Rental Housing Supply by County 
Projects 
Surveyed 

Total  
Units 

Vacant  
Units 

Vacancy 
Rate 

Wait  
List 

Alamance 13 927 2 0.2% 624 
Alexander 0 - - - - 
Alleghany 0 - - - - 

Anson 2 80 0 0.0% 5 
Ashe 0 - - - - 
Avery 1 32 0 0.0% 1 

Beaufort 4 196 1 0.5% 49 
Bertie 0 - - - - 
Bladen 0 - - - - 

Brunswick 7 483 3 0.6% 129 
Buncombe 20 1,194 13 1.1% 382 

Burke 8 321 0 0.0% 354 
Cabarrus 17 1,210 47 3.9% 248 
Caldwell 0 - - - - 
Camden 0 - - - - 
Carteret 13 472 0 0.0% 296 
Caswell 0 - - - - 
Catawba 11 702 0 0.0% 455 
Chatham 8 323 0 0.0% 76 
Cherokee 0 - - - - 
Chowan 0 - - - - 

Clay 0 - - - - 
Cleveland 7 285 0 0.0% 55 
Columbus 11 421 11 2.6% 39 

Craven 0 - - - - 
Cumberland 25 1,290 0 0.0% 344 

Currituck 0 - - - - 
Dare 1 44 0 0.0% 4 

Davidson 7 435 7 1.6% 72 
Davie 6 372 0 0.0% 147 
Duplin 0 - - - - 
Durham 37 2,232 71 3.2% 314 

Source: Bowen National Research  
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County 

Tax Credit Multifamily Rental Housing Supply by County (CONTINUED) 
Projects 
Surveyed 

Total  
Units 

Vacant  
Units 

Vacancy 
Rate 

Wait  
List 

Edgecombe 10 432 0 0.0% 196 
Forsyth 22 1,342 5 0.4% 679 
Franklin 0 - - - - 
Gaston 16 970 0 0.0% 549 
Gates 0 - - - - 

Graham 1 32 0 0.0% 0 
Granville 3 104 0 0.0% 67 
Greene 0 - - - - 

Guilford 38 2,027 31 1.5% 2,753 
Halifax 6 208 0 0.0% 310 
Harnett 3 130 0 0.0% 0 

Haywood 3 148 0 0.0% 146 
Henderson 2 60 0 0.0% 10 
Hertford 1 48 0 0.0% 85 

Hoke 5 249 0 0.0% 105 
Hyde 0 - - - - 
Iredell 18 1,119 24 2.1% 819 

Jackson 3 114 0 0.0% 93 
Johnston 7 367 10 2.7% 100 

Jones 0 - - - - 
Lee 11 558 0 0.0% 11 

Lenoir 0 - - - - 
Lincoln 0 - - - - 
Macon 4 216 0 0.0% 288 

Madison 1 48 0 0.0% 24 
Martin 0 - - - - 

McDowell 4 198 2 1.0% 377 
Mecklenburg 88 6,942 181 2.6% 4,575 

Mitchell 0 - - - - 
Montgomery 1 48 0 0.0% 0 

Moore 5 276 19 6.9% 40 
Nash 5 374 0 0.0% 127 

New Hanover 18 1,283 0 0.0% 621 
Northampton 0 - - - - 

Onslow 0 - - - - 
Orange 6 418 1 0.2% 4 
Pamlico 0 - - - - 

Pasquotank 0 - - - - 
Pender 0 - - - - 

Perquimans 0 - - - - 
Person 2 65 0 0.0% 0 

Pitt 16 1,072 0 0.0% 762 
Polk 0 - - - - 

Randolph 6 274 4 1.5% 34 
Richmond 3 136 0 0.0% 54 
Robeson 12 623 0 0.0% 387 

Rockingham 9 411 4 1.0% 424 
Rowan 14 694 10 1.4% 1,079 

Rutherford 4 154 0 0.0% 34 
Sampson 0 - - - - 
Scotland 3 132 0 0.0% 84 

Source: Bowen National Research 
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County 

Tax Credit Multifamily Rental Housing Supply by County (CONTINUED) 
Projects 
Surveyed 

Total  
Units 

Vacant  
Units 

Vacancy 
Rate 

Wait  
List 

Stanly 8 453 0 0.0% 476 
Stokes 3 82 0 0.0% 2 
Surry 6 310 0 0.0% 195 
Swain 1 40 0 0.0% 38 

Transylvania 3 82 0 0.0% 307 
Tyrrell 0 - - - - 
Union 2 32 0 0.0% 0 
Vance 6 247 0 0.0% 212 
Wake 98 5,520 109 2.0% 3,671 

Warren 0 - - - - 
Washington 0 - - - - 

Watauga 0 - - - - 
Wayne 13 671 0 0.0% 315 
Wilkes 4 160 0 0.0% 54 
Wilson 0 - - - - 
Yadkin 1 48 0 0.0% 200 
Yancey 1 33 0 0.0% 0 
State 695 39,969 555 1.4% 23,915 

Source: Bowen National Research 
 
The state’s overall Tax Credit vacancy rate is 1.4%, with only 555 vacant units 
among the nearly 40,000 Tax Credit units surveyed.  A total of 45 counties have 
overall Tax Credit vacancy rates of 0.0%. Virtually all counties with surveyed Tax 
Credit product have vacancy rates below 3.0%. Overall, there are 23,915 
households on a wait list for available Tax Credit units and wait lists exist in 59 
counties. The lack of available Tax Credit units and the number of households on 
wait lists are indications that such housing is not fully meeting housing needs in 
much of the state.  
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The following graphs illustrate the number of counties by vacancy rate range and 
waiting lists by county for the surveyed multifamily Tax Credit projects.  Note that 
the optimal vacancy rate range for multifamily rentals is between 4.0% and 6.0%. 
Counties in which no Tax Credit product was surveyed or counties without active 
Tax Credit wait lists are excluded from the following graphs, when applicable.   
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Information was gathered on collected (tenant-paid) rents by bedroom and 
bathroom type for units that operate under the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit 
program. From this survey, average weighted rents were established for various 
bedroom/bathroom combinations. The following table illustrates the average 
weighted rents by the most common bedroom/bathroom unit configurations for 
each county. The reported rents are collected rents, meaning these are the tenant-
paid rents and do not account for any tenant-paid utilities that would be part of their 
total housing costs. It is important to note these rents include all levels of income 
restrictions implemented at these properties (e.g., 30%, 40%, 50%, 60%, etc. of 
Area Median Incomes).  A color gradient scale comparing rents for each county 
was applied to the data, ranging from bold green (lowest rent) to bold red (highest 
rent) for each bedroom type.  Rents appearing in white indicate the midpoint (50th 
percentile) for the range. 
 

County 

Average Tax Credit Rents  
by Bedroom/Bathroom Type and by County 

One-Br/ 
1.0-Ba 

Two-Br/ 
1.0-Ba 

Two-Br/ 
2.0-Ba 

Three-Br/ 
2.0-Ba 

Alamance $631 $637 $816 $824 
Alexander - - - - 
Alleghany - - - - 

Anson - $525 $732 $742 
Ashe - - - - 
Avery $574 $737 - - 

Beaufort $575 $510 $645 $732 
Bertie - - - - 
Bladen - - - - 

Brunswick $649 $732 $1,023 $914 
Buncombe $723 $742 $741 $845 

Burke $544 $557 $710 $728 
Cabarrus $759 $888 $1,038 $1,300 
Caldwell - - - - 
Camden - - - - 
Carteret $558 $628 $697 $705 
Caswell - - - - 
Catawba $553 $637 $698 $776 
Chatham $609 $972 $730 $743 
Cherokee - - - - 
Chowan - - - - 

Clay - - - - 
Cleveland $591 $842 $583 $702 
Columbus $517 $579 $600 $637 

Craven - - - - 
Cumberland $488 $565 $606 $698 

Currituck - - - - 
Dare - - - - 

Davidson $617 $701 $709 $685 
Davie $623 $698 $764 $881 
Duplin - - - - 
Durham $1,011 $905 $1,199 $1,466 

Edgecombe $503 $583 $594 $657 
Forsyth $716 $888 $869 $1,452 

Source: Bowen National Research 
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County 

Average Tax Credit Rents  
by Bedroom/Bathroom Type and by County (CONTINUED) 

One-Br/ 
1.0-Ba 

Two-Br/ 
1.0-Ba 

Two-Br/ 
2.0-Ba 

Three-Br/ 
2.0-Ba 

Franklin - - - - 
Gaston $669 $829 $809 $896 
Gates - - - - 

Graham $505 - $630 - 
Granville $511 $625 $592 $656 
Greene - - - - 

Guilford $582 $703 $673 $794 
Halifax $566 $624 - $674 
Harnett $538 $537 $650 $636 

Haywood $566 $642 $733 $758 
Henderson $630 $683 - $753 
Hertford $638 $710 - $779 

Hoke $515 $932 - $1,277 
Hyde - - - - 
Iredell $601 $659 $830 $1,012 

Jackson $625 $561 - $617 
Johnston $717 $803 $716 $772 

Jones - - - - 
Lee $535 $688 $767 $858 

Lenoir - - - - 
Lincoln - - - - 
Macon $607 $687 $770 $904 

Madison $560 $645 - - 
Martin - - - - 

McDowell $576 $588 $815 $720 
Mecklenburg $938 $1,017 $1,149 $1,304 

Mitchell - - - - 
Montgomery - - $529 $686 

Moore $668 $639 $797 $742 
Nash $548 $739 $735 $770 

New Hanover $655 $792 $684 $900 
Northampton - - - - 

Onslow - - - - 
Orange $855 $871 $968 $1,142 
Pamlico - - - - 

Pasquotank - - - - 
Pender - - - - 

Perquimans - - - - 
Person - - $642 $719 

Pitt $550 $614 $735 $761 
Polk - - - - 

Randolph $571 $666 $686 $700 
Richmond $511 $582 $733 $798 
Robeson $549 $677 $671 $715 

Rockingham $516 $595 $608 $669 
Rowan $661 $594 $729 $915 

Rutherford $490 $551 - $686 
Sampson - - - - 
Scotland $575 $620 $727 $730 
Stanly $548 $638 $561 $679 

Source: Bowen National Research 
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County 

Average Tax Credit Rents  
by Bedroom/Bathroom Type and by County (CONTINUED) 

One-Br/ 
1.0-Ba 

Two-Br/ 
1.0-Ba 

Two-Br/ 
2.0-Ba 

Three-Br/ 
2.0-Ba 

Stokes - $821 $702 $816 
Surry $579 $731 $617 $714 
Swain - - $798 $998 

Transylvania $735 $598 $883 $1,019 
Tyrrell - - - - 
Union - $912 - - 
Vance $492 $619 $556 $721 
Wake $772 $855 $1,101 $1,163 

Warren - - - - 
Washington - - - - 

Watauga - - - - 
Wayne $497 $542 $549 $635 
Wilkes $589 $693 $651 $721 
Wilson - - - - 
Yadkin - - $600 $667 
Yancey $642 $847 - - 
State  

(Ranges) $488-$1,011 $510-$1,017 $529-$1,199 $617-$1,466 
Source: Bowen National Research 
 
Compared to the market-rate units in the state, the average weighted rents by 
bedroom type and by county for the Tax Credit units have a relatively narrow range. 
Regardless, the highest Tax Credit rents by bedroom/bathroom configuration are 
two to three times higher than the lowest rents.  Average rents for the Tax Credit 
units in North Carolina range between $488 for a one-bedroom/one-bathroom unit 
to $1,466 for a three-bedroom/two-bathroom unit.  The highest Tax Credit rents are 
primarily in the counties of Cabarrus, Durham, Forsyth, Mecklenburg, Orange, and 
Wake. With few available Tax Credit units and lengthy wait lists, many low-income 
households in the state likely seek housing options from either the limited available 
supply of market-rate units or non-conventional rentals (e.g., houses, duplexes, 
mobile homes).  As both these housing alternatives typically have notably higher 
rents compared to Tax Credit housing, this may produce an additional financial 
burden for some of the state’s most economically vulnerable households.  
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Government-Subsidized Apartments 
  

A total of 542 projects with 27,537 units were surveyed across North Carolina. 
Subsidized product was surveyed in 63 counties. The following table summarizes 
the distribution of surveyed subsidized rental housing by county within North 
Carolina. Counties with subsidized product vacancy rates of 0.0% are shown in red 
text.  

 

County 

Surveyed Subsidized Multifamily Rental Housing Supply by County 
Projects 

Surveyed 
Total  
Units 

Vacant  
Units 

Vacancy  
Rate 

Wait  
List 

Alamance 19 1,166 51 4.4% 523 
Alexander 0 - - - - 
Alleghany 0 - - - - 

Anson 6 311 0 0.0% 30 
Ashe 0 - - - - 
Avery 5 105 0 0.0% 95 

Beaufort 11 353 0 0.0% 103 
Bertie 0 - - - - 
Bladen 0 - - - - 

Brunswick 0 - - - - 
Buncombe 9 378 0 0.0% 358 

Burke 19 831 2 0.2% 348 
Cabarrus 5 277 0 0.0% 50 
Caldwell 0 - - - - 
Camden 0 - - - - 
Carteret 1 18 0 0.0% 0 
Caswell 3 110 0 0.0% 0 
Catawba 4 288 0 0.0% 32 
Chatham 5 200 0 0.0% 96 
Cherokee 8 254 1 0.4% 214 
Chowan 0 - - - - 

Clay 2 58 0 0.0% 18 
Cleveland 8 435 4 0.9% 296 
Columbus 7 213 0 0.0% 146 

Craven 0 - - - - 
Cumberland 9 600 0 0.0% 238 

Currituck 0 - - - - 
Dare 2 85 0 0.0% 80 

Davidson 6 304 0 0.0% 30 
Davie 4 128 0 0.0% 27 
Duplin 0 - - - - 
Durham 15 927 0 0.0% 378 

Edgecombe 16 710 0 0.0% 360 
Forsyth 28 2,087 4 0.2% 254 
Franklin 0 - - - - 
Gaston 9 837 0 0.0% 50 
Gates 0 - - - - 

Graham 2 52 2 3.8% 10 
Granville 3 101 0 0.0% 42 
Greene 0 - - - - 

Guilford 41 2,988 1 0.0% 2,972 
Source: Bowen National Research 
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County 

Surveyed Subsidized Multifamily Rental Housing Supply by County 
(CONTINUED) 

Projects 
Surveyed 

Total  
Units 

Vacant  
Units 

Vacancy  
Rate 

Wait  
List 

Halifax 2 127 0 0.0% 15 
Harnett 13 473 0 0.0% 231 

Haywood 3 126 0 0.0% 152 
Henderson 0 - - - - 
Hertford 0 - - - - 

Hoke 6 219 0 0.0% 93 
Hyde 0 - - - - 
Iredell 19 1,093 0 0.0% 4,614 

Jackson 1 27 0 0.0% 6 
Johnston 25 1,116 0 0.0% 607 

Jones 0 - - - - 
Lee 11 424 1 0.2% 141 

Lenoir 0 - - - - 
Lincoln 0 - - - - 
Macon 2 70 0 0.0% 20 

Madison 1 34 0 0.0% 0 
Martin 0 - - - - 

McDowell 4 174 0 0.0% 67 
Mecklenburg 15 942 1 0.1% 1,456 

Mitchell 1 24 0 0.0% 0 
Montgomery 2 70 1 1.4% 0 

Moore 9 483 4 0.8% 8 
Nash 2 50 0 0.0% 25 

New Hanover 9 976 0 0.0% 436 
Northampton 0 - - - - 

Onslow 0 - - - - 
Orange 1 9 0 0.0% 0 
Pamlico 0 - - - - 

Pasquotank 0 - - - - 
Pender 0 - - - - 

Perquimans 0 - - - - 
Person 12 325 0 0.0% 55 

Pitt 11 493 0 0.0% 699 
Polk 0 - - - - 

Randolph 8 429 3 0.7% 10 
Richmond 0 - - - - 
Robeson 11 409 0 0.0% 76 

Rockingham 21 974 3 0.3% 165 
Rowan 11 456 5 1.1% 565 

Rutherford 6 150 0 0.0% 43 
Sampson 0 - - - - 
Scotland 8 331 0 0.0% 54 
Stanly 7 435 0 0.0% 60 
Stokes 7 206 2 1.0% 364 
Surry 13 728 0 0.0% 79 
Swain 0 - - - - 

Transylvania 5 185 4 2.2% 248 
Tyrrell 0 - - - - 
Union 5 224 0 0.0% 58 
Vance 4 179 0 0.0% 68 

Source: Bowen National Research 

189

Item A.



 
BOWEN NATIONAL RESEARCH  IV-33 

County 

Surveyed Subsidized Multifamily Rental Housing Supply by County 
(CONTINUED) 

Projects 
Surveyed 

Total  
Units 

Vacant  
Units 

Vacancy  
Rate 

Wait  
List 

Wake 17 864 0 0.0% 212 
Warren 0 - - - - 

Washington 0 - - - - 
Watauga 0 - - - - 
Wayne 1 85 0 0.0% 4 
Wilkes 9 468 0 0.0% 238 
Wilson 0 - - - - 
Yadkin 6 146 0 0.0% 54 
Yancey 7 197 0 0.0% 114 
State 542 27,537 89 0.3% 17,787 

Source: Bowen National Research 
 
Of the 27,537 subsidized units surveyed, only 89 are vacant, resulting in a very low 
overall vacancy rate of 0.3%. A total of 48 counties have overall subsidized vacancy 
rates of 0.0%. A total of 17,787 households are on wait lists for available subsidized 
product, illustrating the pent-up demand for such product.  
 
The following graphs illustrate the number of counties by vacancy rate range and 
waiting lists by county for the surveyed multifamily subsidized projects.  Note that 
the optimal vacancy rate range for multifamily rentals is typically between 4.0% 
and 6.0%. Counties in which no subsidized product was surveyed or counties 
without active subsidized wait lists are excluded from the following graphs, when 
applicable.    
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B. FOR-SALE HOUSING SUPPLY 
 
Information was obtained on the currently available for-sale housing stock from 
Redfin.com. This inventory includes a variety of housing product types, including 
single-family homes, condominiums and mobile homes.  The data that was gathered 
included property location, list price, number of bedrooms, square footage, year 
built and number of days on market. It should be noted that while some available 
homes are not listed through local Multiple Listing Services, such as homes that are 
for sale by owner, the available inventory included in this study is representative of 
the vast majority of homes available for purchase in each county and is therefore 
reflective the for-sale housing product of each county. 
 
The following table summarizes the overall available housing stock for North 
Carolina as of July 2024.  
 

Overall North Carolina Available For-Sale Housing Supply 
Housing Type Number of Homes Median List Price 

Available* 22,146 $419,000 
Source: Redfin.com and Bowen National Research 
*As of early July 2024 
 
The available product as of July 2024 consists of 22,146 homes with a median list 
price of $419,000. Within this section of the report, details of the available for-sale 
housing inventory for each county within the state are provided. While this study 
did not evaluate historical residential sales data, it is highly likely that higher 
mortgage interest rates, higher development costs, construction labor challenges, 
the availability of land, utility capacity, the availability of homes for purchase, and 
other related factors are influencing homebuying trends and residential 
development activity. These factors should be monitored in the years ahead.  
  
As previously stated, there are 22,146 homes available for purchase in the state of 
North Carolina.  When compared to the overall inventory of owner-occupied homes 
in the state (approximately 2.9 million), the 22,146 available for-sale homes 
represent an availability rate of just 0.8%. Typically, in healthy and well-balanced 
housing markets, for-sale housing availability rates are typically between 2.0% and 
3.0%.  As such, the overall state’s available for-sale housing supply is extremely 
limited.   
 
The following table summarizes the inventory of available for-sale housing in each 
of North Carolina’s 100 counties. Note that a color gradient scale comparing 
availability rates, average and median list prices, average number of days on 
market, and average year built for each county was applied to the data, ranging from 
bold green (lowest average and median prices and highest availability rates, days 
on market, and year built) to bold red (highest average and median prices and 
lowest availability rates, days on market, and year built).  Metrics appearing in 
white indicate the approximate midpoint (50th percentile) for each data set. 
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 Available For-Sale Housing by County 
(As of Early July 2024) 

County 

Total 
Available 

Units 

% Share 
of State 
Total 

Availability 
Rate  

Average 
List Price 

Median 
List Price 

Average 
Days on 
Market 

 
Average 

Year Built 
Alamance 191 0.9% 0.4% $414,608 $359,000 45 1981 
Alexander 58 0.3% 0.5% $423,488 $334,450 52 1978 
Alleghany 81 0.4% 2.1% $571,031 $439,000 78 1995 

Anson 39 0.2% 0.7% $218,920 $179,500 93 1949 
Ashe 124 0.6% 1.3% $594,667 $534,450 83 1986 
Avery 254 1.1% 4.7% $958,774 $539,950 85 1995 

Beaufort 132 0.6% 0.9% $413,319 $364,900 72 1974 
Bertie 28 0.1% 0.5% $336,851 $232,500 127 1978 
Bladen 50 0.2% 0.6% $246,066 $194,950 76 1974 

Brunswick 1,091 4.9% 1.8% $631,188 $479,900 80 2002 
Buncombe 672 3.0% 0.9% $985,458 $639,950 76 1986 

Burke 158 0.7% 0.6% $517,292 $352,450 73 1975 
Cabarrus 341 1.5% 0.5% $514,590 $415,000 54 1985 
Caldwell 128 0.6% 0.5% $562,618 $315,000 68 1982 
Camden 27 0.1% 0.8% $424,509 $439,000 65 2001 
Carteret 373 1.7% 1.6% $823,982 $599,000 98 1989 
Caswell 22 0.1% 0.3% $321,077 $212,500 50 1957 
Catawba 294 1.3% 0.6% $542,230 $389,450 65 1978 
Chatham 148 0.7% 0.5% $1,176,946 $802,450 69 1990 
Cherokee 218 1.0% 2.0% $555,196 $399,850 78 1994 
Chowan 57 0.3% 1.3% $385,282 $289,000 99 1966 

Clay 121 0.5% 2.9% $606,436 $479,000 100 1993 
Cleveland 200 0.9% 0.7% $342,885 $274,950 85 1967 
Columbus 108 0.5% 0.7% $314,364 $271,950 99 1975 

Craven 204 0.9% 0.7% $415,565 $340,000 64 1986 
Cumberland 570 2.6% 0.8% $293,665 $255,000 50 1984 

Currituck 190 0.9% 1.8% $1,176,970 $725,000 71 2002 
Dare 428 1.9% 3.2% $973,601 $707,500 83 1997 

Davidson 235 1.1% 0.5% $455,924 $346,374 58 1978 
Davie 61 0.3% 0.4% $362,190 $284,900 57 1978 
Duplin 76 0.3% 0.6% $426,249 $361,500 82 1988 
Durham 379 1.7% 0.5% $544,023 $439,000 50 1985 

Edgecombe 91 0.4% 0.8% $198,173 $174,900 61 1970 
Forsyth 507 2.3% 0.5% $392,496 $329,000 50 1979 
Franklin 145 0.7% 0.6% $475,677 $408,000 52 2006 
Gaston 535 2.4% 0.8% $406,940 $329,900 54 1978 
Gates 10 0.0% 0.3% $262,630 $276,950 51 1974 

Graham 59 0.3% 2.2% $675,893 $399,000 90 1988 
Granville 65 0.3% 0.4% $527,633 $406,000 54 1996 
Greene 8 0.0% 0.2% $205,088 $179,950 85 1972 

Guilford 666 3.0% 0.5% $409,641 $344,900 52 1981 
Halifax 77 0.3% 0.6% $308,701 $189,900 84 1967 
Harnett 330 1.5% 0.9% $372,243 $337,450 52 1998 

Haywood 253 1.1% 1.2% $637,407 $499,900 92 1984 
Henderson 350 1.6% 0.9% $763,806 $528,250 64 1987 
Hertford 19 0.1% 0.4% $237,037 $225,000 152 1952 

Hoke 78 0.4% 0.6% $321,663 $312,500 35 1999 
Hyde 24 0.1% 1.8% $627,263 $604,500 155 1989 
Iredell 462 2.1% 0.8% $812,089 $449,900 60 1993 

Source: Redfin.com and Bowen National Research 
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 Available For-Sale Housing by County (CONTINUED) 
(As of Early July 2024) 

County 

Total 
Available 

Units 

% Share 
of State 
Total 

Availability 
Rate  

Average 
List Price 

Median 
List Price 

Average 
Days on 
Market 

 
Average 

Year Built 
Jackson 283 1.3% 2.5% $1,539,133 $789,000 83 1993 
Johnston 378 1.7% 0.5% $429,737 $379,900 46 2003 

Jones 16 0.1% 0.5% $562,975 $254,950 115 1988 
Lee 107 0.5% 0.6% $466,062 $398,950 65 1984 

Lenoir 100 0.5% 0.7% $239,003 $202,500 80 1969 
Lincoln 213 1.0% 0.7% $656,045 $469,000 62 1993 
Macon 289 1.3% 2.2% $1,473,744 $699,000 78 1986 

Madison 70 0.3% 1.0% $686,783 $507,000 116 1988 
Martin 43 0.2% 0.7% $176,172 $151,500 106 1964 

McDowell 111 0.5% 0.8% $598,847 $414,900 84 1984 
Mecklenburg 2,204 10.0% 0.8% $640,628 $439,500 63 1993 

Mitchell 65 0.3% 1.2% $529,046 $445,000 116 1976 
Montgomery 159 0.7% 2.1% $364,423 $179,900 98 1995 

Moore 329 1.5% 1.0% $679,410 $500,000 71 1993 
Nash 138 0.6% 0.5% $305,610 $264,950 59 1974 

New Hanover 687 3.1% 1.1% $809,242 $549,000 69 1991 
Northampton 28 0.1% 0.5% $411,661 $260,000 95 1976 

Onslow 539 2.4% 1.2% $502,285 $348,000 63 1997 
Orange 199 0.9% 0.5% $851,151 $598,500 57 1984 
Pamlico 61 0.3% 1.4% $559,121 $465,000 92 1990 

Pasquotank 77 0.3% 0.7% $311,070 $299,900 63 1982 
Pender 201 0.9% 1.0% $693,341 $585,000 68 2002 

Perquimans 52 0.2% 1.2% $548,827 $439,000 83 1983 
Person 71 0.3% 0.6% $447,693 $350,000 49 1986 

Pitt 195 0.9% 0.5% $330,943 $284,000 49 1990 
Polk 96 0.4% 1.4% $1,107,841 $699,000 106 1983 

Randolph 129 0.6% 0.3% $436,997 $310,000 58 1979 
Richmond 76 0.3% 0.7% $273,265 $224,500 93 1973 
Robeson 122 0.6% 0.4% $275,783 $215,000 73 1976 

Rockingham 145 0.7% 0.5% $286,372 $215,000 74 1961 
Rowan 307 1.4% 0.7% $400,054 $310,000 63 1966 

Rutherford 252 1.1% 1.3% $539,839 $400,000 86 1979 
Sampson 63 0.3% 0.4% $341,948 $275,000 86 1977 
Scotland 53 0.2% 0.7% $242,517 $169,000 66 1975 
Stanly 133 0.6% 0.7% $428,294 $329,900 59 1973 
Stokes 61 0.3% 0.4% $347,609 $284,900 56 1980 
Surry 107 0.5% 0.5% $396,811 $289,500 82 1966 
Swain 73 0.3% 1.7% $517,647 $405,000 108 1996 

Transylvania 175 0.8% 1.6% $1,328,563 $699,000 86 1986 
Tyrrell 13 0.1% 1.3% $370,723 $249,000 27 1987 
Union 350 1.6% 0.5% $632,723 $500,000 34 2000 
Vance 55 0.2% 0.5% $326,032 $294,900 57 1984 
Wake 1,586 7.2% 0.5% $701,439 $525,000 45 1997 

Warren 38 0.2% 0.7% $755,027 $404,358 79 1984 
Washington 28 0.1% 0.9% $194,518 $168,250 93 1957 

Watauga 383 1.7% 2.9% $962,280 $699,000 89 1992 
Wayne 178 0.8% 0.6% $346,135 $285,000 62 1982 
Wilkes 122 0.6% 0.6% $544,342 $366,450 75 1977 
Wilson 99 0.4% 0.5% $300,279 $255,000 72 1969 

Source: Redfin.com and Bowen National Research 
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 Available For-Sale Housing by County (CONTINUED) 
(As of Early July 2024) 

County 

Total 
Available 

Units 

% Share 
of State 
Total 

Availability 
Rate  

Average 
List Price 

Median 
List Price 

Average 
Days on 
Market 

 
Average 

Year Built 
Yadkin 38 0.2% 0.3% $412,721 $294,950 65 1971 
Yancey 112 0.5% 1.7% $814,871 $584,000 104 1988 

State Total 22,146 100.0% 0.8% $621,159 $419,000 67 1988 
Source: Redfin.com and Bowen National Research 

 
The largest respective shares of the state’s available for-sale product are in the 
counties of Brunswick (4.9%), Buncombe (3.0%), Guilford (3.0%), Mecklenburg 
(10.0%), New Hanover (3.1%) and Wake (7.2%). This is not surprising given these 
counties are some of largest in the state, in terms of total population and households.  
Only eight counties within the state have a for-sale availability rate (the comparison 
of available units to overall owner-occupied housing supply) between 2.0% and 
3.0%, which is considered the optimal range for well-balanced market.  In total, 69 
counties in the state have an availability rate of less than 1.0%, while only two 
counties (Dare and Avery) have an availability rate above 3.0%.  This indicates that 
more than two-thirds (69.0%) of the state’s counties have extremely limited 
inventories of available for-sale housing product. Although 21 counties have 
availability rates between 1.0% and 1.9%, the preceding data illustrates that 90.0% 
of the counties within the state have severe to moderate availability issues.  

 
The overall median list price for the available for-sale homes in North Carolina is 
$419,000. The median list price of available homes varies greatly between counties, 
ranging from $151,500 in Martin County to $802,450 in Chatham County. The 10 
counties with the highest median list prices, all of which are above $600,000, 
include the following: 
 

North Carolina Counties with Highest Median Price 
County Median Price County Median Price 
Chatham $802,450 Polk $699,000 
Jackson $789,000 Transylvania $699,000 

Currituck $725,000 Watauga $699,000 
Dare $707,500 Buncombe $639,950  

Macon $699,000 Hyde $604,500  
Source: Realtor.com and Bowen National Research 

 
With median list prices of over $600,000 in these counties, households would 
generally be required to have annual household income exceeding $180,000.  As a 
result, many North Carolina households do not have the incomes necessary to 
afford most homes in these particular counties.   
 
A total of 12 counties have an inventory of available homes with an average year 
built prior to 1970. The oldest product is located in the counties of Anson (1949) 
and Hertford (1952).  While not universally true, many of the counties with the 
oldest available housing product also have the lowest median for-sale prices in the 
state, often below $275,000. While these older homes may be affordable to lower 
income households, many of them likely require maintenance or repairs, and may 
have additional costs associated with the quality or condition of such housing.   
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The average days on market (DOM) reflects the number of days a home has been 
listed as available to purchase.  North Carolina has an overall average DOM of 67, 
indicating that, on average, a home is sold within approximately two months of 
being listed for purchase.  However, there are 12 counties in which the average 
DOM is 50 days or less, which includes the counties of Alamance (45), Caswell 
(50), Cumberland (50), Durham (50), Forsyth (50), Hoke (35), Johnston (46), 
Person (49), Pitt (49), Tyrrell (27), Union (34) and Wake (45). Although the 
counties with some of the shorter sales periods are dispersed throughout the state, 
it does appear that some of these counties are in or near larger metropolitan areas 
such as Fayetteville, Durham, Winston-Salem, Charlotte, Raleigh and Greenville. 
There are several counties that have DOMs exceeding 100 days, but it appears that 
some of these counties are very rural with limited inventory. Future changes in 
home prices will likely influence the speed in which homes are sold and the volume 
of home sales.       
 
The following graphs illustrate the distribution of counties for various for-sale 
housing metrics (availability rate, median price, average days on market, and 
average year built).  
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Key thematic maps of the available for-sale housing supply in North Carolina are 
shown on the following pages. 
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The following table summarizes the distribution of available for-sale units by 
county and price point. Note that a color gradient scale comparing the shares of 
individual list price cohorts for each county was applied to the data, ranging from 
bold green (highest shares) to bold red (lowest shares).  Metrics appearing in white 
indicate the approximate midpoint (50th percentile) for the data. 
 

 Available For-Sale Housing Units by List Price by County (As of Early July 2024) 
 <$200,000 $200,000 - $299,999 $300,000 - $399,999 $400,000+  Total  

Units County Number Share Number Share Number Share Number Share 
Alamance 28 14.7% 43 22.5% 44 23.0% 76 39.8% 191 
Alexander 10 17.2% 14 24.1% 12 20.7% 22 37.9% 58 
Alleghany 6 7.4% 9 11.1% 21 25.9% 45 55.6% 81 

Anson 23 59.0% 9 23.1% 3 7.7% 4 10.3% 39 
Ashe 11 8.9% 18 14.5% 20 16.1% 75 60.5% 124 
Avery 20 7.9% 53 20.9% 29 11.4% 152 59.8% 254 

Beaufort 22 16.7% 27 20.5% 28 21.2% 55 41.7% 132 
Bertie 12 42.9% 5 17.9% 3 10.7% 8 28.6% 28 
Bladen 26 52.0% 11 22.0% 8 16.0% 5 10.0% 50 

Brunswick 51 4.7% 186 17.1% 190 17.4% 664 60.9% 1,091 
Buncombe 11 1.6% 54 8.0% 71 10.6% 536 79.8% 672 

Burke 25 15.8% 39 24.7% 33 20.9% 61 38.6% 158 
Cabarrus 16 4.7% 69 20.2% 76 22.3% 180 52.8% 341 
Caldwell 15 11.7% 46 35.9% 18 14.1% 49 38.3% 128 
Camden 2 7.4% 4 14.8% 3 11.1% 18 66.7% 27 
Carteret 16 4.3% 40 10.7% 40 10.7% 277 74.3% 373 
Caswell 10 45.5% 4 18.2% 2 9.1% 6 27.3% 22 
Catawba 39 13.3% 67 22.8% 59 20.1% 129 43.9% 294 
Chatham 2 1.4% 9 6.1% 10 6.8% 127 85.8% 148 
Cherokee 10 4.6% 44 20.2% 63 28.9% 101 46.3% 218 
Chowan 17 29.8% 15 26.3% 6 10.5% 19 33.3% 57 

Clay 12 9.9% 20 16.5% 15 12.4% 74 61.2% 121 
Cleveland 46 23.0% 69 34.5% 36 18.0% 49 24.5% 200 
Columbus 36 33.3% 27 25.0% 17 15.7% 28 25.9% 108 

Craven 24 11.8% 51 25.0% 65 34.9% 64 31.4% 204 
Cumberland 159 27.9% 196 34.4% 129 22.6% 86 15.1% 570 

Currituck 0 0.0% 12 6.3% 25 13.2% 153 80.5% 190 
Dare 0 0.0% 5 1.2% 31 7.2% 392 91.6% 428 

Davidson 37 15.7% 55 23.4% 66 28.1% 77 32.8% 235 
Davie 21 34.4% 12 19.7% 8 13.1% 20 32.8% 61 
Duplin 14 18.4% 19 25.0% 10 13.2% 33 43.4% 76 
Durham 5 1.3% 57 15.0% 96 25.3% 221 58.3% 379 

Edgecombe 66 72.5% 19 20.9% 0 0.0% 6 6.6% 91 
Forsyth 80 15.8% 137 27.0% 139 27.4% 151 29.8% 507 
Franklin 6 4.1% 27 18.6% 35 24.1% 77 53.1% 145 
Gaston 58 10.8% 145 27.1% 192 35.9% 140 26.2% 535 
Gates 2 20.0% 5 50.0% 3 30.0% 0 0.0% 10 

Graham 4 6.8% 12 20.3% 14 23.7% 29 49.2% 59 
Granville 7 10.8% 6 9.2% 17 26.2% 35 53.9% 65 
Greene 4 50.0% 3 37.5% 1 12.5% 0 0.0% 8 

Guilford 121 18.2% 153 23.0% 143 21.5% 249 37.4% 666 
Halifax 42 54.6% 18 23.4% 8 10.4% 9 11.7% 77 
Harnett 37 11.2% 82 24.9% 117 35.5% 94 28.5% 330 

Haywood 15 5.9% 25 9.9% 42 16.6% 171 67.6% 253 
Source: Redfin.com and Bowen National Research 
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 Available For-Sale Housing Units by List Price by County (AS of Early July 2024) - CONTINUED 
 <$200,000 $200,000 - $299,999 $300,000 - $399,999 $400,000+   

Total Units County Number Share Number Share Number Share Number Share 
Henderson 9 2.6% 26 7.4% 56 16.0% 259 74.0% 350 
Hertford 9 47.4% 7 36.8% 1 5.3% 2 10.5% 19 

Hoke 15 19.2% 23 29.5% 24 30.8% 16 20.5% 78 
Hyde 3 12.5% 1 4.2% 4 16.7% 16 66.7% 24 
Iredell 25 5.4% 73 15.8% 85 18.4% 279 60.4% 462 

Jackson 5 1.8% 11 3.9% 31 11.0% 236 83.4% 283 
Johnston 13 3.4% 66 17.5% 145 38.4% 154 40.7% 378 

Jones 4 25.0% 5 31.3% 0 0.0% 7 43.8% 16 
Lee 4 3.7% 12 11.2% 41 38.3% 50 46.7% 107 

Lenoir 48 48.0% 30 30.0% 10 10.0% 12 12.0% 100 
Lincoln 9 4.2% 26 12.2% 46 21.6% 132 62.0% 213 
Macon 19 6.6% 31 10.7% 24 8.3% 215 74.4% 289 

Madison 6 8.6% 5 7.1% 12 17.1% 47 67.1% 70 
Martin 30 69.8% 8 18.6% 4 9.3% 1 2.3% 43 

McDowell 10 9.0% 27 24.3% 16 14.4% 58 52.3% 111 
Mecklenburg 79 3.6% 305 13.8% 562 25.5% 1,258 57.1% 2,204 

Mitchell 8 12.3% 8 12.3% 15 23.1% 34 52.3% 65 
Montgomery 88 55.4% 23 14.5% 8 5.0% 40 25.2% 159 

Moore 25 7.6% 25 7.6% 55 16.7% 224 68.1% 329 
Nash 46 33.3% 38 27.5% 27 19.6% 27 19.6% 138 

New Hanover 11 1.6% 75 10.9% 127 18.5% 474 69.0% 687 
Northampton 13 46.4% 1 3.6% 3 10.7% 11 39.3% 28 

Onslow 37 6.9% 147 27.3% 153 28.4% 202 37.5% 539 
Orange 6 3.0% 23 11.6% 26 13.1% 144 72.4% 199 
Pamlico 7 11.5% 6 9.8% 13 21.3% 35 57.4% 61 

Pasquotank 15 19.5% 24 31.2% 26 33.8% 12 15.6% 77 
Pender 8 4.0% 27 13.4% 28 13.9% 138 68.7% 201 

Perquimans 4 7.7% 6 11.5% 12 23.1% 30 57.7% 52 
Person 12 16.9% 16 22.5% 14 19.7% 29 40.9% 71 

Pitt 42 21.5% 67 34.4% 37 19.0% 49 25.1% 195 
Polk 0 0.0% 6 6.3% 10 10.4% 80 83.3% 96 

Randolph 17 13.2% 46 35.7% 29 22.5% 37 28.7% 129 
Richmond 32 42.1% 19 25.0% 18 23.7% 7 9.2% 76 
Robeson 54 44.3% 30 24.6% 19 15.6% 19 15.6% 122 

Rockingham 65 44.8% 40 27.6% 12 8.3% 28 19.3% 145 
Rowan 38 12.4% 110 35.8% 75 24.4% 84 27.4% 307 

Rutherford 43 17.1% 43 17.1% 39 15.5% 127 50.4% 252 
Sampson 18 28.6% 17 27.0% 17 27.0% 11 17.5% 63 
Scotland 31 58.5% 12 22.6% 3 5.7% 7 13.2% 53 
Stanly 15 11.3% 36 27.1% 36 27.1% 46 34.6% 133 
Stokes 14 22.6% 20 32.8% 11 18.0% 16 26.2% 61 
Surry 18 16.8% 43 40.2% 20 18.7% 26 24.3% 107 
Swain 4 5.5% 17 23.3% 15 20.6% 37 50.7% 73 

Transylvania 2 1.1% 11 6.3% 18 10.3% 144 82.3% 175 
Tyrrell 3 23.1% 4 30.8% 2 15.4% 4 30.8% 13 
Union 8 2.3% 13 3.7% 69 19.7% 260 74.3% 350 
Vance 16 29.1% 17 30.9% 7 12.7% 15 27.3% 55 
Wake 10 0.6% 107 6.8% 348 21.9% 1,121 70.7% 1,586 

Warren 5 13.2% 7 18.4% 7 18.4% 19 50.0% 38 
Washington 17 60.7% 8 28.6% 1 3.6% 2 7.1% 28 

Watauga 18 4.7% 20 5.2% 29 7.6% 316 82.5% 383 
Source: Redfin.com and Bowen National Research 
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 Available For-Sale Housing Units by List Price by County (As of Early July 2024) - CONTINUED 
 <$200,000 $200,000 - $299,999 $300,000 - $399,999 $400,000+   

Total Units County Number Share Number Share Number Share Number Share 
Wayne 40 22.5% 62 34.8% 41 23.0% 35 19.7% 178 
Wilkes 30 24.6% 25 20.5% 12 9.8% 55 45.1% 122 
Wilson 35 35.4% 26 26.3% 18 18.2% 20 20.2% 99 
Yadkin 8 21.1% 12 31.6% 8 21.1% 10 26.3% 38 
Yancey 5 4.5% 16 14.3% 11 9.8% 80 71.4% 112 

State Total 2,324 10.5% 3,830 17.3% 4,428 20.0% 11,564 52.2% 22,146 
Source: Redfin.com and Bowen National Research 

 
The available for-sale housing product in North Carolina is primarily distributed 
among homes priced at $400,000 or higher, which represent over one-half (52.2%) 
of all homes available for purchase in the state. The next largest share (20.0%) of 
available for-sale homes in North Carolina is priced between $300,000 and 
$399,999, while homes priced between $200,000 and $299,999 represent 17.3% of 
available for-sale homes in the state. Note that only 10.5% of available homes are 
priced below $200,000.   

 
There are seven counties that have over 80% of their respective available supply 
priced over $400,000.  Dare County, located in the Outer Banks region of the state, 
has the highest share (91.6%) of available homes priced at $400,000 and above, 
while four of the top seven counties are located in the western portion of the state. 
Not surprisingly, all seven of these counties dominated by higher priced homes 
have very low shares (less than 5%) of their available product priced under 
$200,000.  Regardless, there are 40 counties across the state in which less than 10% 
of the available supply is priced under $200,000, representing limited choices of 
for-sale housing for lower income households within these particular counties. Note 
that three of the 40 counties (Currituck, Dare, and Polk) have no available homes 
priced below $200,000. It is important to point out that nine counties offer notable 
shares (50.0% or higher) of available homes priced under $200,000.  These counties 
are included in the following table, along with the average year built and average 
square feet of such product.   

 
Available Homes Priced Under $200,000 (Age and Unit Size Characteristics) 

As of July 2024 

County 
Share of  

Homes <$200k 
Average  

Year Built 
Average  

Square Feet 
Edgecombe 72.5% 1963 1,342 

Martin 69.8% 1963 1,272 
Washington 60.7% 1945 1,490 

Anson 59.0% 1948 1,464 
Scotland 58.5% 1971 1,260 

Montgomery 55.4% 1998 482* 
Halifax 54.6% 1958 1,500 
Bladen 52.0% 1974 1,216 
Greene 50.0% 1964 1,479 

Source: Redfin.com and Bowen National Research 
*Influenced by numerous small resort community properties 

 
 

206

Item A.



 
BOWEN NATIONAL RESEARCH  IV-50 

Based on the preceding information, there appears to be some correlation between 
age of product or the size of units with the affordability of housing, as counties with 
high shares of affordable product (priced under $200,000) often have relatively 
older housing stock (pre-1970) or smaller unit sizes (under 1,500 square feet).  
Given that older housing units often have housing quality issues and typically 
require repairs, modernization or weatherization, there are additional costs with 
such housing units that make them unaffordable to lower income households.   
 
The following graph illustrates the distribution of the state’s overall for-sale 
housing supply by price range.  
 

 
 
The following provides a visual representation of the distribution of for-sale units 
by price point (low to high) for each of the 100 counties.  The distribution in this 
graph corresponds to the respective shares in the previous data table (Available For-
Sale Housing Units by List Price by County). 
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North Carolina – Distribution of Available For-Sale Units by Price Point by County 
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C. BUILDING PERMITS 
 

Recent residential building permit activity was evaluated within the 100 counties 
in the state. Understanding the number of residential units and the type of housing 
being considered for development in the market can assist in determining how these 
projects are expected to meet the housing needs of the individual counties and the 
state. 
 
The following table summarizes the overall total units receiving residential permits 
on an annual basis in North Carolina from 2019 to 2023. 

 
North Carolina Overall Permitted Residential Units Annually (2019 to 2023) 

Category 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 Total 
Units Permitted 71,307 80,474 94,874 91,852 98,853 437,360 

Annual Change (Units) - 9,167 14,400 -3,022 7,001 - 
Annual Change (Percent) - 12.9% 17.9% -3.2% 7.6% - 

Source: SOCDS Building Permits Database at http://socds.huduser.org/permits/index.html 
 
As the preceding table illustrates, the number of units receiving building permits 
increased by 9,167 (12.9%) between 2019 and 2020.  Residential permit activity 
between 2020 and 2021 increased by 14,400 units, which represents an increase of 
17.9%.  However, the number of building permits issued for residential units in the 
state decreased by 3,022 (3.2%) between 2021 and 2022. Note that this period was 
likely impacted by economic effects of the COVID-19 pandemic, which included 
increased residential development costs as well as labor and materials shortages 
within the construction industry. Rapidly rising home mortgage interest rates likely 
slowed development activity in 2022.  The number of units receiving building 
permits increased again between 2022 and 2023, reflective of the ongoing growing 
base of residential development in the state.  The 98,853 units permitted in 2023 is 
a five-year high, despite increased residential development costs and rising home 
mortgage interest rates. 
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The following graph illustrates the annual number of permitted residential units 
between 2019 and 2023 for overall North Carolina. 
 

 
 
In addition to the statewide number of residential units permitted annually, the 
number of residential units permitted annually for each of the counties in North 
Carolina was also evaluated.  It is important to note that while permits may be 
issued in a particular year, the actual construction of such units may occur in the 
following year. Regardless, the residential permit activity shown in this report 
demonstrates the general level of residential development activity in each county 
and the annual trends of such activity.  Some residential permit data was used to 
estimate the anticipated supply in the development pipeline for the housing gap 
estimates of this report. 
 
The following table summarizes the total number of residential units permitted for 
each county in the state annually between 2019 and 2023.  

 
Residential Permits Issued by County (2019 to 2023) 

County 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 Total 
Alamance  1,407 1,784 2,294 1,949 2,730 10,164 
Alexander  93 117 134 115 109 568 
Alleghany  49 49 89 68 83 338 

Anson  47 55 64 55 52 273 
Ashe  115 118 131 171 166 701 
Avery  131 152 204 210 155 852 

Beaufort  162 168 229 245 248 1,052 
Bertie  19 23 14 31 28 115 
Bladen  52 82 30 54 73 291 

Brunswick  3,352 3,720 5,249 4,912 6,663 23,896 
Buncombe  2,096 2,546 2,793 2,012 2,594 12,041 

Source: SOCDS Building Permits Database at http://socds.huduser.org/permits/index.html 
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Residential Permits Issued by County (2019 to 2023) - CONTINUED 
County 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 Total 
Burke  290 302 402 543 432 1,969 

Cabarrus  2,714 3,134 2,152 1,819 2,270 12,089 
Caldwell  73 231 262 281 246 1,093 
Camden  83 101 75 62 65 386 
Carteret  493 580 684 687 524 2,968 
Caswell  21 30 62 42 43 198 
Catawba  852 917 1,082 1,698 1,592 6,141 
Chatham  902 601 1,124 891 971 4,489 
Cherokee  190 247 229 263 280 1,209 
Chowan  19 29 37 39 45 169 

Clay  65 86 87 124 128 490 
Cleveland  163 248 398 355 641 1,805 
Columbus  53 78 20 30 13 194 

Craven  466 602 311 576 419 2,374 
Cumberland  962 710 852 1,094 1,003 4,621 

Currituck  448 560 547 363 437 2,355 
Dare  359 450 569 577 430 2,385 

Davidson  688 768 878 1,075 1,077 4,486 
Davie  236 256 267 248 239 1,246 
Duplin  47 0 91 100 110 348 

Durham  3,945 3,956 3,518 4,644 4,819 20,882 
Edgecombe  32 42 145 108 79 406 

Forsyth  2,255 2,918 2,695 2,394 3,454 13,716 
Franklin  918 913 1,141 945 843 4,760 
Gaston  1,396 1,728 2,184 1,639 1,578 8,525 
Gates  31 27 10 16 13 97 

Graham  2 14 4 1 13 34 
Granville  341 315 217 220 219 1,312 
Greene  25 29 46 20 23 143 

Guilford  1,956 2,566 3,228 2,323 2,781 12,854 
Halifax  51 64 59 68 56 298 
Harnett  639 911 1,032 1,041 1,086 4,709 

Haywood  434 219 496 301 274 1,724 
Henderson  619 572 790 1,080 775 3,836 
Hertford  2 1 51 13 3 70 

Hoke  238 339 423 348 487 1,835 
Hyde  5 10 20 15 15 65 
Iredell  1,263 1,905 2,047 2,595 4,354 12,164 

Jackson  749 832 314 278 235 2,408 
Johnston  2,651 3,447 3,520 2,662 2,387 14,667 

Jones  22 28 25 27 28 130 
Lee  185 245 259 307 541 1,537 

Lenoir  90 107 112 294 171 774 
Lincoln  725 1,336 1,062 898 677 4,698 
Macon  5 109 149 182 182 627 

Madison  105 95 159 138 283 780 
Martin  0 0 0 0 0 0 

McDowell  127 128 194 182 186 817 
Mecklenburg  12,429 11,067 14,375 13,107 14,435 65,413 

Mitchell  25 36 39 40 39 179 
Montgomery  78 85 104 136 134 537 

Moore  836 1,021 919 982 872 4,630 
Source: SOCDS Building Permits Database at http://socds.huduser.org/permits/index.html 
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Residential Permits Issued by County (2019 to 2023) - CONTINUED 
County 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 Total 

Nash  200 297 495 319 535 1,846 
New Hanover  3,006 3,095 3,401 3,327 2,883 15,712 
Northampton  20 30 32 23 18 123 

Onslow  1,331 1,435 1,597 1,322 1,419 7,104 
Orange  495 465 912 485 1,011 3,368 
Pamlico  64 105 70 87 93 419 

Pasquotank  144 162 104 184 153 747 
Pender  569 762 1,017 1,094 1,082 4,524 

Perquimans  41 45 41 46 45 218 
Person  112 168 129 152 190 751 

Pitt  1,030 719 1,275 928 1,374 5,326 
Polk  84 94 135 227 153 693 

Randolph  302 372 487 400 447 2,008 
Richmond  249 277 30 28 44 628 
Robeson  426 189 210 233 361 1,419 

Rockingham  165 209 249 270 279 1,172 
Rowan  464 874 675 838 592 3,443 

Rutherford  145 163 183 220 244 955 
Sampson  140 107 174 180 169 770 
Scotland  24 33 52 53 43 205 
Stanly  385 300 366 373 349 1,773 
Stokes  97 112 180 172 191 752 
Surry  98 107 130 258 210 803 
Swain  77 83 212 116 89 577 

Transylvania  118 0 195 193 213 719 
Tyrrell  4 4 5 4 7 24 
Union  1,623 2,354 2,773 2,355 2,309 11,414 
Vance  42 87 166 77 72 444 
Wake  9,751 12,598 16,988 17,961 17,389 74,687 

Warren  57 75 272 260 248 912 
Washington  8 5 8 1 0 22 

Watauga  488 217 355 540 469 2,069 
Wayne  323 414 482 418 538 2,175 
Wilkes  92 110 169 135 141 647 
Wilson  181 385 343 620 373 1,902 
Yadkin  58 162 186 161 113 680 
Yancey  68 51 79 99 99 396 
State 71,307 80,474 94,874 91,852 98,853 437,360 

Source: SOCDS Building Permits Database at http://socds.huduser.org/permits/index.html 
 
The greatest number of residential units permitted for development between 2019 
and 2023 are within some of the largest populated and/or fastest growing counties 
of the state, including the counties of Wake (74,687), Mecklenburg (65,413), 
Brunswick (23,896), Durham (20,882), and New Hanover (15,712). Note that 
Martin County, a small rural county in the eastern portion of the state, has had no 
residential units permitted since 2019.   
 
The following graph illustrates the top 30 counties by number of residential units 
receiving building permits between 2019 and 2023.  Note that the top 30 counties 
included within this graph represent 86.8%, or 379,735 of the total 437,360 
residential building permits issued in North Carolina between 2019 and 2023.  
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The map on the following page illustrates the number of permitted residential units 
by county. 
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 V.   HOUSING SUPPLY GAP ESTIMATES  
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
This section of the report provides five-year (projected from 2024 to 2029) housing 
supply gap estimates for both rental and for-sale housing for each county in North 
Carolina.  
 
Housing to meet the needs of both renter and owner households in the state will most 
likely involve multifamily, duplex, and single-family housing alternatives at a variety 
of affordability levels. Many factors influence a market’s specific housing needs.  As 
a result, there are many metrics that can be used to quantitatively determine the 
housing gaps of a community, or in the case of this report, the housing needs of a 
county and the overall state. This study incorporates numerous methodologies and 
assumptions that follow housing market industry standards and best practices.   
 
A.  METHODOLOGIES & ASSUMPTIONS 

 
This study intends to quantify the housing supply gaps of North Carolina. In 
essence, it measures the gap between the housing stock and the housing needs of 
its residents. This section of the report outlines the approaches used, assumptions 
made, and overall methodology implemented to derive North Carolina’s housing 
gaps.  
 
The estimates of housing supply gaps are provided for both rental and for-sale 
housing at various levels of income and affordability and include the following 
demand components and assumptions: 

  
1. Income Limits Based on County Median Income – Housing developed 

under state and federal programs typically restrict household incomes and 
rents at specific percentages of Area Median Income (AMI) for the county 
where they are located.  The housing supply gaps in this report were 
conducted on six income levels of AMI: up to 30%, 31% to 50%, 51% to 
80%, 81% to 120%, 121% to 150%, and 151% and higher. The U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) publishes income 
and rent limits for several levels of AMI.  In circumstances where HUD does 
not publish selected AMI limits (e.g., 120% AMI), such limits were derived 
by extrapolating from published AMI limits (e.g., published 60% AMI limits 
were multiplied by two to derive 120% AMI limits). HUD’s 2024 income 
limits were used for this analysis. To access HUD’s published household 
income limits by AMI, please see: Income Limits | HUD USER. 

 
2. Income Limits Based on Household Sizes – While the actual income limits 

of an affordable housing project are based on the number of residents 
occupying the units, for the purposes of the housing gap estimates the four-
person household income limits are used for the respective counties. The 
household income limits used for each county in this study are provided in 
Addendum A of this report. 
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3. Affordable Rent and Home Price Limits/Ranges – Corresponding rents 
and home prices that should be affordable within each income range 
considered in this report were derived based on the AMI household income 
limits previously cited.  The affordable rents were derived by dividing the 
income limits by 12 (months) and then dividing that result by 30% (assumes 
a household can pay no more than 30% of their income toward housing). The 
affordable home prices were derived by multiplying the income limits by 
three (assumes a household is qualified to purchase a home based on a 
housing affordability to income ratio of 3-to-1).  That result was then divided 
by 92.5% (assumes a household will put 7.5% down on a home). The 
affordable rent ranges and home prices by AMI level used for each county in 
this study are provided in Addendum A of this report.  
 

4. Housing Vacancies/Availability – It is important to understand the number 
of vacant or available housing units that are in a market when determining 
housing gaps. Markets that have a limited number of vacant/available units 
may indicate a shortage exists in the market and that additional units are 
required to have healthy or balanced housing market conditions (typically 5% 
vacant units for rental housing and 3% available units for for-sale housing).  
Conversely, markets that have an abundance of vacant/available units may 
indicate the market has a surplus of units and that additional units may not be 
needed. Two sources were used in this report to determine the number of 
vacant/available units that are currently (2024) in the subject markets.   Rental 
vacancies were established by apartment data of more than 2,600 multifamily 
properties surveyed by Bowen National Research over the past couple of 
years.  The distribution of vacancies by affordability level was derived from 
information obtained from individual property managers and leasing agents.  
While not all multifamily apartments were surveyed in each county, a 
sufficient number of properties were surveyed to provide an accurate 
representation of the performance of the local markets. In instances where no 
rental properties were surveyed, we used the state average vacancy rates by 
product type. For-sale housing vacancies (homes available for purchase) are 
based on data obtained from Redfin.com as of early July 2024. The inventory 
of available homes was distributed among the various housing affordability 
levels based on the actual list prices of such homes.  

 
5. Households Living in Substandard Housing – Households living in 

substandard housing are often considered households living in units lacking 
complete kitchens or bathrooms, or households living in overcrowded 
housing situations. While some households could live in housing with more 
than one substandard housing condition, in an effort to eliminate double 
counting of such households, the estimated base of households that live in 
substandard housing was limited to those that live in units that lack complete 
bathrooms and/or kitchens. Substandard housing data for both renter- and 
owner-occupied housing published by American Community Survey was 
obtained for each county. 
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6. People Commuting into Each County – It is reasonable to assume that a 
contributing factor to housing needs includes some portion of people 
commuting into a county for work, but not living in that county.  This demand 
component consists of commuter data from the U.S. Census Bureau (source: 
https://onthemap.ces.census.gov/) showing the number of persons 
commuting into each county on a daily basis.  Since not all persons will move, 
data from Bowen National Research’s proprietary national surveys of 
households expressing an interest in moving to the same county in which they 
work is applied to each subject county to determine the influence these 
commuters have on the housing gaps in local markets. This data is further 
refined to account for local market renter and owner shares and various 
household income levels. 
 

7. Severe Housing Cost Burdened Households by Tenure and Income – This 
demand component includes households paying over 50% of their income 
toward housing costs, which are considered severe housing cost burdened 
households. Severe housing cost burdened data is provided by American 
Community Survey (ACS) and is applied to each income band used in the 
report for both renter and owner households for each county.  It is assumed 
that only a portion of households living in severe cost burdened housing 
situations could or would move if adequate and affordable housing was 
available.  As a result, ACS annual turnover rates by tenure (renter vs. owner) 
were applied to the overall number of severe cost burdened households to 
derive the demand for housing from severe housing cost burdened 
households.  

 
8. Resident Step-Down Support – While government and housing market 

industry standards generally assume a household should not pay more than 
30% of their income toward housing costs, many households often spend 
much less than 30%, particularly higher income households. Step-down 
support considers households that are paying a relatively small portion of their 
income toward housing costs (typically no more than 20% of their income), 
even though they can afford higher priced housing.  In short, these households 
are “stepping down” into a more affordable housing alternative despite the 
fact they can pay more. As a result, they can consume housing that would 
have been available to lower income households and contribute to a market’s 
housing shortages or gaps. American Community Survey five-year estimates 
on the percent of income applied toward housing costs were reviewed as part 
of this analysis to determine the ratio of households likely to “step down” to 
the next lowest housing affordability segment. 
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9. Units in Residential Development Pipeline – While the preceding topics 
represent potential drivers of demand, an accounting of units currently in the 
development pipeline was also required as such units will meet part of North 
Carolina’s housing needs.  Residential properties that are planned (approved 
for development) or currently under construction were considered in this 
analysis. Data sources used included information obtained from local 
planning departments (with emphasis on densely populated and/or high 
economic growth counties), published articles or reports, information 
published by housing organizations (e.g., North Carolina Housing Finance 
Agency’s list of recently allocated Tax Credit projects not put in service), 
information obtained by local economic development organizations, Bowen 
National Research’s survey of apartment properties, and reviews of county-
level residential building permit data.  Based on full year 2023 building permit 
data alone, it is estimated that there are nearly 100,000 residential units 
currently in the development pipeline.    

 
It should be further noted that Bowen National Research employed best effort 
approaches in determining the appropriate number of planned residential units 
within each income stratification for each county. When available, this 
included a review of proposed rent levels/pricing for a particular planned 
development or typical rents/pricing offered at newer residential 
developments for a particular area. In instances where the aforementioned 
data was not available, Bowen National Research utilized proprietary 
knowledge and/or statewide trends of the rents/pricing that can be expected 
for a new residential development within a given county. Overall, these 
approaches provided a reasonably accurate depiction of the affordability 
(rents or home prices) of product in the development pipeline.   
 

10. Job Growth’s Influence on Household Growth – North Carolina is 
expected to experience significant job growth over the next several years that 
will have a notable impact on housing needs across much of the state. We 
primarily incorporated projected job growth from the North Carolina 
Department of Commerce, 2021 to 2030 Industry Employment Projections 
and estimated the number of new households that are expected to be added to 
each county where the jobs will be created. In some cases where we had 
detailed job announcement data, we incorporated that job growth data into our 
analysis. We account for the fact that not all new jobs will create a new 
household of demand, as some jobs will be filled from unemployed persons 
already in the market and from people that will commute into the county 
where the jobs are located but will not move to that county. Given that the 
actual wages of future jobs are unknown in many cases and such jobs would 
be on an individual person basis (as opposed to a household), we have applied 
the latest distribution of households by income and tenure in each county 
when estimating the likely incomes of new households that will be created for 
each county.   
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B. FIVE-YEAR (2024-2029) HOUSING SUPPLY GAPS BY COUNTY 
 
The following pages summarize the rental and for-sale housing gaps by Area 
Median Income (AMI) level for each of North Carolina’s 100 counties. 
IMPORTANT: The housing gaps provided in the following tables illustrate 
the total housing units that a market lacks, in terms of a shortage of housing, 
units that are substandard and in need of repair, units that are unaffordable 
to select households, and units needed to create balanced market conditions.  
While the addition of new units can address part of the housing gaps, 
financial assistance to help alleviate the cost burdens of select households 
and/or help households repair or modernize their units can also address the 
housing gaps in North Carolina.  

 
Rental Housing Gaps 
 
The following rental housing gaps are illustrated by Area Median Income (AMI) 
level.  The corresponding incomes, rents and home prices by AMI for each county 
are shown in Addendum A of this report.  

 
Overall Rental Housing Gaps – State of North Carolina (2024 to 2029) 

County 

Number of Units Needed by Household Income Level Total Rental Gap 

<30% 
31%-
50% 

51%-
80% 

81%-
120% 

121%-
150% 151%+ 

Total 
Units 

Share of 
State 

Gap to Renter 
Household 

Ratio 
Alamance 938 768 486 758 320 186 3,456 1.1% 14.3% 
Alexander 123 7 98 96 88 31 443 0.1% 14.9% 
Alleghany 110 27 31 22 18 6 214 0.1% 20.2% 

Anson 67 92 95 95 58 19 426 0.1% 17.7% 
Ashe 109 29 46 59 53 16 312 0.1% 12.4% 
Avery 76 62 68 54 40 15 315 0.1% 21.6% 

Beaufort 179 60 97 121 79 24 560 0.2% 11.7% 
Bertie 31 1 11 18 18 7 86 <0.1% 5.3% 
Bladen 83 48 47 36 41 17 272 0.1% 9.5% 

Brunswick 1,480 649 561 242 334 279 3,545 1.1% 23.2% 
Buncombe 1,792 1,070 1,040 1,303 1,662 610 7,477 2.3% 16.5% 

Burke 459 375 327 199 88 51 1,499 0.5% 16.5% 
Cabarrus 1,796 792 103 1,209 1,212 447 5,559 1.7% 19.2% 
Caldwell 155 48 208 215 174 61 861 0.3% 10.4% 
Camden 4 2 19 22 4 0 51 <0.1% 8.5% 
Carteret 325 115 126 188 168 58 980 0.3% 13.8% 
Caswell 26 21 61 33 23 13 177 0.1% 8.7% 
Catawba 676 156 602 677 745 371 3,227 1.0% 16.6% 
Chatham 571 468 539 303 448 205 2,534 0.8% 37.8% 
Cherokee 83 9 6 67 33 7 205 0.1% 8.9% 
Chowan 102 35 32 44 54 19 286 0.1% 17.0% 

Clay 106 20 9 20 40 14 209 0.1% 21.8% 
Cleveland 604 128 302 74 201 103 1,412 0.4% 11.9% 
Columbus 110 1 0 80 48 13 252 0.1% 5.4% 

Craven 544 214 253 378 448 192 2,029 0.6% 16.7% 
Cumberland 1,877 1,536 2,150 991 1,432 358 8,344 2.6% 14.5% 
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Overall Rental Housing Gaps – State of North Carolina (2024 to 2029) (CONTINUED) 

County 

Number of Units Needed by Household Income Level Total Rental Gap 

<30% 
31%-
50% 

51%-
80% 

81%-
120% 

121%-
150% 151%+ 

Total 
Units 

Share of 
State 

Gap to Renter 
Household 

Ratio 
Currituck 71 39 53 69 64 25 321 0.1% 18.7% 

Dare 155 76 141 148 131 45 696 0.2% 20.7% 
Davidson 709 580 930 606 382 117 3,324 1.0% 19.1% 

Davie 153 125 178 83 141 39 719 0.2% 19.8% 
Duplin 331 71 85 138 107 34 766 0.2% 15.2% 
Durham 4,679 2,546 2,375 4,323 2,878 898 17,699 5.5% 24.7% 

Edgecombe 395 87 154 212 221 76 1,145 0.4% 15.4% 
Forsyth 2,398 1,962 2,529 1,329 2,122 508 10,848 3.4% 17.7% 
Franklin 230 68 195 170 85 18 766 0.2% 13.1% 
Gaston 1,789 510 898 1,237 699 184 5,317 1.6% 17.5% 
Gates 14 2 10 28 12 4 70 <0.1% 9.7% 

Graham 5 2 6 11 11 6 41 <0.1% 7.7% 
Granville 303 126 237 272 224 78 1,240 0.4% 21.8% 
Greene 176 24 31 56 38 16 341 0.1% 17.7% 

Guilford 3,257 2,664 3,232 1,830 2,980 752 14,715 4.6% 16.5% 
Halifax 537 20 56 126 64 16 819 0.3% 13.0% 
Harnett 483 395 712 630 742 163 3,125 1.0% 20.5% 

Haywood 235 62 88 167 186 57 795 0.2% 13.0% 
Henderson 207 89 180 399 286 89 1,250 0.4% 10.5% 
Hertford 174 32 43 58 27 10 344 0.1% 13.8% 

Hoke 235 192 280 176 144 35 1,062 0.3% 18.7% 
Hyde 21 12 4 6 0 0 43 <0.1% 11.8% 
Iredell 795 1,147 499 1,001 578 706 4,726 1.5% 19.2% 

Jackson 579 116 126 129 114 47 1,111 0.3% 20.8% 
Johnston 1,103 902 745 286 102 70 3,208 1.0% 15.1% 

Jones 15 5 17 23 25 12 97 <0.1% 12.8% 
Lee 534 437 747 535 296 97 2,646 0.8% 32.0% 

Lenoir 652 233 234 151 237 109 1,616 0.5% 19.3% 
Lincoln 505 119 118 287 340 142 1,511 0.5% 18.8% 
Macon 96 78 209 181 29 145 738 0.2% 20.2% 

Madison 56 15 28 36 25 11 171 0.1% 9.4% 
Martin 130 57 89 74 40 11 401 0.1% 14.7% 

McDowell 103 58 84 117 69 29 460 0.1% 11.0% 
Mecklenburg 16,670 8,688 8,766 15,051 14,492 4,821 68,488 21.2% 27.8% 

Mitchell 48 26 61 55 34 12 236 0.1% 16.7% 
Montgomery 130 106 163 108 66 27 600 0.2% 24.5% 

Moore 536 439 453 152 208 128 1,916 0.6% 17.9% 
Nash 341 74 220 355 452 214 1,656 0.5% 12.8% 

New Hanover 3,611 1,856 1,518 1,609 1,596 630 10,820 3.4% 24.1% 
Northampton 35 21 12 20 16 8 112 <0.1% 6.4% 

Onslow 1,419 589 514 830 1,120 559 5,031 1.6% 18.3% 
Orange 2,474 962 1,031 1,243 1,275 572 7,557 2.3% 31.3% 
Pamlico 6 2 25 25 28 15 101 <0.1% 10.8% 

Pasquotank 224 88 80 131 193 104 820 0.3% 15.0% 
Pender 492 240 329 318 273 115 1,767 0.5% 32.1% 

Perquimans 50 13 19 40 38 17 177 0.1% 14.3% 
Person 158 130 148 124 117 20 697 0.2% 18.0% 

 
(CON 
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Overall Rental Housing Gaps – State of North Carolina (2024 to 2029) (CONTINUED) 

County 

Number of Units Needed by Household Income Level Total Rental Gap 

<30% 
31%-
50% 

51%-
80% 

81%-
120% 

121%-
150% 151%+ 

Total 
Units 

Share of 
State 

Gap to Renter 
Household 

Ratio 
Pitt 2,557 478 484 1,242 1,159 550 6,470 2.0% 19.7% 
Polk 32 47 43 60 36 18 236 0.1% 12.8% 

Randolph 705 577 659 486 436 174 3,037 0.9% 21.6% 
Richmond 462 78 109 133 113 46 941 0.3% 16.7% 
Robeson 794 61 99 230 243 105 1,532 0.5% 11.7% 

Rockingham 454 371 382 245 257 65 1,774 0.6% 16.6% 
Rowan 1,420 827 288 526 206 251 3,518 1.1% 21.5% 

Rutherford 470 84 83 93 120 41 891 0.3% 13.5% 
Sampson 325 93 122 156 137 57 890 0.3% 15.1% 
Scotland 391 59 85 88 91 38 752 0.2% 16.5% 
Stanly 502 91 68 98 181 95 1,035 0.3% 16.1% 
Stokes 78 63 171 124 56 36 528 0.2% 13.3% 
Surry 329 270 395 239 121 29 1,383 0.4% 18.5% 
Swain 137 38 54 34 52 25 340 0.1% 22.9% 

Transylvania 232 78 116 96 36 16 574 0.2% 18.1% 
Tyrrell 12 2 7 10 6 3 40 <0.1% 10.2% 
Union 463 219 503 535 617 266 2,603 0.8% 16.7% 
Vance 531 105 138 157 178 80 1,189 0.4% 18.2% 
Wake 15,966 6,515 9,682 12,867 10,097 2,478 57,605 17.9% 28.6% 

Warren 67 35 29 37 50 26 244 0.1% 12.0% 
Washington 176 23 37 43 11 0 290 0.1% 21.0% 

Watauga 1,701 378 262 234 213 98 2,886 0.9% 32.8% 
Wayne 616 286 321 574 602 278 2,677 0.8% 16.6% 
Wilkes 216 176 187 137 109 21 846 0.3% 12.6% 
Wilson 922 345 233 339 403 179 2,421 0.8% 19.8% 
Yadkin 131 108 164 82 81 22 588 0.2% 16.8% 
Yancey 45 12 40 59 52 22 230 0.1% 12.8% 

State 
Total 

Units 89,479 44,237 50,730 61,183 56,799 19,932 322,360 100.0% 21.2% 
Share 27.8% 13.7% 15.7% 19.0% 17.6% 6.2% 100.0% - - 

 
North Carolina has an overall five-year rental housing gap of 322,360 units.  
Representing over one-quarter of the state’s rental housing gap, there is a rental 
gap of 89,479 units for the lowest income renter households (earning 30% or less 
of Area Median Income).  There are rental housing gaps of more than 44,000 
units for all other household income bands except for the highest income band 
(households earning 151% or more of AMI).  Regardless, there are notable rental 
housing gaps across all income segments, demonstrating both a significant need 
and development opportunity in the state.   

  

221

Item A.



 
BOWEN NATIONAL RESEARCH  V-8 

The graph below illustrates the rental housing gaps by AMI for North Carolina.   
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The following table illustrates the projected (2024 to 2029) rental housing gap 
estimates for each county in North Carolina, with the overall county rental gaps 
ranked from largest to smallest.   
 

Rental Housing Gaps (Total Units) by County Rankings – State of North Carolina  

Rank County 
Total 
Gap Rank County 

Total 
Gap Rank County 

Total 
Gap 

1 Mecklenburg 68,488 35 Robeson 1,532 68 McDowell 460 
2 Wake 57,605 36 Lincoln 1,511 69 Alexander 443 
3 Durham 17,699 37 Burke 1,499 70 Anson 426 
4 Guilford 14,715 38 Cleveland 1,412 71 Martin 401 
5 Forsyth 10,848 39 Surry 1,383 72 Hertford 344 
6 New Hanover 10,820 40 Henderson 1,250 73 Greene 341 
7 Cumberland 8,344 41 Granville 1,240 74 Swain 340 
8 Orange 7,557 42 Vance 1,189 75 Currituck 321 
9 Buncombe 7,477 43 Edgecombe 1,145 76 Avery 315 
10 Pitt 6,470 44 Jackson 1,111 77 Ashe 312 
11 Cabarrus 5,559 45 Hoke 1,062 78 Washington 290 
12 Gaston 5,317 46 Stanly 1,035 79 Chowan 286 
13 Onslow 5,031 47 Carteret 980 80 Bladen 272 
14 Iredell 4,726 48 Richmond 941 81 Columbus 252 
15 Brunswick 3,545 49 Rutherford 891 82 Warren 244 
16 Rowan 3,518 50 Sampson 890 83 Mitchell 236 
17 Alamance 3,456 51 Caldwell 861 84 Polk 236 
18 Davidson 3,324 52 Wilkes 846 85 Yancey 230 
19 Catawba 3,227 53 Pasquotank 820 86 Alleghany 214 
20 Johnston 3,208 54 Halifax 819 87 Clay 209 
21 Harnett 3,125 55 Haywood 795 88 Cherokee 205 
22 Randolph 3,037 56 Duplin 766 89 Caswell 177 
23 Watauga 2,886 57 Franklin 766 90 Perquimans 177 
24 Wayne 2,677 58 Scotland 752 91 Madison 171 
25 Lee 2,646 59 Macon 738 92 Northampton 112 
26 Union 2,603 60 Davie 719 93 Pamlico 101 
27 Chatham 2,534 61 Person 697 94 Jones 97 
28 Wilson 2,421 62 Dare 696 95 Bertie 86 
29 Craven 2,029 63 Montgomery 600 96 Gates 70 
30 Moore 1,916 64 Yadkin 588 97 Camden 51 
31 Rockingham 1,774 65 Transylvania 574 98 Hyde 43 
32 Pender 1,767 66 Beaufort 560 99 Graham 41 
33 Nash 1,656 67 Stokes 528 100 Tyrrell 40 
34 Lenoir 1,616  
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The following table illustrates the projected (2024 to 2029) rental housing gaps 
to total renter households ratio for each county in North Carolina, with the overall 
ratios ranked from largest to smallest.  

 
Overall Rental Housing Gaps to Renter Households Ratio by County Rankings – State of North Carolina (2029) 

Rank County 
Rental 
Units 

Total 
Gap  

Gap 
to 

Units 
Ratio Rank County 

Rental 
Units 

Total 
Gap  

Gap 
to 

Units 
Ratio Rank County 

Rental 
Units 

Total 
Gap  

Gap 
to 

Units 
Ratio 

1 Chatham 6,712 2,534 37.8% 35 Onslow 27,508 5,031 18.3% 68 Hertford 2,492 344 13.8% 
2 Watauga 8,797 2,886 32.8% 36 Vance 6,516 1,189 18.2% 69 Carteret 7,121 980 13.8% 
3 Pender 5,507 1,767 32.1% 37 Transylvania 3,175 574 18.1% 70 Rutherford 6,577 891 13.5% 
4 Lee 8,266 2,646 32.0% 38 Person 3,864 697 18.0% 71 Stokes 3,958 528 13.3% 
5 Orange 24,110 7,557 31.3% 39 Moore 10,678 1,916 17.9% 72 Franklin 5,867 766 13.1% 
6 Wake 201,107 57,605 28.6% 40 Anson 2,406 426 17.7% 73 Haywood 6,106 795 13.0% 
7 Mecklenburg 246,700 68,488 27.8% 41 Greene 1,929 341 17.7% 74 Halifax 6,300 819 13.0% 
8 Durham 71,800 17,699 24.7% 42 Forsyth 61,373 10,848 17.7% 75 Nash 12,888 1,656 12.8% 
9 Montgomery 2,448 600 24.5% 43 Gaston 30,394 5,317 17.5% 76 Jones 756 97 12.8% 
10 New Hanover 44,834 10,820 24.1% 44 Chowan 1,686 286 17.0% 77 Yancey 1,799 230 12.8% 
11 Brunswick 15,260 3,545 23.2% 45 Yadkin 3,505 588 16.8% 78 Polk 1,850 236 12.8% 
12 Swain 1,484 340 22.9% 46 Union 15,592 2,603 16.7% 79 Wilkes 6,715 846 12.6% 
13 Granville 5,677 1,240 21.8% 47 Mitchell 1,414 236 16.7% 80 Ashe 2,508 312 12.4% 
14 Clay 958 209 21.8% 48 Craven 12,164 2,029 16.7% 81 Warren 2,040 244 12.0% 
15 Randolph 14,044 3,037 21.6% 49 Richmond 5,644 941 16.7% 82 Cleveland 11,896 1,412 11.9% 
16 Avery 1,459 315 21.6% 50 Rockingham 10,705 1,774 16.6% 83 Hyde 364 43 11.8% 
17 Rowan 16,334 3,518 21.5% 51 Catawba 19,493 3,227 16.6% 84 Robeson 13,044 1,532 11.7% 
18 Washington 1,382 290 21.0% 52 Wayne 16,173 2,677 16.6% 85 Beaufort 4,796 560 11.7% 
19 Jackson 5,337 1,111 20.8% 53 Burke 9,068 1,499 16.5% 86 McDowell 4,187 460 11.0% 
20 Dare 3,361 696 20.7% 54 Scotland 4,552 752 16.5% 87 Pamlico 934 101 10.8% 
21 Harnett 15,274 3,125 20.5% 55 Guilford 89,245 14,715 16.5% 88 Henderson 11,874 1,250 10.5% 
22 Macon 3,645 738 20.2% 56 Buncombe 45,377 7,477 16.5% 89 Caldwell 8,272 861 10.4% 
23 Alleghany 1,062 214 20.2% 57 Stanly 6,423 1,035 16.1% 90 Tyrrell 394 40 10.2% 
24 Wilson 12,253 2,421 19.8% 58 Edgecombe 7,415 1,145 15.4% 91 Gates 718 70 9.7% 
25 Davie 3,639 719 19.8% 59 Duplin 5,040 766 15.2% 92 Bladen 2,872 272 9.5% 
26 Pitt 32,832 6,470 19.7% 60 Sampson 5,882 890 15.1% 93 Madison 1,813 171 9.4% 
27 Lenoir 8,361 1,616 19.3% 61 Johnston 21,217 3,208 15.1% 94 Cherokee 2,307 205 8.9% 
28 Iredell 24,568 4,726 19.2% 62 Pasquotank 5,461 820 15.0% 95 Caswell 2,044 177 8.7% 
29 Cabarrus 28,913 5,559 19.2% 63 Alexander 2,968 443 14.9% 96 Camden 603 51 8.5% 
30 Davidson 17,439 3,324 19.1% 64 Martin 2,727 401 14.7% 97 Graham 534 41 7.7% 
31 Lincoln 8,044 1,511 18.8% 65 Cumberland 57,633 8,344 14.5% 98 Northampton 1,746 112 6.4% 
32 Currituck 1,713 321 18.7% 66 Alamance 24,228 3,456 14.3% 99 Columbus 4,705 252 5.4% 
33 Hoke 5,670 1,062 18.7% 67 Perquimans 1,241 177 14.3% 100 Bertie 1,612 86 5.3% 
34 Surry 7,466 1,383 18.5%           

 
As the preceding table illustrates, several small counties with housing gaps of less 
than 2,900 units have some of the highest gaps to rental households ratios in the 
state, demonstrating that many rural markets have housing gaps that are 
proportionately high and comparable to many larger markets.   
 
The following maps illustrate the projected five-year (2024 to 2029) rental 
housing gaps and the rental housing gap to renter household ratios for each of 
North Carolina’s 100 counties. 
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For-Sale Housing Gaps 
 
The following table summarizes the projected five-year (2024 to 2029) for-sale 
housing gaps by Area Median Income for each of North Carolina’s 100 counties. 
 

Overall For-Sale Housing Gaps – State of North Carolina (2024 to 2029) 

County 

Number of Units Needed by Household Income Level Total For-Sale Gap 

<30% 
31%-
50% 

51%-
80% 

81%-
120% 

121%-
150% 151%+ 

Total 
Units 

Share of 
State 

Gap to Owner 
Household 

Ratio 
Alamance 435 531 1,556 1,332 2,580 1,772 8,206 1.9% 15.6% 
Alexander 0 0 70 221 650 355 1,296 0.3% 11.1% 
Alleghany 3 12 99 119 170 85 488 0.1% 12.0% 

Anson 0 1 35 90 310 181 617 0.1% 10.3% 
Ashe 0 3 105 240 452 165 965 0.2% 10.0% 
Avery 0 19 139 159 278 102 697 0.2% 12.5% 

Beaufort 0 0 46 218 963 370 1,597 0.4% 10.8% 
Bertie 55 1 34 76 225 87 478 0.1% 9.1% 
Bladen 125 24 129 223 377 136 1,014 0.2% 11.2% 

Brunswick 0 225 1,916 2,683 5,163 1,882 11,869 2.7% 17.2% 
Buncombe 0 49 1,116 2,756 6,022 2,187 12,130 2.7% 14.9% 

Burke 27 34 815 1,517 511 419 3,323 0.8% 12.6% 
Cabarrus 0 82 1,185 2,073 4,681 1,772 9,793 2.2% 14.3% 
Caldwell 0 26 317 617 1,613 607 3,180 0.7% 12.5% 
Camden 0 1 51 148 215 70 485 0.1% 12.9% 
Carteret 0 0 199 657 1,614 589 3,059 0.7% 12.1% 
Caswell 0 0 44 86 361 299 790 0.2% 11.2% 
Catawba 0 24 525 1,369 4,000 1,506 7,424 1.7% 14.9% 
Chatham 921 1,126 1,972 1,714 2,284 1,702 9,719 2.2% 32.6% 
Cherokee 77 54 189 267 563 213 1,363 0.3% 11.7% 
Chowan 0 0 45 105 252 101 503 0.1% 11.3% 

Clay 33 8 45 90 257 97 530 0.1% 11.6% 
Cleveland 52 6 138 461 1,942 748 3,347 0.8% 11.4% 
Columbus 15 0 85 240 681 260 1,281 0.3% 8.6% 

Craven 0 0 163 620 2,027 761 3,571 0.8% 11.9% 
Cumberland 65 79 874 1,338 3,718 2,976 9,050 2.0% 11.9% 

Currituck 1 44 351 587 844 277 2,104 0.5% 17.7% 
Dare 0 0 144 411 936 345 1,836 0.4% 12.9% 

Davidson 129 157 1,028 1,161 2,450 2,172 7,097 1.6% 12.8% 
Davie 61 75 351 437 839 642 2,405 0.5% 15.9% 
Duplin 0 0 76 252 724 270 1,322 0.3% 9.6% 
Durham 0 39 1,418 4,205 7,204 2,427 15,293 3.5% 18.5% 

Edgecombe 0 0 54 184 678 261 1,177 0.3% 9.7% 
Forsyth 0 0 1,063 2,103 6,337 5,000 14,503 3.3% 13.5% 
Franklin 27 411 1,435 1,923 891 157 4,844 1.1% 18.0% 
Gaston 0 200 1,826 2,878 3,864 1,274 10,042 2.3% 14.2% 
Gates 0 0 10 46 173 65 294 0.1% 8.6% 

Graham 0 0 9 24 125 50 208 0.0% 7.5% 
Granville 0 0 138 527 1,450 529 2,644 0.6% 14.1% 
Greene 0 0 26 86 249 94 455 0.1% 9.1% 

Guilford 23 29 1,814 2,491 7,719 6,419 18,495 4.2% 13.2% 
Halifax 20 0 34 149 747 292 1,242 0.3% 9.1% 
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Overall For-Sale Housing Gaps – State of North Carolina (2024 to 2029) - CONTINUED 

County 

Number of Units Needed by Household Income Level Total For-Sale Gap 

<30% 
31%-
50% 

51%-
80% 

81%-
120% 

121%-
150% 151%+ 

Total 
Units 

Share of 
State 

Gap to Owner 
Household 

Ratio 
Harnett 281 343 574 580 1,351 1,107 4,236 1.0% 10.7% 

Haywood 0 2 155 518 1,387 509 2,571 0.6% 11.6% 
Henderson 0 41 681 1,450 2,684 957 5,813 1.3% 14.2% 
Hertford 8 0 29 100 310 117 564 0.1% 10.5% 

Hoke 106 130 333 351 740 592 2,252 0.5% 14.9% 
Hyde 5 1 21 35 25 7 94 0.0% 7.0% 
Iredell 490 146 831 3,344 574 2,615 8,000 1.8% 12.7% 

Jackson 0 0 38 201 248 973 1,460 0.3% 12.0% 
Johnston 756 924 2,727 3,172 2,922 1,344 11,845 2.7% 14.8% 

Jones 0 1 31 69 156 57 314 0.1% 10.1% 
Lee 398 486 832 675 1,172 968 4,531 1.0% 23.4% 

Lenoir 1 0 63 236 740 277 1,317 0.3% 9.3% 
Lincoln 0 40 587 1,311 2,760 992 5,690 1.3% 17.4% 
Macon 29 36 160 670 167 429 1,491 0.3% 10.4% 

Madison 0 7 119 248 472 171 1,017 0.2% 13.3% 
Martin 0 0 34 103 256 95 488 0.1% 7.5% 

McDowell 0 7 110 284 927 351 1,679 0.4% 11.5% 
Mecklenburg 0 0 2,318 9,392 23,184 8,246 43,140 9.8% 15.8% 

Mitchell 0 0 32 95 272 103 502 0.1% 9.4% 
Montgomery 126 154 248 247 375 292 1,442 0.3% 18.4% 

Moore 252 309 1,157 1,082 1,805 1,203 5,808 1.3% 15.4% 
Nash 0 4 199 608 2,271 877 3,959 0.9% 14.2% 

New Hanover 0 32 949 2,444 5,431 1,980 10,836 2.5% 16.0% 
Northampton 71 12 62 109 258 102 614 0.1% 11.0% 

Onslow 0 0 267 954 4,248 1,663 7,132 1.6% 14.1% 
Orange 0 0 305 1,305 3,335 1,187 6,132 1.4% 16.5% 
Pamlico 0 0 33 102 294 116 545 0.1% 12.3% 

Pasquotank 0 10 105 238 744 279 1,376 0.3% 12.6% 
Pender 0 75 563 807 1,602 569 3,616 0.8% 15.9% 

Perquimans 0 0 14 71 269 105 459 0.1% 10.1% 
Person 0 0 173 271 554 409 1,407 0.3% 10.8% 

Pitt 0 13 348 1,129 3,539 1,320 6,349 1.4% 14.9% 
Polk 9 3 81 208 435 167 903 0.2% 12.6% 

Randolph 441 539 1,394 1,310 2,245 1,674 7,603 1.7% 16.6% 
Richmond 0 0 22 118 575 223 938 0.2% 8.1% 
Robeson 0 0 140 492 1,443 538 2,613 0.6% 8.7% 

Rockingham 1 1 489 681 1,206 893 3,271 0.7% 11.3% 
Rowan 317 322 912 2,598 328 1,493 5,970 1.4% 13.2% 

Rutherford 0 1 108 366 1,177 466 2,118 0.5% 10.3% 
Sampson 0 0 71 263 899 340 1,573 0.4% 9.5% 
Scotland 0 0 38 138 383 140 699 0.2% 8.6% 
Stanly 9 2 159 445 1,467 566 2,648 0.6% 13.0% 
Stokes 24 30 344 401 769 171 1,739 0.4% 11.3% 
Surry 164 200 480 501 864 663 2,872 0.6% 12.9% 
Swain 0 11 62 81 242 94 490 0.1% 11.5% 

Transylvania 0 0 53 165 788 322 1,328 0.3% 11.4% 
Tyrrell 0 0 11 24 43 16 94 0.0% 8.9% 
Union 0 87 1,254 3,147 6,317 2,196 13,001 2.9% 16.7% 
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Overall For-Sale Housing Gaps – State of North Carolina (2024 to 2029) - CONTINUED 

County 

Number of Units Needed by Household Income Level Total For-Sale Gap 

<30% 
31%-
50% 

51%-
80% 

81%-
120% 

121%-
150% 151%+ 

Total 
Units 

Share of 
State 

Gap to Owner 
Household 

Ratio 
Vance 0 0 17 139 735 282 1,173 0.3% 11.3% 
Wake 0 0 5,819 22,814 20,515 3,936 53,084 12.0% 16.6% 

Warren 0 0 38 109 312 118 577 0.1% 9.6% 
Washington 6 0 28 60 80 28 202 0.0% 6.1% 

Watauga 0 21 270 525 916 347 2,079 0.5% 15.0% 
Wayne 0 0 121 429 1,954 767 3,271 0.7% 10.9% 
Wilkes 69 84 326 372 657 492 2,000 0.5% 9.5% 
Wilson 0 0 55 290 1,306 500 2,151 0.5% 10.6% 
Yadkin 33 41 286 333 541 418 1,652 0.4% 13.8% 
Yancey 0 0 36 95 378 145 654 0.1% 9.7% 

State 
Total 

Units 5,665 7,375 48,381 105,188 188,786 86,723 442,118 100.0% 14.3% 
Share 1.3% 1.7% 10.9% 23.8% 42.7% 19.6% 100.0% - - 

 
North Carolina has an overall five-year for-sale housing gap of 442,118 units.  
While all household income segments have for-sale housing gaps over 5,600 
units, the largest gap is for for-sale housing at 121% to 150% of Area Median 
Income (AMI).  This household income segment has a for-sale housing gap of 
188,786 units, representing 42.7% of North Carolina’s for-sale housing gap.  The 
graph below illustrates the for-sale housing gaps by AMI for North Carolina.    
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The following table illustrates the projected (2024 to 2029) for-sale housing gap 
estimates for each county in North Carolina, with the overall county for-sale gaps 
ranked from highest to lowest. 
 

Overall For-Sale Housing Gaps by County – State of North Carolina (2029) 

Rank County Total 
Gap Rank County Total 

Gap Rank County Total 
Gap 

1 Wake 53,084 35 Rockingham 3,271 68 Halifax 1,242 
2 Mecklenburg 43,140 36 Wayne 3,271 69 Edgecombe 1,177 
3 Guilford 18,495 37 Caldwell 3,180 70 Vance 1,173 
4 Durham 15,293 38 Carteret 3,059 71 Madison 1,017 
5 Forsyth 14,503 39 Surry 2,872 72 Bladen 1,014 
6 Union 13,001 40 Stanly 2,648 73 Ashe 965 
7 Buncombe 12,130 41 Granville 2,644 74 Richmond 938 
8 Brunswick 11,869 42 Robeson 2,613 75 Polk 903 
9 Johnston 11,845 43 Haywood 2,571 76 Caswell 790 
10 New Hanover 10,836 44 Davie 2,405 77 Scotland 699 
11 Gaston 10,042 45 Hoke 2,252 78 Avery 697 
12 Cabarrus 9,793 46 Wilson 2,151 79 Yancey 654 
13 Chatham 9,719 47 Rutherford 2,118 80 Anson 617 
14 Cumberland 9,050 48 Currituck 2,104 81 Northampton 614 
15 Alamance 8,206 49 Watauga 2,079 82 Warren 577 
16 Iredell 8,000 50 Wilkes 2,000 83 Hertford 564 
17 Randolph 7,603 51 Dare 1,836 84 Pamlico 545 
18 Catawba 7,424 52 Stokes 1,739 85 Clay 530 
19 Onslow 7,132 53 McDowell 1,679 86 Chowan 503 
20 Davidson 7,097 54 Yadkin 1,652 87 Mitchell 502 
21 Pitt 6,349 55 Beaufort 1,597 88 Swain 490 
22 Orange 6,132 56 Sampson 1,573 89 Alleghany 488 
23 Rowan 5,970 57 Macon 1,491 90 Martin 488 
24 Henderson 5,813 58 Jackson 1,460 91 Camden 485 
25 Moore 5,808 59 Montgomery 1,442 92 Bertie 478 
26 Lincoln 5,690 60 Person 1,407 93 Perquimans 459 
27 Franklin 4,844 61 Pasquotank 1,376 94 Greene 455 
28 Lee 4,531 62 Cherokee 1,363 95 Jones 314 
29 Harnett 4,236 63 Transylvania 1,328 96 Gates 294 
30 Nash 3,959 64 Duplin 1,322 97 Graham 208 
31 Pender 3,616 65 Lenoir 1,317 98 Washington 202 
32 Craven 3,571 66 Alexander 1,296 99 Hyde 94 
33 Cleveland 3,347 67 Columbus 1,281 100 Tyrrell 94 
34 Burke 3,323             
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The following table illustrates the projected five-year (2024 to 2029) for-sale 
housing gaps to total owner households ratio for each county in North Carolina, 
with the overall county ratios ranked from largest to smallest. 
 

Overall For-Sale Housing Gaps to Owner Households Ratio by County – State of North Carolina (2029) 

Rank County 
Owner  
Units 

Total 
Gap  

Gap to 
Units 
Ratio Rank County 

Owner  
Units 

Total 
Gap  

Gap to 
Units 
Ratio Rank County 

Owner  
Units 

Total 
Gap  

Gap to 
Units 
Ratio 

1 Chatham 29,811 9,719 32.6% 35 Rowan 45,311 5,970 13.2% 68 Wayne 30,000 3,271 10.9% 
2 Lee 19,361 4,531 23.4% 36 Stanly 20,391 2,648 13.0% 69 Person 12,973 1,407 10.8% 
3 Durham 82,641 15,293 18.5% 37 Camden 3,754 485 12.9% 70 Beaufort 14,836 1,597 10.8% 
4 Montgomery 7,856 1,442 18.4% 38 Dare 14,228 1,836 12.9% 71 Harnett 39,458 4,236 10.7% 
5 Franklin 26,890 4,844 18.0% 39 Surry 22,322 2,872 12.9% 72 Wilson 20,378 2,151 10.6% 
6 Currituck 11,918 2,104 17.7% 40 Davidson 55,594 7,097 12.8% 73 Hertford 5,383 564 10.5% 
7 Lincoln 32,771 5,690 17.4% 41 Iredell 63,039 8,000 12.7% 74 Macon 14,324 1,491 10.4% 
8 Brunswick 68,981 11,869 17.2% 42 Polk 7,143 903 12.6% 75 Anson 5,966 617 10.3% 
9 Union 77,911 13,001 16.7% 43 Burke 26,287 3,323 12.6% 76 Rutherford 20,567 2,118 10.3% 
10 Wake 318,872 53,084 16.6% 44 Pasquotank 10,953 1,376 12.6% 77 Jones 3,110 314 10.1% 
11 Randolph 45,751 7,603 16.6% 45 Caldwell 25,434 3,180 12.5% 78 Perquimans 4,556 459 10.1% 
12 Orange 37,272 6,132 16.5% 46 Avery 5,581 697 12.5% 79 Ashe 9,610 965 10.0% 
13 New Hanover 67,572 10,836 16.0% 47 Pamlico 4,416 545 12.3% 80 Yancey 6,746 654 9.7% 
14 Davie 15,109 2,405 15.9% 48 Carteret 25,264 3,059 12.1% 81 Edgecombe 12,151 1,177 9.7% 
15 Pender 22,795 3,616 15.9% 49 Jackson 12,135 1,460 12.0% 82 Duplin 13,787 1,322 9.6% 
16 Mecklenburg 272,426 43,140 15.8% 50 Alleghany 4,069 488 12.0% 83 Warren 6,020 577 9.6% 
17 Alamance 52,444 8,206 15.6% 51 Cumberland 75,817 9,050 11.9% 84 Wilkes 21,016 2,000 9.5% 
18 Moore 37,819 5,808 15.4% 52 Craven 30,110 3,571 11.9% 85 Sampson 16,539 1,573 9.5% 
19 Watauga 13,844 2,079 15.0% 53 Cherokee 11,676 1,363 11.7% 86 Mitchell 5,335 502 9.4% 
20 Pitt 42,595 6,349 14.9% 54 Clay 4,563 530 11.6% 87 Lenoir 14,188 1,317 9.3% 
21 Hoke 15,123 2,252 14.9% 55 Haywood 22,146 2,571 11.6% 88 Bertie 5,226 478 9.1% 
22 Buncombe 81,469 12,130 14.9% 56 McDowell 14,557 1,679 11.5% 89 Greene 4,995 455 9.1% 
23 Catawba 49,900 7,424 14.9% 57 Swain 4,254 490 11.5% 90 Halifax 13,700 1,242 9.1% 
24 Johnston 79,971 11,845 14.8% 58 Transylvania 11,654 1,328 11.4% 91 Tyrrell 1,055 94 8.9% 
25 Cabarrus 68,706 9,793 14.3% 59 Cleveland 29,373 3,347 11.4% 92 Robeson 29,946 2,613 8.7% 
26 Henderson 40,812 5,813 14.2% 60 Chowan 4,435 503 11.3% 93 Columbus 14,880 1,281 8.6% 
27 Gaston 70,586 10,042 14.2% 61 Stokes 15,335 1,739 11.3% 94 Gates 3,434 294 8.6% 
28 Nash 27,934 3,959 14.2% 62 Vance 10,354 1,173 11.3% 95 Scotland 8,175 699 8.6% 
29 Granville 18,730 2,644 14.1% 63 Rockingham 29,066 3,271 11.3% 96 Richmond 11,532 938 8.1% 
30 Onslow 50,712 7,132 14.1% 64 Bladen 9,030 1,014 11.2% 97 Graham 2,766 208 7.5% 
31 Yadkin 11,942 1,652 13.8% 65 Caswell 7,072 790 11.2% 98 Martin 6,529 488 7.5% 
32 Forsyth 107,375 14,503 13.5% 66 Alexander 11,698 1,296 11.1% 99 Hyde 1,339 94 7.0% 
33 Madison 7,675 1,017 13.3% 67 Northampton 5,593 614 11.0% 100 Washington 3,292 202 6.1% 
34 Guilford 139,641 18,495 13.2%                     

 
Similar to the rental gaps, the for-sale gaps to owner households ratios for many 
smaller counties are among some of the highest in the state.  This demonstrates 
that rural or smaller counties experience housing challenges that are comparable 
to larger markets.   
 
The following maps illustrate the projected (2024-2029) for-sale housing gaps 
and the for-sale housing gap to owner household ratios for each of North 
Carolina’s 100 counties. 
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ADDENDUM A: HOUSING GAP ESTIMATES BY COUNTY  
 
This addendum includes the housing supply gap estimates for each county, both for rental 
and for-sale housing, at a variety of affordability levels.  The supporting data used in these 
calculations can be found throughout the demographic and housing supply sections of this 
study.  Methodology and assumptions used in these calculations can be found in the 
housing supply gap analysis portion of this report.  
 

ALAMANCE COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$23,370 $23,371-$38,950 $38,951-$62,320 $62,321-$93,480 $93,481-$116,850 $116,851+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$584  $585-$974 $975-$1,558 $1,559-$2,337 $2,338-$2,921 $2,922+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 938 768 486 758 320 186 3,456 
Price Range  ≤$75,795   $75,796-$126,324   $126,325-$202,119   $202,120-$303,178   $303,179-$378,973   $378,974+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 435 531 1,556 1,332 2,580 1,772 8,206 
                
ALEXANDER COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$23,430 $23,431-$39,050 $39,051-$62,480 $62,481-$93,720 $93,721-$117,150 $117,151+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$586  $587-$976 $977-$1,562 $1,563-$2,343 $2,344-$2,929 $2,930+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 123 7 98 96 88 31 443 
Price Range  ≤$75,989   $75,990-$126,649   $126,650-$202,638   $202,639-$303,957   $303,958-$379,946   $379,947+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 0 70 221 650 355 1,296 
                
ALLEGHANY COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$21,990 $21,991-$36,650 $36,651-$58,640 $58,641-$87,960 $87,961-$109,950 $109,951+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$550  $551-$916 $917-$1,466 $1,467-$2,199 $2,200-$2,749 $2,750+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 110 27 31 22 18 6 214 
Price Range  ≤$71,319   $71,320-$118,865   $118,866-$190,184   $190,185-$285,276   $285,277-$356,595   $356,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 3 12 99 119 170 85 488 
                
ANSON COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$21,990 $21,991-$36,650 $36,651-$58,640 $58,641-$87,960 $87,961-$109,950 $109,951+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$550  $551-$916 $917-$1,466 $1,467-$2,199 $2,200-$2,749 $2,750+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 67 92 95 95 58 19 426 
Price Range  ≤$71,319   $71,320-$118,865   $118,866-$190,184   $190,185-$285,276   $285,277-$356,595   $356,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 1 35 90 310 181 617 
                
ASHE COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$21,990 $21,991-$36,650 $36,651-$58,640 $58,641-$87,960 $87,961-$109,950 $109,951+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$550  $551-$916 $917-$1,466 $1,467-$2,199 $2,200-$2,749 $2,750+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 109 29 46 59 53 16 312 
Price Range  ≤$71,319   $71,320-$118,865   $118,866-$190,184   $190,185-$285,276   $285,277-$356,595   $356,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 3 105 240 452 165 965 
                
AVERY COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$22,620 $22,621-$37,700 $37,701-$60,320 $60,321-$90,480 $90,481-$113,100 $113,101+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$566  $567-$943 $944-$1,508 $1,509-$2,262 $2,263-$2,828 $2,829+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 76 62 68 54 40 15 315 
Price Range  ≤$73,362   $73,363-$122,270   $122,271-$195,632   $195,633-$293,449   $293,450-$366,811   $366,812+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 19 139 159 278 102 697 
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BEAUFORT COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$22,290 $22,291-$37,150 $37,151-$59,440 $59,441-$89,160 $89,161-$111,450 $111,451+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$557  $558-$929 $930-$1,486 $1,487-$2,229 $2,230-$2,786 $2,787+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 179 60 97 121 79 24 560 
Price Range  ≤$72,292   $72,293-$120,486   $120,487-$192,778   $192,779-$289,168   $289,169-$361,459   $361,460+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 0 46 218 963 370 1,597 
                
BERTIE COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$21,990 $21,991-$36,650 $36,651-$58,640 $58,641-$87,960 $87,961-$109,950 $109,951+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$550  $551-$916 $917-$1,466 $1,467-$2,199 $2,200-$2,749 $2,750+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 31 1 11 18 18 7 86 
Price Range  ≤$71,319   $71,320-$118,865   $118,866-$190,184   $190,185-$285,276   $285,277-$356,595   $356,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 55 1 34 76 225 87 478 
                
BLADEN COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$21,990 $21,991-$36,650 $36,651-$58,640 $58,641-$87,960 $87,961-$109,950 $109,951+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$550  $551-$916 $917-$1,466 $1,467-$2,199 $2,200-$2,749 $2,750+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 83 48 47 36 41 17 272 
Price Range  ≤$71,319   $71,320-$118,865   $118,866-$190,184   $190,185-$285,276   $285,277-$356,595   $356,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 125 24 129 223 377 136 1,014 
                
BRUNSWICK COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$28,230 $28,231-$47,050 $47,051-$75,280 $75,281-$112,920 $112,921-$141,150 $141,151+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$706  $707-$1,176 $1,177-$1,882 $1,883-$2,823 $2,824-$3,529 $3,530+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 1,480 649 561 242 334 279 3,545 
Price Range  ≤$91,557   $91,558-$152,595   $152,596-$244,151   $244,152-$366,227   $366,228-$457,784   $457,785+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 225 1,916 2,683 5,163 1,882 11,869 
                
BUNCOMBE COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$28,050 $28,051-$46,750 $46,751-$74,800 $74,801-$112,200 $112,201-$140,250 $140,251+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$701  $702-$1,169 $1,170-$1,870 $1,871-$2,805 $2,806-$3,506 $3,507+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 1,792 1,070 1,040 1,303 1,662 610 7,477 
Price Range  ≤$90,973   $90,974-$151,622   $151,623-$242,595   $242,596-$363,892   $363,893-$454,865   $454,866+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 49 1,116 2,756 6,022 2,187 12,130 
                
BURKE COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$23,430 $23,431-$39,050 $39,051-$62,480 $62,481-$93,720 $93,721-$117,150 $117,151+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$586  $587-$976 $977-$1,562 $1,563-$2,343 $2,344-$2,929 $2,930+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 459 375 327 199 88 51 1,499 
Price Range  ≤$75,989   $75,990-$126,649   $126,650-$202,638   $202,639-$303,957   $303,958-$379,946   $379,947+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 27 34 815 1,517 511 419 3,323 
                
CABARRUS COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$31,800 $31,801-$53,000 $53,001-$84,800 $84,801-$127,200 $127,201-$159,000 $159,001+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$795  $796-$1,325 $1,326-$2,120 $2,121-$3,180 $3,181-$3,975 $3,976+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 1,796 792 103 1,209 1,212 447 5,559 
Price Range  $103,135   $103,136-$171,892   $171,893-$275,027   $275,028-$412,541   $412,542-$515,676   $515,677+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 82 1,185 2,073 4,681 1,772 9,793 
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CALDWELL COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$23,430 $23,431-$39,050 $39,051-$62,480 $62,481-$93,720 $93,721-$117,150 $117,151+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$586  $587-$976 $977-$1,562 $1,563-$2,343 $2,344-$2,929 $2,930+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 155 48 208 215 174 61 861 
Price Range  ≤$75,989   $75,990-$126,649   $126,650-$202,638   $202,639-$303,957   $303,958-$379,946   $379,947+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 26 317 617 1,613 607 3,180 
                
CAMDEN COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$28,080 $28,081-$46,800 $46,801-$74,880 $74,881-$112,320 $112,321-$140,400 $140,401+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$702  $703-$1,170 $1,171-$1,872 $1,873-$2,808 $2,809-$3,510 $3,511+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 4 2 19 22 4 0 51 
Price Range  ≤$91,070   $91,071-$151,784   $151,785-$242,854   $242,855-$364,281   $364,282-$455,351   $455,352+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 1 51 148 215 70 485 
                
CARTERET COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$26,580 $26,581-$44,300 $44,301-$70,880 $70,881-$106,320 $106,321-$132,900 $132,901+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$665  $666-$1,108 $1,109-$1,772 $1,773-$2,658 $2,659-$3,323 $3,324+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 325 115 126 188 168 58 980 
Price Range  ≤$86,205   $86,206-$143,676   $143,677-$229,881   $229,882-$344,822   $344,823-$431,027   $431,028+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 0 199 657 1,614 589 3,059 
                
CASWELL COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$21,990 $21,991-$36,650 $36,651-$58,640 $58,641-$87,960 $87,961-$109,950 $109,951+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$550  $551-$916 $917-$1,466 $1,467-$2,199 $2,200-$2,749 $2,750+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 26 21 61 33 23 13 177 
Price Range  ≤$71,319   $71,320-$118,865   $118,866-$190,184   $190,185-$285,276   $285,277-$356,595   $356,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 0 44 86 361 299 790 
                
CATAWBA COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$23,430 $23,431-$39,050 $39,051-$62,480 $62,481-$93,720 $93,721-$117,150 $117,151+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$586  $587-$976 $977-$1,562 $1,563-$2,343 $2,344-$2,929 $2,930+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 676 156 602 677 745 371 3,227 
Price Range  ≤$75,989   $75,990-$126,649   $126,650-$202,638   $202,639-$303,957   $303,958-$379,946   $379,947+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 24 525 1,369 4,000 1,506 7,424 
                
CHATHAM COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$31,770 $31,771-$52,950 $52,951-$84,720 $84,721-$127,080 $127,081-$158,850 $158,851+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$794  $795-$1,324 $1,325-$2,118 $2,119-$3,177 $3,178-$3,971 $3,972+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 571 468 539 303 448 205 2,534 
Price Range ≤$103,038   $103,039-$171,730   $171,731-$274,768   $274,769-$412,151   $412,152-$515,189   $515,190+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 921 1,126 1,972 1,714 2,284 1,702 9,719 
                
CHEROKEE COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$21,990 $21,991-$36,650 $36,651-$58,640 $58,641-$87,960 $87,961-$109,950 $109,951+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$550  $551-$916 $917-$1,466 $1,467-$2,199 $2,200-$2,749 $2,750+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 83 9 6 67 33 7 205 
Price Range  ≤$71,319   $71,320-$118,865   $118,866-$190,184   $190,185-$285,276   $285,277-$356,595   $356,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 77 54 189 267 563 213 1,363 
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CHOWAN COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$21,990 $21,991-$36,650 $36,651-$58,640 $58,641-$87,960 $87,961-$109,950 $109,951+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$550  $551-$916 $917-$1,466 $1,467-$2,199 $2,200-$2,749 $2,750+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 102 35 32 44 54 19 286 
Price Range  ≤$71,319   $71,320-$118,865   $118,866-$190,184   $190,185-$285,276   $285,277-$356,595   $356,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 0 45 105 252 101 503 
                
CLAY COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$22,830 $22,831-$38,050 $38,051-$60,880 $60,881-$91,320 $91,321-$114,150 $114,151+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$571  $572-$951 $952-$1,522 $1,523-$2,283 $2,284-$2,854 $2,855+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 106 20 9 20 40 14 209 
Price Range  ≤$74,043   $74,044-$123,405   $123,406-$197,449   $197,450-$296,173   $296,174-$370,216   $370,217+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 33 8 45 90 257 97 530 
                
CLEVELAND COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$21,990 $21,991-$36,650 $36,651-$58,640 $58,641-$87,960 $87,961-$109,950 $109,951+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$550  $551-$916 $917-$1,466 $1,467-$2,199 $2,200-$2,749 $2,750+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 604 128 302 74 201 103 1,412 
Price Range  ≤$71,319   $71,320-$118,865   $118,866-$190,184   $190,185-$285,276   $285,277-$356,595   $356,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 52 6 138 461 1,942 748 3,347 
                
COLUMBUS COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$21,990 $21,991-$36,650 $36,651-$58,640 $58,641-$87,960 $87,961-$109,950 $109,951+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$550  $551-$916 $917-$1,466 $1,467-$2,199 $2,200-$2,749 $2,750+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 110 1 0 80 48 13 252 
Price Range  ≤$71,319   $71,320-$118,865   $118,866-$190,184   $190,185-$285,276   $285,277-$356,595   $356,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 15 0 85 240 681 260 1,281 
                
CRAVEN COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$24,900 $24,901-$41,500 $41,501-$66,400 $66,401-$99,600 $99,601-$124,500 $124,501+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$623  $624-$1,038 $1,039-$1,660 $1,661-$2,490 $2,491-$3,113 $3,114+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 544 214 253 378 448 192 2,029 
Price Range  ≤$80,757   $80,758-$134,595   $134,596-$215,351   $215,352-$323,027   $323,028-$403,784   $403,785+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 0 163 620 2,027 761 3,571 
                
CUMBERLAND COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$22,590 $22,591-$37,650 $37,651-$60,240 $60,241-$90,360 $90,361-$112,950 $112,951+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$565  $566-$941 $942-$1,506 $1,507-$2,259 $2,260-$2,824 $2,825+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 1,877 1,536 2,150 991 1,432 358 8,344 
Price Range  ≤$73,265   $73,266-$122,108   $122,109-$195,373   $195,374-$293,059   $293,060-$366,324   $366,325+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 65 79 874 1,338 3,718 2,976 9,050 
                
CURRITUCK COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$30,210 $30,211-$50,350 $50,351-$80,560 $80,561-$120,840 $120,841-$151,050 $151,051+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$755  $756-$1,259 $1,260-$2,014 $2,015-$3,021 $3,022-$3,776 $3,777+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 71 39 53 69 64 25 321 
Price Range  ≤$97,978   $97,979-$163,297   $163,298-$261,276   $261,277-$391,914   $391,915-$489,892   $489,893+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 1 44 351 587 844 277 2,104 
                
DARE COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$27,540 $27,541-$45,900 $45,901-$73,440 $73,441-$110,160 $110,161-$137,700 $137,701+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$689  $690-$1,148 $1,149-$1,836 $1,837-$2,754 $2,755-$3,443 $3,444+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 155 76 141 148 131 45 696 
Price Range  ≤$89,319   $89,320-$148,865   $148,866-$238,184   $238,185-$357,276   $357,277-$446,595   $446,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 0 144 411 936 345 1,836 
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DAVIDSON COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$22,830 $22,831-$38,050 $38,051-$60,880 $60,881-$91,320 $91,321-$114,150 $114,151+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$571  $572-$951 $952-$1,522 $1,523-$2,283 $2,284-$2,854 $2,855+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 709 580 930 606 382 117 3,324 
Price Range  ≤$74,043   $74,044-$123,405   $123,406-$197,449   $197,450-$296,173   $296,174-$370,216   $370,217+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 129 157 1,028 1,161 2,450 2,172 7,097 
                
DAVIE COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$24,570 $24,571-$40,950 $40,951-$65,520 $65,521-$98,280 $98,281-$122,850 $122,851+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$614  $615-$1,024 $1,025-$1,638 $1,639-$2,457 $2,458-$3,071 $3,072+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 153 125 178 83 141 39 719 
Price Range  ≤$79,686   $79,687-$132,811   $132,812-$212,497   $212,498-$318,746   $318,747-$398,432   $398,433+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 61 75 351 437 839 642 2,405 
                
DUPLIN COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$21,990 $21,991-$36,650 $36,651-$58,640 $58,641-$87,960 $87,961-$109,950 $109,951+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$550  $551-$916 $917-$1,466 $1,467-$2,199 $2,200-$2,749 $2,750+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 331 71 85 138 107 34 766 
Price Range  ≤$71,319   $71,320-$118,865   $118,866-$190,184   $190,185-$285,276   $285,277-$356,595   $356,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 0 76 252 724 270 1,322 
                
DURHAM COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$31,770 $31,771-$52,950 $52,951-$84,720 $84,721-$127,080 $127,081-$158,850 $158,851+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$794  $795-$1,324 $1,325-$2,118 $2,119-$3,177 $3,178-$3,971 $3,972+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 4,679 2,546 2,375 4,323 2,878 898 17,699 
Price Range ≤$103,038   $103,039-$171,730   $171,731-$274,768   $274,769-$412,151   $412,152-$515,189   $515,190+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 39 1,418 4,205 7,204 2,427 15,293 
                
EDGECOMBE COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$21,990 $21,991-$36,650 $36,651-$58,640 $58,641-$87,960 $87,961-$109,950 $109,951+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$550  $551-$916 $917-$1,466 $1,467-$2,199 $2,200-$2,749 $2,750+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 395 87 154 212 221 76 1,145 
Price Range  ≤$71,319   $71,320-$118,865   $118,866-$190,184   $190,185-$285,276   $285,277-$356,595   $356,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 0 54 184 678 261 1,177 
                
FORSYTH COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$24,570 $24,571-$40,950 $40,951-$65,520 $65,521-$98,280 $98,281-$122,850 $122,851+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$614  $615-$1,024 $1,025-$1,638 $1,639-$2,457 $2,458-$3,071 $3,072+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 2,398 1,962 2,529 1,329 2,122 508 10,848 
Price Range  ≤$79,686   $79,687-$132,811   $132,812-$212,497   $212,498-$318,746   $318,747-$398,432   $398,433+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 0 1,063 2,103 6,337 5,000 14,503 
                
FRANKLIN COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$36,690 $36,691-$61,150 $61,151-$97,840 $97,841-$146,760 $146,761-$183,450 $183,451+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$917  $918-$1,529 $1,530-$2,446 $2,447-$3,669 $3,670-$4,586 $4,587+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 230 68 195 170 85 18 766 
Price Range ≤$118,995   $118,996-$198,324   $198,325-$317,319   $317,320-$475,978   $475,979-$594,973   $594,974+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 27 411 1,435 1,923 891 157 4,844 
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GASTON COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$31,800 $31,801-$53,000 $53,001-$84,800 $84,801-$127,200 $127,201-$159,000 $159,001+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$795  $796-$1,325 $1,326-$2,120 $2,121-$3,180 $3,181-$3,975 $3,976+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 1,789 510 898 1,237 699 184 5,317 
Price Range ≤$103,135   $103,136-$171,892   $171,893-$275,027   $275,028-$412,541   $412,542-$515,676   $515,677+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 200 1,826 2,878 3,864 1,274 10,042 
                
GATES COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$22,140 $22,141-$36,900 $36,901-$59,040 $59,041-$88,560 $88,561-$110,700 $110,701+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$554  $555-$923 $924-$1,476 $1,477-$2,214 $2,215-$2,768 $2,769+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 14 2 10 28 12 4 70 
Price Range  ≤$71,805   $71,806-$119,676   $119,677-$191,481   $191,482-$287,222   $287,223-$359,027   $359,028+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 0 10 46 173 65 294 
                
GRAHAM COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$21,990 $21,991-$36,650 $36,651-$58,640 $58,641-$87,960 $87,961-$109,950 $109,951+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$550  $551-$916 $917-$1,466 $1,467-$2,199 $2,200-$2,749 $2,750+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 5 2 6 11 11 6 41 
Price Range  ≤$71,319   $71,320-$118,865   $118,866-$190,184   $190,185-$285,276   $285,277-$356,595   $356,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 0 9 24 125 50 208 
                
GRANVILLE COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$25,980 $25,981-$43,300 $43,301-$69,280 $69,281-$103,920 $103,921-$129,900 $129,901+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$650  $651-$1,083 $1,084-$1,732 $1,733-$2,598 $2,599-$3,248 $3,249+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 303 126 237 272 224 78 1,240 
Price Range  ≤$84,259   $84,260-$140,432   $140,433-$224,692   $224,693-$337,038   $337,039-$421,297   $421,298+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 0 138 527 1,450 529 2,644 
                
GREENE COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$21,990 $21,991-$36,650 $36,651-$58,640 $58,641-$87,960 $87,961-$109,950 $109,951+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$550  $551-$916 $917-$1,466 $1,467-$2,199 $2,200-$2,749 $2,750+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 176 24 31 56 38 16 341 
Price Range  ≤$71,319   $71,320-$118,865   $118,866-$190,184   $190,185-$285,276   $285,277-$356,595   $356,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 0 26 86 249 94 455 
                
GUILFORD COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$24,900 $24,901-$41,500 $41,501-$66,400 $66,401-$99,600 $99,601-$124,500 $124,501+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$623  $624-$1,038 $1,039-$1,660 $1,661-$2,490 $2,491-$3,113 $3,114+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 3,257 2,664 3,232 1,830 2,980 752 14,715 
Price Range  ≤$80,757   $80,758-$134,595   $134,596-$215,351   $215,352-$323,027   $323,028-$403,784   $403,785+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 23 29 1,814 2,491 7,719 6,419 18,495 
                
HALIFAX COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$21,990 $21,991-$36,650 $36,651-$58,640 $58,641-$87,960 $87,961-$109,950 $109,951+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$550  $551-$916 $917-$1,466 $1,467-$2,199 $2,200-$2,749 $2,750+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 537 20 56 126 64 16 819 
Price Range  ≤$71,319   $71,320-$118,865   $118,866-$190,184   $190,185-$285,276   $285,277-$356,595   $356,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 20 0 34 149 747 292 1,242 
                
HARNETT COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$24,570 $24,571-$40,950 $40,951-$65,520 $65,521-$98,280 $98,281-$122,850 $122,851+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$614  $615-$1,024 $1,025-$1,638 $1,639-$2,457 $2,458-$3,071 $3,072+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 483 395 712 630 742 163 3,125 
Price Range  ≤$79,686   $79,687-$132,811   $132,812-$212,497   $212,498-$318,746   $318,747-$398,432   $398,433+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 281 343 574 580 1,351 1,107 4,236 
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HAYWOOD COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$24,750 $24,751-$41,250 $41,251-$66,000 $66,001-$99,000 $99,001-$123,750 $123,751+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$619  $620-$1,031 $1,032-$1,650 $1,651-$2,475 $2,476-$3,094 $3,095+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 235 62 88 167 186 57 795 
Price Range  ≤$80,270   $80,271-$133,784   $133,785-$214,054   $214,055-$321,081   $321,082-$401,351   $401,352+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 2 155 518 1,387 509 2,571 
                
HENDERSON COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$28,050 $28,051-$46,750 $46,751-$74,800 $74,801-$112,200 $112,201-$140,250 $140,251+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$701  $702-$1,169 $1,170-$1,870 $1,871-$2,805 $2,806-$3,506 $3,507+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 207 89 180 399 286 89 1,250 
Price Range  ≤$90,973   $90,974-$151,622   $151,623-$242,595   $242,596-$363,892   $363,893-$454,865   $454,866+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 41 681 1,450 2,684 957 5,813 
                
HERTFORD COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$21,990 $21,991-$36,650 $36,651-$58,640 $58,641-$87,960 $87,961-$109,950 $109,951+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$550  $551-$916 $917-$1,466 $1,467-$2,199 $2,200-$2,749 $2,750+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 174 32 43 58 27 10 344 
Price Range  ≤$71,319   $71,320-$118,865   $118,866-$190,184   $190,185-$285,276   $285,277-$356,595   $356,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 8 0 29 100 310 117 564 
                
HOKE COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$22,500 $22,501-$37,500 $37,501-$60,000 $60,001-$90,000 $90,001-$112,500 $112,501+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$563  $564-$938 $939-$1,500 $1,501-$2,250 $2,251-$2,813 $2,814+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 235 192 280 176 144 35 1,062 
Price Range  ≤$72,973   $72,974-$121,622   $121,623-$194,595   $194,596-$291,892   $291,893-$364,865   $364,866+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 106 130 333 351 740 592 2,252 
                
HYDE COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$21,990 $21,991-$36,650 $36,651-$58,640 $58,641-$87,960 $87,961-$109,950 $109,951+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$550  $551-$916 $917-$1,466 $1,467-$2,199 $2,200-$2,749 $2,750+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 21 12 4 6 0 0 43 
Price Range  ≤$71,319   $71,320-$118,865   $118,866-$190,184   $190,185-$285,276   $285,277-$356,595   $356,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 5 1 21 35 25 7 94 
                
IREDELL COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$27,210 $27,211-$45,350 $45,351-$72,560 $72,561-$108,840 $108,841-$136,050 $136,051+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$680  $681-$1,134 $1,135-$1,814 $1,815-$2,721 $2,722-$3,401 $3,402+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 795 1,147 499 1,001 578 706 4,726 
Price Range  ≤$88,249   $88,250-$147,081   $147,082-$235,330   $235,331-$352,995   $352,996-$441,243   $441,244+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 490 146 831 3,344 574 2,615 8,000 
                
JACKSON COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$22,710 $22,711-$37,850 $37,851-$60,560 $60,561-$90,840 $90,841-$113,550 $113,551+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$568  $569-$946 $947-$1,514 $1,515-$2,271 $2,272-$2,839 $2,840+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 579 116 126 129 114 47 1,111 
Price Range  ≤$73,654   $73,655-$122,757   $122,758-$196,411   $196,412-$294,616   $294,617-$368,270   $368,271+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 0 38 201 248 973 1,460 
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JOHNSTON COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$36,690 $36,691-$61,150 $61,151-$97,840 $97,841-$146,760 $146,761-$183,450 $183,451+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$917  $918-$1,529 $1,530-$2,446 $2,447-$3,669 $3,670-$4,586 $4,587+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 1,103 902 745 286 102 70 3,208 
Price Range ≤$118,995   $118,996-$198,324   $198,325-$317,319   $317,320-$475,978   $475,979-$594,973   $594,974+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 756 924 2,727 3,172 2,922 1,344 11,845 
                
JONES COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$21,990 $21,991-$36,650 $36,651-$58,640 $58,641-$87,960 $87,961-$109,950 $109,951+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$550  $551-$916 $917-$1,466 $1,467-$2,199 $2,200-$2,749 $2,750+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 15 5 17 23 25 12 97 
Price Range  ≤$71,319   $71,320-$118,865   $118,866-$190,184   $190,185-$285,276   $285,277-$356,595   $356,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 1 31 69 156 57 314 
                
LEE COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$21,990 $21,991-$36,650 $36,651-$58,640 $58,641-$87,960 $87,961-$109,950 $109,951+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$550  $551-$916 $917-$1,466 $1,467-$2,199 $2,200-$2,749 $2,750+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 534 437 747 535 296 97 2,646 
Price Range  ≤$71,319   $71,320-$118,865   $118,866-$190,184   $190,185-$285,276   $285,277-$356,595   $356,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 398 486 832 675 1,172 968 4,531 
                
LENOIR COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$21,990 $21,991-$36,650 $36,651-$58,640 $58,641-$87,960 $87,961-$109,950 $109,951+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$550  $551-$916 $917-$1,466 $1,467-$2,199 $2,200-$2,749 $2,750+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 652 233 234 151 237 109 1,616 
Price Range  ≤$71,319   $71,320-$118,865   $118,866-$190,184   $190,185-$285,276   $285,277-$356,595   $356,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 1 0 63 236 740 277 1,317 
                
LINCOLN COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$26,820 $26,821-$44,700 $44,701-$71,520 $71,521-$107,280 $107,281-$134,100 $134,101+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$671  $672-$1,118 $1,119-$1,788 $1,789-$2,682 $2,683-$3,353 $3,354+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 505 119 118 287 340 142 1,511 
Price Range  ≤$86,984   $86,985-$144,973   $144,974-$231,957   $231,958-$347,935   $347,936-$434,919   $434,920+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 40 587 1,311 2,760 992 5,690 
                
MACON COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$21,990 $21,991-$36,650 $36,651-$58,640 $58,641-$87,960 $87,961-$109,950 $109,951+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$550  $551-$916 $917-$1,466 $1,467-$2,199 $2,200-$2,749 $2,750+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 96 78 209 181 29 145 738 
Price Range  ≤$71,319   $71,320-$118,865   $118,866-$190,184   $190,185-$285,276   $285,277-$356,595   $356,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 29 36 160 670 167 429 1,491 
                
MADISON COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$28,050 $28,051-$46,750 $46,751-$74,800 $74,801-$112,200 $112,201-$140,250 $140,251+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$701  $702-$1,169 $1,170-$1,870 $1,871-$2,805 $2,806-$3,506 $3,507+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 56 15 28 36 25 11 171 
Price Range  ≤$90,973   $90,974-$151,622   $151,623-$242,595   $242,596-$363,892   $363,893-$454,865   $454,866+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 7 119 248 472 171 1,017 
                
MARTIN COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$21,990 $21,991-$36,650 $36,651-$58,640 $58,641-$87,960 $87,961-$109,950 $109,951+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$550  $551-$916 $917-$1,466 $1,467-$2,199 $2,200-$2,749 $2,750+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 130 57 89 74 40 11 401 
Price Range  ≤$71,319   $71,320-$118,865   $118,866-$190,184   $190,185-$285,276   $285,277-$356,595   $356,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 0 34 103 256 95 488 
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MCDOWELL COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$21,990 $21,991-$36,650 $36,651-$58,640 $58,641-$87,960 $87,961-$109,950 $109,951+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$550  $551-$916 $917-$1,466 $1,467-$2,199 $2,200-$2,749 $2,750+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 103 58 84 117 69 29 460 
Price Range  ≤$71,319   $71,320-$118,865   $118,866-$190,184   $190,185-$285,276   $285,277-$356,595   $356,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 7 110 284 927 351 1,679 
                
MECKLENBURG COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$31,800 $31,801-$53,000 $53,001-$84,800 $84,801-$127,200 $127,201-$159,000 $159,001+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$795  $796-$1,325 $1,326-$2,120 $2,121-$3,180 $3,181-$3,975 $3,976+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 16,670 8,688 8,766 15,051 14,492 4,821 68,488 
Price Range ≤$103,135   $103,136-$171,892   $171,893-$275,027   $275,028-$412,541   $412,542-$515,676   $515,677+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 0 2,318 9,392 23,184 8,246 43,140 
                
MITCHELL COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$22,890 $22,891-$38,150 $38,151-$61,040 $61,041-$91,560 $91,561-$114,450 $114,451+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$572  $573-$954 $955-$1,526 $1,527-$2,289 $2,290-$2,861 $2,862+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 48 26 61 55 34 12 236 
Price Range  ≤$74,238   $74,239-$123,730   $123,731-$197,968   $197,969-$296,951   $296,952-$371,189   $371,190+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 0 32 95 272 103 502 
                
MONTGOMERY COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$21,990 $21,991-$36,650 $36,651-$58,640 $58,641-$87,960 $87,961-$109,950 $109,951+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$550  $551-$916 $917-$1,466 $1,467-$2,199 $2,200-$2,749 $2,750+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 130 106 163 108 66 27 600 
Price Range  ≤$71,319   $71,320-$118,865   $118,866-$190,184   $190,185-$285,276   $285,277-$356,595   $356,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 126 154 248 247 375 292 1,442 
                
MOORE COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$29,850 $29,851-$49,750 $49,751-$79,600 $79,601-$119,400 $119,401-$149,250 $149,251+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$746  $747-$1,244 $1,245-$1,990 $1,991-$2,985 $2,986-$3,731 $3,732+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 536 439 453 152 208 128 1,916 
Price Range  ≤$96,811   $96,812-$161,351   $161,352-$258,162   $258,163-$387,243   $387,244-$484,054   $484,055+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 252 309 1,157 1,082 1,805 1,203 5,808 
                
NASH COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$21,990 $21,991-$36,650 $36,651-$58,640 $58,641-$87,960 $87,961-$109,950 $109,951+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$550  $551-$916 $917-$1,466 $1,467-$2,199 $2,200-$2,749 $2,750+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 341 74 220 355 452 214 1,656 
Price Range  ≤$71,319   $71,320-$118,865   $118,866-$190,184   $190,185-$285,276   $285,277-$356,595   $356,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 4 199 608 2,271 877 3,959 
                
NEW HANOVER COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$29,760 $29,761-$49,600 $49,601-$79,360 $79,361-$119,040 $119,041-$148,800 $148,801+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$744  $745-$1,240 $1,241-$1,984 $1,985-$2,976 $2,977-$3,720 $3,721+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 3,611 1,856 1,518 1,609 1,596 630 10,820 
Price Range  ≤$96,519   $96,520-$160,865   $160,866-$257,384   $257,385-$386,076   $386,077-$482,595   $482,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 32 949 2,444 5,431 1,980 10,836 
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NORTHAMPTON COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$21,990 $21,991-$36,650 $36,651-$58,640 $58,641-$87,960 $87,961-$109,950 $109,951+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$550  $551-$916 $917-$1,466 $1,467-$2,199 $2,200-$2,749 $2,750+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 35 21 12 20 16 8 112 
Price Range  ≤$71,319   $71,320-$118,865   $118,866-$190,184   $190,185-$285,276   $285,277-$356,595   $356,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 71 12 62 109 258 102 614 
                
ONSLOW COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$22,860 $22,861-$38,100 $38,101-$60,960 $60,961-$91,440 $91,441-$114,300 $114,301+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$572  $573-$953 $954-$1,524 $1,525-$2,286 $2,287-$2,858 $2,859+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 1,419 589 514 830 1,120 559 5,031 
Price Range  ≤$74,141   $74,142-$123,568   $123,569-$197,708   $197,709-$296,562   $296,563-$370,703   $370,704+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 0 267 954 4,248 1,663 7,132 
                
ORANGE COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$31,770 $31,771-$52,950 $52,951-$84,720 $84,721-$127,080 $127,081-$158,850 $158,851+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$794  $795-$1,324 $1,325-$2,118 $2,119-$3,177 $3,178-$3,971 $3,972+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 2,474 962 1,031 1,243 1,275 572 7,557 
Price Range  $103,038   $103,039-$171,730   $171,731-$274,768   $274,769-$412,151   $412,152-$515,189   $515,190+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 0 305 1,305 3,335 1,187 6,132 
                
PAMLICO COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$23,700 $23,701-$39,500 $39,501-$63,200 $63,201-$94,800 $94,801-$118,500 $118,501+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$593  $594-$988 $989-$1,580 $1,581-$2,370 $2,371-$2,963 $2,964+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 6 2 25 25 28 15 101 
Price Range  ≤$76,865   $76,866-$128,108   $128,109-$204,973   $204,974-$307,459   $307,460-$384,324   $384,325+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 0 33 102 294 116 545 
                
PASQUOTANK COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$24,600 $24,601-$41,000 $41,001-$65,600 $65,601-$98,400 $98,401-$123,000 $123,001+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$615  $616-$1,025 $1,026-$1,640 $1,641-$2,460 $2,461-$3,075 $3,076+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 224 88 80 131 193 104 820 
Price Range  ≤$79,784   $79,785-$132,973   $132,974-$212,757   $212,758-$319,135   $319,136-$398,919   $398,920+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 10 105 238 744 279 1,376 
                
PENDER COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$27,390 $27,391-$45,650 $45,651-$73,040 $73,041-$109,560 $109,561-$136,950 $136,951+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$685  $686-$1,141 $1,142-$1,826 $1,827-$2,739 $2,740-$3,424 $3,425+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 492 240 329 318 273 115 1,767 
Price Range  ≤$88,832   $88,833-$148,054   $148,055-$236,886   $236,887-$355,330   $355,331-$444,162   $444,163+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 75 563 807 1,602 569 3,616 
                
PERQUIMANS COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$22,830 $22,831-$38,050 $38,051-$60,880 $60,881-$91,320 $91,321-$114,150 $114,151+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$571  $572-$951 $952-$1,522 $1,523-$2,283 $2,284-$2,854 $2,855+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 50 13 19 40 38 17 177 
Price Range  ≤$74,043   $74,044-$123,405   $123,406-$197,449   $197,450-$296,173   $296,174-$370,216   $370,217+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 0 14 71 269 105 459 
                
PERSON COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$23,550 $23,551-$39,250 $39,251-$62,800 $62,801-$94,200 $94,201-$117,750 $117,751+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$589  $590-$981 $982-$1,570 $1,571-$2,355 $2,356-$2,944 $2,945+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 158 130 148 124 117 20 697 
Price Range  ≤$76,378   $76,379-$127,297   $127,298-$203,676   $203,677-$305,514   $305,515-$381,892   $381,893+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 0 173 271 554 409 1,407 
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PITT COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$24,750 $24,751-$41,250 $41,251-$66,000 $66,001-$99,000 $99,001-$123,750 $123,751+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$619  $620-$1,031 $1,032-$1,650 $1,651-$2,475 $2,476-$3,094 $3,095+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 2,557 478 484 1,242 1,159 550 6,470 
Price Range  ≤$80,270   $80,271-$133,784   $133,785-$214,054   $214,055-$321,081   $321,082-$401,351   $401,352+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 13 348 1,129 3,539 1,320 6,349 
                
POLK COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$23,340 $23,341-$38,900 $38,901-$62,240 $62,241-$93,360 $93,361-$116,700 $116,701+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$584  $585-$973 $974-$1,556 $1,557-$2,334 $2,335-$2,918 $2,919+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 32 47 43 60 36 18 236 
Price Range  ≤$75,697   $75,698-$126,162   $126,163-$201,859   $201,860-$302,789   $302,790-$378,486   $378,487+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 9 3 81 208 435 167 903 
                
RANDOLPH COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$24,900 $24,901-$41,500 $41,501-$66,400 $66,401-$99,600 $99,601-$124,500 $124,501+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$623  $624-$1,038 $1,039-$1,660 $1,661-$2,490 $2,491-$3,113 $3,114+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 705 577 659 486 436 174 3,037 
Price Range  ≤$80,757   $80,758-$134,595   $134,596-$215,351   $215,352-$323,027   $323,028-$403,784   $403,785+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 441 539 1,394 1,310 2,245 1,674 7,603 
                
RICHMOND COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$21,990 $21,991-$36,650 $36,651-$58,640 $58,641-$87,960 $87,961-$109,950 $109,951+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$550  $551-$916 $917-$1,466 $1,467-$2,199 $2,200-$2,749 $2,750+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 462 78 109 133 113 46 941 
Price Range  ≤$71,319   $71,320-$118,865   $118,866-$190,184   $190,185-$285,276   $285,277-$356,595   $356,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 0 22 118 575 223 938 
                
ROBESON COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$21,990 $21,991-$36,650 $36,651-$58,640 $58,641-$87,960 $87,961-$109,950 $109,951+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$550  $551-$916 $917-$1,466 $1,467-$2,199 $2,200-$2,749 $2,750+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 794 61 99 230 243 105 1,532 
Price Range  ≤$71,319   $71,320-$118,865   $118,866-$190,184   $190,185-$285,276   $285,277-$356,595   $356,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 0 140 492 1,443 538 2,613 
                
ROCKINGHAM COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$21,990 $21,991-$36,650 $36,651-$58,640 $58,641-$87,960 $87,961-$109,950 $109,951+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$550  $551-$916 $917-$1,466 $1,467-$2,199 $2,200-$2,749 $2,750+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 454 371 382 245 257 65 1,774 
Price Range  ≤$71,319   $71,320-$118,865   $118,866-$190,184   $190,185-$285,276   $285,277-$356,595   $356,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 1 1 489 681 1,206 893 3,271 
                
ROWAN COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$24,090 $24,091-$40,150 $40,151-$64,240 $64,241-$96,360 $96,361-$120,450 $120,451+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$602  $603-$1,004 $1,005-$1,606 $1,607-$2,409 $2,410-$3,011 $3,012+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 1,420 827 288 526 206 251 3,518 
Price Range  ≤$78,130   $78,131-$130,216   $130,217-$208,346   $208,347-$312,519   $312,520-$390,649   $390,650+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 317 322 912 2,598 328 1,493 5,970 
                
RUTHERFORD COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$21,990 $21,991-$36,650 $36,651-$58,640 $58,641-$87,960 $87,961-$109,950 $109,951+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$550  $551-$916 $917-$1,466 $1,467-$2,199 $2,200-$2,749 $2,750+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 470 84 83 93 120 41 891 
Price Range  ≤$71,319   $71,320-$118,865   $118,866-$190,184   $190,185-$285,276   $285,277-$356,595   $356,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 1 108 366 1,177 466 2,118 
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SAMPSON COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$21,990 $21,991-$36,650 $36,651-$58,640 $58,641-$87,960 $87,961-$109,950 $109,951+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$550  $551-$916 $917-$1,466 $1,467-$2,199 $2,200-$2,749 $2,750+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 325 93 122 156 137 57 890 
Price Range  ≤$71,319   $71,320-$118,865   $118,866-$190,184   $190,185-$285,276   $285,277-$356,595   $356,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 0 71 263 899 340 1,573 
                
SCOTLAND COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$21,990 $21,991-$36,650 $36,651-$58,640 $58,641-$87,960 $87,961-$109,950 $109,951+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$550  $551-$916 $917-$1,466 $1,467-$2,199 $2,200-$2,749 $2,750+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 391 59 85 88 91 38 752 
Price Range  ≤$71,319   $71,320-$118,865   $118,866-$190,184   $190,185-$285,276   $285,277-$356,595   $356,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 0 38 138 383 140 699 
                
STANLY COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$24,270 $24,271-$40,450 $40,451-$64,720 $64,721-$97,080 $97,081-$121,350 $121,351+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$607  $608-$1,011 $1,012-$1,618 $1,619-$2,427 $2,428-$3,034 $3,035+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 502 91 68 98 181 95 1,035 
Price Range  ≤$78,714   $78,715-$131,189   $131,190-$209,903   $209,904-$314,854   $314,855-$393,568   $393,569+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 9 2 159 445 1,467 566 2,648 
                
STOKES COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$24,570 $24,571-$40,950 $40,951-$65,520 $65,521-$98,280 $98,281-$122,850 $122,851+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$614  $615-$1,024 $1,025-$1,638 $1,639-$2,457 $2,458-$3,071 $3,072+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 78 63 171 124 56 36 528 
Price Range  ≤$79,686   $79,687-$132,811   $132,812-$212,497   $212,498-$318,746   $318,747-$398,432   $398,433+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 24 30 344 401 769 171 1,739 
                
SURRY COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$21,990 $21,991-$36,650 $36,651-$58,640 $58,641-$87,960 $87,961-$109,950 $109,951+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$550  $551-$916 $917-$1,466 $1,467-$2,199 $2,200-$2,749 $2,750+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 329 270 395 239 121 29 1,383 
Price Range  ≤$71,319   $71,320-$118,865   $118,866-$190,184   $190,185-$285,276   $285,277-$356,595   $356,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 164 200 480 501 864 663 2,872 
                
SWAIN COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$22,830 $22,831-$38,050 $38,051-$60,880 $60,881-$91,320 $91,321-$114,150 $114,151+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$571  $572-$951 $952-$1,522 $1,523-$2,283 $2,284-$2,854 $2,855+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 137 38 54 34 52 25 340 
Price Range  ≤$74,043   $74,044-$123,405   $123,406-$197,449   $197,450-$296,173   $296,174-$370,216   $370,217+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 11 62 81 242 94 490 
                
TRANSYLVANIA COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$23,100 $23,101-$38,500 $38,501-$61,600 $61,601-$92,400 $92,401-$115,500 $115,501+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$578  $579-$963 $964-$1,540 $1,541-$2,310 $2,311-$2,888 $2,889+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 232 78 116 96 36 16 574 
Price Range  ≤$74,919   $74,920-$124,865   $124,866-$199,784   $199,785-$299,676   $299,677-$374,595   $374,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 0 53 165 788 322 1,328 
                
TYRRELL COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$21,990 $21,991-$36,650 $36,651-$58,640 $58,641-$87,960 $87,961-$109,950 $109,951+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$550  $551-$916 $917-$1,466 $1,467-$2,199 $2,200-$2,749 $2,750+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 12 2 7 10 6 3 40 
Price Range  ≤$71,319   $71,320-$118,865   $118,866-$190,184   $190,185-$285,276   $285,277-$356,595   $356,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 0 11 24 43 16 94 
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UNION COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$31,800 $31,801-$53,000 $53,001-$84,800 $84,801-$127,200 $127,201-$159,000 $159,001+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$795  $796-$1,325 $1,326-$2,120 $2,121-$3,180 $3,181-$3,975 $3,976+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 463 219 503 535 617 266 2,603 
Price Range  $103,135   $103,136-$171,892   $171,893-$275,027   $275,028-$412,541   $412,542-$515,676   $515,677+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 87 1,254 3,147 6,317 2,196 13,001 
                
VANCE COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$21,990 $21,991-$36,650 $36,651-$58,640 $58,641-$87,960 $87,961-$109,950 $109,951+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$550  $551-$916 $917-$1,466 $1,467-$2,199 $2,200-$2,749 $2,750+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 531 105 138 157 178 80 1,189 
Price Range  ≤$71,319   $71,320-$118,865   $118,866-$190,184   $190,185-$285,276   $285,277-$356,595   $356,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 0 17 139 735 282 1,173 
                
WAKE COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$36,690 $36,691-$61,150 $61,151-$97,840 $97,841-$146,760 $146,761-$183,450 $183,451+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$917  $918-$1,529 $1,530-$2,446 $2,447-$3,669 $3,670-$4,586 $4,587+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 15,966 6,515 9,682 12,867 10,097 2,478 57,605 
Price Range  $118,995   $118,996-$198,324   $198,325-$317,319   $317,320-$475,978   $475,979-$594,973   $594,974+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 0 5,819 22,814 20,515 3,936 53,084 
                
WARREN COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$21,990 $21,991-$36,650 $36,651-$58,640 $58,641-$87,960 $87,961-$109,950 $109,951+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$550  $551-$916 $917-$1,466 $1,467-$2,199 $2,200-$2,749 $2,750+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 67 35 29 37 50 26 244 
Price Range  ≤$71,319   $71,320-$118,865   $118,866-$190,184   $190,185-$285,276   $285,277-$356,595   $356,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 0 38 109 312 118 577 
                
WASHINGTON COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$21,990 $21,991-$36,650 $36,651-$58,640 $58,641-$87,960 $87,961-$109,950 $109,951+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$550  $551-$916 $917-$1,466 $1,467-$2,199 $2,200-$2,749 $2,750+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 176 23 37 43 11 0 290 
Price Range  ≤$71,319   $71,320-$118,865   $118,866-$190,184   $190,185-$285,276   $285,277-$356,595   $356,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 6 0 28 60 80 28 202 
                
WATAUGA COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$27,300 $27,301-$45,500 $45,501-$72,800 $72,801-$109,200 $109,201-$136,500 $136,501+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$683  $684-$1,138 $1,139-$1,820 $1,821-$2,730 $2,731-$3,413 $3,414+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 1,701 378 262 234 213 98 2,886 
Price Range  ≤$88,541   $88,542-$147,568   $147,569-$236,108   $236,109-$354,162   $354,163-$442,703   $442,704+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 21 270 525 916 347 2,079 
                
WAYNE COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$21,990 $21,991-$36,650 $36,651-$58,640 $58,641-$87,960 $87,961-$109,950 $109,951+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$550  $551-$916 $917-$1,466 $1,467-$2,199 $2,200-$2,749 $2,750+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 616 286 321 574 602 278 2,677 
Price Range  ≤$71,319   $71,320-$118,865   $118,866-$190,184   $190,185-$285,276   $285,277-$356,595   $356,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 0 121 429 1,954 767 3,271 
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WILKES COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$21,990 $21,991-$36,650 $36,651-$58,640 $58,641-$87,960 $87,961-$109,950 $109,951+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$550  $551-$916 $917-$1,466 $1,467-$2,199 $2,200-$2,749 $2,750+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 216 176 187 137 109 21 846 
Price Range  ≤$71,319   $71,320-$118,865   $118,866-$190,184   $190,185-$285,276   $285,277-$356,595   $356,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 69 84 326 372 657 492 2,000 
                
WILSON COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$21,990 $21,991-$36,650 $36,651-$58,640 $58,641-$87,960 $87,961-$109,950 $109,951+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$550  $551-$916 $917-$1,466 $1,467-$2,199 $2,200-$2,749 $2,750+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 922 345 233 339 403 179 2,421 
Price Range  ≤$71,319   $71,320-$118,865   $118,866-$190,184   $190,185-$285,276   $285,277-$356,595   $356,596+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 0 55 290 1,306 500 2,151 
                
YADKIN COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$24,570 $24,571-$40,950 $40,951-$65,520 $65,521-$98,280 $98,281-$122,850 $122,851+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$614  $615-$1,024 $1,025-$1,638 $1,639-$2,457 $2,458-$3,071 $3,072+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 131 108 164 82 81 22 588 
Price Range  ≤$79,686   $79,687-$132,811   $132,812-$212,497   $212,498-$318,746   $318,747-$398,432   $398,433+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 33 41 286 333 541 418 1,652 
                
YANCEY COUNTY Housing Gap Estimates by Income (2024 to 2029) 
Percent of Area Median Income ≤30% 31%-50% 51%-80% 81%-120% 121%-150% 151%+ Total 
Household Income Range ≤$22,740 $22,741-$37,900 $37,901-$60,640 $60,641-$90,960 $90,961-$113,700 $113,701+ N/A 
Rent Range  ≤$569  $570-$948 $949-$1,516 $1,517-$2,274 $2,275-$2,843 $2,844+ N/A 
Total Rental Housing Gaps 45 12 40 59 52 22 230 
Price Range  ≤$73,751   $73,752-$122,919   $122,920-$196,670   $196,671-$295,005   $295,006-$368,757   $368,758+  N/A 
Total For-Sale Housing Gaps 0 0 36 95 378 145 654 
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ADDENDUM B: SOURCES                         
 
The data in the following table was used in the housing gap estimates: 
 

Data Sets - NC Housing Gap Estimates 

Data Set Source & Vintage 
ACS 
Table Notes 

Annual Household Turnover Rate by Tenure ACS (2018-2022) B07013   
Severe Cost Burdened Households by Income & Tenure ACS (2018-2022) B25074   
Total Housing Units ESRI -   
Households by Tenure Share  ESRI -   
Total Units with Incomplete Plumbing ESRI & ACS (2018-2022) B25047 ESRI Total, ACS Apportionment 
Renter/Owner Units with Incomplete Plumbing ESRI & ACS (2018-2022) B25049 ESRI Total, ACS Apportionment 
Substandard Housing by Tenure (Lacking Complete Kitchens) ESRI & ACS (2018-2022) B25053 ESRI Total, ACS Apportionment 
Households by Tenure and Income ESRI/HISTA* -  
HUD Programmatic Income Limits by AMI  HUD (2024) -   
Available For-Sale Housing by Price Point Redfin.com - Individually cataloged 
Available Multifamily Rentals Bowen National Research - Survey of Apartments 
In-Commuter Population (Commuter Inflow) U.S. Census, OnTheMap -   
Job Growth Impact on Household Growth NC Dept. of Commerce - 2021-2030 Job Growth Projections 

*HISTA is calculated using a combination of ACS, ESRI, and Census variables. 
ACS – American Community Survey; ESRI – Environmental Systems Research Institute 
 

 
A full list of all sources utilized in this report includes:  
 
• 2010 and 2020 U.S. Census  
• American Community Survey 
• ESRI Demographics 
• Management/Leasing Agent for each property included in the survey 
• Planning Representatives 
• Redfin.com 
• SOCDS Building Permits Database 
• U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 
• Novogradac – Novoco.com (Rent and Income Calculator) 
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ADDENDUM C: QUALIFICATIONS                          
  

The Company 
 
Bowen National Research is a nationally recognized organization that offers real estate 
research experience ranging from site-specific developments to citywide and statewide 
housing needs assessments.  The firm is experienced in working in both rural and urban 
markets and has conducted over 940 studies in the state of North Carolina. With a national 
apartment database of nearly 100,000 properties, state-of-the-art geospatial capabilities, 
and comprehensive demographic and economic data, the firm is positioned to help others 
make well-informed and data-driven strategic decisions. Bowen National Research 
employs an expert staff comprised of highly skilled and experienced real estate researchers 
and analysts and is an active member of the National Council of Housing Market Analysts 
(NCHMA), ensuring that its studies meet the market analysis industry’s highest standards. 

 
Primary Contact and Report Author 

 
Patrick Bowen, President of Bowen National Research, has conducted numerous housing 
needs assessments and provided consulting services to city, county and state development 
entities as it relates to residential development, including affordable and market-rate 
housing, for both rental and for-sale housing, and retail development opportunities. He 
has also prepared and supervised thousands of market feasibility studies for all types of 
real estate products, including housing, retail, office, industrial and mixed-use 
developments, since 1996. Mr. Bowen has worked closely with many state and federal 
housing agencies to assist them with their market study guidelines. Mr. Bowen has his 
bachelor’s degree in legal administration (with emphasis on business and law) from the 
University of West Florida and currently serves as Chairman of the National Council of 
Housing Market Analysts (NCHMA). Mr. Bowen has served as the lead author of more 
than 100 housing needs assessment studies since 2010. 
 
Additional Contributors  
 
Desireé Johnson is the Director of Operations for Bowen National Research. Ms. Johnson 
is responsible for all client relations, the procurement of work contracts, and the overall 
supervision and day-to-day operations of the company. Ms. Johnson also coordinates and 
oversees research staff and activities. She has been involved in the real estate market 
research industry since 2006. Ms. Johnson has an Associate of Applied Science in Office 
Administration from Columbus State Community College. 
 
Pat McDavid, Market Analyst, has conducted housing research for housing needs 
assessments completed throughout the country. Additionally, he is experienced in 
analyzing demographic and economic data in rural, suburban and metropolitan 
communities. Mr. McDavid has been a part of the development of market strategies, 
operational and fiscal performance analysis, and commercial, industrial and government 
(local, state, and federal) client consultation within the construction and manufacturing 
industries. He holds a bachelor’s degree in educational studies from Western Governors 
University.   
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Christopher Bunch, Market Analyst, has more than two decades of experience in 
conducting both site-specific market feasibility studies and broader housing needs 
assessments. He has conducted on-site market research of a variety of housing product, 
conducted stakeholder interviews and completed specialized research on housing market 
attributes including the impact of military personnel, heirs and estates and other unique 
factors that impact housing needs. He holds a bachelor’s degree in geography from Ohio 
University. 
 
Jody LaCava, Research Specialist, has over a decade of real estate research experience.  
She has extensive experience in surveying a variety of housing alternatives, including 
rental, for-sale, and senior housing.  She has experience in conducting on-site research of 
real estate, evaluating existing housing properties, conducting interviews, and evaluating 
community services.  She has been involved in industry leading case studies, door-to-door 
resident surveys and special needs housing research.  
 
Adam Bowen, Director of Technology and Demographic Analyst, has 10 years of 
experience in real estate market research.  Additionally, he is experienced in demographic 
and economic data collection and aggregation, graphic information systems (GIS), 
demographic modeling, database development, client webtool development, and website 
development. He has compiled demographic and economic metrics for over 1,000 site 
specific studies and approximately 30 housing needs assessments.  
 
Kelley Reed, Senior Editor and Production Assistant, has over seven years of experience 
in real estate report editing and production assistance, including the editing and 
preparation of more than 60 housing needs assessments. She has a bachelor's degree in 
communications from Ohio University. 
 
In-House Researchers – Bowen National Research employs a staff of in-house 
researchers who are experienced in the surveying and evaluation of all rental and for-sale 
housing types, as well as in conducting interviews and surveys with local municipality 
officials, economic development offices and chambers of commerce, housing authorities 
and residents. 
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CITY OF HENDERSONVILLE 

AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY 

 

 

SUBMITTER: John Connet, City Manager  MEETING DATE: 2/17/2025 

AGENDA SECTION: NEW BUSINESS  DEPARTMENT: Administration  

TITLE OF ITEM: Water and Sewer System Update  – Adam Steurer, Utilities Director  

SUGGESTED MOTION(S): 

NA  

  

SUMMARY: 

Utilities Director Adam Steurer will provide a general update regarding the Hendersonville Utility 

System. 

BUDGET IMPACT: $ NA  

Is this expenditure approved in the current fiscal year budget?  NA  

If no, describe how it will be funded. NA  

ATTACHMENTS: 

None  
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CITY OF HENDERSONVILLE 

AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY 

 

 

SUBMITTER: John Connet, City Manager  MEETING DATE: 2/17/2025 

AGENDA SECTION: NEW BUSINESS DEPARTMENT: Administration  

TITLE OF ITEM: Proposed Zoning Ordinance Text Amendments  – Lew Holloway, Community 

Development Director  

SUGGESTED MOTION(S): 

NA  

  

SUMMARY: 

Community Development Director Lew Holloway will present two Zoning Ordinance Text 

Amendments that will be discussed by the City Council in the near future.   

BUDGET IMPACT: $ NA  

Is this expenditure approved in the current fiscal year budget?  NA  

If no, describe how it will be funded.  NA  

ATTACHMENTS: 

None  
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