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CHAPTER 3

Town Resources & Trends Inventory/Analysis

I.  Introduction

The demographics of Nashville reflect the changes evident on the state and federal levels of our society.  However, these changes did not occur overnight nor did they appear totally unexpected.  Much of the same issues that North Carolina and the United States face are found in Nashville as well; although on a minor scale in comparison but relatively equal per capita.  Understanding of resources and trends are critical to successful planning.  Nashville’s resources and trends inventory/analysis examines the characteristics and statistical data of the Town itself.  The Census Bureau has made some changes with the last Census via the creation of the American Community Survey conducting annual samples between Censuses to allow for a five year average in order to provide more recent data availability than just a ten year period.  As such, this chapter has utilized the most recent data that is available for analysis.  
II.  Population Figures and Projections

Historical records indicate that Nashville was settled in 1780 around the time that Nash Court House was constructed and later incorporated in 1815.  The Town is located in approximately the center of Nash County, North Carolina.  The population for Nashville has grown steadily to 5,451 people as estimated by the North Carolina State Demographer and staff (includes a post 2010 Census count annexation of an established subdivision) for the year of 2011.

Recent growth through the last approximate four decades is attributed to annexation of large amounts of undeveloped land by developers desiring to convert that land into developed residential subdivisions.  Most annexation throughout the history of Nashville has been citizen initiated as opposed to city initiated.  The decades of the 1970s and 2000s saw the greatest amount of acreage annexed with the 1970s being largely residential while the 2000s are a mixture of residential, commercial, and industrial developments.  Map 3-1 provides all Nashville annexations by decade starting in the decade of 1970s thru the present along with the number of annexations and acreage actually annexed.

The development of previously unpopulated land has resulted in a population increase for not only Nashville, but Nash County as well.  It is important to note that while Nash County without Nashville included has increased in population steadily, the amount of the total County population composed by Nashville has increased exponentially since the 1970s as shown in Figure 3-1.  It can be deduced that this will only increase with Nashville being one of the fastest growing municipality in County, and both the fifth largest & fastest growing municipality within the Upper Coastal Plans Region, according to the 2010 Census.  Figure 3-2 shows each municipality’s population growth between 2000 and 2009 with Nashville at 17.47%.
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Source:  LINC
Projections based upon the NC State Demographer recent estimates indicate the 

population of Nashville to be at 7,385 people by the year 2030.  This estimated population represents a 27.5% increase from 2010 when the last Census was completed.

Figure 3-3 provides the last five Censuses along with the future projections.  However it important to remember that Nashville was one of a few municipalities whose 2010 Census count exceeded the NC State Demographer’s 2009 population estimates in both Nash County and the Triangle East area US Highway 64 corridor.  This could be an indication of a faster future municipal population growth rate for Nashville based upon immediate past years versus late 1990s and early 2000 years.  
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Source:  LINC
III.  Population Characteristics


Table 3-1 reveals the gender mix of Nashville has a slight majority of males at 50.2%, which represents a 4.2% change from a female majority after the 2000 Census.  The last Census reported 2,644 males and 2,385 females residing in the corporate limits.  This is a higher percentage of males than both Nash County and the State of North Carolina.

	Table 3-1:  Gender Mix, 2010

	
	Male
	Percent
	Female 
	Percent
	Total 

Population

	State of North Carolina
	4,588,579
	48.7%
	4,830,157
	51.3%
	9,418,736

	Nash County
	45,879
	48.2%
	49,303
	51.8%
	95,182

	Town of Nashville
	2,644
	50.2%
	2,385
	49.8%
	5,272



Source:  US Census Bureau

The racial composition of Nashville is 53% White and 46% Black.  The 2010 Census reported that 1% indicated they were some other race.  Both the White (-1%) and Other Race (-2%) categories represent a decrease from the 2000 Census numbers and an increase for the Black (+3%) category.  As with the gender mix, Nashville differs from Nash County and the State of North Carolina which possesses a racial composition of 69% White, 21% Black, & 10% Other for the former and 57% White, 36% Black, & 7% Other for the latter.  However, while Nashville differed in comparison, the racial composition per capita has been very consistent through the years with the past Censuses reported almost precisely the same composition in those years as 2010 even though the total population continued to grow each decade.
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Source:  LINC


Age distribution analysis indicates Nashville has remained fairly consistent through the recent decades.  In 2010, the categories of ages below 18 were 23%, ages 18 thru 24 were 7%, ages 25 thru 54 were 41%, and ages 54 plus were 29% of the total population.  To provide a comparison, the State of North Carolina has the corresponding percentages of 21% for ages below 18, 10% for ages 18 thru 24, 42% ages 25 thru 54, and 25% of ages 54 plus.

Figure 3-5 provides a comparison of Census age categories from 1980 through 2010.  While the total population has significantly increased, the 2010 data appears to maintaining the trends of the 2000 Census results. The exceptions are the 25–54 category having the great growth since 1980 and the 18 -20 category dropping by more than half from 8% to 3% over the same time frame, but maintaining the percentage as a decade earlier.  

Another important factor relates to the 54 plus age category.  The 55-64 age 

category increased 4% over the last decade.  The 65+ category remained the same percentage of the population after a 3% decrease comparing the previous two Censuses.  A clustering of the population that is aging is the most likely cause.  This is reflected in the median age of Nashville increasing to 40.1 compared to 37.4 for the State of North Carolina.  These new median ages represent a 2 year increase for the former and 2.1 year increase for the latter when compared to the 2000 Census.  
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Source:  LINC

The disability characteristics of the Nashville population are provided in Table   3-2.  The 2010 Census reports 11.3% of the population between ages 18 and 64 with a disability, which is a large drop from 24.2% in 2000.  However, of those, almost one quarter (23.0%) are employed in some form or fashion.   The State of North Carolina had 11.4% of the 18-64 age category population with a disability which was almost identical to the Town and had 32.3% of that disabled population employed.  The Nashville 65 years plus population reported 51.9% possessing a disability (increase of 10.5% since 2000) in comparison to a lower and decreasing state average of 38.4%.
	Table 3-2:  Disability Characteristics of Nashville Population

(noninstitutionalized), 2010

	
	Persons
	Percent

	Population 5 to 17 years
	1,147
	100.0%

	   With a Disability 
	108
	9.4%

	Population 18 to 64 years
	3,194
	100.0%

	   With a Disability
	361
	11.3%

	      Percent Employed
	23.0%
	

	   No Disability
	2,833
	88.7%

	      Percent Employed
	73.8%
	

	Population 65 years and over
	797
	100.0%

	   With a Disability
	414
	51.9%



Source:  U.S. Census Bureau
IV.  Migration


Nashville is located in an area that is seeing considerable amount of inward migration from both inside and outside of Nash County.  As stated earlier, Nashville is located in an area within the county that is very desirable and has attracted a lot of residents from areas of the county and other localities.  However, the Town has gained a lot of residents from other counties and states resulting from a general migration to Nash County.  By being one of the fastest growing municipality in Nash County (and fastest full service municipality), it can be deduced that increased migration to the county will result in the Town growing as well.  


The Missouri Census Data Center collected national migration data at the county level utilizing United States Internal Revenue Service tax returns exemptions.  Table 3-3 reveals the 2009-2010, which is the latest available report from the center, top 15 inward migration to Nash County from other counties.  The outward migration to these same counties is also included as a comparison.  A previous study of 2000 to 2005 revealed the county had an overall net population gain when comparing the then top 15 inward migration counties.  The 2009-2010 tax year had an overall population decrease.  However, a determination of the impact of the downturned economy occurring during that period is impossible to calculate from the center’s report, but could be a reasonable hypothesis.          

	Table 3-3:  Nash County Top 15 Inward Migration
2009-2010 Tax Year Returns Exemptions 

	County
	Inward Migration
	Outward Migration
	Gain/Loss

	Edgecombe, NC
	1,595
	1,558
	37

	Wilson, NC
	533
	715
	-182

	Wake, NC
	447
	535
	-88

	Halifax, NC
	317
	201
	116

	Franklin, NC
	148
	175
	-27

	Johnston, NC
	117
	161
	-44

	Pitt, NC
	112
	119
	-7

	Wayne, NC
	49
	24
	25

	Guilford, NC
	43
	58
	-15

	Prince George’s, MD
	42
	17
	25

	Cumberland, NC
	33
	37
	-4

	Henrico, VA 
	29
	0
	29

	Durham, NC
	28
	56
	-28

	Newport News City, VA
	28
	0
	28

	Mecklenburg, NC
	23
	38
	-15

	Total
	3,544
	3,694
	-150



Source:  Missouri Census Data Center 

While no municipal migration data was available to provide analysis of Nashville inward and outward migration, the Census has collected and calculated median income by geographical mobility for both forms of local governments.  Table 3-4 provides a comparison to Nash County of the Town’s median income amounts based upon a citizen’s geographic status from the previous year.  Nashville’s median income is higher for the first three categories within North Carolina, but is considerably less on the two categories beyond the State.  This correlates with Nashville being one of the fastest growing municipalities within the County and indicates a desire of those with greater income already located within the State to either migrate to Town when relocating to the area or remain within the Town if already located here.    

	Table 3-4:  Median Income by Geographical Mobility – 2011

	Relocation
	Nash County 
	Nashville

	Same house 1 year ago
	$24,335
	$26,486

	Moved within same county
	$24,981
	$25,667

	Moved from different county

   within same state
	$24,050
	$30,948

	Moved from different state
	$18,652
	$10,417

	Moved from abroad
	$8,855
	$0



Source:  US Census Bureau
V.  Households


Households are extremely important to Nashville as newly constructed houses have been a primary source of the recent economic development in the area; either directly through new subdivisions or indirectly through the increased number of “rooftops” resulting in new commercial activity.  A 25.8% increase was reported between the 2000 and 2010 Census.  As shown in Figure 3-5, this is a noticeable increase and even more so when compared to the 1990 Census.  In 2009, there were 2,360 households which represents the year that the area Nashville is located in began to see a decline in the construction of residential development.     
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Source:  LINC

While the economy has greatly reduced the construction of single family residents, additions to structures has remained at the pre-economic downtown trend.  Furthermore, new multi-family residential construction has occurred in 2011 with additional work being discussed and/or considered by area developers.  Table 3-5 provides a breakdown of the types of residential related zoning permits by year from 2000 through 2013.  

	Table 3-5:  Residential Zoning Permit

	Year
	Single Family
	Additions
	Multi-Family

	2000
	38
	22
	0

	2001
	17
	7
	0

	2002
	57
	10
	0

	2003
	15
	14
	0

	2004
	58
	14
	0

	2005
	36
	8
	0

	2006
	57
	7
	0

	2007
	67
	8
	18

	2008
	36
	17
	0

	2009
	18
	17
	0

	2010
	15
	12
	0

	2011
	13
	13
	12

	2012
	4
	21
	0

	2013
	8
	26
	0



Source:  Nashville Planning Department

The average household size for each of the three past Censuses is shown in Table 3-6.  Nashville presently has an average size of 2.37 people per household.  Both the Town and County’s average size has decreased each decade.  This follows a general trend 

of society having fewer children.

	Table 3-6: Average Household Size in Nashville and Nash County

	
	
	
	
	2010 % Change Since

	Jurisdiction
	1990
	2000
	2010
	1990
	2000

	Nashville
	2.56
	2.43
	2.37
	-7.4%
	-2.5%

	Nash County
	2.60
	2.54
	2.48
	-4.6%
	-2.4%



Source:  LINC
VI.  School Enrollment & Education


As the population is growing for Nashville, it is expected that school enrollment 

will increase.  Table 3-6 provides a breakdown of the types of school enrollment comparison between the 1990, 2000 and 2010 Census.  Both the White and Other race categories show an increase in total enrollment between the last two decades, but the Black race category had a decrease.  All three races saw an increase in the numbers enrolled in college or graduate school.
	Table 3-7:  Nashville School Enrollment for 1990, 2000, & 2010

Persons 3 Yrs and Over

	1990
	Black
	White 
	Other
	Total
	% of Total

	Enrolled in preprimary school (nursery – K)
	16
	19
	0
	35
	1.0%

	Enrolled in elementary – high school (gr. 1 – 12)
	273
	259
	0
	532
	15.4%

	Enrolled in college or graduate school
	155
	148
	0
	303
	8.8%

	Total
	444
	426
	0
	870
	25.2%

	% of Column (Race) Total
	12.9%
	12.4%
	0%
	25.2%
	N/A

	2000
	
	
	
	
	

	Enrolled in preprimary school (nursery – K)
	45
	38
	0
	83
	2.0%

	Enrolled in elementary – high school (gr. 1 – 12)
	404
	327
	31
	762
	18.3%

	Enrolled in college or graduate school
	126
	122
	0
	248
	6.0%

	Total
	575
	487
	31
	1,093
	26.3%

	% of Column (Race) Total
	31.3%
	22.1%
	26.1%
	26.3%
	N/A

	2010
	
	
	
	
	

	Enrolled in preprimary school (nursery – K)
	35
	181
	0
	216
	4.2%

	Enrolled in elementary – high school (gr. 1 – 12)
	308
	306
	28
	642
	12.5%

	Enrolled in college or graduate school
	200
	189
	6
	395
	7.6%

	Total
	543
	676
	34
	1,253
	24.4%

	% of Column (Race) Total
	22.9%
	24.9%
	56.6%
	24.4%
	N/A



Source:  U.S. Census Bureau

Figure 3-7 examines the educational attainment of the population age 25 and above.  The majority of the respondents to the 2010 Census possessed a high school graduate degree (including equivalency) or better.  This represented an increase to 87% from 75.6% in the 2000 Census.  Nashville was above both Nash County at 81.9% and the State at 84.1% after being equal to Nash County and lower than the State in the 2000  Census.  There was also a large increase to 66.1% (from 39.3% in last Census) in the overall percentage of those with some college, no degree or better with the Town’s increase being more than double than the State (49.7% to 56.5%) and Nash County (41.7% to 48.1%) averages between Censuses.  However, while the Town’s percentage of those possessing an Associate degree, Bachelor’s degree, and Graduate or professional degree each saw an increase of 10.8% from the 2000 Census to 31.5% in 2010, it is still 3.6% lower than the State average.  
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Source:  Census Bureau
VII.  Income


The 2010 Census reported a median household income of $55,783 for the Town of Nashville.  Table 3-8 shows that Nashville’s median household income and per capita income are above those of the Nash County, North Carolina and United States levels.  These levels saw a significant increase over the last Census in 2000 to surpass the State and National figures in 2010.  While the comparison to the other governmental entities are applicable regarding 2010 data, the same type of comparison to Nashville 2000 median household income data is no longer directly applicable as the Census Bureau increased the cap of the income range from $200,000 to $250,000 for the 2010 Census.
	Table 3-8:  Income Summary, 2011

	
	Town of Nashville
	Nash 

County
	North Carolina
	United States

	
	Black
	White
	All
	
	
	

	Median Household Income
	$45,781
	$61,250
	$55,783
	$45,052
	$46,291
	$52,762

	Per Capita Income
	$22,248
	$34,075
	$28,515
	$23,909
	$24,745
	$27,334



Source:  U.S. Census Bureau
Furthermore, Figure 3-8 indicates a trend of both income summary categories continuing to increase each Census.  As mentioned above, direct Census comparison of median household income is not entirely possible, but a simple trend analysis can reflect whether the Town is experiencing an upward or downward growth in this area.  Despite any calculating adjustment, Nashville has an upward trend on both of these categories.    Per capita income is greatly impacted by population as it is determined by total money income per resident of the area, including young children, elderly, and others who may not be earning money.  Even with the overall increase in population, that include those not earning money, Town was able to have a higher local per capita income than the State average while the County average continued to be lower.  
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Source:  LINC


As of the last Census, Nashville had 80.8% of its households reporting earnings.  This is only a slight increase from the decade before, but does exceed both Nash County (78.5%) and North Carolina (76.3%).  The mean household income of those reporting 

earnings in 2011 were $66,156 compared to $59,940 for the former and $63,640 for the latter.  Nashville’s increase in 55 to 64 age population categories of the overall age 

distribution is reflected by households with social security income increasing in terms of 

raw numbers and per capita while households with retirement income saw an increase in raw numbers.
Finally, those with public assistance income saw a significant decrease while households with retirement income increased as occurred between the previous two Censuses.  Nashville’s percentage of households with public assistance income is below the County (1.6%) and State (1.8%) but the mean dollar value is reported by the Census Bureau being almost zero while the other two entities are in the low thousands.  However, while the Town has a higher percentage with retirement income, the mean of that income is increasingly below the mean of the County and State.  With the “baby boomer” population reaching retirement, the next Census will most likely reveal an increase percentage of those with retirement income though.  This made result in a higher mean dollar value for the with retirement income category but did not do so significantly in the 2010 Census comparison.
	Table 3-9:  Nashville Household Income Summary

	
	Income in 1999

(1,626 total households)
	Income in 2011
(2,109 total households)

	
	Households
	%
	Households
	%
	Mean

	With Earnings
	1,361
	83.7%
	1,704
	80.8%
	$66,156

	With Social Security Income
	478
	29.4%
	721
	34.2%
	$12,642

	With Public Assistance Income
	38
	2.3%
	13
	0.6%
	$38

	With Retirement Income
	340
	20.9%
	423
	20.1%
	$12,688



Source:  U.S. Census Bureau

Tables 3-10 and 3-11 provide an analysis of poverty for the Town.  The Census Bureau defines an individual below the poverty level by “total number of persons with income below the poverty threshold in the calendar prior to the census” and families by “number of poor families reached from the comparison their total income in the year prior to the census date to a poverty threshold.”  The weighted average poverty thresholds in 2010 were $11,139 for one person and $14,218 for two persons, with an elevating schedule until the rank of nine persons or more is achieved.


The percentage of individuals and families in Nashville possessing poverty status had a decrease for both categories in the 2010 Census.  Between the 1990 and 2000 Census, the Town’s percentages decrease but the raw numbers actually increased as opposed to both factors decreasing over the last decade.  While the Town had a lower individuals below poverty level than the County and State in 2000 Census and decreased further in the 2010 Census, the County and State increased to 14.1% and 15.5%.  The families below poverty level percentage are 6.8% below the State and 6.4% below the County.  Table 3-11 reveals the poverty level of both categories are low, but an approximate 6.5% and 5.2% difference between the two races with respondents under the poverty status.   
	Table 3-10:  Poverty Status, Town of Nashville

	
	1999
	2010
	Change 1999-2010

	Individuals Below Poverty Level
	417
	318
	-99

	Percent of Individuals
	10.5%
	6.3%
	-4.2%

	Families Below Poverty Level
	114
	61
	-53

	Percent of Families
	9.5%
	4.2%
	-5.3%



Source:  U.S. Census Bureau

	Table 3-11:  Nashville Poverty Status by Race, 2011

	
	White
	Black
	Other
	Total

	Individuals Below Poverty Level (of 5,021 total individuals)
	110
	440
	0
	550

	Percent of Total Individuals
	2.2%
	8.7%
	0%
	N/A

	Families Below Poverty Level (of 1,520 total families)
	25
	104
	0
	266

	Percent of Total Families
	1.6%
	6.8%
	0%
	N/A



Source:  U.S. Census Bureau
VIII.  Housing


In 2010, Nashville possessed 2,312 houses of various types.  The prevalent type of unit is the traditional single family dwellings.  There were 1,706 one unit detached homes and 18 one unit attached homes.  The Census Bureau classifies both of these as single family dwellings, with the one unit detached homes being the traditional houses with accompanying lots and one unit attached homes being a structure that shares just one wall from the ground to the roof with another structure (typically townhouses, but can also be zero lot line houses or the Census Bureau even includes residential units attached to nonresidential structures).  Figure 3-9, on the following page, provides a percentage breakdown of the different types of housing units for the Town.  As discussed above, single family dwellings compose 75% of the housing units versus 82% in 2000.

Multi-family construction is an element that Town officials expect to see more of in the future as several inquires about apartment complexes and duplexes have been made to the Planning and Development Department recently.  Twelve duplex residences were constructed in 2011.  Furthermore, owner/operators of apartment complexes have reported a waiting list equivalent of over one year to begin a rental agreement.  Table 3-12 reveals an increase in the percent of Nashville housing stock being multifamily between the last two Censuses, while the County saw a decrease.
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Source:  US Census Bureau & LINC

	Table 3-12: Multifamily Units in Nashville and Nash County

	Jurisdiction
	2000 Percent Multifamily
	2010 Percent Multifamily
	Change

(percentage points)

	Nashville
	15.1%
	17.97%
	2.87

	Nash County
	13.4%
	13.3%
	-0.1


Source:  US Census Bureau
Of the 2,312 housing units, the 2010 Census reported 2,216 occupied.  The occupied houses were split with 59.1% being owner occupied and 40.9% renter-occupied.  While only having the last four Censuses to compare, the last one reveals the renter-occupied trend is increasing more than the owner-occupied as shown in Figure 3-10.  Multi-family construction throughout the decade impacts this somewhat, but Table 3-5 reveals single family construction zoning permits have significantly outpaced multi-family construction since 2000.  This indicates that some single family housing units are becoming renter-occupied as opposed to the traditional owner-occupation.  
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Source:  LINC


Table 3-13 reveals the renter-occupied percentage of the total occupied houses for both Nashville and the County.  As discussed, the Town saw an increase of renter-occupied units by 9.64%, while Nash County saw a 7.13% increase after a 4.05% decrease in the results of the 2000 Census.  It is important to note that rental housing units can include structures like apartments and not just be limited to one unit detached single family dwellings.  The median contract rent reported in the 2010 Census increased by $117 per month to $483 over the last decade.
	Table 3-13:  Renter-Occupied Housing Units in Nashville and Nash County

	Jurisdiction
	2000 Percent Renter-Occupied
	2010 Percent Renter-Occupied
	Change

(percentage points)

	Nashville
	31.75%
	41.39%
	9.64

	Nash County
	29.29%
	36.42%
	7.13



Source:  LINC

The median house value of Nashville has shown continuous and improved growth.  Figure 3-11 shows that the gap between the Town median housing unit value has steadily shrunk over the last three Censuses until actually overtaking the County value in the 2000 Census furthering the increase by $20,700 in 2010.  The Town value ($139,800) is still under the State median value of $152,700.  Of those choosing to respond, 72.6% of the owner-occupied housing units reported having a mortgage on their home.  Down from one third of that percentage in the previous census, 18.5% reported having a second mortgage or home equity loan in addition to their primary mortgage.  The without a mortgage owner-occupied unit median selected monthly owner costs as a percentage of household income are much lower at 14.3% versus those without a mortgage at 25.0%.  
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Source:  LINC


The total number of vacant housing units reflects an increasing pattern over the last three Censuses.  Table 3-14 provides the total number vacant houses for the County and how many of those County vacancies were in Nashville.  The 1970 Census data is the oldest available with only 28 vacant units preceding an increase in 1980 to a decrease in 1990 (one short of the 1970 Census figure) to an increase in 2000 and again in 2010 to the largest number of all five Censuses.  While the increased residential development and annexation of the 70’s may account for the increase in the 1980 Census, the higher increase in 2000 and 2010 Censuses had significant development and annexation occurring.
	Table 3-14:  Vacant Housing Units in Nashville and Nash County

	Jurisdiction
	1970
	1980
	1990
	2000
	2010

	Nashville
	28
	73
	29
	122
	210

	Nash County
	1,130
	2,187
	1,983
	3,407
	4,112



Source:  LINC
Figure 3-12 examines the vacancy rate with the percentage for both entities.  Nashville appears to have always had a slightly lower vacancy rate than the County.  As discussed, Nashville had an increase in the overall percentage of vacant housing units between 2000 and 2010 Censuses by almost double.  However, this is a decrease from the preceding two Censuses time frame where vacancies tripled, but percentages are near equal in comparison of the last two Censuses.  The 1990 Census reveals the impact of the growth of residential development beginning in the 70’s for the Town via comparison to the 1970 Census.  The raw numbers only have a difference of one, but the Figure 3-12 shows the percentage vacancy rate is almost less than half.  The post 2000 residential growth did not produce as low of vacancy percentage in 2010, but did slightly decrease which could continue the occupancy of vacant units over the 2010 decade since the 

economy has slowed new construction.
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The age of the Town’s housing units reflect both preservation of older houses with pre-1940 construction and recent construction coinciding with population growth.  Table 3-15 provides a percentage breakdown from the 2010 Census.  The decade of the 90s combine the highest percentage of construction.  The last three full decades compose 52.69% of the housing stock being less than 30 years old.  On a side note, Table 3-5 indicated that between the years 2010 to 2013, the number of residential zoning permits are one half of the amount that were constructed between 2000 to 2004.  
	Table 3-15:  Age of Nashville Housing Units

	Decade Built
	Percentage

	1939 or Earlier
	7.16%

	1940 – 1949
	2.24%

	1950 – 1959
	9.79%

	1960 – 1969
	9.49%

	1970 – 1979
	18.63%

	1980 – 1989
	13.97%

	1990 – 1999
	26.99%

	2000 - 2010
	11.73%




Source:  US Census Bureau

With the 2000 Census reporting approximately 47.31% of Nashville housing units being over 30 year old, the living conditions need to be examined.  The Town has a minimum housing code to ensure that all houses meet the minimum standard of living along with the continual search for Community Development Block Grants and other home improvement programs to ensure adequate living conditions.  Table 3-16 actually examines the adequate living conditions for residents in the Town of Nashville.  

	Table 3-16:  Inadequate Living Conditions, Town of Nashville

	
	2000
	2010
	Change

	
	# Unit
	% Unit
	# Unit
	% Unit
	# Unit
	% Unit

	1.01 or More Persons/Room
	42
	2.6%
	74
	3.3%
	32
	0.7%

	Lacking Complete Kitchen Facilities
	19
	1.1%
	17
	0.8%
	-2
	-0.3%

	Lacking Complete

Plumbing Facilities
	11
	0.7%
	0
	0.0%
	-11
	-0.7%

	30% or More of Income for Rent
	225
	13.3%
	276
	31.7%
	51
	18.4%

	30% or More Income for Mortgage
	146
	8.7%
	285
	23.1%
	139
	14.4%



Source: US Census Bureau
Three traditional measurements of inadequate living conditions are provided first, with two nontraditional financial measurements listed below.  Lacking complete plumbing facilities saw a decrease to zero; most likely a result of the previously mentioned community development programs.  The 1.01 or more persons per room category saw an increase that resulted in a less than 1% per capita increase.  The nontraditional financial measurements reflected an increase for both 30% or more of income for rent and mortgage categories as did the previous Census.  

IX.  Employment


Employment in Nashville has kept pace with the population growth over the years.  This trend continued to increase at an even higher rate as indicated by the post-2000 commercial and industrial growth.  While the City of Rocky Mount still serves as the regional shopping and service center, Nashville appears to be developing as a smaller employment/shopping center for those living in Town and the surrounding county area.  This growth along with being the symbolic center of Nash County as the County Seat has resulted in large employers being located in Nashville.  Table 3-17 provides a list of known major employers with at least 30 full time or part time employees.  The Town is fortunate to have additional numerous small businesses that employ less than 30 employees.

	Table 3-17:  Nashville Major Employers

	Employer
	Number of Employees

	Nash-Rocky Mount School System*
	2,400

	Nash County
	610

	Cavalier Home Builders LLC
	270

	Wal-Mart
	265

	Atlantic Natural Foods
	195

	Town of Nashville
	86

	Fawn Electronics
	70

	Braswell Milling
	50

	Food Lion
	42

	Just Saved Grocery
	36



Source:  UCP COG & Town of Nashville


*Nash-Rocky Mount School System Board of Education is located in Nashville, but jobs are spread throughout the County.

The previous table reveals the shift towards a more technological and service based economy.  While both the agriculture related and lumber industries were previously larger employers in Nashville, Braswell Milling was the only such employer to make the list.  As of the last reported Census of Agriculture, less than half of the land in both the Upper Coastal Plains and Nash County is now used for farm purposes and the Town no longer has any lumber yards.  


Figure 3-13 further supports this by identifying employment by occupation.  The 2010 Census examined employment by place of residence instead of place of employment.  This allows for a better analysis of what type of jobs a taxpaying citizen occupies as opposed to those that work in Town, but reside elsewhere.  The majority of Nashville residents are involved in either sales & office and management professional employment categories.  No residents reported being employed in the farming, fishing, & 

forestry category.  The biggest changes since the last Census were the increase the service category from 7%, production, transportation & material moving from 17%, and management & professional from 28% which largely came from the decreased employment (41% to the current 21%) of sales & office category.  Construction, extraction & maintenance category had a 4% decrease while farming, fishing & forestry was again reported at zero.   
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Source:  US Census Bureau


The decreasing trend continued of Nashville’s residents traveling at least 24 minutes or less to work in 2010 as 67.4% of respondents were within these categories versus 72.6% in 2000 and 79.3% in 1990.  The state average for travel time to work in 2000 was 23.4 minutes versus 19.9 for Town and 21.0 for County respondents.  Considering the small square area of the Town limits, Figure 3-14 indicates the likelihood of the majority of residents working outside of Nashville and that appears to be increasing.  A comparison of the higher time frame categories between Censuses is difficult because to the highway improvements over the last decade near Raleigh that has greatly reduced travel time.   
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Source:  US Census Bureau

X.  Economic Development


As discussed in previous section, residential development has served as a large source of economic development in the last decade and half for Nashville through additional annexation and households.  However, commercial and industrial development has occurred as well.  Table 3-18 provides number of zoning permits issued for commercial and industrial developments.  The economic downtown appears to only have impacted new or expanded commercial permits in the calendar year 2012 as the other post 2008 years have kept pace with 2013 being the second largest number of permits in the last thirteen years.  An attractive quality of life, increased number of rooftops, the addition of Wal-Mart, serving as the County Seat, and traffic figures for highways passing through Town are all indications, and attractions, for additional commercial development to occur.


For years, the only industries possessed by the Town were Cavalier Home Builders and Braswell Milling; Purdue Farms (purchasing utilities) and Carolina Steel are located in the ETJ but do not pay property tax.  Nashville has undertaken two major strives recently to assist industrial economic development.  The first step was joining the Carolina Gateway Partnership as a public sector partner.  The second step was the creation of the Nashville Business Center and purchase of a to be named second industrial site in 2013.  The former recruiting industries to Nashville, while the latter serves as the Town’s industrial parks (and additional sites have been added and/or studied).  Since these steps, two large industries have been recruited to the NBC (both relocating from outside the Town limits) along with expansions and Carolina Gateway Partnership has been instrumental in the advertisement of Nashville.  

	Table 3-18:  Commercial and Industrial Zoning Permits

	Year
	Commercial
	Industrial

	2000
	10
	0

	2001
	4
	0

	2002
	13
	0

	2003
	14
	0

	2004
	20
	2

	2005
	9
	0

	2006
	10
	0

	2007
	16
	1

	2008
	28
	0

	2009
	29
	0

	2010
	26
	0

	2011
	31
	0

	2012
	12
	0

	2013
	29
	0


Source:  Nashville Planning Department

Furthermore, economic development does not simply relate to recruitment and creation, but also to retention.  Utilizing the levels of privilege licenses required for all businesses (except those exempt by General Statutes) provides a measurement as to whether the economic climate is successful for entrepreneurs.  Figure 3-15 reveals that Nashville has a long history of its businesses being successful and maintaining a steadily improving retention and addition of local businesses.  As of FY 2012-2013, a net gain of fifty seven businesses has occurred over the last seventeen years.  The economic down turn had its greatest impact on Nashville businesses in 2010-2011, but the last two years have seen recovery via higher numbers than previously.  
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Source:  Town of Nashville Finance Department


Table 3-19 examines recent business creation and/or expansion versus business closing and/or layoffs.  The State discontinued the collection of this data in the spring of 2013, but it does provide an accurate outlook through the calendar year end of 2012.  Nashville was able to create 506 new jobs inside of the Town limits since 2004; not including smaller businesses that may not report job creation or expansion.  The archives of the North Carolina Employment Commission dating back to 1987 report the businesses listed in the table along with pre-2000 closing/layoffs of Brigadier Homes in 1999 and Peoples/Planters Banks in 1990.  The largest was Brigadier Homes’ reduction in force for economic reasons of 75 employees, but has since grown larger under the Cavalier Home Builders corporation.  The reasons for the others were listed as property redevelopment, owner’s decision, and merger with Batten Ceramic Tile being listed as the only bankruptcy.  

	Table 3-19:  Nashville Business Creation/Expansion and Closing/Layoffs

	Year
	Company
	Employees

	2011
	Batten Ceramic Tile
	-(N/A)

	2009
	Nash-Rocky Mount Schools
	-(6)

	2008
	American Food Resources
	+70

	2008
	Super 10
	-(4)

	2008
	Wal-Mart
	+265

	2007
	Joyner’s Supermarket, Inc
	-(19)

	2006
	Fawn Electronics
	+75

	2006
	J & J Apparel Store
	-(N/A)

	2005
	Ollie T’s Furniture
	-(N/A)

	2004
	Atlantic Food Resources
	+125

	1999
	Braswell Milling
	+10

	1999
	Brigadier Homes
	-(75)



Source:  Sanford Holshouser (NC Employment Commission) & Town of Nashville

Nashville’s local economic development can be influenced by factors at the county, state, and national levels.  This and so many residents working outside of the Town limits makes Nashville dependent on the area economy.  Utilizing labor force and unemployment data from LINC, Nashville residents had an unemployment rate of approximately 7.35% in the 2010 Census as compared to 5.8% in the previous Census.  The State unemployment average reported by the Census was 10.6%.  Since the data collected for the last Census, both the executive administrations for the Nation and State have reported lowered unemployment averages that should trickle down to the local Nashville level as well.  

Table 3-20 examines job growth for the nation, state, region and county level.  Both the United States and North Carolina showed growth in the 90s, with the latter half being higher for both.  The beginning of the twenty first century saw job growth slow down for the nation and the state with a decrease in 2005 to 2010.  The same time frame saw a higher decrease for both the region and County in the latter timeframe.  The trend for Nash County reveals a decrease from numbers on par with the nation in 1990-1995 to slower rate of job growth in 1995-2000 to an actual negative job growth in 2005-2010.  The last half decade of the 2000s reveal the impact of the “Great Recessions” on all four of the table, but the region and County had the highest job growth decreases.  Nashville is fortunate to have the positive growth numbers in Table 3-19, but as stated before, our local economy can be easily affected by the economies of other levels in Table 3-20

	Table 3-20: Job Growth

	
	1990-1995
	1995-2000
	2000-2005
	2005-2010

	United States
	5.10%
	9.60%
	3.53%
	-1.88%

	North Carolina
	7.40%
	11.80%
	3.90%
	-0.29%

	UCP Region
	-2.00%
	1.90%
	0.53%
	-3.74%

	Nash County
	5.60%
	0.40%
	0.89%
	-2.76%


  
Source:  Upper Coastal Plain COG & NC DOC, Division of Employment Security
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Source:  Carolina Gateway Partnership (NC Employment Commission)

Recently, Carolina Gateway Partnership President John Gessaman examined post-

2000 data on the metropolitan statistical area.  Figure 3-16 compares the employment and labor force rate.  The point President Gessaman stressed was that the two rates had previously maintained a similar pattern.  This assisted in maintaining a fairly constant unemployment rate.  His concern was the latest data revealing the labor force was increasing while employment continued to decrease.  With the rate no longer following similar patterns, the unemployment rate will begin to increase.  However, 2012 has begun to show both possessing an increasing similar pattern that could restore this balance for our local metro area if it were to continue when the 2013 are reported.  

Table 3-21 provides the local UCP COG and Workforce Development Board ten year projection of labor force and job growth.  This table reveals the labor force is still projected to greatly outpace the job growth.  However, this is based on the trends established during the “Great Recession” so improvements at the national, state, regional, and even adjacent regional areas may allow the County job growth to increase.  
	Table 3-21: Labor Force vs. Job Growth

	
	10 Year Labor Force Growth
	10 Year Job Growth

	United States
	7.93%
	1.59%

	North Carolina
	11.95%
	3.59%

	UCP Region
	6.00%
	-3.24%

	Nash County
	7.58%
	-1.90%


Source:  Upper Coastal Plain COG & NC DOC, Division of Employment Security
XI.  Environment


The US Census Bureau classifies North Carolina Region 3 (South), Division 5 (South Atlantic).  Nashville is located in the Northern Coastal Plain region of the state.  Table 3-22 provides average climate information about Nashville.  Environmental characteristics 3-1 at the end of this chapter allows for a comparison between the Town and national average.  In each of the characteristics, Nashville falls within the range of normal averages for the United States.

	Table 3-22: Climate

	Average July Temperature
	78 Degrees Fahrenheit

	Average January Temperature
	39 Degrees Fahrenheit

	Average Annual Temperature
	61.9 Degrees Fahrenheit

	Average Annual Precipitation
	43 Inches

	Average Annual Snowfall
	2 Inches

	Prevailing Winds
	Out of Southwest

	Growing Season
	210 Days



Source: Upper Coastal Plain Council of Government & North Carolina State University
While there is no monitoring station in Nashville, there are no known air quality violations.  The Upper Coastal Plain Council of Government reports, “according to the EPA’s Air Quality Summary, none of the five counties (in its region) has air pollution in excess of acceptable levels.  None of the EPA-tested pollutants registered levels above 

the acceptable maximum in any of the five counties in the region, meaning that the entire 

Economic Development District is eligible for federal economic development and highway construction funds.”


Nashville is located in the Tar-Pamlico River Basin.  The Tar River is the major source of reservoir surface water located south of Town.  However, Nashville has Stoney Creek in the northern part of Town and Sapony Creek in the southern part of Town that both empty into the Tar River.  There are also numerous wetlands and floodplains in and around Nashville that buffer the Tar River and its tributaries.  There are also aquifers located below the entire Town that providing groundwater that serves as a secondary source of water.  There is also a designated watershed located in the southern portion of the municipal limits. This watershed is part of the Tar River Reservoir and is designed to protect the water quality within said reservoir. 
XII.  Summary


The Nashville Town Resource & Trends Inventory/Analysis reveals that the Town has very impressive demographics for a municipality its size.  Nashville is fortunate to possess both above average and positive physical, social, economic characteristics along with an existing increasing trend that is expected to continue for the foreseeable future.  This inventory provides Nashville an excellent foundation to build upon.  
MAP 3-1 
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Source:  Nashville Planning Department

Environmental Characteristics 3-1
Nashville Average Temperature
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Source: City-data.com

Nashville Average Precipitation
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Source: City-data.com

Nashville Average Humidity 
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Source: City-data.com

Nashville Wind Speed
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Source: City-data.com

Nashville Average Snowfall
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Source: City-data.com

Nashville Average Sunshine
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Source: City-data.com
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