
PLANNING, TRANSPORTATION  106 East Morgan Street 

& COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT Suite 207 

Brevard, NC  28712 
planning@transylvaniacounty.org 828-884-3205

Transylvania County Planning Board 
Thursday, June 19, 2025, at 6:00 PM 

Community Services Building Conference Room 
106 East Morgan Street, First Floor 

CALL TO ORDER 

I. WELCOME

II. PUBLIC COMMENT (15-minute time limit. Speakers are limited to three minutes.)

III. AGENDA MODIFICATIONS

IV. CONSENT AGENDA
A. Minutes (April 17, 2025)

V. NEW BUSINESS
None

VI. OLD BUSINESS
A. Transylvania County Comprehensive Housing Report
Review of DRAFT of the Findings & Data Points Section of the Housing Report

B. Transylvania 2050 Comprehensive Plan Update Draft: Formatting, Introduction & Elements
Review of DRAFT of the Introductory Section, Elements and Outline of 2050 Draft

VII. INFORMATIONAL OR DISCUSSION ITEMS
A. Subdivision & Exemptions Update
B. Transportation Update
C. Transylvania 2050 Comprehensive Plan Update
D. Community Appearance Initiative Update
E. Transylvania County Comprehensive Housing Study Update

VIII. PUBLIC COMMENT (15-minute time limit. Speakers are limited to three minutes.)

IX. BOARD MEMBERS’ COMMENTS

X. ADJOURNMENT
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Transylvania County Planning Board 
April 17, 2025, at 6:00 PM 

Multipurpose (Commissioners) Chambers 
101 S. Broad Street, Brevard, NC 

MINUTES 

CALL TO ORDER 

I. WELCOME: Mr. Rick Lasater called the meeting to order at 6:00PM. Ms. Wendy Warwick,
Mr. Mike Privette, Mr. Bramley Fisher, and Mr. Jeremiah McCall were also present.  A
quorum was present. Mr. Jeff Adams of the Planning Department was also present. There
were two members of the public in attendance.

II. PUBLIC COMMENT: (15-minute time limit. Speakers are limited to three minutes.):

There were no public comments.

III. AGENDA MODIFICATIONS:

Mr. Adams requested the Board move the New Business after Old Business, to allow the
applicants time to be present for this item. Mr. Lasater called for a motion.

Mr. Fisher moved to move the New Business section to after the Old Business section 
upon staff request. Mr. Privette seconded the motion. All present members voted in 
favor and the motion passed. 

IV. CONSENT AGENDA: There was no discussion of the consent agenda.

A. Minutes (February 20,  2025)

Mr. Lasater moved to approve the consent agenda as presented and approved the 
pending change to the presented minutes. Ms. Warwick seconded the motion. All present 
members voted in favor and the motion passed. 

V. OLD BUSINESS

A. Reconsideration of CAI# 24-04, Rodney Hamilton, on behalf of Christine Hamilton is
requesting Community Appearance Initiative assistance.

Mr. Adams reported that staff, including Mr. Smith, had contacted the property 
owners multiple times and sent the agreement twice. However, there had been no 
response or action from the property owners to sign the agreement. 

IV.A



Mr. Lasater inquired about staff’s recommendation. Mr. Adams advised the Planning 
Board to table the item to allow staff additional time—approximately one month—to 
follow up with the applicant. 

Board members discussed the recommendation and asked clarifying questions. Mr. 
Privette moved to allow the applicant for 30 days to sign the agreement and then 90 
days after the agreement is signed before the contract is closed. Mr. Fisher seconded 
the motion. All present un-recused members voted in favor and the motion passed. 
Ms. Warwick asked which staff members would be responsible for contacting the 
applicant. Mr. Adams confirmed that he and Mr. Smith would handle outreach. Mr. 
Privette added that Mr. Greg Cochran, who has a connection to the applicant, would 
also be asked to assist. 

B. Transylvania County 2050 Comprehensive Plan Update Draft: Formatting,
Introduction & Elements

Mr. Adams informed the Board that the department has spent the past two weeks 
preparing two different surveys to be distributed. He explained that the first survey 
will be mailed to randomly selected individuals. These recipients will first receive a 
postcard notifying them that they were randomly chosen to participate. The 
postcard will include a QR code linking to the online version of the survey, with the 
option to wait for a physical copy to arrive by mail. 

Mr. Privette asked how the addresses were selected randomly. Mr. Adams 
explained that the department used the county tax roll, along with separate lists 
for mobile homes and rental properties, to ensure a diverse mix of housing types. 
From this combined list, a randomized selection process was used to generate the 
mailing list. 

Mr. Lasater asked how the department determined which parts of the community 
would receive the survey. Mr. Adams clarified that no specific areas were targeted, 
as the selection process was entirely randomized. 

Mr. Privette inquired whether the addresses used matched those on file with the 
tax office. Mr. Adams confirmed that the list was sent to the tax office. Mr. Privette 
noted that this could result in surveys being sent to out-of-state property owners. 
Mr. Adams acknowledged this, estimating that approximately 30% of the mailings 
may go to out-of-state addresses. 

Mr. Adams emphasized that the goal is to gather responses primarily from full-time 
or year-round residents of the county. He added that once the data from both 
surveys is collected, it will be up to the Board to analyze and interpret the results 
for use in planning. 

Mr. Lasater asked whether any area might receive more surveys than others. Mr. 



Adams responded that this would be unknown due to the random nature of the 
process.  

Mr. Adams also noted that survey respondents will self-identify their location 
within the survey, and the department has not implemented a system to track 
individual responses. 

Several Board members asked whether recipients of the mailed survey could 
submit multiple responses using the online version. Mr. Adams responded that the 
department has implemented a restriction on the online survey to prevent multiple 
submissions from the same IP address, helping to ensure the integrity of the data 
collected. This process will be repeated for the public survey. 

Several Board members asked clarifying questions on the survey process. 

Mr. Adams updated the Board on the status of the Comprehensive Plan, noting 
that the project is now in Phase 2. In addition to the survey efforts, staff are 
actively working on drafting sections of the plan. He stated that the creation of the 
draft will continue through the summer, with the goal of transitioning 
into community engagement in the fall. During that time, the department plans to 
hold meetings at local Community Centers to gather public feedback on 
the priorities of the plan. 

Mr. Adams presented the outline for the Comprehensive Plan to the Board and led 
a brief exercise in which members reviewed and identified vision statements from 
surrounding counties. He proposed that the Board begin organizing the plan into 
the sections presented and consider updating the vision statement, if desired. 

Mr. Adams also noted that the most comprehensive plans include a Future Land 
Use Map, as did the county’s previous plan. However, he emphasized that without 
zoning regulations, the county has limited land use tools available. He encouraged 
the inclusion of a future land use trend analysis to help guide long-term planning 
decisions. 

Mr. Adams stated he is hoping to send the Board the first section to them within 
the next two weeks, for them to review. He projects the draft sections will be 
worked on for the next 7 months.  

Mr. Privette initiated a discussion regarding the Planning Board’s role in drafting 
the Comprehensive Plan, expressing his belief that it is the Board’s responsibility to write 
the plan. 

Mr. Adams responded by noting that, in his experience, staff typically drafts the 
plan, which is then presented to the Board for review, feedback, and approval. He 



stated that he had not previously worked with a board that authored the plan 
themselves. 

Mr. Lasater added that the Board’s role has traditionally been to review draft 
materials and suggest adjustments or revisions as needed. 

Mr. Adams also informed the Board that he plans to utilize modern AI tools to 
assist in preparing some of the written content for the plan, helping to streamline 
the drafting process. The discussion continued with the expectations of the board 
members regarding their involvement with drafting the plan. 

Ms. Warwick asked clarifying questions on how we would be including other 
jurisdictions plans into the County’s plan. She also asked questions about some of 
the wording used in the presented introductory language the Board was given. A 
discussion began on certain trends within the county, by Board members. 

Mr. McCall asked about where the zoning was in the County. 

Mr. Adams clarified that the area under discussion falls within the Pisgah Forest 
Zoning District. This led to a broader discussion among Board members about the 
Pisgah Forest area and the zoning regulations in place. Members noted 
that community opinions are divided, with some residents supporting zoning and 
others opposing it. 

Ms. Warwick requested an update on the Longcliff development in the Lake 
Toxaway community. 

Mr. Fisher echoed the request, noting that he had attended the open house for the 
development. 

Board members engaged in a discussion about Longcliff and the progress made 
since the developers last presented to the Board. Mr. Adams shared that the 
developers had hosted an open house tour, during which they indicated 
that construction would begin in the summer. 

Mr. Fisher added that, based on his observations, work on the site appears to have 
already begun. 

Mr. Adams stated staff expects a groundbreaking in the Fall. 

Mr. Fisher stated he was happy the developers were unable to get out of the 
Conservatory. Which will allow the public to have access to around 40 acres. 



Board members continued the discussion regarding the Longcliff development, 
focusing on the current construction activity and what portions of the site 
are accessible to the public at this stage. Members shared observations and 
questions about which areas are open, whether public tours or visits are permitted 
during construction, and how the development is progressing relative to the 
timeline shared by the developers. 

Mr. Lasater stated he had received an email about Cedar Mountain and the local 
officials’ meeting for the Roundabout. He asked the staff what that entailed. 

Mr. Adams stated it was two meetings at the Cedar Mountain Community Center 
to discuss with both local officials and community members the potential of a new 
mini roundabout in Cedar Mountain located at the intersection of Greenville 
Highway and Cascade Lake Road. 

VI. NEW BUSINESS:

A. Consideration of CAI# 25-01, Lamorna Pascoe and Jeff Skylar requesting Community
Appearance Initiative assistance for 1588 Probart St.

Mr. Adams introduced a new Community Appearance Initiative (CAI) application
to 1588 Probart Street (CAI #25-01). He presented the application along with
visual images of the property, noting that it is visible from the road. Mr. Adams
and Mr. Smith conducted a site visit on April 7 and met with the applicants.

Mr. Adams described the site conditions, which included demolished structures, 
embedded trash, and potentially hazardous materials. He informed the Board that 
the property owners had already invested approximately $40,000 in cleanup 
efforts prior to submitting the application. The current application includes a 
budget of at least $19,000 for continued cleanup, with a request for $8,546.92 in 
CAI funding to cover dumpster fees. 

Mr. Lasater asked for clarification regarding the property size, citing discrepancies 
in the County’s GIS Parcel Information. Mr. Skylar responded that the property is 
4.5 acres and provided background on the cleanup efforts, including the use of 
nine dumpsters, most of which were used to remove trash from the creek bed. 

Mr. Skylar and Ms. Pascoe described the structures that had been demolished and 
confirmed their intention to retain the house with the red roof. Ms. Warwick 
asked whether any demolished structures would be replaced. The applicants 
explained that due to septic system limitations, they are restricted to a one-
bedroom home on the property. 



Mr. Lasater noted that he was familiar with the previous owners through his prior 
career and helped clarify the size of the remaining house in response to questions 
from other Board members. 

Board members discussed various aspects of the property, including how the 
applicants purchased it sight unseen, its location within the City of Brevard’s 
Extra-Territorial Jurisdiction (ETJ), and other relevant details. 

Mr. Fisher asked for clarification on the financial figures presented in the staff 
report. Mr. Privette expressed skepticism about the visibility of trash from the 
road but stated that, due to the applicants’ proactive efforts, he would support 
covering the full cost of dumpster fees. Ms. Warwick agreed with Mr. Privette’s 
assessment of the applicants’ efforts but indicated she was not in favor of full 
funding. 

Mr. Privette reiterated his support, emphasizing that the applicants were fulfilling 
the program’s goal of beautifying the county. Mr. Lasater confirmed that he had 
visited the site twice and observed visible trash. He agreed that the applicants had 
already made significant progress and suggested awarding funding for two 
additional dumpsters, along with straw and native trees for planting, totaling an 
additional $4,000. 

The Board continued to deliberate on the appropriate funding amount and how 
the funds should be allocated. 

Mr. Privette moved to pay for all of the tipping fees, $8,546.92. There was no 
second. 

Mr. Fisher moved to give the applicants $6,000 for tipping fees. Mr. Privette 
seconded the motion. There was discussion about the motion by the Planning 
Board members. The motion passed 4 to 1. Mr. Lasater, Mr. Privette, Mr. Fisher, 
Mr. McCall voted in favor, and Ms. Warwick voted against the motion. 

Following the discussion, the Planning Board approved a timeline for the project 
at 1588 Probart Street (CAI #25-01). The applicants were given 30 days from the 
date of the meeting to sign the funding agreement, and 90 days from the date of 
signing to complete the cleanup project. 

VII. INFORMATIONAL OR DISCUSSION ITEMS:

A. Subdivision & Exemptions Update

Ms. Adams updated the Board on February and March numbers for Subdivisions and
Exemptions. He stated the subdivisions were at par, but the exemptions did dip to 9.

B. Transportation Update



Mr. Adams updated the Board the Fixed Route numbers for 2025 are a little low. Staff 
are hoping these numbers will rebound in the next couple of months. He then 
presented the demand response graphs, which showed the numbers are on par, even 
though they are a little lower due to missing some operating days due to the weather. 
In January, the fixed route had 130 riders, and the demand response had 1275 riders. 
In comparison this is a decrease from January of 2024 ridership (193 and 1451 riders 
respectively).  

C. Transylvania 2050 Comprehensive Plan Update

Already gave the update in the previous section.

D. Community Appearance Initiative Update

Mr. Adams updated that the budget has been done for the upcoming year, and there
have not been any new applications or projects.

E. Transylvania County Comprehensive Housing Study Update

Mr. Adams updated the Board the update has been pushed to the next meeting.
Staff’s waiting for the next section’s draft.

VIII. PUBLIC COMMENT: (15-minute time limit. Speakers are limited to three minutes.)

There was no public comment.

IX. BOARD MEMBERS’ COMMENTS:

Mr. Fisher stated talked to Dr. Fletcher the day he was touring Longcliff for the open 
house. He stated she was pleased that the board turned them down for the CAI 
application. Dr. Fletcher told him that was something the School District did not need to 
be involved with that property. 

Board members discussed the situation with each other. 

Mr. Fisher moved to adjourn the meeting. Ms. Warwick seconded the motion. All present 
members voted in favor and the meeting adjourned at 7:21 PM.  

X. ADJOURNMENT:

_____________________________  ___________________________ 

Ashley Minery, Planner   Rick Lasater, Chair  
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Transylvania County Planning Board 
Staff Report: 

TRANSYLVANIA COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE HOUSING STUDY MEMO 

Agenda Date: June 13, 2025   Prepared By: Ashley Minery 

DRAFT: Needs, Gaps, and Barriers Report 

The Transylvania Comprehensive Housing Study has moved to the next phase. TPMA has 
recently completed a draft of the Needs, Gaps and Barriers section of the study. This section of 
the study consists of five data supported findings that hinder various parts of the local housing 
market system.  

The data provided is from reliable sources and the links to those sources are provided in the 
document. The Planning Board serves as the Steering Committee for the Housing Study. The 
Planning Board’s role in reviewing and recommending such information is to give the 
consultants and staff feedback on how best to present these findings to the public and consider 
any strategies provided and their impact on the community. When reviewing the draft, please 
consider the clarity and accessibility of the document. Please alert staff to any section that is 
difficult to read, understand or convey to public readers.  

The review and feedback of this draft will help staff and consultants move to the next portion of 
the study. The next phase will involve best practices, action step recommendations and final 
plan design. Consultants and staff hope to have the final Housing Study document in coming 
months, prior to the completion of the 2050 Comprehensive Plan Update, so that 
implementation recommendations and long-range planning can be complementary.  

EXHIBITS 

“A” Exhibits – Application Materials 

A-1 Transylvania Comprehensive Housing Study: Needs, Gaps and Barriers Draft 

VI.A
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Finding 1: 
Transylvania County's housing mix leans heavily toward 
single-family homes, which limits opportunities for 
residents seeking more diverse housing options. 

Demographic Trends 

Over the past ten years, Transylvania County’s population has been relatively 
stagnant, characterized by a modest 1% increase. While long-term growth 
projections show conflicting perspectives, the more optimistic view shows a 
continuation of this trend, expecting a 0.3% increase in population between 2 024 
and 2029. 

Figure 1: Population, 2010 – 2029 (projected)1 
Source: American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, 

Decennial Census, Esri, Lightcast 2024.4 

Modest population growth in recent years can be primarily attributed to the inbound 
migration experienced in the county. The impact of this migration on the overall 
population size is being tempered by the natural change in population,  however. 

Table 1: Components of Population Change, April 1, 2020 , to July 1, 20232 
Source: US Census, Annual and Cumulative Estimates of the Components of Resident 

Population Change 

Births Deaths Gain/Loss 

1 2010 to 2019, 2021 to 2023 population estimates from the American Community Survey. 2020 
population estimates from the Decennial Census.  
2 Total population change includes a residual, a change in population that cannot be 
attributed to any specific demographic component of population change. Therefore, net 
migration and natural change will not sum to the total population change.  
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Natural 
Change 

792 1,600 -808

Net 
Migration 

International Domestic Gain/Loss 
88 1,293 1,381 

Total Population Change 565 

While an aging demographic is the trend nationwide, the percentage of residents 
over the age of 65 is significantly larger in Transylvania County than state or national 
averages. In 2023, 30.8% of the County’s population was at least 65 years of age  
(compared to 16.9% in the state and 16.8% across the nation, respectively). This has 
resulted in an increasing median age, which has increased from 49.7 in 2013 to 51.9 in 
2023. Based on the age of the current population, the median age is likely to 
continue to rise.  

Figure 2: Age Distribution, 2023 
Source: American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 

As people and populations age, the demands placed on the local housing market 
tend to shift as well, creating additional need for accessibility and other aging-in-
place accommodations. Some communities will also experience a shortage of 
downsizing options, independent living facilities, or short- and long-term care 
centers. The aging of the “baby boomer” generation has, for many communities,  
exposed the need for a wider variety of housing types than recent development 
patterns have typically produced. 

Development Trends 

The local housing stock in Transylvania County is predominantly composed of single-
family detached homes, representing 75.4% of all housing units in the county. 
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Figure 3: Housing Units by Units in Structure3 
Source: American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 

Development trends in recent years have reinforced this pattern. Between 2020 and 
2023, the number of new single-family homes increased steadily, rising from 117 to 
201. 

Table 2: Single Family Residential Permits for New Builds, 2020 to 2023  
Source: Transylvania County Building Permitting and Enforcement Reports  

Permits New House 
Value 

Average Per 
House Value 

2020 117 $45,933,542 $392,594 
2021 177 $98,878,772 $558,637 
2022 193 $108,991,347 $564,722 
2023 201 $118,174,496 $587,933 

While the number of new, single-family homes being developed has been steadily 
rising, permits for multifamily development have been more intermittent. Of the 94 
permits issued for new commercial construction between 2018 and 2023, just five, 
about 5%, were for multifamily housing development, with two additional permits 
being for faculty or student housing. 

Figure 4: New Commercial Permits for Housing by Issue Date, 2018 to 2023  
Source: Transylvania County Building Permitting and Enforcement Permit Finder; 

permit analysis by TPMA 

3 One-unit attached units are units separated from adjacent units with a ground -to-roof wall, 
have separate heating/air conditioning systems, have individual public utilities, and do not 
have units above or below. Units with units above or below, without a ground-to-roof wall, or 
with common facilities (attic, basement, heating, plumbing) are not included in the single -
family category. Common housing types in this category include townhouses and row 
houses.  
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Looking at the four-year period for which single-family residential permits were 
analyzed, a total of 693 permits were issued for new housing construction 
(commercial and residential). Of those, 99% were for single-family residential 
construction, reinforcing the current housing mix in Transylvania County.   

Table 3: Permits for Housing Development by Issue Date 
Source: Transylvania County Building Permitting and Enforcement Permit Finder (permit 

analysis by TPMA), Transylvania County Building Permitting and Enforcement Reports  
Faculty/Student 

Housing 
Multifamily 

Single-Family 
Residential 

2020 1 117 
2021 1 177 
2022 1 193 
2023 2 201 
Total 1 4 688 

A look at permitting counts alone may not paint a fully accurate picture,  however, as 
permits could include remodeling efforts on existing homes or the replacement of 
existing structures. For example, the single permit designated as faculty/student 
housing refers to the demolition and replacement of old dormitories. Furthermore, 
multifamily units might appear as a single permit but include dozens of housing 
units. Still, when accounting for the number of units developed, even if we attribute 
a percentage of single-family permits to renovations, the number of single-family 
homes greatly outweighs the number of other types of units developed over this 
four-year period. 

Table 4: Units/Beds for Issued Permits, 2020 to 2023  
Source: Transylvania County Building Permitting and Enforcement Permit Finder (permit 

analysis by TPMA), Transylvania County Building Permitting and Enforcement Reports  
Faculty/Student Housing 
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57 (7.3%) 36 (4.6%) 688 (88.1%) 

Housing Availability and Rental Market Conditions 

In alignment with the predominance of single-family homes, the majority of 
households in the county are owner-occupied. Homeowners represent 75% of 
households in the county, a larger percentage than the state as a whole (66.3% 
owner-occupied).  

While homeownership rates vary throughout the county, the lowest homeownership 
rates (and therefore, the highest percentage of renters) are around Brevard and 
Rosman. Many block groups throughout the county have homeownership rates 
exceeding 90%.  

Figure 5: Homeownership Rate by Block Group, 2023 
Source: American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates; mapping by TPMA 

This emphasis on single-family homes and homeownership has influenced rental 
market conditions. The supply of rental housing in the county is constrained, with 
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rental units representing just 19.5% of the county’s  total housing stock (including 
both occupied and vacant units).4 Statewide, rental units account for 32% of the 
overall housing stock. While this discrepancy might suggest a lower demand for 
rental housing in Transylvania County than across the entire state, a look at vacancy 
rates suggest otherwise. 

In real estate, the “natural” vacancy rate (the point at which there is balance 
between supply and demand, leading to price stability ) is commonly thought to be 
7% to 8%. However, between 2018 and 2023, the rental vacancy rate in Transylvania 
County consistently remained below 3%, significantly lower than both the natural 
vacancy rate and the statewide average (6.9%). 
A low vacancy rate often indicates an undersupplied rental market, where limited 
availability drives up competition and prices. In Transylvania County, this could be 
the result of a housing mix that has limited housing options beyond single-family 
homes and is likely contributing to increased rent and affordability challenges.  
Without a broader range of housing choices, renters are left without affordable or 
suitable choices to meet their needs.    

Figure 6: Rental Vacancy Rate, 2018 to 2023 
Source: American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 

Further evidence of these pressures can be seen in the incidence of overcrowding. 
Overcrowding, defined as having more than one person per room in a housing unit, 
can be an indicator of limited housing affordability and availability. Between 2018 
and 2023, overcrowding among owner-occupied households in the County 
decreased while it remained steady statewide. However, overcrowding within the 
County’s renter-occupied households more-than-tripled in this period, with the 

4 Calculated as the sum of renter-occupied units, vacant year-round units rented but 
awaiting occupancy, and vacant year-round units available for rent divided by the total 
housing stock (both occupied and vacant).  
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incidence of severe overcrowding jumping from 0.3% of renting households to 4.6%.5 
Over this same five-year period, the incidence of severe overcrowding across the 
state of North Carolina remained steady at 1.4%. 

Table 5: Overcrowding by Tenure, 2018 to 2023 
Source: American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 

Transylvania County North Carolina 
Owner-

Occupied 
Renter-

Occupied 
Owner-

Occupied 
Renter-

Occupied 
2018 2023 2018 2023 2018 2023 2018 2023 

Overcrowded 
(1.01-1.5 occupants per 
room) 

1.2% 0.9% 1.6% 2.1% 1.0% 1.0% 2.9% 2.6% 

Severely 
Overcrowded 
(1.51+ occupants per room) 

0.6% 0.6% 0.3% 4.6% 0.3% 0.3% 1.4% 1.4% 

Total 1.9% 1.5% 1.9% 6.7% 1.3% 1.3% 4.3% 4.1% 

The limited rental supply, low vacancy rates, and increasing overcrowding likely 
indicate a housing supply that does not offer a sufficient number of rental 
opportunities to meet demand. 

Specialized Housing Needs 

Students 
Brevard College’s rising enrollment further contributes to housing pressures. 
Between 2018 and 2023, enrollment grew by 12.1%. The vast majority, 99.0% in 2023, 
take at least one person class, so an increase in enrollment directly impacts the 
number of students seeking housing.  

Figure 7: Higher Education Enrollment, Brevard College 

5 More than 1.5 occupants per room.  
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Source: Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System, 
National Center for Education Statistics 

Brevard College has four on-campus housing options for students and reports that 
more than 80% of students live on campus. If 80% of students taking at least some 
in-person classes live on campus, then, at most, about 155 students would be seeking 
housing off-campus. If all students have one housemate, then there would be a need 
for about 78 rental units. While modest, this would account for about 2% of the 
county’s existing rental stock, adding pressure to an already limited rental market.  
Of course, this does not account for students from the County and neighboring 
counties who live at home while attending Brevard College.  

Seniors 
As was previously discussed, Transylvania County has an aging population, with 
individuals 65 years or older comprising 30.8% of the population, a percentage that is 
likely to continue growing over time. Nearly half (48.4%) of households in the county 
include at least one member who is aged 65 or older, highlighting the importance of 
housing that supports aging in place.  

Results from the public opinion survey show smaller, more affordable housing 
options as the most commonly identified housing need, to support seniors, followed 
by single level living options. 
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Figure 8: Senior Housing Needs 
Source: Transylvania County Public Opinion Survey 

However, the current housing stock may not be aligned with these needs. Data show 
that just 27.9% of housing units are two bedrooms, while 7.6% are one-bedroom or 
studio units. This indicates a potential mismatch between the current housing stock 
and the preferences of older adults, who may be looking to downsize into smaller, 
more manageable homes. Moreover, many existing homes may not be equipped for 
aging in place. Only 10.3% of homes in the South Atlantic region are considered 
“aging-ready.”6 While data specific to Transylvania County are not available, this 
suggests that there is likely a gap in the county in aging-ready homes, a potential 
area for improvement. 

As the senior population grows, the demand for accessible housing, independent 
living facilities, and long-term care options will increase. With only 167 nursing home 
beds and 136 residential care beds available, and more than 10,000 seniors in the 
county, many may have no choice but to seek housing and care services outside the 
community. Addressing these gaps will require the development of new housing 
and care facilities and substantial retrofitting of the existing housing stock to allow 
seniors to age in place and with dignity. 

6 Aging-ready” homes are defined as those with a step-free entryway, a bedroom and full 
bathroom on the first floor, and at least one bathroom accessibility feature . 
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Figure 9: Housing Units by Number of Bedrooms, 2023 
Source: American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 

Unhoused Individuals 
A lack of affordable housing directly contributes to housing instability. Cost -
burdened households are more vulnerable to financial shocks, where a single 
unexpected expense, or missed shift, can lead to missed rent payments, eviction, 
and, in some cases, homelessness. 

Transylvania County has seen an increase in unhoused individuals since 2021, 
following the same trend seen in the state. By 2024, the number of unhoused 
individuals in the county rose above pre-pandemic levels. At the time of this report, 
data are not available from the 2025 Point-in-Time Count and do not reflect the 
potential impact of recent events, such as Hurricane Helene, which may have 
exacerbated housing insecurity and increased the number of individuals 
experiencing homelessness in the region. 

Figure 10: Unhoused Individuals, 2020 to 2024 7 
Source: North Carolina Coalition to End Homelessness Point -in-Time Count Data 

7 2021 excluded due to the Covid-19 pandemic. 
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Future Housing Demand 

Looking ahead, the projected demand for new housing suggests the county will 
need an additional 1,542 residential units over the next ten years.  

Table 6: Demand for New Housing Units 
Source: Esri, American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, TPMA calculations 

For-Sale For-Rent Total 
Potential 10-Year 
Housing Demand 

870 672 1,542 

Annualized 87 67 154 

This model does not account for demand from seasonal and second-home owners. 
Between 2018 and 2023, homes vacant for seasonal, recreation, or occasional use 
represented 18.6% of the housing stock. Assuming that remains constant over the 
next ten years, the County would require an additional 352 units to be built, bringing 
the total potential housing demand to 1,894 over the next ten years, or 
approximately 189 units per year. 

Meeting this demand presents an opportunity to diversify the county’s housing 
stock. New development should prioritize a range of housing types, including 
smaller units, accessible homes, and a mix of rental and ownership options, to better 
meet the community's evolving needs.
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Finding 2: 
Housing costs are out of line with resident incomes 
and lower wage jobs in the county. 

For-Sale Housing 

Transylvania County’s housing market has become increasingly expensive in recent 
years. Since 2019, home sale prices have risen steadily, reaching a median of 
$544,000 by December 2024. At this price point, even households earning $100,000 
annually would be cost-burdened, highlighting a growing affordability gap for 
individuals and families looking to buy.  

At the same time, homes are selling more quickly, reflecting increased competition 
in the market. This increased competition further drives up prices, escalating the 
affordability challenges for residents seeking to become homeowners.  

Figure 11: Median Sale Price and Days on Market, January 2019 to December 2024  
Source: Redfin Data Center.  

The five-year period between 2019 and 2024 saw dramatic increases in demand 
across the state as North Carolina’s population grew faster than almost any other 
state in the country. This increased demand impacted sale prices, and by the end of 
2024, the median price per square foot had risen by 71%. In Transylvania County, 
these costs rose by an even greater margin, rising nearly 80% over the same period. 
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Figure 12: Median Sale Price Per Square Foot, January 2017 to January 2024.  
Source: Redfin Data Center 

Rising interest rates have also reduced homebuyers’ purchasing power by increasing 
borrowing costs. As interest rates climb, homes become, in effect, more expensive, 
even if sale prices remain the same. For example, a household earning $50,000 per 
year with a $20,000 down payment could afford a home priced up to $264,348 with a 
3% interest rate on a 30-year mortgage.8 However, at a 7% interest rate, that same 
household’s purchasing power would drop to $184,686, a significant reduction driven 
solely by higher financing costs. 

Figure 13: Average Interest Rate for a 3-Year Fixed Rate Mortgage, January 2017 to 
December 2024 

Source: Freddie Mac Primary Mortgage Market Survey 

8 Includes private mortgage insurance; does not include taxes and insurance. Assumes a 
maximum monthly housing payment equal to 30% of the monthly income, or $1,250.  
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For Rent Housing 

As the cost to purchase and own a home has increased, so has the cost of rental 
housing. In 2018, more than 50% of rentals in the county cost less than $750 per 
month, representing 1,593 units. By 2023, that had dropped to 31.8% of rentals, or 983 
housing units. Simultaneously, the number of higher-priced units grew substantially. 
In 2018, just 3.6% of rentals cost $1,500 or more per month, or 103 units. That number 
grew more than sixfold between 2018 and 2023, to 656 units, or 21.2% of rental units. 

Figure 14: Gross Rent, 2018 and 2023 
Source: American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 

Income Trends 

Incomes throughout the county have risen substantially over the past five years. 
During this period, the median income increased from $46,629 to $64,523, a 38.4% 
increase. This outpaced the statewide increase of 33.4%,  helping to narrow the 
income gap between Transylvania County and the state median.  

Table 7: Median Household Income, 2018 and 2023 
Source: American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates  

2018 2023 
% 

Change 
Transylvania 
County 

$46,629 $64,523 38.4% 

North 
Carolina $52,413 $69,904 33.4% 

In 2018, 53.1% of Transylvania County households had annual incomes less than 
$50,000 (compared to 47.8% statewide). By 2023, that number had dropped to 39.5% 
in the county, and 36.3% in the state as a whole. On the opposite end of the income 
spectrum, the percentage of households earning $100,000 or more per year 
increased by 14.7 percentage points, from 15.0% to 29.7%. While there were 
meaningful increases, household incomes in Transylvania County continue to lag 
behind the statewide distribution. 
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Figure 15: Household Income Distribution, 2018 to 2023 
Source: American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 

While the county has experienced broad-based income growth in recent years, there 
is still substantial geographic variation in median household income and poverty 
levels.  

Higher-income, lower-poverty areas are primarily located in the southern and 
western portion of the county, in subdivisions with amenities, where many of the 
homes are vacation rentals,  second homes, or high-income households. Conversely, 
lower-income, higher-poverty areas tend to be clustered in the sparsely populated 
northwestern section of the county, in addition to the areas in and around Brevard  
and Rosman.  

The county is characterized by geographic distribution differences in wealth and 
poverty; however, there are some areas, such as the north-west area of NC 281 that 
show higher incomes and higher poverty in the same community.   

Figure 16: Median Household Income and Percent of  
Population Below the Poverty Level by Block Group, 2023  
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Source: American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates; mapping by 

Despite the overall economic growth throughout the county, the income gap 
between owner- and renter-occupied households has grown in recent years. In 2018, 
the median household income for owner-occupied households was nearly double 
that for renter-occupied households. Expanding this gap, between 2018 and 2023, 
owner-occupied households had a 35.6% increase in median household income, 
greater than the 21.3% increase in median household income for renter -occupied 
households. As a result of the faster income growth for owner-occupied households, 
their median household income in 2023 was 2.2 times larger than that of renter -
occupied households.  

Higher income households are more likely to own their homes, however, there is not 
data available to gauge whether the income changes are reflective of households 
moving from renting to owning along with growing incomes. 

Table 8: Change in Median Household Income, 2018 to 2023  
Source: American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 

Transylvania County North Carolina 
2018 2023 2018 2023 
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Owner-Occupied 
Households 

$57,156 
(n=10,846) 

$77,486 
(n=10,961) 

$65,961 
(n= 2,548,705) 

$86,146 
(n=2,778,672) 

↑35.6% ↑30.6% 

Renter-Occupied 
Households 

$28,862 
(n=3,277) 

$35,016 
(n=3,629) 

$33,968 
(n=1,369,892) 

$45,970 
(n=1,408,252) 

↑21.3% ↑35.3% 

Despite the income growth, 40% of renter households  in Transylvania County earn 
less than $25,000 annually, compared to just 12.4% of owner households  and 26.9% of 
renter households statewide. The existing supply of housing that is affordable to 
residents in these income ranges is minimal, and given the current development 
landscape, adding new affordable units to meet this demand will be a substantial 
challenge.  

Figure 17: Household Income by Tenure, 2023 
Source: American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 

Increases in housing costs in Transylvania County continue to outpace income 
growth for renter-occupied households. Between 2018 and 2023, the median gross 
rent increased by 26.3%, while the median household income for renter -occupied 
households increased by 21.3%. Meanwhile, at the state level, the percentage change 
in median household income was larger than the change in median monthly 
housing costs, for both renter and homeowner households. 
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Table 9: Percent Change in Housing Costs and Income by Tenure, 2018 to 2023  
Source: American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 

Transylvania County North Carolina 
Renter 

Households 
Homeowner 
Households 

Renter 
Households 

Homeowner 
Households 

% Change in Median Monthly 
Housing Costs, 2018-20239 26.3% 21.9% 32.5% 21.0% 

% Change in Median 
Household Income, 2018-2023 21.3% 35.6% 35.3% 30.6% 

Cost Burden 

These issues are evident in the incidence of cost burden. Households are considered 
cost-burdened if they spend 30% or more of their monthly income on housing costs. 
Cost-burdened households may be forced to choose between paying for their 
housing and other necessities, such as food, healthcare, and transportation.  

Despite the higher income levels, owner-occupied households had a slight increase 
in the incidence of cost burden, rising from 18.1% to 18.8%, or nearly 1 in 5 households. 
Renter-occupied households saw a decrease in overall cost burden and is below the 
state percentage of 43.7%. However, more than 1 in 3 renter households remains cost 
burdened. 

Table 10: Cost Burden by Tenure, 2018 to 2023  
Source: American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 

Transylvania 
County 

North Carolina 

2018 2023 2018 2023 
All Households 24.4% 23.8% 28.9% 27.2% 
Owner-Occupied 18.1% 18.8% 20.7% 18.8% 
Renter-Occupied 44.9% 38.8% 44.1% 43.7% 

Despite the decrease in the overall incidence of cost burden, severe cost burden 
increased, driven by impacts on renter households. Households that are severely 
cost-burdened spend 50% or more of their monthly income on housing costs, leaving 
very limited resources available for their remaining necessities such as food, 
transportation costs, childcare, etc.  

In 2023, about 1 in 4 renter-occupied households are considered severely cost-
burdened, up from 18.4% in 2018 and greater than the statewide rate of 21.0%. These 

9 Median gross rent for renter households; median monthly housing costs for 
housing units with a mortgage for homeowner households. 
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figures indicate that, although overall, rental costs relative to incomes may have 
improved slightly; however, those still facing affordability challenges, the degree to 
which they are cost-burden has gotten worse. 

Table 11: Severe Cost Burden by Tenure, 2018 and 2023  
Source: American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 

Transylvania 
County 

North Carolina 

2018 2023 2018 2023 
All Households 10.7% 11.7% 12.8% 12.2% 
Owner-Occupied 8.4% 7.1% 8.2% 7.8% 
Renter-Occupied 18.4% 25.6% 21.4% 21.0% 

Most Common Occupations 

Transylvania County experienced steady economic growth between 2018 and 2023, 
with a 6.4% increase in real gross regional product and a 6.7% rise in employment. In 
2022 and 2023, Transylvania County had unemployment rates of 3.5% and 3.2%, 
respectively, well below the natural rate of unemployment.  

Figure 18: Unemployment Rate, 2014 – 2023 
Source: US BLS 

As the economy grows, so does the demand for workers , as reflected in the low 
unemployment rate. However, many of the most common occupations in the County 
are service-related jobs that typically offer relatively low wages.  In fact, nine of the 
ten most common occupations have median wages below the 80% income limit for a 
one-person household, as set by the US Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD). 

3.0%

3.5%

4.0%

4.5%

5.0%

5.5%

6.0%

6.5%

7.0%

7.5%

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023

Transylvania County North Carolina



Find us at: 
1250 Indiana Avenue 

Indianapolis, IN 46202 
P.O. Box 881011 

Indianapolis, IN 
46202 

www.tpma-inc.com 
info@tpma-inc.com 

317-894-5508

#theTPMAway  22 

To better understand housing challenges for the local workforce, it is important to 
define "affordable." Housing affordability is defined as housing costs that are no 
more than 30% of a household’s monthly income. For many of Transylvania County’s 
most common occupations, this housing affordability ceiling equates to a monthly 
housing budget of less than $1,000 for a one-income household or $2,000 for a two-
income household. Workers in some occupations, such as cashiers, waiters and 
waitresses, and housekeepers, can only afford to spend about $750/month on 
housing-related costs for each income earner. 

Table 12: Most Common Occupations (5-Digit SOC) 
in Transylvania County by Number of Jobs 

Source: Lightcast 2024.4 
Occupation 

2023 Jobs 
Median Annual 

Earnings 

Housing 
Affordability 

Ceiling 
Cashiers 386 $29,846 $746 
Retail Salespersons 337 $32,541 $814 
Waiters and Waitresses 237 $24,247 $606 
Landscaping and Groundskeeping 
Workers 

222 $35,411 $885 

Stockers and Order Fillers 209 $35,435 $886 
Janitors and Cleaners, Except 
Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners 

202 $31,815 $795 

Cooks, Fast Food 194 $25,116 $628 
Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners 188 $29,947 $749 
Cooks, Restaurant 185 $37,029 $926 
Maintenance and Repair Workers, 
General 

175 $41,549 $1,039 

Essential Workers 

Essential workers are critical to the health, safety, and overall functioning of a 
community. They include first responders, healthcare workers, educators, and other 
public service employees whose roles are fundamental to maintaining daily life and 
emergency response systems.  

Earnings data show that the median annual income for nine of the most common 
essential occupations is below $45,000, limiting affordable housing costs to $1,125 or 
less per month for a single worker or to $2,250 for a two-income household with 
both workers earning similar wages. When essential workers cannot find affordable 
housing locally, it can lead to longer commutes, staffing shortages, and weaker 
emergency response capabilities.  
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Table 13: Essential Worker Occupations and Earnings, Transylvania County  
Source: Lightcast 2024.4, North Carolina Compensation for Public School Employees  

Occupation 
Median Annual 

Earnings 
Housing Affordability 

Ceiling 
Emergency Medical Technicians $36,088 $902 
Firefighters $30,289 $757 
First Year Teachers10 $44,485 $1,112 
Home Health & Personal Care 
Aides 

$26,410 $660 

Licensed Practical & Licensed 
Vocational Nurses $60,285 $1,507 

Nursing Assistants $36,161 $904 
Paramedics $41,087 $1,027 
Police & Sheriff's Patrol Officers $44,597 $1,115 
Public Safety Telecommunicators $36,668 $917 
Registered Nurses $79,168 $1,979 
Teacher Assistants11 $44,712 $1,118 
Tenth Year Teachers12 $53,545 $1,339 

Affordable Housing Availability 

All of the most common occupations, and many essential workers, have median 
incomes that support a housing budget below or near $1,000 per month (the highest 
being $1,039). However, affordable rental options at this price point are nearly 
nonexistent without a second income in the household. Across multiple listing 
platforms, only one rental unit countywide was listed for less than $1,000 per month, 
suggesting that many of the single-income households in these occupations would 
be competing for a single available unit.  

Even when expanding the budget to $1,499 per month, which would accommodate 
some additional essential workers occupations, such as first-year and tenth-year 
teachers, teacher assistants, and police officers, the number of available rental units 
increases only marginally, to two units across the entire county. The vast majority of 
on-market rentals are priced at $1,500 per month or higher, out of reach for the 
median income for all but two of the most common jobs and essential workers in the 
county.  

10 No national certification; includes 8.5% local salary supplement.  
11 Average of monthly minimum and maximum from the North Carolina State Salary 
Schedules, FY 2024-2025. Monthly minimum is $2,600 ($31,200 per year); monthly maximum 
is $4,852 ($58,224 per year).  
12 No national certification; includes 8.5% local salary supplement.  

https://www.dpi.nc.gov/documents/fbs/resources/fy25webschedulesupdated7-12-24pdf/download?attachment
https://www.dpi.nc.gov/documents/fbs/resources/fy25webschedulesupdated7-12-24pdf/download?attachment
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Table 14: On-Market Rentals by Price13 
Source: Realty Websites 

Less than 
$1,000 

$1,000 to 
$1,499 

$1,500 to 
$1,999 

$2,000 to 
$2,499 

$2,500 
or 

more 

Total 

Zillow 0 2 15 3 9 29 
Apartments.com 1 1 6 1 3 12 
Realtor.com 0 1 6 1 2 10 
Redfin 0 1 5 1 4 11 
Trulia 0 2 15 3 9 29 

If workers instead explore homeownership options, they will, again, find that 
affordable units remain scarce. Assuming a $15,000 down payment and monthly 
housing costs of $1,000 per month, a buyer would find less than five homes on the 
market within their affordability range.14 Even registered nurses, the highest-paid of 
the essential workers and most common jobs, would find that less than 5% of the 
available for-sale housing falls within their affordability threshold. 15  

Table 15: Homes for Sale by Price 16 
Source: Realty Websites 

Under 
$150,000  

$150,000 - 
$214,999  

$215,000 - 
$274,999  

$275,000 - 
$339,999 $340,000+ 

Approx. 
monthly costs ~$1,000 ~$1,000-$1,499 ~$1,500-$1,999 ~$2,000 - $2,499 $2,500+ 

Zillow 3 3 5 13 239 
Realtor.com 2 3 5 13 258 
Redfin 2 3 5 12 239 

This mismatch between housing costs and wages is evident in the existing 
affordable housing deficit. An analysis of data from the HUD Comprehensive 
Affordability Strategy (CHAS) reveals an existing shortfall of more than 3,000 units 
for households with incomes at or below 80% of the HUD area median family income 
(HAMFI). This deficit is likely underestimated, given the ongoing increase in housing 
costs, interest rates, and limited new housing development.  

Without targeted efforts to increase the supply of affordable housing, Transylvania 
County’s essential workers, those in the most common occupations, and the 

13 As of May 19th, 2025 
14 Assuming a one-person household. 
15 Assumes a one-person household. 
16 Listing counts as of May 20, 2025.  Includes mobile homes. Excludes pending/contingent 
homes.  
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workforce at large will continue to face mounting challenges in finding housing 
within their financial means. 

Table 16: Existing Affordable Housing Deficit, 2021 17 
Source: HUD CHAS 

Supply 
(Units) 

Demand 
(Households) Surplus/Deficit 

Less than or equal to 50% of 
HAMFI 

1,354 2,530 -1,176

Greater than 50% but less than 
or equal to 80% of HAMFI 

525 2,420 -1,895

Total <=80% HAMFI 1,879 4,950 -3,071

17 2021 is most recent year available. 
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Finding 3: 
Transylvania County’s popularity as a tourist 
destination is limiting access to its existing 
housing supply. 

Tourism Industry 

Tourism accounts for a significant portion of Transylvania County’s economic activity, 
which is consistent with the region. Nearly 12% of all businesses and 17% of total 
employment in the County are tied to tourism-related industries.  

Table 17: Tourism-Related Businesses and Employment, 2023 18 
Source: US Bureau of Labor Statistics 

Number of 
Establishments 

% of 
Establishments 

Number of 
Employees 

% of 
Employment 

Transylvania County 149 11.8% 1,669 17.3% 
Buncombe County 1,285 9.9% 22,208 16.1% 

North Carolina 31,718 8.5% 536,321 11.1% 

A primary concern for tourism-heavy economies is the imbalance between wages 
paid in these industries and the high housing costs that are common in these 
popular destinations. Leisure and hospitality (L&H) industries, for example, tend to 
have some of the lower-earning jobs in an economy. This trend holds true for 
Transylvania County where eight of the top ten L&H industries by employment show 
average annual earnings below $45,000, which is roughly 25% lower than the 
average earnings per job across all industries in the county ($54,769).  

Table 18: Top Leisure and Hospitality Industries, Employment and Earnings, 2023  
Source: Lightcast 2024.4 

NAICS Description 2023 Jobs 
Avg. Earnings 

Per Job 

722511 Full-Service Restaurants 493 $32,345 
722513 Limited-Service Restaurants 301 $23,977 

721214 
Recreational and Vacation Camps (except 

Campgrounds) 264 $38,652 

721110 Hotels (except Casino Hotels) and Motels 141 $40,699 
713910 Golf Courses and Country Clubs 111 $85,808 

18 “Tourism-related” industries are defined as those that fall into the North American Industry 
Classification System (NAICS) sectors 71 (Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation) and 72 
(Accommodation and Food Services). 



Find us at: 
1250 Indiana Avenue 

Indianapolis, IN 46202 
P.O. Box 881011 

Indianapolis, IN 
46202 

www.tpma-inc.com 
info@tpma-inc.com 

317-894-5508

#theTPMAway  27 

722515 Snack and Nonalcoholic Beverage Bars 79 $24,762 
713940 Fitness and Recreational Sports Centers 72 $22,927 

721211 RV (Recreational Vehicle) Parks and 
Campgrounds 52 $46,842 

711510 Independent Artists, Writers, and Performers 51 $36,883 
713990 All Other Amusement and Recreation Industries 49 $33,613 

As the previous section indicated, these wages do not align with the cost of housing 
throughout the county. While housing types and development trends are partially 
responsible for this imbalance, several other factors are influencing the affordability 
and availability of housing.  

Seasonal Housing and STRs 

One of the contributing factors to the shortage of housing options can be tied to the 
region’s popularity as a tourist destination.  Transylvania County is also experiencing 
another issue common in tourism-heavy markets: the prevalence of seasonal 
housing, which can have a significant impact on the utilization of a local housing 
supply.  

Seasonal housing, comprised mostly of second homes and short-term rentals (STRs), 
makes up a significant portion of the existing housing supply throughout the 
county. In 2023, Transylvania County had approximately 19,147 housing units, of 
which 4,557 (about 25%) were categorized as “vacant.” Nearly 72% of these “vacant” 
homes were identified as being used for seasonal, recreational, or occasional 
purposes, commonly referred to as “seasonal units ,” accounting for over 17% of all 
housing units in the county. 
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Figure 19: Seasonal Vacant Housing Units, 2013 to 2023 19 
Source: American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 

These percentages put Transylvania County roughly in line with the affluent and 
heavily-tourism dependent areas in southern Jackson and Macon Counties, in which 
the seasonal housing comprises over half of all local housing and about a quarter of 
the entire counties’ housing stock. While Transylvania County’s overall population is 
more on par with Jackson and Macon Counties, its seasonally vacant unit count is 
more in line with Henderson County, which has a population that is roughly 3.5 times 
Transylvania’s population. 

Table 19: Comparison of Seasonal Vacant Housing Units, 2023  
Source: American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 

Units vacant for 
seasonal, recreational, or 
occasional use 

% of Vacant 
Housing Stock 

% of Total 
Housing Stock 

Transylvania 3,266 71.7% 17.1% 
Buncombe 5,705 19.3% 4.3% 
Haywood 4,991 58.5% 14.1% 
Henderson 3,364 48.6% 5.9% 
Jackson 6,779 73.5% 24.8% 
Macon 7,149 79.6% 26.4% 

Seasonal housing and STRs do play an important role in the local economy and 
generate revenue through the occupancy tax that STR owners pay. However, state 
law requires that occupancy tax revenues be governed by separate tourism boards 

19 Seasonal vacant housing units defined as those classified as being vacant for “seasonal, 
recreational or occasional use” by the US Census Bureau.  
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and not by local government. It further requires that 2/3 of the revenues from this 
tax (approximately $1.3 million annually) be used for marketing activities. The 
remaining funds are required to be used for other tourism-related activities, which 
Transylvania Tourism Authority dedicates to support staffing and grants in the 
community for tourism related programs and facilities. 20 

STRs can also contribute to the local economy by adding to the supply of lodging 
options for tourists, especially in areas where not many hotels or other traditional 
lodging accommodations exist.  Communities in popular tourist destinations often 
face a difficult balancing act between embracing STRs for their potential economic 
benefits while also trying to limit the potentially negative impacts they can have 
local housing markets and costs that result from them occupying a portion of the 
available housing supply. 

Nearly eight percent of Transylvania County’s housing stock is being utilized as STRs, 
which ranks first among neighboring counties; and despite having the fewest 
number of total housings units, Transylvania County has a higher overall number of 
STRs than Henderson and Jackson Counties. 

Table 20: STR Prevalence in Transylvania County and Comparison Counties 
Source: AirDNA, provided by the Transylvania County Tourism Development Authority and 

American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 

County 
STR 

Units 
Total Housing 

Units 
% of Total Housing 

Units 
Transylvania 1,483 19,072 7.8% 
Buncombe 5,627 130,081 4.3% 
Haywood 2,010 35,051 5.7% 
Henderson 1,399 56,744 2.5% 
Jackson 1,412 26,967 5.2% 
Macon 1,502 26,929 5.6% 

During interviews and focus groups, stakeholders indicated frustration with the 
prevalence of STRs and the impact they are having on housing availability and on 
housing costs. In communities with limited opportunities to build new housing (see 
Finding 5), the prevalence of STRs is likely restricting supply to the point of driving 
up the cost of both the for-sale and for-rent markets. 

Regulating STRs has been a heavily debated issue for many tourism-based 
communities across the country. However, North Carolina state law significantly 
limits the ability of local governments to restrict short-term rental use. For example, 
state courts have ruled that requiring the registration of STRs (an important step in 

20 Two-thirds of the revenue generated by the occupancy tax must be spent “to promote 
travel and tourism,” and the other third must be spent “for tourism-related expenditures” , per 
North Carolina state statutes G.S. 153A-155. Currently, the maximum tax rate in Transylvania 
County is 6%. 

http://www.ncga.state.nc.us/gascripts/statutes/statutelookup.pl?statute=153A-155
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maintaining a balance of STRs in the market) violates a state statute prohibiting 
rental registrations. 
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Finding 4: 
There are a number of practical barriers limiting 
the county’s opportunities to increase, diversify, 
and improve affordability in the county’s housing 
supply. 

Development and Construction Costs 

Transylvania County’s ability to expand its housing supply is constrained by a 
combination of rising development costs, limited infrastructure, and physical 
topography. Since 2020, the overall costs associated with construction inputs, labor, 
and land have increased. While prices fluctuated prior to the pandemic, recent years 
have seen significant growth across all three of these primary components of 
development, contributing to rising housing prices. These increased costs have 
made it extremely difficult to develop new housing, especially for low- and 
moderate-income households. 

Figure 20: Estimated Average Price of Land Per Acre, As-Is,  
Single-Family Homes in Transylvania County, 2012 to 2022  

Source: Federal Housing Finance Agency Experimental Dataset for the Price of Residential 
Land21 

Prior to the Covid-19 pandemic, inputs for construction rose slowly, with the 
cumulative percent change in prices from January 2015 to January 2020 being 11.7%, 

21 https://www.fhfa.gov/research/papers/wp1901  
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or about 2.3% per year. Labor and supply chain disruptions, coupled with increased 
demand, resulted in price surges. Prices peaked in Quarter 2 of 2022 and have since 
cooled slightly. However, the prices of construction inputs remain significantly 
elevated, resulting in higher development costs.  

Figure 21: Cumulative change in the price of inputs to new single -family and multifamily 
construction, excluding capital investment, labor, and imports 

Source: US BLS Series WPUIP231110, WPUIP231120 

In addition to substantial increases in land and construction costs in recent years, 
concerns surrounding access to public infrastructure are also being raised by local 
stakeholders. The lack of adequate water and sewer infrastructure to support new 
housing has been cited as a barrier to developing additional housing in the county.  
The existence of this type of infrastructure is a critical factor in the ability to produce 
housing at a greater density, which itself is necessary to bring down the per unit 
development costs and potentially improve affordability. 

However, a number of recent efforts have sought to help mitigate these obstacles, 
including the Town of Rosman’s Future Water Expansion Project and the US-64 
Water and Sewer Project, which expanded infrastructure between Rosman and 
Brevard to support local economic development. Additional efforts include an 
infrastructure project to extend water to a major employer, Pisgah Labs, and future 
plans to further connect water systems between Brevard and Rosman and extend 
water and sewer to Gallimore Road. Transylvania County is also currently 
undertaking a watershed study that could secure additional high quality water 
capacity for the County and support future intake locations for the water systems. 
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Figure 22: Public Sewer Systems, Transylvania County  
Source: Type A Current Public Sewer Systems, North Carolina Center for Geographic 

Information and Analysis, NC OneMap; mapping by TPMA 

Other efforts have proven unsuccessful, however. Despite gaining support from the 
County Commission, the City of Brevard has twice been denied funding through 
HUD’s Pathways to Removing Obstacles program to extend water service to 
underserved neighborhoods. The City and County have been actively pursuing other 
infrastructure and housing grants as there is also a growing concern that the City of 
Brevard’s wastewater treatment facility is approaching its operational limits. 
Without expansion, future development could be further constrained.  

Availability of Developable Land 

Land availability adds another layer of complexity to housing development in 
Transylvania County. More than 50% of the county’s land is publicly owned and 
protected from development—much of it in national and state forests, parks, and 
conservation lands. These natural assets are vital for environmental preservation and 
tourism, but sharply limit the amount of land available for residential growth.  
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Figure 23: Land by Conservation Status, Slope, and Flood Zone  
Source: North Carolina Department of Commerce, NC OneMap, Land of Sky Regional 

Council, North Carolina Natural Heritage Program, ArcGIS; mapping by TPMA  
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The County’s mountainous topography places further restrictions on development. 
Large portions of the land have slopes exceeding 25%, making construction more 
difficult, expensive, and often impractical. The few relatively flat areas available for 
development are typically located along the French Broad River and its tri butaries, 
which fall within floodplains. While development is possible in these zones under 
certain conditions, it requires additional permitting, flood mitigation measures, and 
higher costs.  The recent impact of Hurricane Helene has also raised concerns about 
the vulnerability of floodplain development.  

In September 2024, Hurricane Helene inflicted catastrophic damage to the 
southwest portion of the state, including Western North Carolina and Transylvania 
County. On top of taking the life of 250+ individuals, the natural disaster destroyed 
and damaged thousands of homes, damaged infrastructure, and expanded flood 
plains, further constricting the scarce developable land across the  southeastern part 
of the county. Compounding the adverse effects of the hurricane, much of the 
region’s dense vegetation was destroyed creating an environment that is conducive 
to wildfires. For much of the spring season, the region has had to respond to this 
continued destruction. Transylvania County was specifically impacted by the Table 
Rock Complex Fire that entered the county from South Carolina.  A separate fire in 
the Pisgah National Forest was contained before reaching the county line.   
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Finding 5:
From the federal and state to the local level, a lack 
of clarity and coordination around policies are 
further obstructing efforts to address housing 
issues. 

Shifting Funding and Policy Barriers 

As of Spring 2025 there is uncertainty about federal and state funding streams that 
have traditionally been used to support community development.  Programs like the 
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) and the HOME Investments 
Partnership Program (HOME) from the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD) are potentially facing cutbacks or changes to funding 
requirements that could lead to changes in how affordable housing is addressed 
throughout the country. 

On December 21, 2024 Congress passed the Disaster Relief Supplemental 
Appropriations Act, 2025, which provided federal disaster recovery funds for the US 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Community Development 
Block Grant Disaster Recovery (CDBG-CR) program. HUD allocated approximately 
$1.4 billion in CDBG-DR funds to the state of North Carolina to address the impacts 
of Hurricane Helene, based on HUD’s calculation of unmet recovery needs. North 
Carolina Department of Commerce’s Division of Community Revitalization has 
prepared a plan for approval under the direction of Governor Josh Stein to 
administer the federal CBDG-CR funds and that request has been approved.  The 
plan must still comply with HUD requirements that dictate categories of usage of 
the funds including: 

• 80% for HUD-Identified Most Impacted and Distressed (MID) areas, which
includes Transylvania County

• 70% to benefit low and moderate income (LMI) households
• 60% for owner-occupied housing
• 13.4% for rental housing
• 13.6% for infrastructure
• 13% for mitigation
• 7.8% for economic revitalization

The details of how qualifying communities will be able to access these funds to 
support housing and infrastructure projects  are still determined, but Transylvania 
County is working with the Land of Sky Council of Governments  and the North 
Carolina Association of County Commissioners to learn about each program and 
identify potential projects.  
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Communities that are best suited to adapt to this shifting environment will be those 
that can maneuver quickly and overcome obstacles. A number of factors are likely to 
make it difficult for Transylvania County to respond quickly to these changes – and 
many of them are beyond local control to change. 

State policy in North Carolina restricts the ability for counties and municipalities to 
adopt some solutions being employed elsewhere and defines how funding 
mechanisms for housing are allocated. The ability for counties to regulate STRs or 
charged rents, to levy new or differentiated taxes, to flexibly spend revenues or 
provide gap financing, or to utilize inclusionary zoning or incentivize affordable 
housing developments through fee waivers are all heavily restricted or outright 
prohibited by state policy. 

To take a single example, Transylvania Tourism Development was able to raise over 
two million dollars from the Occupancy Tax in Fiscal Year 2021-2022. However, the 
use of these revenues is restricted by state law to tourism-related activities.22 Under 
the current statute, spending to offset the impact that STRs have on the local 
housing supply is not an allowable tourism-related use. 

Transylvania County Commissioners have advocated for the state to consider 
changes in how TDA funds are used in communities to free up funding to support 
the impacts tourism can have on housing. 

Awareness of Housing Topics and Policy Limitations 

Understanding the political structure of North Carolina and the restrictions that are 
imposed on the state level for local governments are at the root of stakeholder 
frustration and resident confusion about housing issues. Public sentiment often 
shapes the trajectory of decision-making. This can be particularly challenging where 
gaps persist between what has been achieved, what is realistically possible, and 
what remains beyond reach due to forces that are not in local control.  

Stakeholders have indicated a perceived lack of collaboration among housing 
stakeholders and service providers. However, there have been collaborative efforts at 
the local government level to address barriers and challenges in housing such as 
using public and private grant funds to expand water and sewer infrastructure and 
using HOME funds to repair existing housing for low-income households. 

In many cases, stakeholders and residents lack a full understanding of legal 
constraints placed on local governments resulting from North Carolina’s orientation 
as a Dillon’s Rule state , which requires the state to issue specific authorization 
before for local governments are permitted to adopt certain policies or dedicate 
funding to certain programs and services. 

22 North Carolina Counties: Occupancy Taxes - https://www.ncacc.org/wp-
content/uploads/2024/01/2024_01_OccupancyTaxes.pdf . This is the most recent data as of this 
publication. 

https://www.ncacc.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/01/2024_01_OccupancyTaxes.pdf
https://www.ncacc.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/01/2024_01_OccupancyTaxes.pdf
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Comments from focus groups and survey responses indicate a desire for local 
government to enact policies that are not currently available to them under state 
statutes. For example, respondents indicated some support for policies such as 
zoning restrictions, developer incentives, or new taxes that could only be enacted at 
the local level through a change to state policy (either passed by the state 
legislature or through a statewide referendum vote to change the State 
Constitution). As such, frustrations arising from a lack of local action on these issues 
do not necessarily indicate a lack of regional coordination and should not be 
directed solely at local governments. 

It can also be difficult to ascertain the levels of community support for further 
development. These topics are complicated and nuanced, and community desires 
appear mixed. For example, survey respondents indicated both a strong preference 
for single-family homes and a desire for increased affordability. However, given the 
limited availability of land and the costs associated with development, increased 
residential density may be required to bring down the cost to produce a housing 
unit. Nonetheless, additional multi-family development did not receive high levels of 
support. 

Figure 24: Housing Policy Support 
Source: Public Opinion Survey 
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Replacement of vacant commercial property with residential development receive d 
the highest levels of support. While this “adaptive reuse” of commercial structures 
for residential development could increase the overall supply of housing, the costs 
associated with this kind of redevelopment are unlikely to lead to more affordable 
housing without additional subsidy, many of which are not available under the 
current legal structure. 

Many of these policy barriers can be complicated and in many cases residents can be 
forgiven for not knowing much about them on a detailed level. However, there is 
further evidence that could speak to a general lack of knowledge about fundamental 
concepts relating to housing costs and development.  For instance, survey 
respondents simultaneously indicated the importance of broadening the mix of 
housing types in the county and creating more rental opportunities while 
simultaneously expressing relative disinterest in adding developments with any kind 
of density, as even “low-density” multifamily polled at below 40% support.  

Figure 25: Development Preferences 
Source: Public Opinion Survey 

It is difficult to determine whether there is a significant disagreement among 
residents or if there is a lack of understanding about the causes and effects of 
housing policy. Either way, the conflicting nature of public opinion presents a major 
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challenge for the community and local governments as they attempt to balance 
public perception with strategies that are simultaneously effective and permissible 
within the current legal framework.  

Housing Ecosystem and Partnerships 

Addressing housing affordability is hard. There is no panacea. Communities that are 
best equipped to make a meaningful impact in this space are typically characterized 
by a rich ecosystem of diverse and dynamic partnerships that bring together 
stakeholders from a broad range of public, nonprofit, and private sectors.  

Partnerships to address housing needs have begun to develop in and around 
Transylvania County, some of them in response to the natural disasters that these 
communities have faced in the last year. However, more collaboration and (perhaps 
more importantly) coordination will be needed in the face of recovery efforts, 
potential changes in federal funding, and the policy choices being made at the state 
level. 

In North Carolina, counties and municipalities are granted different policy levers that 
they can utilize. Non-profit and private sector organizations have their own set of 
roles they can play to support housing. Given this situation, it becomes critical for all 
stakeholders to focus efforts on leveraging the abilities of local government, non -
profits and private sector in coordination to build solutions  for housing in the 
community. Enhancing coordination across these sectors also opens the door for 
collective advocacy to identify barriers that are not in local control and speak 
collectively outside of the County to influence change. 

Recently, Transylvania County, along with three other counties and the 
municipalities in the Land of Sky Council of Government jurisdiction have received a 
grant through NC Impact to support this kind of effort on a regional basis. This 18 -
month opportunity allows a regional team of diverse stakeholders to engage with 
other teams from across North Carolina and with the UNC School of Government to 
understand the various roles stakeholders can have in housing solutions and to 
explore successful strategies being employed across the state.  The lessons learned 
are intended to allow the team members to bring back information and resources to 
their local communities to help facilitate collaboration at the local and regional level 
around housing needs. 
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Transylvania County Planning Board 
Staff Report: 

TRANSYLVANIA 2050 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE MEMO 

Agenda Date: June 12, 2025   Prepared By: Jeff Adams 

Transylvania 2050 Comprehensive Plan Update Community Survey 

The Transylvania 2050 Comprehensive Plan Update has launched the second phase of 
community engagement, with a randomized Community Survey mailing of over one thousand 
homeowners and renters in Transylvania County. The response rate to this point currently 
stands at approximately twenty-five percent, with the majority returned through the mail.  

The general public Transylvania 2050 Community Survey was released June 12th and will be 
open at least through the end of July. The marketing campaign will begin next week through 
email, social media, local advertising and other methods. The survey can be found on the 
Transylvania County website, www.transylvaniacounty.org/2050communitysurvey and through 
the QR Code below: 

Transylvania 2050 Comprehensive Plan Update Draft: Formatting, Introduction 
& Elements 

In this month’s packet you’ve been provided some sample text of the Transylvania 2050 
Community Snapshot, for your review and consideration. With this text we will review 
formatting so that we can introduce discussions around fonts, graphics, sizing, and sections. 

We will discuss some new provisions around ADA web-accessibility and other parameters for 
which we want to navigate as we develop the working and final drafts for review and adoption. 
In this first review, we are not asking you to give editing-level feedback on the text, but which 
fonts, colors palettes and graphs read better than others and preferences that we can guide 
staff in drafting subsequent working drafts.  

We will walk through these together and discuss what works and doesn’t. The current 2025 
Comprehensive Plan has five Focus Areas, including Economic Health, Environmental Health, 
Land Use & Livability, and Health, Culture & Equity. These Focus Areas served as ways of 
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grouping the major components of the plan, we will consider whether these same groupings 
are appropriate for the coming years, or whether we might offer new categories for 2050. 

EXHIBITS 

“A” Exhibits – Application Materials 

A-1 Transylvania 2050 Community Survey Poster 

A-2 Transylvania 2050 Introductory Draft 

A-3 Transylvania 2050 Project Work Plan 



which way next? 

I I S ' 

Takethe 
Community Survey 
••• share your thoughts on tlie past, 
present & future of Transylvania County! 
Click on the code above or visit 
www.transylvaniacounty.org/CommunitySurvey2050 
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Transylvania 2050
Project Step Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
Step 4. Community Survey & Priorities
a. Community Survey
b. Priority Building PB
c. 2050 Community Priority Sessions
Step 5. Action Plan
a. Focus Areas AR PB
Preface & Economic Health AR PB
Environmental & Land Use AR PB
Health, Culture & Next Steps AR PB
Vision & Goals AR PB
b. Action Plan AR PB PB
c. Report to Commissioners
Community Survey Announcement AR
Community Survey Results AR
Community Priority Sessions Summary AR
Action Plan Summary & Timeline AR

KEY:
Administrative Review
Planning Board
Board of Commissioners
Community Engagement

BOC

2025

CE

CE
AR

AR/PB

AR
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Transylvania County Transportation, Planning & Community Development 
June 2025 

Transylvania 2050:   
The randomized mailed Community Survey materials were sent to over a thousand residences in 
Transylvania County and over 250 have been returned either electronically or through return mail. Staff 
drafted the Introductory, Demographic and Economic sections of the Community Snapshot of the 
Transylvania 2050 Comprehensive Plan Update. The first section is scheduled to before Planning Board 
review in June. 

Transylvania County Comprehensive Housing Study:  
 The “Needs, Gaps, and Barriers Report” draft has been sent to Planning Board (Study Steering 
Committee). It will be discussed at their next meeting on 6/19/25.  

Asheville Regional Housing Consortium (ARHC):  
ARHC met on Zoom on 6/11/25. Ashley attended. They discussed the LOSRC Consolidated Plan Update 
and the recent input sessions (Ashley attended the one at the Rogow Room on May 22nd; it had poor 
turnout with only 3 participants). They discussed possible uses and percentages of distributions for 
CDBG and HOME Funds from HUD. They also briefly discussed the new Housing Needs Assessment for 
the Asheville Region from Bowen Research. HAC also requested $300,000 for their Apple Ridge Project 
in Hendersonville, which was approved.  

Land of Sky Regional Housing Alliance (LOSRHA):  
The LOSRHA also met at the same time as the ARHC on 6/11. Ashley discussed this with Paul Moon prior 
to the meeting, and he will try to adjust future scheduling to avoid this conflict as several members are 
members of both boards. I (Ashley) discussed these topics prior to the meeting with Paul. At the 
meeting LOSRHA discussed the Dogwood Collaboration and Innovation Grant, with Land of Sky serving 
as our regional hub. They discussed education/ advocacy at state/ federal levels, home repair programs, 
and coordination across regional councils and local LTRGs.  

Brevard-Transylvania Housing Coalition (BTHC):  
Ashley had an OBGYN appt. conflict with the meeting time (couldn’t be changed due to being in 
Chapel Hill the rest of the week/ Holiday Week w/ Memorial Day). Meg Lebeck presented 
recent events of the Housing Assistance Corporation (HAC) and Ashley met with her after the 
meeting to discuss what she missed.  

The Planning Board (PB):  
The Planning Board is scheduled to review the second section of the Housing Report and the 
introductory portions of the 2050 Comprehensive Plan Update at their June Meeting. No new 
Community Appearance Initiative applications have been received. 

Community Appearance Initiative (CAI):  
At its March meeting, the Planning Board directed staff to forward the CAI 24-04 Hamilton project team 
a memo regarding the reconsideration of the project, providing the applicant the CAI Agreement for 
signature, along with the 30-day deadline for signature and 90-day for project completion. Staff mailed 
the memo and agreement to the Hamilton project team on April 23, 2025 and has, as of this writing, 
received no response from the applicant. The Jeffrey-Pascoe CAI#25-01 project executed their CAI 
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agreement on April 29, 2025, and invoices were received and forwarded to Finance for payment not to 
exceed $6,000.  

The Transportation Advisory Board (TAB):  
The Transportation Advisory Board met on May 18th to review the results of the Fixed-Route general 
public survey. The survey found that most respondents did not use the fixed-route service, as they 
currently have access to cars and don’t live near a current stop location. Most respondents also said that 
they didn’t know where current stops were located, as there is a lack of signage and accessing the 
information isn’t easy. Other barriers included the current hours of operation, with no weekend or 
evening service and limited marketing on available service. The TAB reviewed various changes to the 
fixed-route service on stop locations and routing, and voted to continue the item until its next meeting, 
in August. We have encouraged all TAB members to ride the fixed route before the August meeting to 
experience the fixed route as it currently is, to help them make the best informed decision. There are  

The Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC):  
Working with Vicki on Prioritization and preparing information for the TAC to review and approve. At the 
next meeting there should be a final draft for Transportation CTP for the TAC to review and approve. 
The Commissioners should be seeing it within the fall hopefully, depending on how many changes TAC 
suggests and how long it takes NCDOT to perform those changes. 

Joint Historic Preservation Committee (JHPC):  
The JHPC meets every other month. The next JHPC meeting is scheduled for Tuesday July 8th. 

Transylvania 250 Committee  
The America 250th Committee hosted a reading of the Mecklenburg Declaration at White Squirrel 
Festival. The Revolutionary Era Garden at the Transylvania Heritage Museum is under construction. 
Preparations are now underway for July 4th events at Brevard Music Center and the Shindig on Main 
Events. Promotional materials will be ordered with grant/ donated funds. (Approved by 250th 
Committee on 6/12). 

Community Center Regional Leadership Group:  
The next meeting of the Regional Leadership Group is expected to be held in September. 

Community Center Grants:  
The next round of Community Center Grant funding will be announced in the fall of 2025. 

Upcoming Meetings: 

Planning Board  
Thursday, June 19, 6PM, at Cooperative Extension Conference Room, 106 E. Morgan St., Brevard, NC 

Joint Historic Preservation Committee 
Tuesday July 8, 2025, 4PM at Community Services Building, Cooperative Extension Conference 
Room 
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Transportation Advisory Board  
Wednesday, August 13, 2025 2PM, at Community Services Building, DSS 2nd Floor Large Conference 
Room  

Transportation Advisory Committee  
Tuesday, July 8, 2025 6PM, at Board of Commissioners Chambers 
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Transportation Report 



Case# Applicant Owner Address PIN# Requested Approved Expended Pending Available Actual
CAI#23-01
CAI#24-01
CAI#24-02
CAI#24-03
CAI#24-04
CAI#24-05
CAI#24-06
CAI#24-07
FY26 Deposit
CAI#25-01

Powell Grogan 1528 Pickens Highway 8552758711000 $1,000.00 $0.00 CLOSED $20,000.00 $20,000.00
Purple Bucket Enterprises, LLC Purple Bucket Enterprises, LLC 2427 Greenville Highway 8594083173000 $3,419.00 DENIED $0.00 CLOSED $20,000.00 $20,000.00
McCall Evans 95 Tom McKinney Dr. 8564947726000 WITHDRAWN $0.00 CLOSED $20,000.00 $20,000.00
Hoxit Evans 95 Tom McKinney Dr. 8564947726000 $6,500.00 $5,250.00 $2,445.90 CLOSED $17,554.10 $17,554.10
Hamilton Hamilton 50 Maple Hill Rd. 9516713318000 $6,700.00 $6,700.00 $0.00 $6,700.00 $10,854.10 $17,554.10
Burdett Blythe 1662 Solomon Jones Rd. 9512758783000 $10,500.00 $10,500.00 $10,500.00 CLOSED $354.10 $7,054.10

Minerva Lane WITHDRAWN $0.00 CLOSED $354.10 $7,054.10
Fletcher Transylvania Co. Board of Education 41 Confederate Lane 8564624660000 $15,000.00 DENIED $0.00 CLOSED $354.10 $7,054.10

-$20,000.00 $20,354.10 $27,054.10
Pascoe & Skylar Pascoe & Skylar 1588 Probart St. 8586004301000 $8,546.92 $6,000.00 $6,000.00 $6,000.00 $14,354.10 $21,054.10
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