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2005 UPDATE




KEY TRENDS AND INDICATORS—2005 UPDATE

This chapter is an updated summary of the Greensboro City Data Book, with selected trends
and indicators chosen from other chapters in the Book because of their importance in di-
rectly effecting the future growth and development of Greensboro. It is hoped that these
major issues will provide a glimpse into the City and its place within the Triad region, from
annual population to home sales by zip code.

The criteria for selecting a trend or an indicator to be monitored are that:

the analysis of pertinent data result in change rates that can be tracked over time;
the indicator or trend influences various policies;

the indicator or trend can be measured against state and national data or regulatory
standards; and/or

the indicator or trend is a regional force that can impact Greensboro’s future over the
next 20 years.

The key indicators and trends chosen for inclusion in the Greensboro City Data Book simply
provide a starting point from which further assessment and analysis may be meaningful and
useful to the ongoing review and revision of the City’'s Comprehensive Plan. These indica-
tors will be followed, with a few potential alterations, throughout the coming years in order to
examine trends that are impacting the City.

List of Key Trends and Indicators

Employment Growth in Triad Regional Counties;

« Triad Regional Retail Sales;

e Greensboro Annual Population Growth;

e Per Capita Income by Selected Areas;

e Greensboro Unemployment Rate;

e Guilford County Employment by Sector;

e Average Sales Prices of Homes by Zip Code in Guilford County;
« Triad Regional Ozone Exceedances;

o Peak Water Capacity and Demand for Greensboro Service Area;
e Sewer Capacity and Demand for Greensboro Service Area;

e PTIA, Average Number of Flights Per Day;
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Greensboro Transit Ridership;
White Street Landfill: Landfilled and Managed Waste,

Crime Statistics for Selected Municipalities;

Greensboro Annual Fire Department Statistics;
Guilford County School Enrollment and Projections;
Greensboro Parks & Recreation Facilities and Acreage; and

Standard & Poor’s, Fitch’s, and Moody’s Ratings.
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KEY TRENDS

Employment Growth Rate in the Piedmont Triad Region

e Between 1994 and 2004, employment growth numbers among Triad regional counties
have been strongest in Guilford County, while Rockingham County’s percentage of the
employment growth over the period has dropped. Guilford County also has the highest
percent employment growth of all regional counties for this period, just ahead of Forsyth

County.
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Employment Growth in Triad Regional Counties, 1994-2004
County 1994 2004 Growth Percent Growth

lAlamance 61,063 65,372 4,309 7.1%
Forsyth 144,212 158,879 14,667 10.2%
Guilford 201,965 225,001 23,036 11.4%
Randolph 63,747, 69,981 6,234 9.8%
Rockingham 44,926 42,971 -1,955 -4.4%
Regional Total 515,913 562,204 46,291 9.0%
Source: NCESC, Employment & Wages in NC, 1994 & 2004. 2004 information is as of
the 4th Quarter, 2004.

Percent Employment Growth in Triad Regional Counties, 1994-2004
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Source: NCESC, Employment & Wages in NC, 1994 & 2004. 2004 information is as of the 4th Quarter, 2004.
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Greensboro’s Percentage Share of Retail Sales in the Piedmont Triad

e The City of Greensboro accounted for over a third of all municipality retail sales within
the five-county Triad region for the period 2003-2004, at 32.8 percent. Winston-Salem
followed at 23.4 percent. Among the regional counties, Guilford had the highest propor-
tion of retail sales at 48.3 percent.

Triad Regional Retail Sales by Fiscal Year, 2003-2004

Fiscal Year Retalil

Proportion of the
Population***

Proportion of Retalil
Sales within the

Regional Municipalities* | Gross Retail Sales [Sales per Capita**| Within the Region Region
IArchdale 89,268,583 $9,528 0.8% 0.5%
IAsheboro 505,220,675 $22,017 2.0% 2.8%
Burlington 1,134,356,237| $24,133 4.2% 6.3%
Eden 184,595,739 $11,654 1.4% 1.0%
Graham 144,734,124 $10,518 1.2% 0.8%
Greenshoro 5,947,188,265 $25,508 20.8% 32.8%
High Point 1,693,128,926 $18,737 8.1% 9.3%
Kernersville 581,322,818 $28,097 1.8% 3.2%
Reidsville 236,428,195 $16,165 1.3% 1.3%
\Winston-Salem 4,234,409,388 $21,655 17.5% 23.4%

Regional Counties
IAlamance 1,685,160,395 $12,289 12.2% 9.3%
Forsyth 5,886,009,577 $18,350 28.6% 32.5%)
Guilford 8,760,036,780 $20,152 38.8% 48.3%)
Randolph 1,130,615,670 $8,325 12.1% 6.2%)
Rockingham 666,174,812 $7,232 8.2% 3.7%
Regional Totals 18,127,997,234 $16,178 100.0% 100.0%

State Data Center.

Source: NC Dept. of Revenue, State Sales & Use Tax Reports, July 2003-June 2004. *Only municipalities
of 10,000+ people. **Total gross retail sales divided by population. ***2004 population estimates from NC

Triad Regional Retail Sales by Municipality, 2003-2004
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Greensboro Population Growth

Between 2000 and 2005, the population of the City of Greensboro is estimated to have
grown from 223,891 to 238,440 people. According to the Greensboro Planning Depart-
ment estimates, Greensboro’s population has increased every year in the study’s time
frame from 1992 to 2005. In 2000, the population gained over 15,000 persons (7.2 per-
cent), based on the 1999 estimate. Greensboro’s population growth over the years was
the result of natural increase, in-migration, increased college enroliment, and annexation.

Annexation accounts for much of the growth, 36.2 percent during the period of 2000-

2003.
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Greensboro Annual Population Growth, 1992-2005
Percent Annual
Year Population* Numeric Change Change
1992 186,392 NA| NA|
1993 187,050 658 0.4%
1994 188,228 1,178 0.6%
1995 192,330 4,102 2.2%
1996 194,020 1,690 0.9%
1997 202,321 8,301 4.3%
1998 205,132 2,811 1.4%
1999 208,887 3,755 1.8%
2000 223,891 15,004 7.2%
2001 226,880 2,989 1.3%
2002 229,634 2,754 1.2%
2003 231,743 2,109 0.9%
2004 232,657 914 0.4%
2005 238,440 5,783 2.5%
Source: *Greensboro Planning Department estimates; 2000 population
from 2000 Census of Population & Housing.

Greensboro Annual Population Change, 1993-2005
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Per Capita Income by Selected Areas, 1984-2003
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Source: US Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Information System, release date May, 2004.

Unemployment Rate in Greensboro (Percent of Unemployment in the Civilian Work Force)

e Average unemployment rates for Greensboro fluctuated throughout the observed period of
October 2004 through September 2005, ranging from as low as 4.9 percent to as high as
6.0 percent.

Greensboro Unemployment Rate, No-
vember 2004-October 2005
Unemployment
Date Rate
October 2004 5.1%)
November 2004 5.5%
December 2004 5.4%)
January 2005 5.2%
February 2005 5.5%
March 2005 5.0%
April 2005 4.9%)
May 2005 4.9%
June 2005 5.6%
July 2005 6.0%
August 2005 5.5%
September 2005 5.0%
Source: NCESC, NC Local Area Unem-
ployment Statistics, 2004-2005.
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Greensboro Unemployment Rate, October 2004-September 2005
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Source: NCESC, NC Local Area Unemployment Statistics, 2004-2005.

Guilford County Employment Growth by Sector

May 2005
June 2005
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o For the period 1994-2004, the service sector has continued to replace the manufacturing
sector as the largest employer in Guilford County. In 2004, the service sector constituted
30.2 percent of the County's employment, up from its previous 26.2 percent share in
1994, while manufacturing declined from 20.9 percent to 14.7 percent.

Guilford County Employment by Sector, 1994 & 2004

1994 Employment 2004 Employment  |Change, 1994-2004
Sector Number Percent Number Percent | Number | Percent

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing 194 0.1% 236 0.1% 421  0.01%
Mining 253 0.1% 493 0.2%) 240  0.08%
Construction 1,103 0.4% 13,282 5.0% 12,179 4.53%
Manufacturing 51,256 20.9% 39,337, 14.7% -11,919 -6.16%
Transportation, Information, Utilities 22,201 9.1% 24,127 9.0% 1,926 -0.01%
\Wholesale Trade 14,677 6.0% 15,958 6.0% 1,281] 0.00%
Retail Trade 27,074 11.0% 28,645 10.7% 1,571 -0.31%
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate (FIRE) 15,228 6.2% 17,595 6.6% 2,367] 0.38%
Services 64,368 26.2% 80,722 30.2%| 16,354 4.00%
Government 26,025 10.6% 28,899 10.8% 2,874 0.22%

included.

Source: NCESC, Employment & Wages in NC, 1994-2004. Data is in NAICS

. Only selected categories were

1-8, supp. 2005



Guilford County Employment by Sector, 1994 & 2004
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Job Sector

Source: NCESC, Employment & Wages in NC, 1994-2004. Data is in NAICS.



Average Sales Price of Single Family Housing Units in the Greensboro Regional Market Area

e In Greensboro, zip code 27405 in the Northeast had the lowest sales price of homes in
2005 ($108,553). However, when compared countywide, zip code 27260 in High Point
had the lowest average sales price ($66,785). The Irving Park area (27408) had the high-
est average sales prices within Greensboro ($267,990), as compared to the highest aver-
age sales price in Northwest Guilford County, which was Summerfield ($378,110), zip
code 27310.

Average Sales Prices of Homes by Zip Code in Guilford
County*, 2005
Zip Code Community Average Price
27214 Browns Summit $185,458
27260 High Point $66,785
27262 High Point $138,069
27263 High Point / Archdale $108,200
27265 High Point $169,951
27282 Jamestown $198,993
27301 McLeansville $160,543
27310 Oak Ridge $342,594
27313 Pleasant Garden $194,750
27357 Stokesdale $264,732
27358 Summerfield $378,110
27377 Whitsett $233,593
27401 Greensboro $116,690
27403 Greensboro $152,674
27405 Greensboro $108,553
27406 Greensboro $137,254
27407 Greensboro $162,893
27408 Greensboro $267,990
27409 Greensboro $152,064
27410 Greensboro $225,528
27455 Greensboro $267,528
Guilford County Average $192,045
Source: Greensboro Regional Realtors Association, 2005.
*Zip codes with 25 or more home sales Jan 1, 2005-Sept 30,
2005.
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Annual Regional Ozone Exceedances Based Upon Federal Standards

« Ozone measurements are taken between April and October every year. In 2000, the
Triad listed more than 30 “code orange” ozone days. Total exceedances climbed to a

high
total

25+
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104

of 126 days in 2002, dropped to only one day in 2004, then proceeded to rise to a
of seven days in 2005.
Triad Regional Ozone Exceedances*, 2000-2005
Annual Exceedances

County Site 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 2005
Caswell Cherry Grove 3 9 14 3 0 0
Davie Cooleemee 9 6 15 3 0 3
Forsyth Hattie Avenue 17 11 22 4 0 0
Forsyth Pollirosa** 6 10 15 5 0 -
Forsyth Clemmons*** -~ - -~ - - 0
Forsyth Shiloh Church 8 4 20 2 0 0
Forsyth Union Cross 1 2 6 0 0 0
Guilford McLeansville 5 10 8 0 0 1
Guilford Mendenhall*** -~ - -~ - -~ 3
Randolph Sophia** -~ 7| 10 2 1 -
Rockingham Bethany 9 8 16 3 0 0
Source: NC Dept. of Environment & Natural Resources, Div. of Air Quality, 2006. *Ozone
IAction Days, when the codes of orange, red or purple are reached. **Station use discontin-
ued for 2005. *New monitoring station for 2005.

Triad Regional Ozone Exceedances*, 2002-2005

& Cherry Grove
B Cooleemee
O Hattie Avenue

A Clemmons***
B Shiloh Church
B Union Cross
B McLeansville

O Mendenhall***
B Bethany

2002 2003 2004 2005

Source: NC Dept. of Environment & Natural Resources, Div. of Air Quality, 2006. *Ozone Action Days, when the codes
of orange, red or purple are reached. **Formerly named Pollirosa. ***Formerly named Sophia, monitoring station in
operation from 2001 to present.
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Annual Ratio of Water Demand (Daily Average) to Capacity for the Greensboro Service Area
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Average daily demand for water between 1990 and 2005 has been 32.11 mgd. The 30-
year safe yield is 36 mgd. Peak daily demand for the period ranged from a high in 1998 of
50.65 to a low of 35.30 in 2003.

Peak Water Capacity and Demand for Greensboro Service Area, 1990-
2005
Average Daily Peak Daily
Year Capacity (MGD)*| Demand (MG)** Demand 1 (MG)
1990 54 30.55 41.51
1991 54 31.34 39.50
1992 54 30.14 43.11
1993 54 31.27 41.80
1994 54 32.74 43.42
1995 54 34.46 48.31]
1996 54 34.21 48.80
1997 54 33.88 47.58
1998 54 33.72 50.65
1999 54 33.19 48.02
2000 54 34.24 46.40
2001 54 32.00 41.61
2002 54 29.10 41.40
2003 54 29.71 35.30
2004 54 31.53 38.98
2005 54 31.65 41.36
Average 54 32.11 43.61]
Source: Greensboro Water Resources Dept., 2005. *Capacity = Water
Treatment Plant Capacity only (Not purchase contract water from Reids-
ville). **Based on Calendar Year Pumpage Report for treated water.

Peak Water Capacity and Demand for Greenshoro Service Area, 1990-2005

—B— Capacity (MGD)* —a— Average Daily Demand (MG)** == Peak Daily Demand 1 (MG)
= & & & & & & & & & & & & & & |
W X\!\K
1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004

Source: Greensboro Water Resources Dept., 2005. *Capacity = Water Treatment Plant Capacity only (Not purchase contract w ater
from Reidsville). **Based on Calendar Year Pumpage Report for treated w ater.
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Annual Ratio of Waste Water Demand (Daily Average) to Capacity for the Greensboro
Service Area

o Capacity for sewer service has increased 20 mg since 1990 to 56 mg. Sewer allocation
increased to 56 mgd in 2002.

Sewer Capacity and Demand for Greensboro Service
Area, 1990-2004
Avg. Day Flow for
Year Capacity (MG) | Peak Month (MGD)
1990 36 33.35
1991 36 36.03
1992 36 32.43
1993 36 40.44
1994 36 35.54
1995 36 33.32
1996 36 35.44
1997 36 35.10
1998 36 38.65
1999 38 34.18
2000 40 34.70
2001 46 34.93
2002 56 32.80
2003 56 35.85
2004 56 31.44
Source: Greensboro Water Resources Dept., 2005.
Note: Sewer allocation increased to 40 MGD Capacity
for 2000, and 46 MG Capacity for 2001. It increased
to 56 MGD at the end of 2002.

Sewer Capacity and Demand for Greensboro Senice Area, 1990-2003
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Source: Greenshoro Water Resources Dept., 2004. Note: Sew er allocation increased to 40 MGD Capacity for 2000, and 46 MG
Capacity for 2001. Itincreased to 56 MGD at the end of 2002.
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Number of Enplaned Passengers at the Piedmont Triad International Airport

« The number of enplaned passengers at the Piedmont Triad International Airport was
1,299,502 in 1996. A decline was seen in the following year, then again in 2001, 2002
and 2005. The peak year was in 2000, with 1,396,766. The diminishing number of en-
planed passengers was caused mainly by the loss of the hubs of various airlines includ-
ing Continental, Tradewinds and Eastwinds, with other potentially negative effects being
the ailing economy and repercussions from the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001.

PTIA, Enplaned Passengers, 1996-
2005
Number of Enplaned
Year Passengers Annually
1996 1,299,502
1997 1,119,987
1998 1,304,978
1999 1,351,622
2000 1,396,766
2001 1,309,753
2002 1,263,272
2003 1,296,969
2004 1,355,946
2005 1,301,218
Source: Piedmont Triad International
Airport, 2006.

PTIA, Enplaned Passengers, 1996-2005
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Annual Increase in the Amount of Solid Waste Tonnage Being Managed or Recycled

e From Fiscal Year 2001-02 to FY 2004-05, municipal solid waste (msw) tonnage de-
creased 15.4%, while construction and demolition (C&D) tonnage decreased 37.3% dur-
ing the same period. These figures are significant because the per capita solid waste
disposal rate is calculated using MSW and C&D tonnages. A lower per capita rate indi-
cates less solid waste is landfilled as the population increases or remains unchanged.
The amount of solid waste generated is usually indicative of the condition of the local
economy.

e The 2003 Update of the Guilford County Solid Waste Management Plan (of which
Greensboro is a participating municipality) established a per capita disposal rate goal of
1.70 tons per person per year. For 2002-03, the per capita disposal rate for the Guilford
County planning area was 1.65 tons per person per year.

e Land clearing and inert debris (LCID) tonnages decreased 55.4% from 2000-01 through
2004-05. Recycling tonnage increased by 0.1% from 2003-04 to 2004-05. White goods
tonnages decreased in 2004-05.
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White Street Landfill: Landfilled and Managed Waste 1997-98 to 2004-05

Waste Quantity in Tons (Public and Private)

Waste Type 1997-98 | 1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04 | 2004-05
Landfilled
Municipal Solid Waste 261,027 250,375 275,061] 269,228] 259,080] 251,505 237,057 219,090
Construction & Demolition Waste | 29,319 45,292 140,184 162,592 201,856 162,190 143,319 126,427
Land Clearing & Inert Debris* 105,228 89,517 134,317| 133,919 159,937 160,056| 164,635 71,296
Subtotal 395,574 385,184] 549,562 565,739 620,873 573,751] 545,011 416,813
Managed, not Landfilled
Recycling? 25,188] 27,746 31,538] 32,833 31,552 34,828 31,025 31,061
Yard Waste® 25,845 29,604 27,001l 15133 8,652 10,696 5,766] 23,939
White Goods 741 652 675 853 865 867 852 768
Subtotal 51,774 58,002 59,214] 48,819 41,069 46,391 37,643 55,768
TOTAL 447,348 443,186 608,776 614,558 661,942 620,142 582,654 472,581
Waste Quantity in Tons (Public and Private)
Waste Type 1997-98 | 1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 2001-02 | 2002-03 | 2003-04 | 2004-05
Percent of Total Landfilled
Municipal Solid Waste 58.3% 56.5%] 4520 43.8%] 39.1%] 40.69] 40.7%| 46.4%
Construction & Demolition Waste | 6.6%| 10.2%] 23.0%| 26.5%] 30.5%| 26.2% 24.6%| 26.7%
Land Clearing & Inert Debris 23.5% 20.2% 22.1% 21.8% 24.2% 25.8% 28.3% 15.1%
Subtotal 88.4% 86.9% 90.3% 92.1% 93.8%] 92.6% 93.6% 88.2%
Percent of Total Managed, not Landfilled

Recycling 56%  6.3%] 520 53% 4.8% 56%  53%  6.6%
Yard Waste 580  6.7% 4.4%| 2.5% 1.3% 1.7%  1.0%|  5.0%
White Goods 0.2% 0.1% 01% 01% 01% 0.1%  0.1%  0.2%
Subtotal 11.6% 13.1%]  9.7%|  7.0%  6.2%  7.4%  6.4% 11.8%
TOTAL 100.0%| 100.0% 100.0%| 100.0% 100.0%| 100.0% 100.0%| 100.0%

" Land Clearing & Inert Debris (LCID) includes yard waste from 12-01-00 through 2003-04 because the compost
facility was in transition during that period. The compost facility resumed operations in February 2004. Annual
LCID tonnages may also vary due to debris from wind and ice storms. The LCID landfill closed permanently in
January 2005. 2 In previous updates this table incorrectly listed the total recycling tons collected for the period
2001-02 through 2003-04. It now shows the tons collected only by the City of Greensboro during this period. All
white goods tonnages also reflect only what City employees collected. * Yard waste includes only leaf tonnages

from 2001-02 through 2003-04.

White Street Landfill: Landfilled vs. Managed Waste, 2004-05

Source: City of Greenshoro Solid Waste Department.

Managed, not

Landfilled
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Crime Statistics for Selected Municipalities, 2004

60,000
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Total Index Crimes
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Raleigh
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Montgomery,
AL

Source: NC State Bureau of Investigation, Crime in North Carolina, 2004, SC Law Enforcement Div., Crime in South Carolina, 2004, TN
State Bureau of Investigation, Knoxville Police Dept., 2004 & Alabama Criminal Justice Information Center, Crime in Alabama, 2004.
*Knoxville includes burglary and larceny together as 'burglary’. Note: Charlotte includes all of Mecklenburg County.
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Annual Guilford County School Enrollment

e The total Guilford County school enrollment increased from 67,099 in 2003-04 to 68,620
in 2005-06, an increase of 2.2%. This increase was expected to slow to 0.3% from
2005-06 to 2006-07.

Guilford County School Enrollment and Projections, FY 1995-1996 to FY 2007-2008

Special School
Elementary, Grades K-5 Middle, Grades 6-8 High, Grades 9-12 Students
School Year | Number | Admissions | Number | Admissions | Number | Admissions Admissions
1995-96 59 27,268 17| 13,292 14 14,922 193
1996-97 59 29,281 17| 13,846 14 15,058 172
1997-98 60 29,425 17| 14,318 14 15,956 172
1998-99 60 30,245 17| 14,793 14 16,090 187
1999-00 61] 30,804 17| 14,474 14 16,582 193
2000-01 62 30,511 18 14,843 14 17,072 207
2001-02 62 30,113 18 15,285 14 17,780 397
2002-03 63 30,173 18 15,490 14 18,387 565
2003-04 64 30,441 18 15,876 14 18,905 971
2004-05 64 30,704 18 15,670 14 19,709 1,016
2005-06 65| 31,377 20 15,908 14 20,273 1,062
Projections
2006-07 66 31,871 20 15,777 14 20,126 1,052
2007-08 67| 32,486 21 15,786 15 20,201 1,063
Source: Guilford County School Administrative Unit, 2004.
Guilford County School Enrollment FY 2000-01Through FY 2007-08
35,000
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Source: Guilford County School Administrative Unit, 2004. Pr OjeCtionS
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Greensboro Parks & Recreation Facilities and Acreage

e Greensboro’s parks totaled 22.85 acres per 1,000 City residents in 2005, with much of
that amount coming from the large magnet (6.04 acres per person) and regional parks
(4.69 acres). The smallest number of acres per 1,000 persons was in the City’s mini
parks.

Greensboro Parks and Recreation Facilities and Acreage Totals, 2005
Acres Per 1,000
Facility or Classification Acreage Persons**
Drainageway and Open Space 1110.89 4.66
Recreation Centers and Community Parks 623.52 2.61
Magnet Parks (Bryan Park)* 1440.10 6.04
Regional Parks 1117.80 4.69
Mini Parks 86.19 0.36
Natural Areas 300.00 1.26
Neighborhood Parks 481.92 2.02
Special Facilities 286.88 1.20
Total 5447.30 22.85
Source: Greensboro Parks & Recreation Department, 2005. *Bryan Park is
listed on the map as a Regional Park. **Based upon Planning Department's
2005 population estimate of 238,440.

Greensboro Parks & Recreation Facilities and Acreage Totals, 2005
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Source: Greensboro Parks & Recreation Department, 2005. *Bryan Park is listed on the map as a Regional Park.
**Based upon Planning Department's 2005 population estimate of 238,440.
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Municipal Credit Agency Ratings by Major Bond Raters

The City of Greensboro has received very favorable evaluations of credit worthiness from
nationally recognized credit rating agencies on its General Obligation debt issues. Standard
& Poor’s (S&P) and Fitch IBCA (Fitch) have given the City of Greensboro’s debt instruments
their highest rating, AAA, and Moody'’s Investors Service (Moody’s) has rated Greensboro
debt their second highest rating, Aal.

Standard & Poor’s, Fitch’'s, and Moody'’s, and Ratings

S&P Fitch Moody Description

AAA AAA AAA Best quality; extremely strong capacity to pay principal and interest
AA AA Aal-Aa3 [High quality; very strong capacity to pay principal and interest
A A Al-A3 Upper medium quality; strong capacity to pay principal and interest

BBB BBB Baa Medium grade quality; adequate capacity to pay principal and interest
BB BB Ba Speculative quality; low capacity to pay principal and interest

Source: Greensboro Finance Dept., 2005. Note: The bold ratings indicate the City of Greensboro’s current debt

ratings.
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