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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
 
A. INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE 
 

• Public policy makers and economic development practitioners have become 
increasingly concerned with maintaining and improving the quality of life of their 
political jurisdictions as a way to maintain their competitive advantage.  
Greensboro is no exception to this rule. 

 
• The inaugural Action Greensboro Benchmark Report completed in late 2003 was 

the first comprehensive assessment of the overall economic performance of the 
Greensboro community relative to peer cities from across the southeastern United 
States.  The Report concluded that Greensboro is much better-off than many of its 
peer group, although recent job losses may have the potential to substantially 
jeopardize the city’s standing.  

 
• The overall purpose of this report is to update and refine the community 

performance metrics identified in the earlier 2003 Action Greensboro Benchmark 
Report.  Much of the 2003 Report was based on 2000 Census data and now needs 
to be updated.   

 
B. METHODOLOGY 
 

• The identification of an appropriate group of comparative cities is crucial to the 
success of any benchmarking study.  Table One lists the ten cities included in the 
analysis based on data availability and consultations with the Greensboro 
Partnership. 

 
Table 1. Cities Ranked by Total Population, 2005 

   
City Population
 
Charlotte, NC 610,949
Louisville1, KY 556,429
Greenville2, SC 407,383
Raleigh, NC 341,530
Greensboro, NC 231,962
Durham, NC 204,845
Richmond, VA 193,777
Winston-Salem, NC 193,755
Chattanooga, TN 154,762
Columbia, SC 117,088
 
Mean 301,248

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, July 1st Estimates 

________________________________________________________________________                               
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• The benchmark indicators were chosen based on consultation with the Greensboro 
Partnership and every effort was made to be compatible with those indicators used 
in the 2003 Benchmark Report.   

 
• All the variables are reported for 2005 unless otherwise indicated.   

 
• The list of benchmark indicators includes measures that capture population and 

demographics, economic growth, education, and health and wellness. 
 
C. MAJOR FINDINGS 
 
1. THE ‘STATE OF THE CITY’ IS LESS THAN ROBUST 

 
• The earlier 2003 Benchmark Report concluded that “Greensboro is much better-

off than many comparable cities in the southeast, although recent job losses may 
have the potential to jeopardize the city’s standing.”  Unfortunately, Greensboro 
now appears to be lagging behind its competitors in the southeastern United States 
particularly in terms of average wage rates and tax base growth.  The overall state 
of the city appears less than robust. 

 
2. POPULATION GROWTH RATES ARE LAGGING BEHIND 
 

• Greensboro continued to lag behind its in-state competitors, especially Charlotte, 
Durham and Raleigh.  It seems Greensboro is a market that is neither too hot nor 
too cold but instead slightly below average on most major metrics. 

 
• The Carolina Piedmont I-85 corridor stands out as one of the fastest growing 

urban regions in the country, yet Greensboro’s population growth rate from 2000 
to 2005 lagged noticeably behind the other Carolina cities (Figure 1). 

 
3. EARNINGS AND INCOMES ARE DETERIORATING 
 

• Labor skills in the Greensboro market seem to have deteriorated.  Median 
earnings and per capita income were both below the study average for the ten 
cities included in this report.  In the 2003 Benchmark Report, Greensboro ranked 
above average in median earnings and per capita income (although the group of 
cities studied was different). 

 
4. GREENSBORO IS STILL A MANUFACTURING TOWN 
 

• Even though Greensboro has experienced significant manufacturing job losses, it 
continues to have a disproportionately large relative share of its labor force 
employed in manufacturing (Table 2).  Only Greenville had a higher percentage 
of its labor force employed in manufacturing.   
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Table 2.  Major Industries Ranked by Difference in Percent (%) Employment Share 

for Greensboro and the Study Average 
 
Industry   Greensboro  Study Average Difference 
 
Manufacturing   14.58   10.33   +4.25 
Retail    12.68   10.50   +2.18 
Transportation     4.83     4.34   +0.49 
 
Arts/Entertainment    9.54     9.55   -0.01 
Financial Services    7.98     8.56   -0.58 
Professional     9.81   11.17   -1.36 
Education/Health  21.19   23.25   -2.06 
Other    19.40   22.30   -2.90 
 
 
5. EDUCATION AND HEALTH SERVICES ARE NOT GROWING FAST ENOUGH 
 

• Education and health services comprise the largest share of jobs in Greensboro – 
although the relative proportion of the labor force employed in this sector is over 
two percentage points below the study average (Table 2).  The 2003 Report 
indicated that Greensboro was just under a full percentage point below the study 
average (although the sector was defined in a slightly different manner in the 
2003 Report).  One implication is that Greensboro may not be growing its health 
industries at the rate of its competitors since it is now lagging further behind the 
study average. 

 
6. AVERAGE WAGE RATES ARE LAGGING BEHIND IN EVERY MAJOR INDUSTRY 
 

• Average wage rates in Greensboro lagged well behind their competitors in 
financial services, manufacturing, professional and business services and 
transportation/warehousing (Table 3).  Only retail jobs paid above the study 
average but retail jobs paid poorly – only the leisure/hospitality industry 
generated lower average wages.   

 
7. TAX BASE GROWTH IS SLUGGISH 

 
• Tax base growth in Greensboro was sluggish and well behind those of the five 

North Carolina cities included in this report. 
 
8. SCHOOLS AND INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER LEARNING ARE A BRIGHT SPOT 
 

• One bright spot was the low high school drop-out rates, the above average 
percentage of the population enrolled in college and the percentage of the 
population 25 years or older with at least a college degree.  Greensboro appears to 

________________________________________________________________________                               
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be a well educated market although the average wage rates do not reflect this 
competitive advantage. 

 
 

Table 3.  Major Industries Ranked by Difference in Average Wage Rates ($) for 
Greensboro and the Study Average 

 
Industry   Greensboro  Study Average Difference 
 
Retail    25,037   24,404   +633 
 
Other    41,944   43,026   -1,082 
Leisure/Hospitality  13,618   14,908   -1,290 
Education/Health  37,614   39,448   -1,834 
Transportation   39,542   45,444   -5,902 
Professional   36,125   44,032   -7,907 
Manufacturing   45,816   54,724   -8,908 
Financial Services  46,361   57,008   -10,647 

 
 

9. HEALTH AND WELLNESS: MIXED FINDINGS  
 

• Teenage pregnancy rates were third lowest of the ten cities included in this report 
but infant mortality rates in Greensboro were too high and above the study 
average. 

________________________________________________________________________                               
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INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 
 

• Public policy makers and economic development practitioners have become 
increasingly concerned with maintaining and improving the quality of life of their 
political jurisdictions as a way to maintain their competitive advantage.  
Greensboro is no exception to this rule. 

 
• Although measuring quality of life can be a difficult exercise given the elusive 

and vague nature of the concept, many communities have moved towards a 
‘benchmarking’ approach that attempts to quantify community performance 
measures over time.  By tracking key metrics, it becomes possible to identify a 
community’s strengths and weaknesses, and develop appropriate strategic 
responses that can facilitate improved quality of life.  
 

• In the early 2000’s, Action Greensboro commissioned two Benchmark Studies 
that generated substantial community discussion: the McKinsey Report and the 
Market Street Services Action Plan.  The McKinsey Report concluded that 
“Greater Greensboro is slightly better off today than many of its peer cities in the 
Southeast” but questioned whether the community could maintain its current 
levels of prosperity.  The McKinsey findings triggered a follow-up study by 
Market Street Services which recommended that Greensboro should begin to 
track a number of performance measures “to help the community benchmark 
progress made through its economic development efforts.”  By developing a 
series of community performance metrics, Market Street Services argued it 
becomes possible to place an emphasis on outcomes in judging the success of the 
city’s economic development programs. 
 

• The inaugural Action Greensboro Benchmark Report completed in late 2003 was 
the first comprehensive assessment of the overall economic performance of the 
Greensboro community relative to peer cities from across the southeastern United 
States.  The Report concluded that Greensboro is much better-off than many of its 
peer group, although recent job losses may have the potential to substantially 
jeopardize the city’s standing.  
 
 

________________________________________________________________________                               
1 



BENCHMARK REPORT                                   __ _                   _____         DR. KEITH G. DEBBAGE 
 

PURPOSE AND RATIONALE 
 

• The overall purpose of this report is to update and refine the community 
performance metrics identified in the earlier 2003 Action Greensboro Benchmark 
Report.  Much of the 2003 Report was based on 2000 Census data and now needs 
to be updated.   

 
• Consequently, the rationale for this report is to build on the momentum and 

recommendations generated by past studies of the Greensboro community by 
identifying and highlighting the positive assets of the Greensboro area relative to 
a group of peer cities while, at the same time, identifying potential problem areas 
that may require more concerted community attention and action.  Like many 
cities of comparable size, Greensboro has both advantages and challenges that it 
must address if it is to remain competitive in the contemporary economy. 

 
• Part of the agenda is to stimulate discussion and to educate the general public 

about the overall performance of Greensboro relative to a carefully chosen peer 
group of cities. The long-term goal for the city of Greensboro is to see increased 
efficiency, progress and improvement over time for each of the selected 
community performance indicators. 

 

________________________________________________________________________                               
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PROJECT METHODOLOGY 
 

A. CRITERIA FOR SELECTION OF COMPARATIVE CITIES  
 

• The identification of an appropriate group of comparative cities is crucial to the 
success of any benchmarking study.  Table One lists the ten cities included in the 
analysis based on data availability and consultations with the Greensboro 
Partnership. 
 

 
Table 1. Cities Ranked by Total Population, 2005 

   
City Population
 
Charlotte, NC 610,949
Louisville1, KY 556,429
Greenville2, SC 407,383
Raleigh, NC 341,530
Greensboro, NC 231,962
Durham, NC 204,845
Richmond, VA 193,777
Winston-Salem, NC 193,755
Chattanooga, TN 154,762
Columbia, SC 117,088
 
Mean 301,248

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, July 1st Estimates 
 
 

• The cities were selected based on both their inclusion in the earlier 2003 
Benchmark Report and the broad range of population size relative to Greensboro.  
Some attempt was made to capture a representative range of cities that reflected a 
broad spectrum in terms of the size and quality of the local economy.  It should be 
noted that Columbia, SC and Winston-Salem were not included in the 2003 
Report.  Also, several cities from the 2003 Report were excluded because they 
were not wholly comparable to Greensboro (e.g., Atlanta, Oklahoma City and 
Tampa.) 

 
• Population size varied from a high of 610,949 in Charlotte to a low of 117,088 in 

Columbia, South Carolina.  The 2005 population of Greensboro was 231,962 
which was fairly close to the study average of 301,248.   
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B. DETERMINING THE BENCHMARK INDICATORS 
 

• The benchmark indicators were chosen based on consultation with the Greensboro 
Partnership and every effort was made to be compatible with those indicators used 
in the 2003 Benchmark Report.   

 
• All the variables are reported for 2005 unless otherwise indicated.   

 
• It is important to note that data on average wage rates by industry (Tables 23-31), 

tax base (Tables 32-34), high school drop-out rates (Table 36), and health and 
wellness (Table 41-42) are only available at the county level.  Additionally, the 
tax base data (Table 32-34) and the high school dropout rate data (Table 36) only 
included North Carolina cities.     

 
• The list of benchmark indicators includes measures that capture population and 

demographics, economic growth, education, and health and wellness. 
 

• POPULATION AND DEMOGRAPHIC BENCHMARKS INCLUDED: 
 

o Population Change, 2000-2005 (Source: U.S. Census) 
 
o Age Distribution (Source: ACS) 

(Median age, %20-34, %65 and over) 
 

o Racial/Ethnic Composition (Source: ACS) 
(% white, AA, Hispanic) 
 

o Residential Sprawl indicators (Source: ACS) 
(Mean household size, Mean travel time) 
 

o Home Ownership and Value (Source: ACS) 
(% owner-occupied, median house value) 

 
• ECONOMIC GROWTH AND JOB BENCHMARKS INCLUDED: 

 
o Median Earnings for all Workers (Source: ACS) 

 
o Per Capita Income (Source: ACS) 

 
o Jobs: Labor Force Composition by Industry (Source: ACS) 

 
o Average Wages by Industry (county only) (Source: BLS)  
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o Tax Base Yield (county only) (Source: NCDOR) 
(Tax base growth, Total Taxable Real Estate per 1,000 & % Residential 
Taxable Property) 

 
o Poverty Rate (Source: ACS)  

 
• EDUCATION BENCHMARKS INCLUDED: 

 
o High School Drop-Out Rate (county only) (Source: NCDPI) 

    
o School Enrollment (Source: ACS)  

(% High School or less, % College or more) 
 

o Educational Attainment (Source: ACS) 
(% HS or less, % BA or more) 

 
• HEALTH AND WELLNESS BENCHMARKS INCLUDED: 

 
o Infant Mortality Rates, 2004 (county only) (Source: NCCHS & others) 
 
o Teenage Pregnancy Rates, 2004 (county only) (Source: NCCHS & others) 

(15-19 years old) 
 

• (Note: ACS – American Community Survey; BLS – Bureau of Labor Statistics; 
NCCHS – North Carolina Center for Health Statistics; NCDPI – North Carolina 
Department of Public Instruction; and NCDOR – North Carolina Department of 
Revenue) 

________________________________________________________________________                               
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FINDINGS 
 
A. POPULATION AND DEMOGRAPHICS 
 
POPULATION CHANGE: 2000 - 2005 
 

• Net population change is a straightforward measure about whether a city is 
growing, stagnating or declining.  Maintaining consistent net population increases 
over time suggests that a community is prosperous and able to attract and keep 
workers.  Conversely, cities that have experienced substantial population losses 
over time may be unable to retain workers which may be a ‘red-flag’ for 
prospective businesses. 

 
• Net population change for the ten cities included in this study was highly varied 

(Table 2).  The fastest growing city in relative terms was Raleigh with a 23.7% 
growth rate from 2000 to 2005.  Overall, the average growth rate was 6.05% and 
Greensboro ranked sixth with a net population change of 3.6%.  

 
 

Table 2. Cities Ranked by Percent Population Change, 2000-2005 
     
City 2000 Population 2005 Population Absolute Change 

2000-05 
Relative Change 

2000-05 (%) 
 

Raleigh, NC 276,093 341,530                  65,437         23.70 
Charlotte, NC 540,828 610,949                  70,121         12.97 
Durham, NC 187,035 204,845                  17,810           9.52 
Greenville2, SC 379,616 407,383                  27,767           7.31 
Winston-Salem, NC 185,776 193,755                    7,979           4.29 
Greensboro, NC 223,891 231,962                    8,071           3.60 
Louisville1, KY 551,183 556,429                    5,246           0.95 
Columbia, SC 116,278 117,088                       810           0.70 
Chattanooga, TN 155,554 154,762                      -792          -0.51 
Richmond, VA 197,790 193,777                   -4,013          -2.03 
  
Mean 281,404 301,248                   19,844           6.05 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2000 data and 2005 July 1st Population Estimates 
 
 

• The Carolina Piedmont I-85 corridor that extends from Greenville-Spartanburg to 
Raleigh stands out as one of the fastest-growing regions in the southeastern 
United States (Figure 1).  Greensboro is centrally located within this mega-region, 
but it experienced the lowest growth rate of the six Carolina Piedmont cities 
located in this corridor – a cause for concern. 

________________________________________________________________________                               
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AGE DISTRIBUTION 
 

• Comparing the age distribution of each city can provide some insight into the 
underlying attractiveness of a city’s economy.  As the population of a city ages, 
there will be a much greater demand for medical services which can lead to 
significant demands on scarce public resources.  Conversely, a city with a 
significant number of college-aged 20-34 year olds suggests a contemporary 
economy with ‘cutting-edge’ occupations. 

 
• The median age of the population varied from a low of 32.5 years old in Durham 

to a high of 38.1 years old in Chattanooga.  The median age in Greensboro was 
35.8 years which was close to the study average of 35.3 years old. (Table 3) 

 
 

Table 3. Cities Ranked by Median Age, 2005 
   
City Median Age
 
Durham, NC 32.5
Raleigh, NC 32.6
Charlotte, NC 33.8
Winston-Salem, NC 34.3
Columbia, SC 34.4
Greensboro, NC 35.8
Richmond, VA 35.9
Greenville2, SC 37.7
Louisville1, KY 37.7
Chattanooga, TN 38.1
 
Mean 35.3

Source: ACS 
 
 

• More troubling, Greensboro seemed to attract a below average share of the 
population aged 20-34 years old and an above average share of the elderly (Table 
4 and 5).  Although Greensboro was just slightly the ‘wrong’ side of each 
average, the age distribution compared poorly to Raleigh.  The percentage of the 
population aged 20-34 years old in Raleigh was 30.4% (compared to 23% in 
Greensboro) while the percent elderly in Raleigh was a low 7.6% (compared to 
12.5% in Greensboro). 
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Table 4. Cities Ranked by Percent Population Age 20-34, 2005 

   
City Absolute Total Percent (%) 
 
Raleigh, NC 95,963    30.44 
Columbia, SC 25,074    28.35 
Durham, NC 53,092    27.69 
Charlotte, NC 139,455    23.18 
Greensboro, NC 48,146    23.09 
Winston-Salem, NC 41,892    22.83 
Richmond, VA 40,237    22.26 
Chattanooga, TN 28,271    20.32 
Greenville2, SC 78,640    19.84 
Louisville1, KY 104,364    19.05 
 
Mean 65,513    23.70 

Source: ACS 
 
 

Table 5. Cities Ranked by Percent Population Over Age 65, 2005 
   
City Absolute Total Percent (%) 
 
Chattanooga, TN 20,356    14.63 
Richmond, VA 25,439    14.07 
Winston-Salem, NC 23,749    12.94 
Greensboro, NC 26,136    12.53 
Columbia, SC 10,867    12.29 
Louisville1, KY 66,156    12.08 
Greenville2, SC 46,730    11.79 
Durham, NC 16,132      8.41 
Charlotte, NC 45,977      7.64 
Raleigh, NC 24,037      7.62 
 
Mean 30,558     11.40 

Source: ACS 
 
 
RACIAL COMPOSITION
 

• Cities that are ethnically diverse tend to be more tolerant and innovative although 
integrating minorities into a contemporary workforce can pose substantial 
challenges.    

 
• Just over half of Greensboro’s population is classified as white compared to a 

study average of 56.8% (Table 6).  Those cities with the largest percent white 
populations included Greenville (75.6%) and Louisville (73.1%) although their 

________________________________________________________________________                               
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high rankings are partly due to the way in which both places are defined in this 
study (See Technical Footnotes 1 and 2). 
 

 
Table 6. Cities Ranked by Percent of White Population, 2005 

   
City Absolute Total Percent (%) 
 
Greenville2, SC 299,836     75.64 
Louisville1, KY 400,504     73.11 
Raleigh, NC 195,579     62.04 
Chattanooga, TN 81,136     58.30 
Charlotte, NC 342,761     56.98 
Winston-Salem, NC 102,573     55.91 
Greensboro, NC 107,701     51.64 
Columbia, SC 45,147     51.04 
Durham, NC 82,489     43.02 
Richmond, VA 72,733     40.24 
 
Mean 173,046     56.79 

Source: ACS 
 
 

• The percent of the Greensboro population classified as African-American is 
38.8% which is slightly above the study average of 35.4% (Table 7).  Those cities 
with the highest percent African-American populations included Richmond 
(55.2%), Columbia (43.1%) and Durham (40.6%). 

 
 
Table 7. Cities Ranked by Percent of African American Population, 

2005 
   
City Absolute Total Percent (%) 
 
Richmond, VA 99,826    55.23 
Columbia, SC 38,102    43.08 
Durham, NC 77,775    40.56 
Greensboro, NC 80,937    38.81 
Chattanooga, TN 53,785    38.65 
Winston-Salem, NC 64,948    35.40 
Charlotte, NC 206,259    34.29 
Raleigh, NC 85,116    27.00 
Louisville1, KY 120,011    21.91 
Greenville2, SC 74,556    18.81 
 
Mean 90,132    35.37 

Source: ACS 
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• One of the most rapidly growing ethnic groups in the southeastern United States 
is the Hispanic population.  Although Greensboro has experienced a rapid growth 
in its Hispanic population in recent years, the percentage of the population 
classified as Hispanic is below the study average (i.e., 5.7% and 6.8%, 
respectively) (Table 8).  Cities with significantly larger Hispanic populations 
included Winston-Salem (14.3%) and Durham (13.2%) while Chattanooga had 
only a 1.6% market share.  

 
 

Table 8. Cities Ranked by Percent of Hispanic Population, 2005 
   
City Absolute Total Percent (%) 
 
Winston-Salem, NC 26,265    14.32 
Durham, NC 25,336     13.21 
Charlotte, NC 58,466       9.72 
Raleigh, NC 30,600       9.71 
Greenville2, SC 22,876       5.77 
Greensboro, NC 11,832                  5.67 
Richmond, VA 6,796       3.76 
Louisville1, KY 14,706       2.68 
Columbia, SC 1,616       1.83 
Chattanooga, TN 2,223       1.60 
 
Mean 20,072       6.83 

Source: ACS 
 
 
RESIDENTIAL SPRAWL INDICATORS
 

• Recent sprawl studies have indicated that Greensboro and the Piedmont Triad 
metropolitan area have some of the most sprawling growth patterns in the United 
States.  Relatively simple measures of sprawl include the way in which we utilize 
land (e.g., mean household size) and the length of our daily journey-to-work 
commutes (e.g., mean travel time). 

 
• Analyzing the average number of persons resident in each dwelling unit provides 

some insight into how efficiently each city is utilizing land with respect to 
density.  In Greensboro, the mean household size is 2.24 persons compared to a 
study average of 2.29 persons per unit (Table 9) suggesting that Greensboro is not 
unusual in the way in which we develop residential lots.  The larger cities in terms 
of total population (Table 1) tended to have higher mean household sizes. 
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Table 9. Cities Ranked by Mean Household Size, 2005 

   
City Mean Household Size    

(Persons) 
 
Greenville2, SC 2.50
Charlotte, NC 2.41
Louisville1, KY 2.35
Durham, NC 2.32
Winston-Salem, NC 2.30
Raleigh, NC 2.27
Greensboro, NC 2.24
Chattanooga, TN 2.22
Richmond, VA 2.20
Columbia, SC 2.06
 
Mean 2.29

Source: ACS 
 
 

• Regarding mean travel time, Greensboro does not fare as well (Table 10).  The 
average commute time in Greensboro is 22.2 minutes which is third longest in the 
study behind only Charlotte (23.9) and Raleigh (22.4).  Although Greensboro is 
only just over one minute above the study average of 21 minutes the suggestion 
here is that we need to encourage land use patterns that can mitigate lengthy 
commute times. 

 
 

Table 10. Cities Ranked by Mean Travel Time, 2005 
   
City Mean Travel Time 

(Minutes) 
 
Chattanooga, TN 18.4
Columbia, SC 18.7
Winston-Salem, NC 19.1
Louisville1, KY 21.2
Greenville2, SC 21.3
Durham, NC 21.6
Richmond, VA 21.6
Greensboro, NC 22.2
Raleigh, NC 22.4
Charlotte, NC 23.9
 
Mean 21.0

Source: ACS 
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HOME OWNERSHIP AND VALUE
 

• A high percentage of home ownership illustrates a propensity for residential 
stability in a community and signals a vote of confidence in the overall quality of 
life of the area.  If a large proportion of the population opts to invest in the real 
estate market instead of renting, it implies a long-term commitment to the 
community. 

 
• Homeownership varied from a high of 60.4% in Greenville to a low of 40% in 

Richmond (Table 11).  The Greensboro housing market slightly under-achieved 
with only 46.3% of all units in owner-occupation compared to higher shares in 
Charlotte (53.6%), Winston-Salem (50%) and Raleigh (48%). 

 
 

Table 11. Cities Ranked by Percent Owner-Occupied Housing 
Units, 2005 

   
City Percent (%)
 
Greenville2, SC 60.36
Louisville1, KY 58.68
Charlotte, NC 53.59
Winston-Salem, NC 49.97
Chattanooga, TN 48.05
Raleigh, NC 48.03
Greensboro, NC 46.32
Durham, NC 45.23
Columbia, SC 42.95
Richmond, VA 40.01
 
Mean 49.32

Source: ACS 
 
 

• The median house value for all ten cities was $140,770 while the Greensboro 
median value was $134,900 which ranked sixth highest (Table 12).  The most 
expensive housing markets included Raleigh ($177,200) and Charlotte ($159,900) 
while the least expensive market was Chattanooga ($109,400) by a substantial 
margin. 
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Table 12. Cities Ranked by Median House Value, 2005 

   
City      Value ($) 
 
Raleigh, NC 177,200
Charlotte, NC 159,900
Durham, NC 157,100
Richmond, VA 149,400
Columbia, SC 139,600
Greensboro, NC 134,900
Greenville2, SC 130,000
Winston-Salem, NC 125,200
Louisville1, KY 125,000
Chattanooga, TN 109,400
 
Mean 140,770

Source: ACS 
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B. ECONOMIC GROWTH AND JOBS 
 
Economic growth on its own may not be the most important indicator of economic 
change for a city economy.  Simple employment growth can impoverish a local economy 
if high-wage, high-skill jobs are replaced with low-wage, low-skill jobs.  Job creation 
without a concern for the composition of skills needed may be a flawed economic 
development strategy.  Substantial job growth must occur in robust and productive 
industries if an economy is to maintain a competitive advantage over other cities. 
 
MEDIAN EARNINGS
 

• Median earnings are an excellent measure of the overall skill level of the 
community and the quality of jobs being created in an area.  Earnings are defined 
as the sum of wage and salary disbursements and are often used as a proxy for 
income generated specifically from participation in production.  

 
• Much like the rankings for median house value, those cities generating the highest 

median earnings included Raleigh ($30,426) and Charlotte ($27,957) while the 
lowest median earnings occurred in Chattanooga ($23,756) and Winston-Salem 
($23,890) (Table 13). 

 
•  The median earnings in Greensboro were $25,171 which were significantly 

below the study average of $26,014.  Overall, the Piedmont Triad cities lagged 
significantly behind the Research Triangle and Charlotte in median earnings. 

 
 

Table 13. Cities Ranked by Median Earnings, 2005 
   
City Earnings ($)
 
Raleigh, NC 30,426
Charlotte, NC 27,957
Louisville1, KY 26,594
Durham, NC 26,412
Greenville2, SC 25,695
Greensboro, NC 25,171
Richmond, VA 25,151
Columbia, SC 25,091
Winston-Salem, NC 23,890
Chattanooga, TN 23,756
 
Mean 26,014

Source: ACS 
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PER CAPITA INCOME
 

• Per capita income is an excellent measure of the overall accumulation of wealth 
although it is not a direct measure of wages and salaries because it also includes 
income derived from such things as interest, dividend, rent and transfer payments. 

 
• Much like with median earnings, Greensboro ranks sixth with a per capita income 

of $24,540 compared to a study average of $25,146 (Table 14).  Once again, 
Raleigh and Charlotte lead the pack with per capita incomes of $29,464 and 
$28,875, respectively.    

 
 

Table 14. Cities Ranked by Per Capita Income, 2005 
   
City Per Capita Income ($) 
 
Raleigh, NC 29,464
Charlotte, NC 28,875
Columbia, SC 26,416
Richmond, VA 26,284
Durham, NC 24,627
Greensboro, NC 24,540
Greenville2, SC 23,627
Winston-Salem, NC 23,125
Louisville1, KY 22,611
Chattanooga, TN 21,893
 
Mean 25,146

Source: ACS 
 
 
JOBS: LABOR FORCE COMPOSITION BY INDUSTRY
 

• Economic diversity is frequently promoted as a means through which to achieve 
economic stability where the underlying logic is that a higher level of economic 
diversification is associated with long-term economic stability.  Most economic 
diversity studies focus on employment composition by major sector as a simple 
way to capture diversity. 

 
• Even though Greensboro has experienced significant declines in the number of 

manufacturing workers in recent years, it continues to have a disproportionately 
large relative share of its labor force in manufacturing (Table 15).  Other than 
Greenville, Greensboro had the largest share of its labor force in manufacturing 
(14.6%) – compared to a study average of 10.3%. 
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• It should be noted that Greensboro had only the fifth largest manufacturing 
workforce in absolute terms (15,057 workers).  Larger manufacturing labor 
markets included Greenville (36,425), Louisville (31,943), Charlotte (24,690), 
and Raleigh (15,734). 

 
 

Table 15. Cities Ranked by Percent Manufacturing Employment, 
2005 

   
City Absolute Total Percent (%) 
 
Greenville2, SC 36,425    18.84 
Greensboro, NC 15,057    14.58 
Chattanooga, TN 8,144    13.11 
Louisville1, KY 31,943    12.50 
Winston-Salem, NC 10,132    11.69 
Raleigh, NC 15,734      8.93 
Charlotte, NC 24,690      8.03 
Richmond, VA 5,612      6.52 
Durham, NC 5,035      5.12 
Columbia, SC 1,688       4.00 
 
Mean 15,446    10.33 

Source: ACS 
 
 

• Traditionally, retail jobs are low-skill and low-wage, and it seems as if 
Greensboro is generating a disproportionately large number of retail jobs relative 
to our competitors – especially given the large number of shopping centers that 
have been under construction in recent years (Table 16). 

 
• Only Richmond generated a larger percent share of retail jobs in 2005 than 

Greensboro.  Greensboro had 12.7% of all jobs in retail compared to a study 
average of 10.5%.  Both Charlotte and Raleigh generated much lower relative 
shares (10.8% and 9.8%, respectively).   
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Table 16. Cities Ranked by Percent Retail Employment, 2005 

   
City Absolute Total Percent (%) 
 
Richmond, VA 10,978    12.75 
Greensboro, NC 13,091    12.68 
Greenville2, SC 23,719    12.27 
Columbia, SC 4,859    11.51 
Charlotte, NC 33,278    10.82 
Louisville1, KY 26,362    10.32 
Raleigh, NC 17,211      9.77 
Winston-Salem, NC 7,816      9.02 
Chattanooga, TN 5,243      8.44 
Durham, NC 7,273      7.40 
 
Mean 14,983    10.50 

Source: ACS 
 
 

• A major component of any city economy is financial services – particularly in 
the downtown area where financial services tend to congregate because of 
proximity to City Hall, the courthouse and each other. 

 
• Not surprisingly, the dominant financial services city in this study was Charlotte 

with the largest absolute (46,840 workers) and relative shares (15.2%) (Table 17).  
The corporate headquarters of both Bank of America and Wachovia are located in 
downtown Charlotte. 

 
• Greensboro is a much smaller financial services market.  Greensboro is the third 

smallest market in relative terms (8%) although it is the fifth largest market in 
absolute terms (8,240 workers) – still well below the study averages in both cases.  
The recent merger of Jefferson Pilot with Lincoln National is unlikely to help 
matters.    

 
• Professional, Scientific and Management jobs specialize in a wide range of 

activities including legal advice, accounting, architectural and engineering 
services, computer services, consulting and research, logistics, plus a wide range 
of management and administrative services.  In all cases, these activities require a 
high degree of expertise and training, and they are the sorts of high-wage, high-
skill jobs that robust city economies should be attracting to the local area. 

 
• Unfortunately, Greensboro only generated 10,128 jobs in this sector in 2005 

compared to a study average of 16,112 (Table 18).  In relative terms, the 
Greensboro share was 9.8% compared to 15% of the labor force in Raleigh and a 
study average of 11.2%. 
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Table 17. Cities Ranked by Percent Financial Services 

Employment, 2005 
   
City Absolute Total Percent (%) 
 
Charlotte, NC 46,840    15.23 
Chattanooga, TN 5,709      9.19 
Winston-Salem, NC 7,939      9.16 
Raleigh, NC 15,130      8.59 
Columbia, SC 3,512      8.32 
Richmond, VA 7,132      8.29 
Louisville1, KY 20,986      8.21 
Greensboro, NC 8,240      7.98 
Durham, NC 5,236      5.33 
Greenville2, SC 10,315      5.33 
 
Mean 13,104      8.56 

Source: ACS 
 
 

Table 18. Cities Ranked by Percent 
Professional/Scientific/Management Employment, 2005 

   
City Absolute Total Percent (%) 
 
Raleigh, NC 26,491    15.04 
Durham, NC 13,159    13.39 
Charlotte, NC 37,840    12.30 
Columbia, SC 5,143    12.18 
Richmond, VA 10,066    11.69 
Greenville2, SC 20,994    10.86 
Greensboro, NC 10,128      9.81 
Louisville1, KY 24,746      9.69 
Winston-Salem, NC 7,552      8.71 
Chattanooga, TN 5,004      8.06 
 
Mean 16,112    11.17 

Source: ACS 
 
 

• Traditionally, education and health service jobs make up one of the largest 
sectors of any city economy accounting for over one-fifth of all jobs on average – 
the cities included in this report are no exception to this rule.  Table 19 indicates 
that the mean percent of the labor force in education and health services for all ten 
cities included in this study is 23.2%. 
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• Durham promotes itself as the ‘City of Medicine’ and over one in three workers 
worked in this sector in 2005 (36.2%) (Table 19).  Durham ranks first largely due 
to the presence of several significant employers including Duke University and 
the University Medical Center, GlaxoSmithKline, and Blue Cross and Blue Shield 
of North Carolina.   

 
• In absolute terms, larger labor markets than Durham exist in Louisville (52,813 

workers) and Charlotte (52,798). 
 

• Greensboro lagged behind with 21,880 workers and a 21.2% market share 
compared to study averages of 29,858 workers and a 23.2% market share for all 
ten cities, collectively. 

 
 

Table 19. Cities Ranked by Percent Education/Health Services 
Employment, 2005 

   
City Absolute Total Percent (%) 
 
Durham, NC 35,551    36.17 
Columbia, SC 12,539    29.70 
Winston-Salem, NC 22,187    25.60 
Chattanooga, TN 14,932    24.04 
Richmond, VA 18,445    21.43 
Greensboro, NC 21,880    21.19 
Louisville1, KY 52,813    20.67 
Greenville2, SC 35,470    18.34 
Raleigh, NC 31,960    18.15 
Charlotte, NC 52,798    17.17 
 
Mean 29,858    23.25 

Source: ACS 
 
 

• An important part of any city economy is the arts and entertainment industry 
particularly in downtown areas which tend to act as important focal points for the 
industry. 

 
• In Table 20, those cities with large vibrant downtowns tended to generate a 

significant number of arts and entertainment jobs (e.g., Charlotte – 28,211 jobs 
and Louisville – 25,530 jobs).  However, the city with the highest percentage of 
its workforce in arts and entertainment was Chattanooga with 12% of the labor 
force – thanks in part to its vibrant downtown that includes the Tennessee 
Aquarium and an IMAX theatre. 

 
• Although the Greensboro city center has recently experienced a rebirth of sorts – 

particularly the nightclubs and bars along South Elm Street – more could be done 
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to attract young urban professionals to the city.    Although Greensboro matched 
the study average in terms of the percent share of arts and entertainment jobs (i.e., 
9.5%), it underachieved in absolute terms with only 9,850 jobs compared to a 
study average of 13,045 jobs. 

 
 

Table 20. Cities Ranked by Percent Arts/Entertainment 
Employment, 2005 

   
City Absolute Total Percent (%) 
 
Chattanooga, TN 7,447    11.99 
Richmond, VA 9,550    11.09 
Winston-Salem, NC 8,312      9.59 
Greensboro, NC 9,850      9.54 
Raleigh, NC 16,809      9.54 
Columbia, SC 3,982      9.43 
Louisville1, KY 23,530      9.21 
Charlotte, NC 28,211      9.17 
Durham, NC 8,232      8.38 
Greenville2, SC 14,528      7.51 
 
Mean 13,045      9.55 

Source: ACS 
 
 

• It is clear that the transportation logistics and warehousing industry has the 
potential to become a major player in the Greensboro economy particularly with 
the planned opening of the mid-Atlantic FedEx hub in 2009 at Piedmont Triad 
International Airport. 

 
• That said, Greensboro generated only 4,984 jobs in transportation and 

warehousing in 2005 which was noticeably below the study average of 6,745 jobs 
(Table 21).  The substantial UPS hub in Louisville partly explains that city’s top 
ranking in both absolute terms (20,032 jobs) and relative terms (7.84%).    The 
other significant market was Charlotte which is a major general freight trucking 
center (i.e., almost 17,000 jobs and a 5.53% share).  The Research Triangle cities 
had few transportation and warehousing jobs – especially in relative terms – 
suggesting that Greensboro may be able to grow this market in the future given 
the lack of competition to the east. 
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Table 21. Cities Ranked by Percent Transportation/Warehousing 

Employment, 2005 
   
City Absolute Total Percent (%) 
 
Louisville1, KY 20,032      7.84 
Charlotte, NC 16,998      5.53 
Chattanooga, TN 3,212      5.17 
Winston-Salem, NC 4,390      5.07 
Greensboro, NC 4,984      4.83 
Greenville2, SC 6,627      3.43 
Richmond, VA 2,937      3.41 
Columbia, SC 1,294      3.06 
Raleigh, NC 4,512      2.56 
Durham, NC 2,466      2.51 
 
Mean 6,745      4.34 

Source: ACS 
 
 

• If economic diversity is a reliable indicator of economic stability and prosperity, 
Table 22 does not portend well for Greensboro’s future.  Table 22 ranks each city 
by the percent of the labor force employed in ‘other’ sectors of the economy that 
are not already listed in Tables 15-21.  Greensboro ranks last in relative terms 
with only 19.4% of its workforce in ‘other’ sectors of the economy compared to 
27.4% in Raleigh and a study average of 22.3%. 

 
 

Table 22. Cities Ranked by Percent Employed in Other Sectors, 
2005 

   
City Absolute Total Percent (%) 
 
Raleigh, NC 48,265    27.41 
Richmond, VA 21,362    24.82 
Greenville2, SC 45,285    23.42 
Columbia, SC 9,202    21.80 
Charlotte, NC 66,920    21.76 
Durham, NC 21,325    21.70 
Louisville1, KY 55,086    21.56 
Winston-Salem, NC 18,333    21.15 
Chattanooga, TN 12,421    20.00 
Greensboro, NC 20,036    19.40 
 
Mean 31,824    22.30 

Source: ACS 
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AVERAGE WAGES BY INDUSTRY 
 
Analyzing average wages can provide a more detailed insight into the variation in skill 
levels by major industrial groupings – assuming that higher wages are a reflection of 
more specialized skills that require higher levels of training and expertise.  The following 
data is derived from the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) because the 2005 
American Community Survey does not report data on average wages by specific industry.  
It should also be noted that BLS data by city is not available so the data in Tables 23-31 
is reported at the county level (with the exception of Richmond) (See Technical 
Footnotes)  
 

• Table 23 ranks cities based on the average wage in all industries combined.  The 
study average was $40,880 which is significantly higher than the equivalent figure 
for median earnings listed in Table 13 (i.e., $26,014).  Part of the explanation for 
the difference is that average wages can be more easily skewed upwards by a 
small number of very high wage earners. 

 
• Average wages in Greensboro ($36,652) were significantly below the study 

average and lagged well behind those in Durham ($52,546), Charlotte ($49,104) 
and even Winston-Salem ($38,312) – a very troubling sign (Figure 2) 

 
 

Table 23. Cities Ranked by Average Wage of Workers in All 
Industries, 2005 

   
City  Average Wage ($)
 
Durham, NC (Durham County)           52,546 
Charlotte, NC (Mecklenburg County) 49,104 
Richmond3, VA 46,351 
Raleigh, NC (Wake County) 40,572 
Louisville, KY (Jefferson County) 39,661 
Winston-Salem, NC (Forsyth County) 38,312 
Greensboro, NC (Guilford County) 36,652 
Greenville, SC (Greenville County) 35,709 
Chattanooga, TN (Hamilton County) 35,166 
Columbia, SC (Richland County) 34,727 
  
Mean 40,880 

Source: BLS 
 
 

• Of all the major industry groupings studied in this report, the manufacturing 
sector generated the second highest average wage rate for all ten cities (i.e., 
$54,725) (Table 24).  Only financial services generated a higher study average.   
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• Although many Southeastern cities have experienced substantial manufacturing 

job losses in recent years, those manufacturing workers that remain employed 
tend to be involved in high-wage, high-skill activities.  Some of the most robust 
manufacturing economies include Durham ($90,780), Charlotte ($55,699) and 
Raleigh ($55,331). 

 
• However, Greensboro’s average wage rates in manufacturing ($45,816) were well 

below the study average ($54,724) and only Chattanooga experienced lower 
average wage rates.  The implication is that many manufacturing industries in 
Greensboro may still be low-cost operations that remain vulnerable to competition 
from cheap foreign labor.  Of course, both Greensboro and Chattanooga had a 
disproportionate share of their labor force employed in manufacturing (Table 15) 
suggesting that the deindustrialization of both city economies has not fully played 
out. 

 
 

Table 24. Cities Ranked by Average Wage of Workers in 
Manufacturing, 2005 

   
City  Average Wage ($)
 
Durham, NC (Durham County) 90,780 
Richmond3, VA 57,458 
Charlotte, NC (Mecklenburg County) 55,699 
Raleigh, NC (Wake County) 55,331 
Winston-Salem, NC (Forsyth County) 54,452 
Louisville, KY (Jefferson County) 52,429 
Greenville, SC (Greenville County) 46,614 
Columbia, SC (Richland County) 45,858 
Greensboro, NC (Guilford County) 45,816 
Chattanooga, TN (Hamilton County) 42,799 
  
Mean 54,724 

Source: BLS 
 
 

• Of all the industries studied in this report, the only one located in Greensboro that 
generated above average wage rates was retail ($25,037) (Table 25).  
Unfortunately, retail jobs on the whole paid poorly (a study average of $24,404).  
Only the leisure/hospitality industry generated lower average wage rates.  

 
• That said, average retail wage rates in Charlotte ($27,098) and Raleigh ($25,446) 

were higher than those in Greensboro. 
 
 
 

________________________________________________________________________                               
25 



BENCHMARK REPORT                                   __ _                   _____         DR. KEITH G. DEBBAGE 
 

 
 

Table 25. Cities Ranked by Average Wage of Workers in Retail, 
2005 

   
City  Average Wage ($)
 
Charlotte, NC (Mecklenburg County) 27,098 
Greenville, SC (Greenville County) 25,665 
Raleigh, NC (Wake County) 25,446 
Greensboro, NC (Guilford County) 25,037 
Richmond3, VA 24,661 
Columbia, SC (Richland County) 24,227 
Louisville, KY (Jefferson County) 23,525 
Winston-Salem, NC (Forsyth County) 23,244 
Durham, NC (Durham County) 22,594 
Chattanooga, TN (Hamilton County) 22,546 
  
Mean 24,404 

Source: BLS 
 
 

• The financial services sector generated the highest average wage rates ($57,008) 
of any sector with the two major banking centers in Charlotte ($83,392) and 
Richmond ($71,259) offering the highest average wage rates.  Greensboro paid 
well below the study average at $46,361 and only Columbia offered lower 
average wage rates.  

 
 
Table 26. Cities Ranked by Average Wage of Workers in Financial 

Services, 2005 
   
City Average Wage ($)
 
Charlotte, NC (Mecklenburg County) 83,392 
Richmond3, VA 71,259 
Winston-Salem, NC (Forsyth County) 58,938 
Durham, NC (Durham County) 58,367 
Louisville, KY (Jefferson County) 54,363 
Greenville, SC (Greenville County) 51,834 
Chattanooga, TN (Hamilton County) 50,611 
Raleigh, NC (Wake County) 50,474 
Greensboro, NC (Guilford County) 46,361 
Columbia, SC (Richland County) 44,479 
  
Mean 57,008 

Source: BLS 
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• The highest average wage rates in professional and business services (Table 27) 
were found in Richmond ($65,157) and Charlotte ($58,936) – repeating the 
pattern established in the financial services industry. 

 
• Once again, Greensboro’s average wage rate ($36,125) was substantially below 

the study average ($44,219). 
 
 

Table 27. Cities Ranked by Average Wage of Workers in 
Professional and Business Services, 2005 

   
City Average Wage ($)
 
Richmond3, VA 65,157 
Charlotte, NC (Mecklenburg County) 58,936 
Durham, NC (Durham County) 55,666 
Raleigh, NC (Wake County) 47,236 
Louisville, KY (Jefferson County) 41,178 
Winston-Salem, NC (Forsyth County) 37,203 
Greensboro, NC (Guilford County) 36,125 
Greenville, SC (Greenville County) 34,256 
Chattanooga, TN (Hamilton County) 32,360 
Columbia, SC (Richland County) 32,202 
  
Mean 44,032 

Source: BLS 
 
   

• The highest wage rates in education and health services (Table 28) tended to be 
found in the largest labor markets in absolute terms.  In Table 19, the largest 
employment markets included Louisville, Charlotte and Durham.  All three cities 
have average wage rates above the study average of $39,448 

 
• The average wage in Greensboro was $37,614 which lagged behind the study 

average and only Greenville offered lower wage rates. 
 

• The leisure/hospitality industry generated the lowest average wages of all the 
major industry groupings included in this report.  The study average was $14,908 
and the low wages may be largely attributable to the seasonal nature of much 
work in this industry and the significant number of employees that work for tips 
in this sector of the economy.  

 
• Average wages in Greensboro ($13,618) were below the study average and the 

highest average wages were in Charlotte ($19,627) and Richmond ($16,539). 
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Table 28. Cities Ranked by Average Wage of Workers in 

Education/Health Services, 2005 
   
City Average Wage ($)
  
Durham, NC (Durham County) 43,978 
Charlotte, NC (Mecklenburg County) 42,454 
Winston-Salem, NC (Forsyth County) 40,439 
Louisville, KY (Jefferson County) 40,362 
Raleigh, NC (Wake County) 38,453 
Richmond3, VA 38,149 
Chattanooga, TN (Hamilton County) 37,852 
Columbia, SC (Richland County) 37,671 
Greensboro, NC (Guilford County) 37,614 
Greenville, SC (Greenville County) 37,506 
  
Mean 39,448 

Source: BLS 
 
 

Table 29. Cities Ranked by Average Wage of Workers in 
Leisure/Hospitality, 2005 

   
City Average Wage ($)
  
Charlotte, NC (Mecklenburg County) 19,627 
Richmond3, VA 16,539 
Durham, NC (Durham County) 15,957 
Louisville, KY (Jefferson County) 15,620 
Raleigh, NC (Wake County) 14,533 
Chattanooga, TN (Hamilton County) 13,752 
Winston-Salem, NC (Forsyth County) 13,696 
Greensboro, NC (Guilford County) 13,618 
Greenville, SC (Greenville County) 13,140 
Columbia, SC (Richland County) 12,594 
  
Mean 14,908 

Source: BLS 
 
 

• Greensboro has been touted lately as an emerging transportation/warehousing 
market but average wages (i.e., $39,542) are well below the study average of 
$45,444  

 
• The highest average wages are reported in Raleigh ($54,994), Charlotte ($53,776) 

and Durham ($53,341) 
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Table 30. Cities Ranked by Average Wage of Workers in 

Transportation/Warehousing, 2005 
   
City Average Wage ($)
  
Raleigh, NC (Wake County) 54,994 
Charlotte, NC (Mecklenburg County) 53,776 
Durham, NC (Durham County) 53,341 
Louisville, KY (Jefferson County) 49,989 
Richmond3, VA 45,397 
Columbia, SC (Richland County) 44,137 
Greenville, SC (Greenville County) 42,083 
Greensboro, NC (Guilford County) 39,542 
Winston-Salem, NC (Forsyth County) 38,032 
Chattanooga, TN (Hamilton County) 33,153 
  
Mean 45,444 

Source: BLS 
 
 

• Average wages in the miscellaneous economic activities not listed in  
Tables 24-30 are found in Table 31.  Greensboro fell in the middle of the pack 
with average wages of $41,944 compared to a study average of $43,026. 

 
• Once again, the highest average wages included Charlotte ($48,247), Durham 

($47,941) and Raleigh ($46,889). 
 
 

Table 31. Cities Ranked by Average Wage of Workers in Other 
Sectors, 2005 

   
City Average Wage ($)
  
Charlotte, NC (Mecklenburg County) 48,247 
Durham, NC (Durham County) 47,941 
Raleigh, NC (Wake County) 46,889 
Richmond3, VA 44,721 
Chattanooga, TN (Hamilton County) 43,039 
Greensboro, NC (Guilford County) 41,944 
Louisville, KY (Jefferson County) 41,423 
Columbia, SC (Richland County) 39,642 
Greenville, SC (Greenville County) 39,149 
Winston-Salem, NC (Forsyth County) 37,268 
  
Mean 43,026 

Source: BLS 
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TAX BASE YIELD
 
One of the key metrics in determining the success or failure of a community is its ability 
to grow its property tax base.  Healthy, thriving communities that are able to attract high 
value-added companies to the tax base should experience significant increases in total 
taxable real estate.  The following data was obtained from the North Carolina Department 
of Revenue (NCDOR) – it should be noted that NCDOR data by city was not available so 
the data in Table 32-34 is reported at the county level.  Only North Carolina cities are 
included in this analysis due to the different methods of data collection practiced by each 
state (see Technical Footnotes). 
 

• Not surprisingly, the largest total tax bases of the five North Carolina cities 
included Charlotte ($69.1 billion) and Raleigh ($59.6 billion) in fiscal year 2005/6 
(Table 32a).  The total taxable real estate in Greensboro ($32.7 billion) was less 
than half the Charlotte tax base. 

 
 

Table 32a. North Carolina Cities Ranked by Tax Base Totals, 2003-2006 
     
City4   2003-2004 Total Taxable 

Real Estate ($) 
 

2005-2006 Total Taxable 
Real Estate ($) 

Charlotte, NC (Mecklenburg County)       56,271,984,331 69,093,755,659 
Raleigh, NC (Wake County)       54,337,735,139 59,642,547,998 
Greensboro, NC (Guilford County)       24,493,910,833 32,659,373,426 
Winston-Salem, NC (Forsyth County)       19,337,891,860 22,750,577,790 
Durham, NC (Durham County)       15,697,663,995 16,774,399,216 
    
Mean       34,027,837,232 40,184,130,818 

Source: North Carolina Department of Revenue 
 
 

• The equalized values listed in Table 32b allow us to compare the total value of 
real estate between communities and more accurately compare the rate of growth 
in real estate value.  Only Guilford and Forsyth counties conducted revaluations 
from 2003/4 to 2005/6.  Therefore, to accurately compare property values 
between jurisdictions requires adjusting property values by applying an 
assessment/sales ratio to each county (See Technical Footnotes). 

 
• Table 32b indicates that the greater Greensboro area experienced the slowest tax 

base growth (8.9%) of the five North Carolina cities from 2003/4 to 2005/6 
(Figure 3).  Only Charlotte reported an above average tax base growth (26.7%) 
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Table 32b. North Carolina Cities Ranked by Tax Base Growth, 2003-2006 

     
City4  2003-2004 Total Taxable 

Real Estate ($) 
(Equalized Values5) 

2005-2006 Total Taxable 
Real Estate ($) 

(Equalized Values5) 

Relative Change 
2003/4-5/6 (%) 

 
     
Charlotte, NC (Mecklenburg County)       57,373,556,618    72,684,363,201             26.7 
Raleigh, NC (Wake County)       59,191,432,613    66,893,840,285             13.0 
Winston-Salem, NC (Forsyth County)       20,166,745,083    22,750,577,790             12.8 
Durham, NC (Durham County)       16,621,838,199    18,248,911,245               9.8 
Greensboro, NC (Guilford County)       30,389,467,535    33,092,890,289               8.9 
     
Mean       36,748,608,010    42,734,116,562 14.2 

Source: North Carolina Department of Revenue 
 
 

• By standardizing the tax base for variations in population size it becomes possible 
to rank communities by a crude tax base yield per 1,000 persons (Table 33).   The 
highest yields were generated in Charlotte ($91.3 million per 1,000) and Raleigh 
($89.3 million).  The Piedmont Triad cities lag behind with the lowest tax yields - 
$74.6 million per 1,000 in Greensboro and $69.8 million in Winston-Salem. 

 
 

Table 33. North Carolina Cities Ranked by Taxable Real Estate 
Equalized Values per 1,000 persons, 2005-2006 

   
City4 Total Taxable Real 

Estate per 1,000 ($) 
(Equalized Values5) 

  
Charlotte, NC (Mecklenburg County) 91,269,360.55 
Raleigh, NC (Wake County) 89,332,933.08 
Durham, NC (Durham County) 75,227,804.39 
Greensboro, NC (Guilford County) 74,614,368.92 
Winston-Salem, NC (Forsyth County) 69,794,113.48 
  
Mean 80,047,716.09 

Source: North Carolina Department of Revenue 
 
 

• Analyzing the percentage of total taxable real estate derived from residential 
properties can provide some insight into how well communities are ‘holding 
back’ land for industrial development.  Industrial properties tend to generate 
better tax yields than residential properties on a per acre basis so it becomes 
important not to have an unusually high amount of the total tax base come from 
residential properties.   
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• Table 34 ranks the communities based on these percentages.  Raleigh had the 

highest percentage of its equalized tax base generated from residential properties 
(78%) although part of the explanation for this may be the large amount of non-
taxable state property located in Wake County.   

 
• Although economic development practitioners in Greensboro have recently 

argued that the community has been too quick to rezone for large residential 
projects and less likely to protect industrially zoned land in the long-term, the 
empirical evidence does not seem to bear this out.  Only 61.8% of Greensboro’s 
tax base is generated by residential properties – one of the lowest shares of the 
five North Carolina communities listed in Table 34.  

  
 

Table 34. North Carolina Cities Ranked by Percent Residential Taxable Property Equalized Values, 2005-
2006 

     
City4  Total Taxable 

Residential Property ($) 
Total Taxable 

Residential Property($) 
(Equalized Values5) 

Percent (%) 
 

     
Raleigh, NC (Wake County)       46,522,029,795    52,178,140,192             78.00 
Charlotte, NC (Mecklenburg County)       45,781,928,318    48,161,085,965             66.26 
Winston-Salem, NC (Forsyth County)       14,930,761,150    14,930,761,150             65.63 
Greensboro, NC (Guilford County)       20,183,759,921    20,451,676,888             61.80 
Durham, NC (Durham County)       10,340,648,614    11,249,617,726             61.65 
     
Mean       27,551,825,560    29,394,256,384             66.67 

Source: North Carolina Department of Revenue 
 
 
POVERTY RATE
 
The poverty rate is an indication of the magnitude of the various social problems that can 
adversely impact the competitive advantage of a local community.  The U.S. Census 
Bureau uses a set of money income thresholds to define the poverty rate that vary by 
household size and composition to detect who is poor.  For example, for a family of four 
with two children under the age of 18, the household is considered poor if total household 
income is below $19,806 in 2005.  
 

• Table 35 ranks the cities based on the percentage of the population below the 
poverty level in 2005.  Greensboro had an above average percent of its population 
below the poverty rate (17.3%) compared to a study average of (16.5%). 

 
• Cities with very low poverty rates included Charlotte (13%) and Greenville (13%) 

while Columbia, Chattanooga and Winston-Salem all had poverty rates greater 
than 19%. 
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Table 35. Cities Ranked by Percent Below Poverty Rate, 2005 

   
City Percent (%)
 
Charlotte, NC 13.0
Greenville2, SC 13.0
Durham, NC 14.8
Louisville1, KY 15.3
Raleigh, NC 15.5
Greensboro, NC 17.3
Richmond, VA 18.5
Winston-Salem, NC 19.2
Chattanooga, TN 19.3
Columbia, SC 19.5
 
Mean 16.5

Source: ACS 
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C. EDUCATION 
 
A crucial indicator of the level of workforce preparedness in a city is the level of 
educational achievement in the community.  For example, urban school systems 
experiencing above average high school drop-out rates and communities with a low 
percentage of the population enrolled in college programs are places that are unlikely to 
be economically sustainable in the long-term.  
 
Only the North Carolina communities are ranked in Table 36 because of the different 
methods of data collection and/or definitions practiced by each state regarding high 
school drop-out rates (see Technical Footnotes).   The data is also collected by the North 
Carolina Department of Public Instruction at the county level.  By contrast, Tables 37 – 
40 are based on data from the American Community Survey and are collected at the city 
level (see Technical Footnotes).   
 
HIGH SCHOOL DROP-OUT RATES 
 

• Table 36 is a ranking of cities by high school drop-out rates.  Greensboro 
compares very favorably with the lowest high school drop-out rate (2.98%) of the 
five North Carolina cities while both Durham (5.71%) and Winston-Salem (5%) 
leave room for improvement (See Technical Footnotes). 

 
• Unfortunately, Greensboro and Guilford County schools performed poorly on the 

state’s new graduation rate that tracked students that entered ninth grade in 2002 
to show how many graduate in four years or less.  Greensboro posted the lowest 
graduation rate (63.5%) of the five major school systems in North Carolina 
compared to a high of 82.6% in Raleigh and a study average of 72.6%.   

 
 

Table 36. North Carolina Cities Ranked by High School Drop-Out Rates, 2004-05 
   
City Drop-Out Rate (%) 2005-2006 Cohort Grad Rate  
 
Greensboro, NC (Guilford County) 2.98 63.5 
Charlotte, NC (Mecklenburg County) 3.14 74.6 
Raleigh, NC (Wake County) 3.66 82.6 
Winston-Salem, NC (Forsyth County) 5.00 73.7 
Durham, NC (Durham County) 5.71 68.8 
 
Mean 4.10 72.6 

Source: North Carolina Department of Public Instruction 
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SCHOOL ENROLLMENT 
 

• Table 37 ranks cities based on the percentage of the population collectively 
enrolled in nursery school, preschool, kindergarten and grades 1-12.  The 
enrollment share in Greensboro seems to approximate the study average (18.65% 
and 18.24%, respectively).  

 
• The largest school systems in terms of absolute total enrollment tended to have 

the largest share of its population enrolled in school (e.g., Charlotte and 
Louisville.) 

 
 
Table 37. Cities Ranked by Percent of Population Enrolled in High 

School or less, 2005 
   
City Absolute Total Percent (%) 
 
Charlotte, NC 124,632    20.72 
Louisville1, KY 107,961    19.71 
Greenville2, SC 76,464    19.29 
Durham, NC 35,938    18.74 
Winston-Salem, NC 34,294    18.69 
Greensboro, NC 38,892    18.65 
Richmond, VA 33,376    18.46 
Chattanooga, TN 23,084    16.59 
Raleigh, NC 50,648    16.07 
Columbia, SC 13,702    15.49 
 
Mean 53,899    18.24 

Source: ACS 
 
 

• As expected, a much smaller proportion of the population is enrolled in college 
relative to kindergarten through 12th grades.  On average, just over 7% of the 
population is typically enrolled in college (Table 38) compared to 18.2% of the 
population for high school or less (Table 37).   

 
• Given the large number of higher education institutions in the Greensboro, it is 

not surprising that the community had an above average percentage of its 
population enrolled in college or graduate school (8.73%).  Those cities with the 
highest shares tended to be those cities that hosted large universities (e.g., 
Durham – 10.22%, Raleigh – 10.16%, and Columbia – 10%). 

 
• The college enrollment metric is one of the few benchmarks where Greensboro  

outperformed Charlotte – at least in relative terms (i.e., 8.73% versus 6.58%).  
However, absolute college enrollment totals in Charlotte are substantially ahead 
of those in Greensboro (39,579 students versus 18,200, respectively.) 
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Table 38. Cities Ranked by Percent of Population Enrolled in 

College or more, 2005 
   
City Absolute Total Percent (%) 
 
Durham, NC 19,601    10.22 
Raleigh, NC 32,033    10.16 
Columbia, SC 8,844    10.00 
Greensboro, NC 18,200      8.73 
Richmond, VA 13,059      7.22 
Charlotte, NC 39,579      6.58 
Louisville1, KY 34,900      6.37 
Winston-Salem, NC 9,528      5.19 
Greenville2, SC 19,868      5.01 
Chattanooga, TN 6,110      4.39 
 
Mean 20,172      7.39 

Source: ACS 
 
 
EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT
 
Another way of measuring the skill levels of the adult population is by ranking the 
educational attainment of the population aged 25 or older.  Communities with a 
substantial share of adults with a high school education or less are unlikely to be 
competitive in the contemporary knowledge economy.   
 

• The highest level of educational attainment of approximately one-third of the 
population in Chattanooga, Louisville, Richmond and Greenville was a high 
school diploma or less (Table 39) – suggesting that a significant proportion of the 
labor force in these cities lacks the fundamental skills to compete in the global 
economy.  

 
• Greensboro fared a little better with only one-quarter (25.2%) of the population 

achieving merely a high school diploma or less – compared to a study average of 
26.4%.  That said, the highest level of educational attainment for 52,517 adults 
aged 25 or older in Greensboro was a high school diploma or less – an area with 
room for improvement.   

 
• Other than Winston-Salem, all the North Carolina cities scored well below the 

study average.  For example, less than one-fifth (18.1%) of the population in 
Raleigh had a high school diploma or less. 
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Table 39. Cities Ranked by Percent of Population with High School 
or less Educational Attainment, 2005 

   
City Absolute Total Percent (%) 
 
Raleigh, NC 57,103 18.11 
Durham, NC 41,263 21.52 
Charlotte, NC 130,619 21.71 
Columbia, SC 20,355 23.01 
Greensboro, NC 52,517 25.18 
Winston-Salem, NC 53,337 29.07 
Greenville2, SC 119,589 30.17 
Richmond, VA 54,966 30.41 
Louisville1, KY 173,498 31.67 
Chattanooga, TN 46,432 33.37 
 
Mean 74,968 26.42 

Source: ACS 
 
 

• The well-educated cities tended to be those places that were well-endowed with 
institutions of higher learning.  Table 40 ranked cities based on the percentage of 
the population with a college degree and the leading cities included Raleigh 
(33%), Durham (29.1%), and Columbia (28.6%). 

 
• Greensboro also fared well on this measure of educational attainment – nearly 

one-quarter (24.2%) of the population had earned at least a college degree 
compared to a study average of 23.3%. 

 
 

Table 40. Cities Ranked by Percent of Population with Bachelors 
Degree or more Educational Attainment, 2005 

   
City Absolute Total Percent (%) 
 
Raleigh, NC 104,038 33.00 
Durham, NC 55,716 29.06 
Columbia, SC 25,262 28.56 
Charlotte, NC 150,314 24.99 
Greensboro, NC 50,470 24.20 
Richmond, VA 39,554 21.88 
Winston-Salem, NC 36,197 19.73 
Greenville2, SC 78,167 19.72 
Chattanooga, TN 23,036 16.55 
Louisville1, KY 86,027 15.70 
 
Mean 64,878 23.34 

Source: ACS 
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D. HEALTH AND WELLNESS 
 
Health and wellness metrics can be robust measures of the overall quality of life of a 
community.  Mature, diverse economies that provide opportunities for all of the 
population tend to be communities that experience few underlying social problems.    
 
INFANT MORTALITY RATE
 
Infant mortality rate is one of several health and wellness metrics that can accurately 
measure the distribution of wealth and opportunity across a community.  Well-educated, 
affluent communities tend to experience lower infant mortality rates.  Data were 
primarily collected at the county level (except for Richmond) from State Health 
Departments and most of the data was for 2005 with a few exceptions (see Technical 
Footnotes). 
 

• The infant mortality rate in Greensboro (9.5) was significantly above the study 
average (8.7) – only Richmond reported a higher infant mortality rate (13.2) 
(Table 41).  However, the Richmond statistic does not include the more affluent 
suburban populations of the neighboring county because cities and counties are 
independent of each other in the state of Virginia.   

 
• The Research Triangle cities had the lowest infant mortality rates (Durham – 5.9 

and Raleigh – 6.9). 
 
 

Table 41. Cities Ranked by Infant Mortality Rates, 2005 
   
City  Infant Mortality Rate 

per 1,000 live births
 
Durham, NC  (Durham County) 5.9 
Raleigh, NC (Wake County) 6.9 
Greenville, SC (2004) (Greenville County) 7.2  
Charlotte, NC (Mecklenburg County) 8.4 
Columbia, SC (2004) (Richland County) 8.7 
Winston-Salem, NC (Forsyth County) 8.9 
Chattanooga, TN (Hamilton County)                9.3 
Greensboro, NC (Guilford County)                9.5 
Richmond, VA               13.2 
Louisville, KY               N/A 
 
Mean                8.7 

Source: State Health Offices 
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TEENAGE PREGNANCY RATES
 
A large number of teenage pregnancies can be considered a major risk factor for a 
community because it can lead to poverty and substantially hinder the overall 
performance and quality of the local area’s workforce.  A high teenage pregnancy rate 
can imply that a community has some long-term systemic problems that have the 
potential to negatively impact the community.  Data were collected at the county level 
from State Health Departments except for the city of Richmond and most of the data was 
for 2005 with a few exceptions (see Technical Footnotes). 
 

• Teenage pregnancy rates varied from a low of 42.4 in Raleigh to a high of 71.8 in 
Richmond compared to an overall study average of 58 pregnancies per 1,000 
females aged between 15 – 19 years old (Table 42). 

 
• Greensboro had the third lowest teenage pregnancy rate (50.6) and was well 

below the study average of 58 births per 1,000.  Charlotte (57.5), Durham (64.7) 
and Winston-Salem (66.5) all had significantly higher teenage pregnancy rates. 

 
 

Table 42. Cities Ranked by Teenage Pregnancy Rate, 2005 
   
City  Teenage Pregnancy 

Rate per 1,000 
females, Aged 15-19

 
Raleigh, NC (Wake County)              42.4 
Columbia, SC (2003) (Richland County)              50.0 
Greensboro, NC (Guilford County)              50.6 
Charlotte, NC (Mecklenburg County)              57.5 
Greenville2, SC (2003) (Greenville County)              58.0 
Chattanooga, TN (Hamilton County)              60.6 
Durham, NC (Durham County)              64.7 
Winston-Salem, NC (Forsyth County)              66.5 
Richmond, VA              71.8 
Louisville1, KY                N/A 
 
Mean              58.01 

Source: State Health Offices 
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E. COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF GREENSBORO: 2000 – 2005 
 
Comparing the 2005 Greensboro metrics back to the comparable 2000 data helps the 
community to benchmark progress made through its economic development efforts over 
time (Table 43).  By developing a time-series, it becomes possible to place an emphasis 
on outcomes in judging the success of the city’s economic development programs.  
(However, it should be noted that many of the recent changes in the administration of 
Greensboro’s economic development programs occurred after 2005.)  
 
DEMOGRAPHICS 
 

• Greensboro is a city that has experienced a modest population growth rate from 
2000-2005 (3.6%).  The city is also attracting a larger proportion of elderly and 
fewer younger professionals. 

 
• The population of Greensboro is becoming more ethnically diverse with 

significant increases in the proportion of the population that is African-American 
and Hispanic. 

 
• Mean travel time to work has increased while the percentage of the housing stock 

that is owner-occupied has declined although median house values have 
increased. 

 
ECONOMIC GROWTH 
 

• Both median earnings (13.0%) and per capita income (6.8%) have only 
experienced modest gains since 1999. 

 
• Greensboro has a smaller percentage of its workforce employed in manufacturing 

and experienced a significant increase in the proportion of the labor force 
employed in retail. 

 
• Most of the other major sectors of the economy have grown proportionally.  The 

declines in the proportion of the workforce in financial services and 
transportation/warehousing may be partly explained by differences in definition 
between 2000 and 2005 (See Technical Footnote #7).  

 
• Average wage rates for all industries combined have only increased 10.3% since 

2001 with the most significant relative increases occurring in manufacturing 
(14%), financial services (13.1%), and retail (12.1%).  Unfortunately, higher wage 
industries such as professional business services (5.8%) and education/health 
(9.2%) experienced some of the most sluggish wage gains. 

 
• Tax base growth has been relatively anemic from 2003/4 to 2005/6. 
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Table 43. Greensboro Benchmark Metrics: 2000 and 2005 

 
Variable   2000   2005   Difference 
 
a. Demographics 
Total Population  223,891  231,962  +3.6% 
Median Age   33.0   35.8   +2.8 years 
% Pop. 20-34   26.6   23.1   - 3.5 %pts 
% Pop. 65 or more  11.9   12.5   +0.6 %pts 
% White   55.5   51.6   - 3.9 %pts 
% Black   37.4   38.8   +1.4 %pts 
% Hispanic   4.4   5.7   +1.3 %pts 
Median Household Size  2.3   2.2   - 0.1 
Mean Travel Time (mins) 20.4   22.2   +1.8 minutes 
% Owner-Occupied  49.2   46.3   - 2.9 %pts 
Median House Value ($)  108,600  134,900  +26,300 
 
b. Economic Growth 
Median Earnings ($)  22,281 (1999)  25,171   +2,890 (13.0%) 
Per Capita Income ($)  22,986 (1999)  24,540   +1,554 (6.8%) 
 
i. % Total Workforce7

Manufacturing   15.7   14.6   - 1.1 %pts  
Retail    11.3   12.7   +1.4 %pts 
Financial Services  8.6   8.0   - 0.6 %pts 
Professional, Scientific  9.5   9.8   +0.3 %pts 
Education/Health  20.6   21.2   +0.6 %pts 
Arts/Entertainment  8.9   9.5   +0.6 %pts 
Transportation   5.1   4.8   - 0.3 %pts 
 
ii. Average Wage Rates 
All Industry (Guilford Co)  33,217 (2001)  36,652   +3,435 (10.3%) 
Manufacturing (Guilford Co) 40,191 (2001)  45,816   +5,625 (14.0%) 
Retail (Guilford Co)  22,359 (2001)  25,057   +2,698 (12.1%) 
Financial (Guilford Co)  40,997 (2001)  46,361   +5,364 (13.1%) 
Professional (Guilford Co)  34,127 (2001)  36,125   +1,998 (5.8%)  
Education/Health (Guilford Co) 34,450 (2001)  37,614   +3,164 (9.2%) 
Leisure/Hospitality (Guilford Co) 12,717 (2001)  13,618      +901 (7.1%) 
Transportation (Guilford Co) 35,832 (2001)  39,452   +3,620 (10.1%) 
 
Total Tax Base5 ($) (Guilford Co) 30.4 billion (2003/4) 33.1 billion (2005/6) 8.9%   
 
c. Education 
Poverty Rate (%)  12.3   17.3   +5.0 %pts 
H.S. Drop-Out Rate (Guilford Co) 5.97 (1999/2000)  2.98   - 3.0 %pts  
% enrolled in H.S.  18.3   18.65   +0.35 %pts 
% enrolled in College  10.5   8.7   - 1.8 %pts 
% H.S. Degree or less  24.2   25.2   +1.0 %pts 
% College Degree or more 21.5   24.2   +2.7 %pts 
 
d. Health and Wellness 
Infant Mortality Rate (Guilford Co) 9.3 (2001)  9.5   +0.2 
Teen Preg Rate (Guilford Co)  64   50.6   -13.4 
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EDUCATION
 

• The poverty rate has increased significantly and the percentage of the population 
with a High School Diploma or less has also increased – troubling signs for a 
community that is attempting to become a more skilled labor market. 

 
• On the other hand, the High School drop-out rate has declined significantly and 

the percentage of the population with a college degree has increased noticeably. 
 
HEALTH AND WELLNESS
 

• Although teenage pregnancy rates have declined significantly since 2000, the 
infant mortality rate has risen slightly. 
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CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS 
 

THE ‘STATE OF THE CITY’ IS LESS THAN ROBUST 
 

• The earlier 2003 Benchmark Report concluded that “Greensboro is much better-
off than many comparable cities in the southeast, although recent job losses may 
have the potential to jeopardize the city’s standing.”  Unfortunately, Greensboro 
now appears to be lagging behind its competitors in the southeastern United States 
particularly in terms of average wage rates and tax base growth.  The overall state 
of the city appears less than robust. 

 
POPULATION GROWTH RATES ARE LAGGING BEHIND 
 

• Greensboro continued to lag behind its in-state competitors, especially Charlotte, 
Durham and Raleigh.  It seems Greensboro is a market that is neither too hot nor 
too cold but instead slightly below average on most major metrics. 

 
• The Carolina Piedmont I-85 corridor stands out as one of the fastest growing 

urban regions in the country, yet Greensboro’s population growth rate from 2000 
to 2005 lagged noticeably behind the other Carolina cities. 

 
EARNINGS AND INCOMES ARE DETERIORATING 
 

• Labor skills in the Greensboro market seem to have deteriorated.  Median 
earnings and per capita income were both below the study average for the ten 
cities included in this report.  In the 2003 Benchmark Report, Greensboro ranked 
above average in median earnings and per capita income (although the group of 
cities studied was different). 

 
GREENSBORO IS STILL A MANUFACTURING TOWN 
 

• Even though Greensboro has experienced significant manufacturing job losses, it 
continues to have a disproportionately large relative share of its labor force 
employed in manufacturing.  Only Greenville had a higher percentage of its labor 
force employed in manufacturing.   

 
EDUCATION AND HEALTH SERVICES ARE NOT GROWING FAST ENOUGH 
 

• Education and health services comprise the largest share of jobs in Greensboro – 
although the relative proportion of the labor force employed in this sector is over 
two percentage points below the study average.  The 2003 Report indicated that 
Greensboro was just under a full percentage point below the study average 
(although the sector was defined in a slightly different manner in the 2003 
Report).  One implication is that Greensboro may not be growing its health 
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industries at the rate of its competitors since it is now lagging further behind the 
study average. 

 
AVERAGE WAGE RATES ARE LAGGING BEHIND IN EVERY MAJOR INDUSTRY 
 

• Average wage rates in Greensboro lagged well behind their competitors in 
financial services, manufacturing, professional and business services and 
transportation/warehousing.  Only retail jobs paid above the study average but 
retail jobs paid poorly – only the leisure/hospitality industry generated lower 
average wages.   

 
TAX BASE GROWTH IS SLUGGISH 

 
• Tax base growth in Greensboro was sluggish and well behind those of the five 

North Carolina cities included in this report. 
 
SCHOOLS AND INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER LEARNING ARE A BRIGHT SPOT 
 

• One bright spot was the low high school drop-out rates, the above average 
percentage of the population enrolled in college and the percentage of the 
population 25 years or older with at least a college degree.  Greensboro appears to 
be a well educated market although the average wage rates do not reflect this 
competitive advantage. 

 
HEALTH AND WELLNESS: MIXED FINDINGS  
 

• Infant mortality rates in Greensboro were above average but teenage pregnancy 
rates were third lowest of the ten cities included in this report. 

________________________________________________________________________                               
45 



BENCHMARK REPORT                                   __ _                   _____         DR. KEITH G. DEBBAGE 
 

TECHNICAL FOOTNOTES 
 
1 Data for Louisville, KY includes both the city of Louisville and the unincorporated 
areas of Jefferson County except in Tables 23 – 31 which includes data for all of 
Jefferson County.  (In November 2000, the citizens of Jefferson County voted to create a 
consolidated local government and on January 6, 2003 Louisville merged the city and 
county governments.  The merger left intact suburban cities within Jefferson County, fire 
protection districts, sanitation, water, and other special taxing or service districts.) 
 

2 ACS data was not available for the city of Greenville, SC because the 2005 ACS did not 
include cities with a population less than 65,000.  In 2005, the population of Greenville 
was 56,676.  Consequently, the ACS data used in this report is based on all of Greenville 
County.  
 

3 Because cities are independent of counties in the state of Virginia, data for Richmond 
VA is city specific for Tables 23 – 31. 
 
4 Data collected by the North Carolina Department of Revenue is at the county level. 
 
5 Only Guilford and Forsyth counties conducted revaluations during the comparison 
period (i.e., 2003-2006) and, therefore, to accurately compare property values between 
jurisdictions requires adjusting the property values for the revaluation effect.   According 
to Karl Knapp (Director, Policy Analysis and Statistics Division, North Carolina 
Department of Revenue) this is done by applying an assessment/sales ratio to each 
county.  The North Carolina Department of Revenue provided the following ratios to be 
used in the calculations: 
 
           2003 Assessment/ 2005 Assessment/ 
     Sales Ratio    Sales Ratio  

Durham County        0.9444       0.9192  
Forsyth County        0.9589       1.0000 
Guilford County        0.8060       0.9869 
Mecklenburg County        0.9808       0.9506 
Wake County         0.9180       0.8916 
 
 

If two counties are on different revaluation cycles, one may have assessed values that are 
very close to market value while the other may have assessed values that are well below 
market.  This becomes a problem when comparing counties, especially when comparing 
growth in the tax base.  For example, if County A revalued in 2005 and you look at its 
growth in tax base from 2003 to 2005, the tax base will have grown considerably due to 
revaluation.  If County B revalued in 2003, then its growth in tax base from 2003 to 2005 
will be fairly small unless there is a lot of construction taking place.  Under this scenario, 
County A could look like it is experiencing considerable growth and County B could look 
anemic, but they both could be experiencing the same level of growth in total market 
value.  
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The Assessment/Sales ratio attempts to eliminate the affect of differing revaluation cycles 
on the comparison of tax base between counties.  The ratio for each county is developed 
by the DOR Property Tax Division through the comparison of the value of a sample of 
recent property sales in the county to the assessed values of those properties.  The ratio 
represents the assessed value as a percent of market value.  By dividing the total value of 
real estate in a county by its current assessment/sales ratio, we can approximate the 
current market value of the real estate in the county.  As a result, we can compare the 
total value of real estate between counties and can more accurately compare the rate of 
growth in real estate value. 

 
6 Data collected by the North Carolina Department of Public Instruction is collected at the 
county level.  Only North Carolina cities are included due to the different methods of data 
collection practiced by each state. 
 
7 In 2000, some of the major industry groupings were defined slightly differently.  For 
example, Financial Services included Real Estate, Rental and Leasing activities and 
Transportation/Warehousing also included Utilities.  Most of the differences in definition 
were marginal in nature.  
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Unless otherwise noted, most of the data was derived from the 2005 American 
Community Survey (ACS).    The ACS is a new nationwide survey that allows 
communities online access to current demographic and housing data on an annual basis.  
Instead of waiting 10 years for the decennial census data, the annual ACS makes it 
possible for communities to make more accurate, timely and informed decisions. 
 
The 2005 ACS provided data for geographic areas with a total population of 65,000 or 
more.  The annual sample size expanded from about 800,000 addresses in 1,240 counties 
in 2004 to approximately 3 million addresses in 3,141 U.S. counties in 2005.  The 2005 
American Community Survey sample is limited to the household population and excludes 
the population living in institutions, college dormitories, and other group quarters. 
 
Table 1 
The population data is based on the July 1st 2005 population estimates published by the 
U.S. Census Bureau and not the 2005 ACS data.  The U.S. Census Bureau produces 
estimates of total resident population for all areas of general-purpose government on an 
annual basis.  The Census Bureau develops county population estimates with a 
demographic procedure called an "administrative records component of population 
change" method. For the household population, the components of population change are 
births, deaths, net domestic migration, net international migration, and net military 
movement to and from overseas. Change in the non-household population is measured by 
the net change in the population living in group quarters facilities.  The city population 
estimates are derived using the “Distributive Housing Unit Method” which uses housing 
unit estimates to distribute the county population to subcounty areas within the county.  
Housing unit estimates use building permits, mobile home shipments, and estimates of 
housing unit loss to update housing unit change since the last census.   The Census 
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Bureau develops a household population estimate by applying the occupancy rate and 
average persons per household (PPH) from the latest census at the subcounty level to an 
estimate of housing units.  The final estimate is calculated by adding the population in 
group quarters to the household population.  The assumption implicit in this method is 
that changes in the occupancy rate and/or the PPH are measured by the updated county 
population estimate and that the rate of change in the occupancy rate and/or PPH is 
uniform within counties.  
 
Table 2
The population data is from the U.S. Census Bureau 2000 Census and the July 1, 2005 
Census population estimates.  Data for Greenville is at the county level to be consistent 
with the other tables based on ACS data. 
 
Table 3 
ACS data for median age of the population 
 
Table 4
ACS data for age structure of the population using the following calculation:  
(20 to 24 years + 25 to 34 years)/Total population)*100= % Population age 20-34 
 
Table 5
ACS data for age structure of the population using the following calculation:  
(65 to 74 years + 75 to 84 years + 85 years and over)/Total population*100= 
%Population age 65+ 
 
Table 6  
ACS data for population and race reporting white alone as a race using the following 
calculation: (Number reporting one race as white/Total population)*100= % Population 
reporting one race as white 
 
Table 7  
ACS data for population and race reporting black alone as a race using the following 
calculation: (Number reporting one race as black/Total population)*100= % Population 
reporting one race as black 
 
Table 8  
ACS data for population and race reporting Hispanic or Latino as race using the 
following calculation: (Number reporting race as Hispanic or Latino/Total 
population)*100= % Population reporting race as Hispanic or Latino 
 
Table 9 
ACS data for mean household size (persons) 
 
Table 10 
ACS data for mean travel time (minutes) to work for workers over age 16 
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Table 11 
ACS data for total housing units and percent owner-occupied housing units using the 
following calculation: (Number of owner-occupied units/Total housing units)*100= % 
Owner-occupied housing units 
 
Table 12 
ACS data for median house value 
 
Table 13 
ACS data for median worker earnings.  Earnings are defined as the sum of wage or salary 
income and net income from self-employment. ''Earnings'' represent the amount of 
income received regularly for people 16 years old and over before deductions for 
personal income taxes, Social Security, bond purchases, union dues, Medicare 
deductions, etc.  
 
Table 14 
ACS data for per capita income.  Income is defined as the sum of wage and salary income 
plus income derived from such things as interest, dividend, rent and transfer payments.  
 
Table 15  
ACS data for the percent of civilian employed workers in manufacturing using the 
following calculation: (Total manufacturing workers/Total civilian employed population 
16 years and over)*100= % Civilian employed workers in manufacturing 
 
Table 16 
ACS data for the percent of civilian employed workers in retail using the following 
calculation: (Total retail workers/Total civilian employed population 16 years and 
over)*100= % Civilian employed workers in retail 
 
Table 17 
ACS data for the percent of civilian employed workers in financial services using the 
following calculation: (Total financial services workers/Total civilian employed 
population 16 years and over)*100= % Civilian employed workers in financial services 
 
Table 18 
ACS data for the percent of civilian employed workers in 
professional/scientific/management activities using the following calculation: (Total 
professional/scientific/management workers/Total civilian employed population 16 years 
and over)*100= % Civilian employed workers in professional/scientific/management 
activities 
 
Table 19 
ACS data for the percent of civilian employed workers in education/health services using 
the following calculation: (Total education/health services workers/Total civilian 
employed population 16 years and over)*100= % Civilian employed workers in 
education/health services 
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Table 20 
ACS data for the percent of civilian employed workers in arts/entertainment activities 
using the following calculation: (Total arts/entertainment workers/Total civilian 
employed population 16 years and over)*100= % Civilian employed workers in 
arts/entertainment activities 
 
Table 21 
ACS data for the percent of civilian employed workers in transportation/warehousing 
using the following calculation: (Total transportation/warehousing workers/Total civilian 
employed population 16 years and over)*100= % Civilian employed workers in 
transportation/warehousing 
 
Table 22 
ACS data for percent of civilian employed workers in other sectors of the economy not 
listed in Table 15 – 21  
 
Tables 23 – 31 
Data for these tables is derived from the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) because 
the 2005 ACS does not report data on average wages by industry.  Wage or salary income 
includes total money earnings received for work performed as an employee during the past 
12 months. It includes wages, salary, armed forces pay, commissions, tips, piece-rate 
payments, and cash bonuses earned before deductions were made for taxes, bonds, pensions, 
union dues, etc. The average wages of workers in each industry was calculated in the 
following manner:  (Federal Wages + State Wages + Local Government Wages + Private 
Wages) / (Federal Employees + State Employees + Local Government Employees + 
Private Employees) = Average Wages 
(It should also be noted that BLS data by city was not available so all data is reported at 
the county level with the exception of Richmond, VA because in Virginia cities and 
counties are independent of each other.  Additionally, not all industries reported workers 
in both the public and private sectors) 
 
Table 32 - 34 
Data for these tables comes from the North Carolina Department of Revenue. 
 
Table 35 
ACS data for percent poverty rate (percentage of people whose income in the last 12 
months is below the poverty level.)  The U.S. Census Bureau uses a set of money income 
thresholds to define the poverty rate that vary by size and composition to detect who is 
poor.  When the Social Security Administration (SSA) created the poverty definition in 
1964, it focused on family food consumption. The U.S. Department of Agriculture 
(USDA) used its data about the nutritional needs of children and adults to construct food 
plans for families. Within each food plan, dollar amounts varied according to the total 
number of people in the family and the family's composition; that is, the number of 
children within each family. The cheapest of these plans, the Economy Food Plan, was 
designed to address the dietary needs of families on an austere budget.  Since the 
Economy Food Plan budgets varied by family size and composition, so too did the 
poverty thresholds.  The poverty thresholds are revised annually to allow for changes in 
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the cost of living as reflected in the Consumer Price Index (CPI-U). The poverty 
thresholds are the same for all parts of the country; they are not adjusted for regional, 
state, or local variations in the cost of living.  To determine a person's poverty status, one 
compares the person's total family income in the last twelve months with the poverty 
threshold appropriate for that person's family size and composition 
 
Table 36 
Data were obtained from the North Carolina Department of Public Instruction (DPI).  
Only North Carolina cities were included in Table 36 since no consistent High School 
Drop-Out rate definition existed across the states.  The North Carolina data was reported 
at the county level.   
The annual North Carolina High School Drop-Out rates have been collected by the DPI 
each year since 1988-89.  For the annual dropout rate calculation, a dropout is defined as 
a student who: 

• was enrolled in school at some time during the previous school year, which is the 
reporting year; 

• was not enrolled on Day 20 of the current school year; 
• has not graduated from high school or completed a state or district approved 

educational program; and 
• does not meet any of the following reporting exclusions: transferred to another 

public school district, private school, home school or state/district approved 
educational program or was temporarily absent due to suspension or school-
approved illness, or death 

Students who leave high school to enroll in a GED program are considered to have 
dropped out of school under the policy of the State Board of Education. 
The annual rate tells us what percentage of students in grades 9-12 dropped out of school 
in a year's time. The rate also is calculated for students in grades 7-12. Sometimes 
students may drop out of school more than once during their educational career. The 
annual rate would not tell us which students left school more than once during their 
middle/high school years.  It may seem logical to think that multiplying the annual 
dropout rate by 4 would tell us the percentage of students who fail to graduate from high 
school, but that would not be very accurate. The annual rate does not account for students 
who exit and re-enter school multiple times or for students who may take more than four 
years to complete high school. 
[Note: The High School Drop-Out rates used in this report should not be confused with 
the new 2006 Cohort Graduation Rate recently introduced by the NCDPI.  The cohort 
rate measures what percentage of ninth graders have graduated from high school four 
years later]. 
 
Table 37 
ACS data for percent of the population over age 3 enrolled in high school or less using 
the following calculation: ((Population 3 years and over enrolled in nursery school, 
preschool, kindergarten, elementary school (grades 1-8), and high school (grades 9-
12))/Total city population)*100= % Population enrolled in high school or less 
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Table 38 
ACS data for percent of the population over age 3 enrolled in college or graduate school 
using the following calculation: (Population 3 years and over enrolled in college or 
graduate school/Total city population)*100= % Population enrolled in college or more 
 
Table 39 
ACS data for percent of the population over age 25 with a high school diploma or less 
using the following calculation: (Population 25 years and over with less than a 9th grade 
education, 9th to 12th grade with no diploma, and high school graduates or equivalency / 
Total city population)*100= % Population with a high school diploma or less  
 
Table 40 
ACS data for percent of the population over age 25 with a Bachelor’s degree or more 
using the following calculation: (Population 25 years and over with a bachelor's degree, 
graduate or professional degree / Total city population)*100= % Population with a 
bachelor’s degree or more  
 
Table 41
Data were primarily collected from State Health Departments based on the conventional 
infant mortality rate definition – the number of infant deaths under one year of age per 
1,000 live births.  All data was reported at the county level except for Richmond.  Data 
sources included:  

• the North Carolina Department of Health and Human Services, NC State Center 
for Health Statistics 
(http://www.schs.state.nc.us/SCHS/deaths/ims/2005/2005rpt.html) 

• the Tennessee Department of Health, Office of Policy, Planning and Assessment, 
Division of Health Statistics 
(http://www2.state.tn.us/health/statistics/PdfFiles/IDRate_05.pdf) 

• the Virginia Department of Health 
(http://www.vdh.state.va.us/HealthStats/InfDeathRace05.pdf) 

• the South Carolina Department of Health and Public Welfare 
(http://www.ors2.state.sc.us/abstract/chapter17/vitalstat5.asp) 

Data for Kentucky was unavailable. 
 
Table 42
Data on teenage pregnancy rates were collected from State Health Departments based on 
the number of live-births, fetal deaths, and induced abortions per 1,000 females aged 
between 15-19 years old in 2005.  All data was reported at the county level except for 
Richmond.  Data sources included: 

• the North Carolina Department of Health and Human Services, NC State Center for 
Health Statistics 
(http://www.schs.state.nc.us/SCHS/data/databook/CD9B%20pregpub%20rates%2
01519.html) 

• the Tennessee Department of Health, Office of Policy, Planning and Assessment, 
Division of Health Statistics 
(http://www2.state.tn.us/health/statistics/PdfFiles/P1519_04.pdf) 
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• the Virginia Department of Health 
(http://www.vdh.state.va.us/HealthStats/TeenPregAge05.pdf) 

• the South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control 
(http://www.scdhec.net/co/phsis/Biostatistics/an_pubs/2003TeenPregnancy.pdf) 

Data for Kentucky was unavailable.  
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