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The Guilford County commissioners are asking county residents to 
approve a sale-tax increase on May 6. Voters will also be asked to 
approve four bonds totaling $671.3 million: $457 million in K-12 
school bonds, $79.5 million for Guilford Technical Community 
College, $114.6 million for the Greensboro Jail, and $20.2 million 
for parks and recreation.

While these measures are not formally tied together, proponents of  
the bonds have suggested that the sales-tax increase could be used 
to pay a portion of  the debt service on the bonds.

Unfortunately, the estimated $21 million per year (the average over 
10 years) that would be raised by the sales-tax increase would pay 
only a small part of  the estimated debt service on these bonds.  

To cover this debt, the current property tax of  $1,383 on a 
$200,000 home could increase by $253 for a total of  $1,636 by 
2012, an 18.3 percent increase. 

The commissioners have already increased the property tax rate by 
2.99 cents per $100 in value this year (Fiscal Year 2008). If  passed, 
the debt service on the four bonds would require an additional 
property tax increase of  12.66 cents by FY 2012.1 On the other 

•

•

•

•

•

The authors thank John Locke Foundation research intern Clint Atkins for his assistance with this report.



�does  gu ilford county  need  a  sales -tax  increase?

r e g i o n a l  b r i e f

Figure 1. Guilford County Projected Revenue and Savings

hand, the estimated $16 million a year 
from the sales-tax increase would equate to 
only 3.74 cents in property taxes. 

Furthermore, the Guilford County school 
system has a history of  overspending on 
new school construction projects. One 
report concluded that the Guilford schools 
built between 2000 and 2006 had the high-
est per-student cost for middle- and high-
school construction costs among eight com-
parable school districts. In other words, the 
adjusted per-student cost for schools built in 
Guilford County was 70 percent higher for 
middle schools and 57 percent higher for 
high schools than the comparable districts’ 
averages.2 

Overall, the K-12 bond would add seats 
at an average cost of  nearly $67,000 per 
seat, with one school project costing almost 
$300,000 per seat added.3 Schools need not 
cost this much. 

Under the proposed K-12 bond, $43 mil-
lion would be spent on five school renova-
tion projects that would add no seats to 
existing buildings.4 

This Regional Brief finds that Guilford Coun-
ty’s problems are not created by a lack of  
funding. The nearly $83.4 million in sav-
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ings and revenues identified in this report 
total more than five times the amount that 
the proposed sales-tax increase is estimated 
to produce (see Figure 1). If  the county 
used this money instead, it could delay a 
sales-tax increase for over five years.

County revenues have grown 16 percent 
faster than population and inflation since 
FY 2001 (see Figure 3). The total amount 
of  revenue for FY 2006 was $54 million 
more than in FY 2001. By FY 2006, the 
average family of  four was paying $488 
more in taxes than in FY 2001. It would 
take a 31 percent increase in family income 
(current dollars) to match the increase in 
revenues that the county has received over 
the last five years.5

If  Guilford County were to adjust its 
revenue stream for only population and 
inflation increases, the county’s revenues 
would increase 42.5 percent over the next 
ten years.6 

Guilford County’s cash reserves are almost 
10 percent of  its annual budget. The state 
requires all counties to have eight percent 
of  their budgets held in cash for emergen-
cies, but Guilford County has two percent 
more than that minimum. This means that 
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Revenue Gains 1 year 10 years
Gain from Medicaid swap (FY 2008-09) $5,128,990 $65,234,371
Estimated school capital (Avg based on projections) $13,200,447 $133,687,187

Potential Savings
Eliminate economic incentive giveaways (2004-2006 Avg) $2,101,327 $21,013,270

Revenue Growth
Revenue in excess of population and inflation (FY2006) $54,013,099 $540,130,992
TOTAL $74,443,863 $760,065,820

Fund balance in excess of state requirement (FY 2007) $8,937,557 $8,937,557

Potential extra availability $83,381,420 $769,003,377 

Revenue from Sales Tax Increase $16,018,679 $215,351,508

Guilford County
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the county has almost $9 million in cash 
that it can spend on pressing needs.

From FY 2004 to FY 2006, Guilford 
County gave $6.3 million in incentives to a 
few selected private businesses.7 This prac-
tice is unfair to the hundreds of  businesses 
in the county who are, at times, forced to 
compete with tax-subsidized businesses.

Guilford County benefited from the Medic-
aid swap more than many North Carolina 
counties. While 23 counties are receiving 
only the state’s promised “hold harmless” 
amount of  $500,000 a year for ten years, 
Guilford County receives $5.1 million the 
first full year and a total of  $65.2 million 
over ten years (see Figure 1).

BackgrounD

In its 2007 session, the North Carolina Gen-
eral Assembly relieved all counties of  paying 
the portion of  Medicaid expenses that had 
been forced on counties, in exchange for the 
half-cent sales tax that the counties levied 
to help pay those expenses.8 In addition, the 
legislature voted to give counties the option 
to ask voters to approve new tax increases. 
Options include increasing the sales tax by 
one-quarter cent, tripling the land-transfer 
tax rate from 0.2 to 0.6 percent, or not hik-
ing taxes at all. The legislature also required 
counties to put those tax increases to an advi-
sory vote of  the people. If  voters approved, 
county commissioners were allowed but 
not required to increase taxes. If  both tax 
increases were on the same ballot and both 
were approved, commissioners could impose 
only one tax increase, not both. 

In November 2007, there were 27 coun-
ties that put sales-tax or land-transfer tax 
increases on the ballots for voter approval, 
and five of  those counties put both tax 
increases on the ballots. Alexander County 
passed a sales-tax increase in January 2008. 
All told, there have already been 33 separate 
votes (16 over land-transfer tax increases and 
17 over sales-tax increases). Voters defeated 
27 of  the 33 requests for tax increases. Vot-
ers rejected all 16 of  the land-transfer tax 
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increases and 11 of  the sales-tax increases. 
In the May 6 election, 24 counties have 

put tax increases on the ballot, 20 propos-
ing sales-tax increases and four proposing 
land-transfer tax increases. Six of  the coun-
ties that saw tax increases voted down in 
November are asking voters to vote again for 
a tax increase in May (Cumberland, Gates, 
Greene, Henderson, Hertford, and Moore). 
There is no limit to the number of  times that 
county commissioners can place a proposed 
tax increase on the ballot, or how much tax 
money commissions can spend on public 
“education” campaigns requesting that voters 
approve the tax increase.

per-capita revenue increaSeS

Between FY 2001 and FY 2006, Guilford 
County’s per-capita revenues have increased 
by 16 percent after adjusting for inflation9 
(see Figure 2). This means that new county 
residents are contributing more than their 
fair share of  county revenues. In other words, 
population growth has been “paying for 
itself ” because county revenues are growing 
at a faster rate than population. In addi-
tion, if  the county had lived within its means 
— that is, if  its budget increases had been in 
line with population and inflation increases, 
rather than exceeded them — over the last 
five years, the county’s FY 2006 revenues 
could have been almost $54 million lower. 
That surplus amount could and should be 
returned to the taxpayers in the form of  tax 
cuts. 

If  the county started living within the 
means of  its citizens and held revenue 
increases in line with increases in population 
and inflation, county revenues would increase 
42.5 percent over the next ten years.

MeDicaiD Swap

The state is taking over the county portion of  
Medicaid over three years, but it is also tak-
ing a portion of  revenues from counties, too. 
The legislature included a “hold harmless” 
provision to guarantee that each county ends 
up with at least $500,000 more available in 
its budget each year for ten years.10 Because 
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Guilford County’s net Medicaid savings were 
more than the $500,000 “hold harmless” 
amount, the county gains over $5.1 million 
in additional funds to spend the first full year 
and more than $65.2 million over the next 
ten years (see Figure 1). 

econoMic incentive giveawayS

Guilford County has given $6.3 million in 
economic incentives to businesses and cor-
porations from FY 2004 to FY 2006. Giving 
large corporations economic incentives, also 
known as corporate welfare or corporate 
socialism, is taking much needed money 
from county taxpayers and local small busi-
nesses and giving it to large corporations in 
exchange for promises of  creating new jobs. 
Often the promised jobs go to outsiders. 
The long-term impact of  these incentives on 
economic growth is questionable, to say the 
least. It is unfair to force existing businesses 
to pay taxes that, at times, go to a competing 
subsidized business.

availaBle caSh reServeS

Guilford County’cash reserves are almost 
10 percent of  its annual budget.11 The State 

Treasurer’s policy manual states that county 
undesignated fund balances should not drop 
below eight percent of  total expenditures. 
Guilford County, however, holds about $9 
million more than the state-mandated eight 
percent. In other words, the county has col-
lected about $9 million in taxes above the 
eight percent strongly recommended by the 
Treasurer — cash that is currently available 
to help with existing needs, provide much-
needed tax cuts, or both.

guilforD county k-12 SchoolS anD 
School BonDS

The Guilford County Commissioners are 
asking voters to approve two bonds totaling 
$457 million for K-12 schools ($45 million 
for Eastern High School and $412 million for 
other GCS projects). This section provides a 
detailed discussion of  the county tax burden, 
past school construction costs, and what the 
$457 million in bonds will buy.

Guilford County already imposes a high 
tax burden on county residents. A success-
ful vote would force county taxpayers to 
shoulder large tax increases associated with 
these bonds, intensifying a tax burden that is 

Figure 2. Guilford County Locally Generated Revenue Per Person,  
FY 2001–FY 2006 (adjusted for inflation, FY 2006 dollars)

Locally Generated Revenue per person, adjusted for inflation (FY2001-FY2006)
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quickly becoming unbearable for low- and 
middle-income homeowners. If  passed, the 
bonds will require a property tax increase of  
12.66 cents per $100 in value by 2012, far 
more than the proposed sales tax will raise. 

School construction is the responsibility 
of  the Guilford County Commission, and 
enrollment growth is a constant challenge. 
Nevertheless, the county commission and 
school board have failed to implement the 
full range of  alternatives and strategies that 
could accommodate enrollment growth with-
out imposing additional taxes and long-term 
debt on taxpayers. In particular, a long-term 
capital plan that provides for needed facilities 
and protects the taxpayer from unnecessary 
tax increases should consist of  innovative 
strategies. Unfortunately, Guilford County 
has not implemented any of  these strategies:

Redirect funds away from low priority 
county initiatives and school programs to 
pay for critical construction and renova-
tion projects; 

Fund only those projects that directly 
increase capacity in high growth areas; 

Reduce the size of  the county and school 
bureaucracy and redirect savings to pay 
for school facilities;

Employ strategies that reduce construc-
tion and renovation costs;

Use existing revenue streams, rather than 
debt, to pay for capital expenditures; and

Exhaust all possible school facilities alter-
natives.12 

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

Implementing these strategies would 
allow the county to successfully meet the 
challenges of  growth for years to come with-
out incurring excessive public debt or further 
straining weary taxpayers.

guilforD’S unBearaBle tax BurDen

Taxpayers in Guilford County suffer from 
high tax rates and an even higher tax bur-
den than most counties in North Carolina. 
The tax rate is only meaningful as it relates 
to the burden it places on taxpayers; that is, 
residents’ ability to pay their taxes. Given the 
rising cost of  gasoline, food, and other basic 
necessities, the high tax burden on Guilford 
County residents is something they, particu-
larly homeowners, cannot afford. 

Guilford County’s combined local tax 
and fee burden ranks 11th highest in the state 
at $1,875.76 per person, which is nearly $640 
higher than the state median burden. More-
over, Guilford County is in the top 25 percent 
of  counties in terms of  property tax burden. 
The county had the 24th highest per-capita 
property tax, $605.77.13 If  the school bonds 
are approved by voters, the projected 12 per-
cent increase in property tax rates over the 
next five years would significantly increase 
the property tax burden on the county’s 
already over-taxed residents (see Table 1).14 

What does this mean for homeowners 
in Guilford County? If  the school bonds are 
approved, property tax bills would increase 
38 percent in the next five years. The per-
year cost of  the school bond would increase 
255 percent. A typical homeowner would 

FY 07-08 FY 08-09 FY 09-10 FY 10-11 FY 11-12 FY 12-13
County tax rate with  
education bonds

69.14 71.41 74.32 75.10 77.31 77.19

Yearly tax impact of   
education bonds

N/A 2.27 5.18 5.96 8.17 8.05

Year-to-year percentage 
change

N/A 3.3% 4.1% 1.0% 2.9% -0.2%

Cumulative percentage 
change

N/A 3.3% 7.5% 8.6% 11.8% 11.6%

Table 1. Guilford County Property Tax Rate Increases, FYs 2007-13
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eventually pay over $110 in additional taxes 
each year to pay for the debt on the school 
bonds, not including other tax increases that 
the county would likely pass in subsequent 
years. By the end of  year five, the typical 
homeowner would have paid nearly $415 
toward the debt on the bond (see Table 2).16

guilforD county School conStruction 
coStS: the cfac report

In 2006, Guilford County school officials 
volunteered for a study of  new school con-
struction costs commissioned by the Wake 
County Citizens Facilities Advisory Com-
mittee (CFAC). The CFAC was unequivocal 
about the need to ground its work in “apples 
to apples” construction cost data from a 
number of  growing school systems in North 
Carolina and beyond. As a result, the Wake 

County Board of  Commissioners paid two 
independent consultants, DeJong and Sum-
mit Consulting, $113,165 to conduct research 
on new school construction costs – adjusted 
for bid date and local construction costs – in 
eight fast-growing school systems from across 
the nation.17 The final report was submit-
ted to the Wake County CFAC on April 23, 
2007.18 

The study found that Guilford County 
Schools build new schools that are much 
more expensive than comparable districts. 
Guilford County’s adjusted per-student cost 
for a new elementary school was 32 percent 
higher than the average of  the comparable 
districts in the study and was second to Wake 
County for the highest average elementary-
school cost. Likewise, the adjusted per-stu-
dent cost of  middle and high schools in 

Assessed value of  home  
(FY 2005) FY 08-09 FY 09-10 FY10-11 FY11-12 FY12-13

Percentage 
Increase

$100,000 $22.69 $51.83 $59.58 $81.70 $80.54 255%
Total property tax bill $714.09 $765.92 $825.50 $907.20 $987.74 38%
$140,000 (county median) $31.77 $72.56 $83.41 $114.38 $112.76 255%
Total property tax bill $999.73 $1,072.29 $1,155.70 $1,270.08 $1,382.84 38%
$200,000 $45.38 $103.66 $119.16 $163.40 $161.08 255%
Total property tax bill $1,428.18 $1,531.84 $1,651.00 $1,814.40 $1,975.48 38%

Table 2. Potential Property Tax Increases for Guilford Education Bond Issues15

District
Elementary 

School Rank
Middle 
School Rank

High
School Rank

Charlotte/Mecklenburg Schools  $15,288.27 4  $17,205.67 4  $25,548.25 3
Clark Co. School District  $16,125.29 3  $12,551.62 6  $15,756.27 6
Fairfax Co. Public Schools  $13,273.14 7 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Guilford Co. Schools  $19,514.29 2  $26,104.83 1  $31,400.55 1
Gwinnett Co. Public Schools  $9,338.39 8  $8,890.02 7  $9,685.88 7
Orange Co. Public Schools  $14,011.84 5  $17,575.67 3  $17,805.73 5
Wake Co. Public Schools  $22,326.38 1  $21,655.25 2  $26,265.41 2
Winston-Salem/Forsyth Co. Sch.  $13,389.23 6  $14,441.00 5  $25,145.43 4
High [Excluding GCS]  $22,326.38  $21,655.25  $26,265.41 
Low [Excluding GCS]  $9,338.39  $8,890.02  $9,685.88 
Direct Average [Excluding GCS]  $14,821.79  $15,386.54  $20,034.50 
Guilford County Schools  $19,514.29  $26,104.83  $31,400.55 

Table 3. CFAC Report on Average School Construction Costs — Per Student
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Guilford County was 70 percent and 57 per-
cent higher than average, respectively. By far, 
Guilford County had the highest middle- and 
high-school costs in the study (see Table 3).19

The adjusted per-square-foot figures also 
reflect higher than average school construc-
tion costs in Guilford County. Average per-
square-foot school costs for an elementary 
school were eight percent higher in Guilford 
County than the comparable districts’ aver-
age. In Guilford County, middle schools cost 
25 percent more and high schools cost 18 
percent more than the per-square-foot aver-
age for comparable school systems. While 
Guilford’s per-square-foot costs were not the 
highest in the study, the school system had 
the highest middle- and high-school costs 
among the comparable districts in North 
Carolina (see Table 4).20

ignoring the cfac report

In a November 25, 2007 PowerPoint presen-
tation posted on the GCS website, the Facili-
ties Planning and Construction department 
of  the Guilford County Schools ignored the 
findings of  the CFAC and simply compared 
GCS costs with unadjusted average costs of  
schools built in North Carolina over the last 
three years. This flawed comparison makes 
it appear that GCS builds schools at the 

state average cost for new school buildings. 
These comparisons fail, however, to take into 
account differences in regional construction 
cost differences and important differences 
in bid dates, both features of  the CFAC 
report. The comparison also fails to take into 
account per-student cost, an extremely useful 
cost indicator that is also included in the final 
CFAC report.21 

Likewise, the Greensboro News and Record 
has overlooked the cost comparisons found in 
the CFAC report and, in a September 2007 
article, devised its own method for compar-
ing school construction costs. The News and 
Record article, quoted in the above-mentioned 
PowerPoint presentation, concluded, “Crit-
ics say that Guilford County overspends on 
schools, but a comparison suggests that may 
not be the case.”22 

The News and Record compared the cost 
of  Ronald Reagan High School in Forsyth 
County and Northern Guilford High School. 
Although the article correctly identified 
problems in comparing school construction 
projects bid in different years, the article 
lacked a discernable methodology for com-
paring the two schools. Specifically, it failed 
to specify how inflation and building features 
made the cost difference a supposed “$5 a 
square foot.”23 

District
Elementary 

School Rank
Middle 
School Rank

High
School Rank

 Charlotte/Mecklenburg Schools  $134.19 5  $137.35 4  $170.89 1
 Clark Co. School District  $180.23 1  $143.62 3  $147.24 5
 Fairfax Co. Public Schools  $128.04 6 N/A N/A N/A N/A
 Guilford Co. Schools  $146.66 3  $160.09 2  $164.79 2
 Gwinnett Co. Public Schools  $80.00 8  $74.10 7  $76.84 7
 Orange Co. Public Schools  $143.31 4  $173.95 1  $154.31 4
 Wake Co. Public Schools  $161.33 2  $128.97 5  $161.93 3
 Winston-Salem/Forsyth Co. Schools  $123.01 7  $107.96 6  $127.97 6
 High [Excluding GCS]  $161.33  $173.95  $170.89 
 Low [Excluding GCS]  $80.00  $74.10  $76.84 
 Direct Average [Excluding GCS]  $135.73  $127.66  $139.86 
 Guilford Co. Schools  $146.66  $160.09  $164.79 

Table 4. CFAC Report on Average School Construction Costs — Per Square Foot
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Fortunately, the CFAC report provides a 
truly apples-to-apples comparison of  Ronald 
Reagan High School and Northern Guilford 
High School. After accounting for time and 
regional variations in construction costs, the 
CFAC report found that the adjusted cost 
of  Reagan High School was $24,893,365, 
or $128.32 per square foot, compared with 
$49,686,936, or $162.97 per square foot 
for Northern Guilford High School. Fur-
thermore, Reagan High School cost nearly 
$17,800 per student, whereas Northern 
Guilford High School cost over $31,000 per 
student.24 

The Facilities Planning and Construc-
tion department has called its construction 
program “practical and forward thinking,” a 
statement taken from a News and Record article 
about “green” construction methods used 
in various buildings in Guilford County.25 
Unfortunately, there is nothing practical and 
forward thinking about outspending compa-
rable school districts for school construction 
projects.

School BonD: athleticS winS, preparing 
for growth DoeSn’t

In an attempt to gain more support for the 
bonds, Guilford County school officials 
included a number of  bond projects that 
would improve the system’s athletics facilities. 
The millions of  dollars that would be poured 
into athletics facilities would be better spent 
on increasing the school capacity; that is, the 
number of  students that can be accommo-
dated in the system’s school buildings. 

Indeed, every dollar that the school 
system would spend on gyms, stadiums, ten-
nis courts, and tracks is a dollar that could 
be used to prepare for future growth. In all, 
14 of  the 27 projects in the proposed bonds 
include improvements to athletics facili-
ties. Remarkably, the school system would 
make the same number of  improvements to 
classrooms. Only six projects would improve 
media centers, and three would address 
needs related to cafeteria or dining (see Table 
5). Outside the glut of  money that would 

be used for athletics and other non-essential 
projects, the bond package would have more 
relevent expenditures, such as funds for spe-
cial education facilities, HVAC, and land.26

If  accommodating growth is a prior-
ity, then adding seats should be the primary 
goal of  a school construction plan. School 
systems can accomplish this goal by building 
new schools, renovating existing facilities, or 
both. It is common to think of  renovations as 
a means to correct health and safety prob-
lems, enhance the appearance of  a facility, or 
reconfigure space for alternate uses. Never-
theless, renovations and adding seats (capac-
ity) are not mutually exclusive. Renovations 
can add seats by, at once, increasing the core 
capacity, performing necessary repairs, and 
adding classroom seats. When additional 
seats are needed, school systems should also 
reconfigure inefficient designs and underuti-
lized spaces to maximize the school building 
capacity for present or future use.

The North Carolina Department of  
Public Instruction estimates that Guilford 
County will add 7,977 students over the next 
ten years.27 The net gain in seats would be 
between 6,571 and 7,091, according to vari-
ous GCS estimates, leaving the school system 
a deficit of  between 886 and 1,406 seats.28 
Much of  the money that could alleviate this 
deficit would be spent on projects that add 
few or no seats to schools. In fact, the current 
bond plan would spend nearly $43 million 
on five renovation projects that could have 
been set aside to build new schools or add 
seats to existing buildings. Of  those projects, 
the school system proposes spending over 
$20 million for a new Alamance Elementary 
School that would, in the end, produce a 
net loss of  126 seats. Only four renovation 
projects would add more than 200 seats per 
school (see Table 6).29

In addition, the school system has pro-
posed a very costly building program. Reno-
vations to Summerfield Elementary School, 
for example, would approach the cost of  a 
new elementary school. Three new middle 
schools could be built for the cost of  renovat-
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ing Ragsdale, Southeast, and Southwest high 
schools. Moreover, the proposed per-seat 
costs of  construction and renovation proj-
ects are startling. The average per-seat cost 
of  the projects under the proposed school 
bonds is nearly $66,900. Four projects would 
cost more than $125,000 per seat, while one 
project, the new Jamestown Middle School, 
would cost nearly $300,000 a seat (see Table 

7). The average cost for new school construc-
tion in the region is estimated to be between 
$20,000 and $30,000 per seat.30

The state will provide Guilford County 
Schools with a steady stream of  funds for 
capital projects. The school planning divi-
sion of  DPI projects that the Public School 
Building Capital Fund will provide Guilford 
County with $44 million over the next ten 

Priority School
New 

School
Class-
rooms Athletics

Media 
Center Cafeteria Other

1 Jamestown Middle School 4

2 Ragsdale High School 4 4 4

Ragsdale Autism Wing 4

3 Special Education Center West 4

4 Southeast High School 4 4 4

5 Alamance Elementary School 4

6 Summerfield Elementary School 4 4 4

7 Southwest High School 4 4 4

8 Southeast Area Elementary School 4

Southeast Area Autism Wing 4

9 Allen Middle School 4 4

10 Southeast Middle School 4 4 4 4

11 North Greensboro Elementary 4

12 Grimsley High School 4 4 4

13 Airport Area High School 4

Airport Area HS Autism Wing 4

14 Airport Middle School 4

15 Northwest Middle School 4 4

16 Allen Jay Middle School 4 4

17 Dudley High School 4

18 Dudley High School (Athletics) 4

19 Mobile Classrooms Relocation 4

20 High Point Central High School 4 4

21 McLeansville Elementary 4 4

22 Northwest High School 4 4

23 Simeon Stadium 4

24 Tracks 4

25 Tennis Courts 4

26 HVAC 4

27 Page High School 4

* Eastern High School 4

TOTAL 7 14 14 6 3 6

Table 5. Proposed Bond Projects and Costs (By School and Type)
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years. Moreover, lottery funding will add an 
estimated $8.6 million in school capital fund-
ing for the 2007-08 school year and a compa-
rable amount every year thereafter.31

In order to stretch those dollars to handle 
the expected growth, the school system 
should redirect funds away from low-prior-
ity projects, reduce the size of  the school 
bureaucracy, pursue ways to reduce construc-
tion costs, redirect existing revenue streams, 
and implement sound facilities alternatives. 
With proper planning and “outside the box” 

thinking, the school district can manage 
enrollment growth using proven, cost-effec-
tive construction, renovation, and mainte-
nance solutions that are taxpayer-friendly 
and enhance educational opportunities for 
students.

The following recommendations would 
dramatically increase school capacity at mini-
mal cost:

Use renovation projects as opportunities 
to add seats and address health and safety 
concerns at the same time. 

1.

School Projects
Change 
in Seats Cost

Cost Per 
Additional Seat Rank

Alamance Elem. New school on old site –126 $20,300,161 N/A N/A

Allen Middle Classrooms and gym +166 $9,099,383 $54,815.56 10

Allen Jay Middle Renovation 0 $12,171,572 N/A N/A

Dudley High Renovation and athletics +100 $6,730,123 $67,301.23 6

Eastern High New school +1,200 $45,000,000 $37,500.00 15

Grimsley High Classrooms, cafeteria, and 
athletics

+80 $11,747,890 $146,848.63 3

High Point Central 
High

Lighting, technology, and gym 0 $5,332,621 N/A N/A

Jamestown Middle New school on old site +114 $33,540,951 $294,218.87 1

McLeansville Elem. Classrooms and media center +126 $6,309,892 $50,078.51 11

Northwest High Site and athletics 0 $3,112,500 N/A N/A

Northwest Middle Classrooms and gym +156 $7,741,712 $49,626.36 12

Page High Athletics 0 $2,074,801 N/A N/A

Ragsdale High Renovations and autism facil-
ity

+708 $33,418,829 $47,201.74 13

Southeast High Classrooms, media center, and 
gym

+360 $33,311,222 $92,531.17 5

Southeast Middle Classrooms, gym, media cen-
ter, and cafeteria

+104 $13,088,725 $125,853.13 4

Southwest High Classrooms, gym, and media 
center

+560 $31,089,918 $55,517.71 9

Summerfield Elem. Classrooms, media center and 
cafeteria

+277 $17,949,768 $64,800.61 7

Airport Area High New school and autism facility +1,248 $80,494,912 $64,499.13 8

North Greensboro 
Elem.

New school +700 $25,362,974 $36,232.82 16

Southeast Area Elem. New school +748 $33,331,875 $44,561.33 14

Special Education 
Center West

New school +50 $8,373,965 $167,479.30 2

Totals: +6,571 $439,583,794 $66,897.55 

Table 6. School Building Capacity Gains and Cost
for Proposed Bond Projects
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ber and January are informative. County 
voters rejected 27 of  the 33 tax increases. 
Citizens, when given the chance, are rejecting 
tax increases. 
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