Stronger Together:

A view ofCharlton, Brantley, Camde, Glynncountiesand thenonprofits that serve them




This report represents the combined findings of a community survey conducted in Camden and Glynn counties by the
University of GR NBEA | Q&4 ClyyAy3 LyauAaadziS Ay wHnnd FYyR I &AYALI
Center for Nonprofits in 2009. Although conducted separately and with similar (but not exact) methodology, both
studies utilized the same survey instr@y' & | yR 020K SEIFYAYS GKS Lzt Ad0Qa 2|
their county of residence. This report is the result of combining the findings of both reports into a cohesive four county
perspective.
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We also want to thank and acknowledge all of the nonprofit leaders, churches, elected officials and tribal leaders,
business leaders, local and state government leaslwho participated In focus groups, community conversations,
interviews and survey distribution that made this report possible.

Both Studies can be found and downloadedyvatvw.gcn.org


http://www.gcn.org/

About the Georgia Center for Nonprofits

As its central goal, the Georgia Center for Nonprofits (GCN) works to improve the way néitgpdo

business so they can, in tar have a greater impact on our communitiegor nearly 20 years, GCN has
worked to provide nonprofitswith the resources and tools they need to be most effective; promote
partnership between nonprofits and businesses, government and foundations; and speak with one voice to
policy makers andhe public about the work and worth of charitable work. Whether GCN is workimigh
nonprofit professionals who mange a homeless shelter or run a major art museum, our constant goal is to
increase community impacthrough more sustainable, better manageshd well-governed organizations.

Find out more about the Georgia Center for Nonprofits ahdw we serve strengthenand supportthe

thousands of nonprofit organizations in Gegia that are a part of our network of success and impact by
visiting www.GCN.org
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Introduction

In his 2007 report to USDA Rural Development&ntR ¢ 2 K& {2YS wdz2NI f / 2YYdzyA(GASa
Andrew Isserman takes a dramatically different approach than many studies of the estimated 20% of U.S. population
living in rural areas, which comprise 97% of the land mass of the nation.

Isseman notes that the language of decline and disadvantage dominates discussions of rural America. Federal agenci
have a long history of defining distressed counties, hardship counties, persistent poverty counties, and lagging countie:
to establish elidpility for programs. In the popular press and scholarly literature, typical foci are rural poverty, rural
distress, rural population loss, rural competitive disadvantage and urban encroachment on rural land and rural values.
This focus on deficits, witihe subsequent political focus on entitlements, subsidies, and interest groups reinforces the
notion of rural helplessness and an inability to compete in a global economy.

LAASNNXIYyQa NBLRNLI F20dzaSa AyailS| RserthghwihibzNibailer $eNoPrdeadSréeh | ¢
than typically used for distress. It includes education and housing as well as poverty and unemplpgthefficial

categories in the long form of decennial census of 2000 (and 2010). It does not include femncapie because

nationwide comparisons of county incomes are of limited value without any measure of relative cost of living. Nor does
it include growth metrics. Isserman notes that growth is often confounded with prosperity and is a common focus of
local economic development initiatives. 8 & SNXY' 'y FaaSNIia GKFG WogKEG Y ARG SNAE
growing community can have high unemployment rates, high poverty rates, crowded and expensive housing, and
difficulty getting and keeping dhiRNBYy Sy NRff SR Ay alOKz22fao DNRgGK R2Sa
residents or their community.

t NPALISNRGE Ay LAaASNNXIYyQa NBLRNI Aa RSTAYSR NBflFGAGBS
unemployment rateslower high school dropout rates, and lower rates of housing problems than the nation as a whole.
Thus, to qualify as prosperous, a county must do better than the nation on all four criteria. The map below shows
whether counties do better than the natiaom all four, three, two, one, or none of the prosperity criteria. The
LINPALISNRdza 2y Sa |NB akKz2gy & ané 2y GKS YILI 0St2g60

In terms of the focus of our report, among the four counties we examined Glynn, Camden, Charlton and Brantley;
Camden scored higliei 2y LAASNNXIFYyQa NBLR2NI O2ydlAyAy3d KAIKSNI GK
this report will show, statistically, Camden has better than average schools, relatively low poverty and unemployment
rates which helped it attain this scor&lynn scored higher in 2 areas, Brantley in one and Charlton in zero.



Figure 2. Number of prosperity measures at or better than the national level. 2000



The purpose of our report is to profile both the positives and challenges of the four counties we examined with the aim
of providing data that might help nonprofitd others working on community address challenges but also recognize

and support existing strengths. In researching secondary data sources, we found that the majority focused, as Isserms
asserts, on deficits and it therefore becomes easy to skew a repolt as this by simply comparing what some
communities have with what others lack, where some excel and others fall short or growth versus decline. However, if
have learned anything from our focus groups and conversations with residents, nonprofitsaaleds in these counties,

it is that the strength of a community lies with its people, and that prosperity is a local dynamic rather than one that can
be pinpointed by simply comparing economic or census data with other locales.

We are under no illusiothat prosperity measuresjobs and income, good schools, and quality affordable housarg

simple issues to solve, but compared with tackling highway placement, they are at minimum addressable. Indeed, mat
policymakers and nonprofits focus too hdgwon growth as an answer to a deficit or lack in these iterasd this is not
necessarily a correct strategyrherefore, we like the approach of focusing on indicators of relative prosperity rather

than simply growth/decline because development thirkihat focuses on growth may provide answers different than
those leading to rural prosperity.

For example, the dynamic between overall employment growth and unemployment rate was studied on a county level
by the USDA. The study asserts thapoymentgrowth and a low unemployment rate are often bracketed together as
expected joint outcomes of effective economic policiddowever, at the local level, thelationship between

employment growth over time and reduced unemployment maynsakened by migtégon and changes in commuting
flows. Thus, some communities meyperience persistently high unemployment with rapid employment growth, as
commutersand migrants rather than local residents fill new jobs. Indeed,-Bigbloyment growthmay attract would

be workers from other areas and so increase local unemployment lelreliSharlton County for example, a major

Federal prison is located in Folkston. Although the prison resulted in an overall growth in jobs present within the
county, the majority of emplgees at the prison live outside the county and the unemployment rate in the county has
risen even in the wake of its developmeriurther, communities may have low unemployment despite little or no
employmentgrowth, as workers migrate or commute elsewldor employment. The map below shows a county
comparison where we see that Charlton and Brantley, despite a growth in overall jobs (due to growth from the prison
for example), remain high unemployment counties, whereas, Camden and Glynn have bothytbayrd relatively

low unemployment (although, we note, unemployment figures for all counties have risen in the past two years). This
suggests the importance of not only increasing jobs, but also increasing job skills in local populations.



Employment growth 1990-96 versus unemployment rate, 1996
Many areas of high employment growth are also areas of high unemployment
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High growth, low unemp.
High growth, high unemp.
Low growth, low unemp.

Low growth, high unemp.

Metro

Note: low growth=up to 1.28 percent/year; high growth=over 1.28 percent/year; low unemployment=up to 5.67 percent;

high unemployment=over 5.67 percent.
Source: Calculated by ERS from BLS Local Area Unemployment Statistics.



