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Job opportunities are a major factor i nfl uer
growth, resident income, commuting patterns and labor force participation.|l Wan& good

jobs for ourselves and our neighbors, and a-taihed workforce helps to make it happen.

Once good jobs start to arrive, more wedlined workers do too, hopefully reaching a self
sustaining tipping point. Significant job growth lggmeconomic diversity, increasing the variety

of jobs available to area residents; declining job opportunities will have the opposite effect.
Geographically, the presence of high quality jobs is a regional asset, easily accessible to area
residentsthrodly commuti ng or moving. The quality of
and of necessity, a major concern of firms considering moving to a new location, or staying and
growing where they are.

The task of improving the quality of our workforce musintend with some complex and
interrelated factors related to the characteristics of our population andatbhes of the
opportunities we are able to provide for skill acquisition and work experience. Some of the
factors addressed in this needs assessarendepicted in the diagram belowt reflects he

ultimate goal of workforce developmeint giving everyone the opportunity to earn a decent
living to support themselves and their families. The advantages and disadvantages faced in the
guest for econmic well-being are not equally distributedsome begin with barriers they had
nothing to do with; others create obstadtasthemselvess they go through life. Still others are
blessed with a smooth roddessed with good health asdpported by a carg family and the

values to succeed and to avoid missteps along the way.

The labor marketconsequences of bad luck or making a mistake along the way can be brutal.
Dropping out of high schooheing laid off,suffering a disability, having a child be&®one is
economically able or committing a cgandimsa can [
waste of human potentiaMWorkforce development can create second chances and the means of
regaininglost potential. Economic downturns, such as thereat one, exacerbate pegisting
employment barrierby compelling employers to be more selective for job openings they may

have. At suchtimes, some may question the value of training when so many who are already
trai ned c acoddemning ténuwhskibed tp thhébottom rungs of economic opportunity.

As demonstrated in the analysis provided below, there are many who need o@spelpally

now, and much work to do to help them.



Needs Assessment Factors

Social Work Experience,
Circumstances Education &
Race Disability Training
Gender Offender Status Literacy
Ethnicity Veteran Status Educational Attainment

Geography Family Charactenstics Access

Labor Market

T i Economic Well-

Being

fonomy Income

Opportunity
Poverty
EmploymentStatus

The following informaion should shed some light on the status and direction of job growth and
diversity in the Middle Georgia region. Many factors influencing our industrial and occupational
gual ity are beyond our control ; t hofwugemay he si
be indistinct, they are suggestive and, hopefully, useful in making decisions on factors that are
under our control.

Population - The Middle Georgia region encompasses eleven counties in the center of the State;

the region does not abutyaather states, and is considered outside the metropolitan Atlanta area,

the longtime engine of population and economic growth in Georgia. Population densities, or
persons per square mile, reflect the urban r a | character of Bibbhaead r egi o
Houston in a class by themselves, followed at a distance by Peach and Baldwin. The remaining
counties all have densities under 100 people per square mile, the lowest being Wilkinson with

22. Rural counties typically suffer from a lack of immeeliaccess to necessities such as health

care, and amenities such as retail centers; job access frequently requires a substantial commute
and disadvantages in job search tools such as networking. In the Middle Georgia region, Bibb
County has been the trédnal job access center.

The region includes two Workforce Investment areas, out of a total of 20 areas statewide. The
MaconBibb County Workforce Investment area encompasses Bibb County, while the Middle
Georgia area includes the remainder of the tiesnn the region a total of 10 counties.The

best geographic level of analysis for the area, however, is the region, since it is integrated in



t er ms of t he

residences

and wor kplaces of

will be anayzed at the region levelWhen this is not possible, the data which best fits the

regional geography will be used.

A great deal of use is made of metropolitan and combined metropatg¢adata, since this is

the best available for some types of imfation. Census estimates other than general population
characteristics and overall poverty level, for example, are available for the Mémorer
RobinsFort Valley Combined Statistical Areeeterred to hereafter as the Middle Geoi@BA)

and much use W be made of this data. Without it, the only alternative would be to use data
from the 2000 Census which is badly dated, but resorted to below in someTtasestimates

for the 20062008 period exclude some Middle Georgia counties, but the countmshvare
included make up about 78% of the population of the region. The four counties excluded do not
meet the threshold for counties with a population of 20,000 or more.
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Bibb County is the largest county in the region with 32%
of the total population, followed by Houston with 28%. The
areads popul ation grew at
about the same as the National growtle raut well below
the Atlanta influenced State rate of 18% ($egure 1).
Counties with the highest growth rates were Houston,

Jones, Monroe and Peach. Numerically, Houston added the

most residents during the period (22,396), representing
almost 60% oft he ar eads tot al gr owt
Wilkinson counties lost population.

The Macon-Warner Robins-Fort
Valley Combined Statistical Area
aka Middle Georaia CSA

a r

The State of Georgia has 159 counties, the vast majority of
which are deemed ruraFigure 1 captures the rural nature

of several Middle Georgia counties through their
population ad numerical growth ranks, indicating several
with ranks greater than 100. No Middle Georgia county
ranks any higher than 32 on growth rate, since rates higher

than this are all found in the Atlanta region.

Figure 1
Cumulative Estimates of Resident Population Change for Counties of Georgia and County Rankings: April 1, 2000 to July
1, 2008
Population Estimates Change, 2000 to 2008 Populatio nSEtztiemZ?enskm Ocit::aoni;n:,ezsooo to 2008
Geographic Area Ag(;lolol‘ AS(;I(;OL
July 1, 2008 ) Number Percent ([July 1,2008 . Number Percent
Estimates Estimates
Base Base
Georgia 9,685,744 8,186,812 1,498,932 18.3% (X) (X) (X) (X)
Baldwin County 46,716 44,712 2,004 45% 43 39 69 102
Bibb County 155,216 153,887 1,329 0.9% 13 9 78 118
Crawford County 12,510 12,495 15 0.1% 114 111 124 124
Houston County 133,161 110,765 22,396 20.2% 14 13 17 32
Jones County 27,542 23,639 3,903 16.5% 64 67 49 40
Monroe County 25,252 21,774 3,478 16.0% 71 78 54 43
Peach County 26,736 23,668 3,068 13.0% 68 65 58 52
Pulaski County 9,787 9,588 199 21% 130 129 115 112
Putnam County 20,385 18,812 1,573 8.4% 89 88 71 75
Twiggs County 10,257 10,590 -333 -3.1% 127 121 146 142
Wilkinson County 10,026 10,220 -194 -1.9% 129 125 135 136
Region Total 477,588 440,150 37,438 8.5%
Middle Ga Total 322,372 286,263 36,109 12.6%
Macon MSA Total 230,777 222,385 8,392 3.8%
u.s. 304,059,724 281,421,906 22,637,818 8.0%




By age, the region is unremarkabvhen compared to the State and Nation. For most of the age
cohorts shown irfFigure 2 Middle Georgia is more similar to the National percentage than it is

to the Stateds, though there is little diverc
shown are highly relevant to the WIA system because they represent populations with
employment and training needs that the system was created to help meet.

The 15 to 24 year old group are going to school and testing their employability wings. If they
have dropped out of school or are unable to find employment, they risk having employment
barriers for the rest of their lives. Those aged 25 to 54 years are in their prime earning years; if
they are among those who made it out of the younger cohort witkiig and with an
unsatisfactory work history, they will need the workforce system. Workers from 55 to 64 will
typically have reemployment problems if they are laid off for any rea3dmse aged 65 and

over are concerned with retirement or reducingr tharticipation in the labor markefThe age
distribution shown indicates that Middle Georgia should have a fairly typical mix of the labor
market problems mentioned above.

Figure 2

Age Composition of the Population: 2008 Estimate
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By race, Middle Georgia is similar to the rest of the southeasltay historically, nonwhites
make up an above average share of the population when compared to the rest of the country.



The labor market difficulties of nonwhites, except for Asians, have been more severe than
Whites; they have significantly higher patye dependency and unemployment rates than do

Whites, circumstances that have had an intractable historical persistence.

For example, the

September National unemployment rate for Black workers was 15.4% while it was 9.0% for
Whites. Low incomes and edational attainment contribute to a lack of access to good jobs for

nonwhites.

I n 2008 the regionds

n o n wh i. The nopmife pdpwdation was wa s

20.2% for the U.S. and 34.6% for GeorgiaThe percentage varies a great|d@aong the

regionébés counti es, however, and in

only one

two counties it is at or below 25@kigure 3). Nonwhite population growth is about 54% of the
region total. Figure 4 reveals a great deal of Nation among the counties in the movement of

nonwhites and whites, however.

For example, several counties had growth for both groups,

while one lost population in both. One county had a gain in whites and a loss in nonwhites,

while another experiencechd opposite.
movements, and job access is one of them.

Figure 3

Estimated Population 2008
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There are complicated forces at work in these

A frequently commented upon National demographic development in recent years has been the
rapid growth ofthe Hispanicpopulation Hispancs may have significant labor market problems

stemming from language barriers, legal status and cultural assimilation.

Limited English

proficiency, in particular, has been found to present employment problems for many Hispanics.

C



Figure 4

Population Growth 2000-2008
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Hispanics my be white or nonwhite, and are not necessarily reflected in the data provided
above.

Figure 5 depicts the Hispanic population and growth for the Middle Georgia region, with a comparison of
the State and National levels.  Hispanic population growthe region has been 51.3% from 2000 to
2008, compared to overall regional growth of about 8.5%. Hispanic population growth is higher than the
National rate of 33% but lower than the State rate of 78.6%. The growth in the region is of recent origin,

however, and the current Hi spanic share of the ar ec
a |l arge demographic group in Middle Georgia, espe
15%.

Six Middle Georgia counties have experiencadplanic growth rates larger than State or national rates,
including Houston, Jones, Monroe, Pulaski, Putnam and Wilkin€sawfordhad a small decrease in its
Hispanic population. The largest concentrations of Hispanics in the region are infRgaah, Pulaski

and Houston. Employment opportunities undoubtedly explain the growth experienced by theseicounties
some service and construction employment might be attractive in growing counties, while in rural areas
agricultural jobs may be available.

The Middle Georgia Asian population has grown by 39% from 2000 to 2008, and their most significant
presence is in Houston County, making up 2% of t
The region population as a whole is only 1.3% Asian, althoemery county has an Asian presence.
Nationally, Asians make up 4.5% of the population and have the best labor market experiences, even
better than Whites. For example, their September 2009 unemployment ratelywag%.



Figure 5
Hispanic Population Estimate

Figure 6 provides insightnto the nature of
popul ation change in
and
For Twiggs, almost % of
At the

Monroe, Jones,

2000-2008 Change| 2008 Per . . o
2000 2008 centof | Outmigration significantly dampened
CENSUS| ESTIMATH Area population growth for Bibb, Crawford,
Area Amount| Per cenfPopulation  Twiggs and Wilkinson counties,
Baldwin 607 685 78 12.99 159 explains the population declines in Twiggs
Bibb 2,023 2,699 6759  33.49 1.794 and Wilkinson.
Crawford 301} 293 g -2.79 2.3% the population change occurring during the
Houston 3,363 5,428 2,06 61.49 4.1% period consisted of Ou'nigration.
Jones 169 263 94 55.69 10%  same time significant imigration has been
0, 0, . .
’I\D"O“r‘;e Sg; 1“‘3; ig jjio 1-70;‘ occurring in  Houston,
cach ‘ ' 5% peach, Pulaski and Putnam, where over
Pulaski 279 431 164 O6L% 4.5% 50% of population change was due te in
Putnam 407 1,014 609  149.69 5oy 2o 0IP E e Ig i :
Twiggs 117 139 > 2419 149] Migration. Positive but less significant-n
Wilkinson 101 222 121] 119.89 2204 Migration occurred in Baldwin.
Region Total 8,632 13,059 4,427 51.39 2.8%
State 435227  777,244] 342,017 78.69 8.0%
u.s. 35,305,818| 46,943,613 11,637,795  33.09 15.49
Figure 6
Population Component Change: April 2000-July 2008
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Commuting - Figure 7 suggests that residential attraction and convenient commutes explain some of the
interregional population shifts. Twenrtgur per cent of residents wowoutside their home county but
inside the region. Many of these residents work in Bibb County but live in another courfgjg{sees).

In Monroe and Putnam counties, there is a significant work attraction outside the region where Atlanta
metro employmant makes for a convenient commute. In the southern and eastern end of the region,
significant percentages of residents work outside the region in scatterdayreamties.

Figure 7
Where Residents Work (2000 Census The region provides ové&0% of jobs

for area residents, however, makihg
unnecessary to look elsewhere for
employment. The relatively close
proximity of jobs and homes means

Totals 100.0%] 68.1% 24.0% 7.2% 06%| |ess time spent commuting as 75% of

Ellos Lo T i S 0.5%| \workers have commutes of less than

Baldwin 100.0%) 79.7% 13.1% 6.6% OT% 30 minutes each morning compared

Houston S o.3% 202 3.6 08% 16 65% nationally and 61% for the

Pulaski 100.0% 57.6% 19.8%|  22.7% 004 Siate of Gemia. Residents also

Putnam 100.0%) 55.6% 184%|  24.4% 1.6% )

Wilkinson 100.0%) 47.6% 43.5% 8.5% o4y appear to have more vehicles

Peach 100.0%) 42.5% 46.2%|  10.6% 070, available for commuting, with 36%

Monroe 100.0%] 39.9% 34.3%|  24.1% 116 having three or more vehicles in the

Twiggs 100.0% 24.9% 56.1%|  18.5% 05% household, compared to 32% in the

Jones 100.0% 23.4% 72.1% 4.2% 020 State and Natiah

Crawford 100.0%) 17.3% 711%|  11.5% 0.1%

Figure 8

. Commuting has a marked impact on
Percentage of Middle Ga County Worker e daytm?e populations Ofp high

Who Work in Bibb County(2000 Census commuting counties, as shown by
Figure 9. Most counties experience a

loss, but Baldwin and Bibb have
gains. For Twiggs, Jones and
Crawford, over 20% of the population
leave the county every workday. This

|Total 13.9% | can be expected to depress the level
|Jones 56.8% Houston 16.1% | of demand forservice industries and

F 0 - 0 related employment in the losing
|TW|ggs 47'20/0 V\ﬁlkmspn 13'3;/0 | county. The gains in Bibb and
|Crawford 44.5% Baldwin 53% | Baldwin would have the opposite
|Monroe 31.6% Pulaski 4.1% | effect. The' major factor attractin.g
|Peach 24 3% Putnam 4.1% | commuters is, of course, the relative

attractiveness of jobs available in the
resident county versube work county. Job seekers will be willing to commute longer distances as the
attractiveness of the jobs available increase, or shorter distances as job attractiveness decreases.
Eventually, this dynamic will influence the residential location degssiaf job seekers, which is probably
reflected in the population data discussed above.



Figure 9
Daytime Population Change in the Middle Ga Region

(2000 Census)

Counties Gaining Counties Losing
Bibb 21,692 14.10% Houston -2,941 -2.70%
Baldwin 1,676 3.70% Peach -1,178 -5.00%
Pulaski -501 -5.20%
Wilkinson -591 -5.80%
Putnam -1,542 -8.20%
Monroe -3,825 -17.60%
Twiggs -2,180 -20.60%
Jones -6,991  -29.60%
Crawford -3,960 -31.70%
Figure 10 Education & Literacy - Educational

attainmentfor individuals aged 25 and oves
shownin Figure 10. In general, educational
attainment hasincreased over time anthe
2000Census data are not strictly comparable to
the latest estimates for that reasdut are
presented here for counties without current

Educational Attainment
in the Middle Georgia Region

High school| Bachelor's
Less Than| graduate or| degree or

Area High Schoo higher higher

2005-2007 American Community Survey 3-Year Estimg estimates to suggest what more current
Baldwin 23.69 76.49 16.8% estimates, if available, might have suggested.
Bibb 20.79 79.39 22.39%4 Counties with the best rates on both measures
Peach 20.69 79.49 17.3% are Houston, Jones and Monroe. These
Putnam 20.69 79.4% 17.9% counties alsohave thelowest poverty in the
Monroe 19.29 80.89 21.8% region as will be shown belovifo a certain
Jones 18.09 82.09 18.3%  extent, these rates aiefluenced by the age
Ga 17.89 82.29 26.6% g o : ;

Us. 16.00 84.00 57004 distribution in the county, since pdations
Houston 12,50 87 59 53004 OVEr age 65 consistently have lower educational

5000 Census Data attainment levels than younger groups.

Twiggs 36.99 63.00 5.4%

Crawford 32.89 67.29 6.894 Figure 11 compaes the percentage of the
Wilkinson 29.69 70.49 9.6 population without a high school diploma in
Pulaski 26.69 73.49 12.99 Middle GeorgiaCSA to the State and Nation by

age and gendedHustrating some characteristics common to all geographigs mentioned above, the

worst rates aréound in the group aged 65 and over at all geogragviel$. As theurrentpopulation

agesthe rates for this age groape expected tgradually decline, fgecting a long term National trend.
Females aged 65 and over have the highest rates of any group, an artifact of traditional gender roles which
is inexorably disappearing as can be seen by comparing genders in the younger agelgeapsto 24

age group ismost affected by school enroliment, though males have significantly higher rates than
females.
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Comparing the Middle Georgia CSA to State and National rate=als that we have the highest rates of
attaining less than a high school diploma for both maled females the 1824 and 4564 age groups.
We alsohave the highest rates for females age®2%nd 65 and over. We have the best rates for males
and females aged 3#4.

Figure 11

% of the Population Without a High School Diploma
2006-2008 Estimates
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18to | 25to | 35to | 45to 65 18to | 25to | 35to | 45to
24 34 44 64 years 24 34 44 64 years
years: | years: | years: | years: | & over | years: | years: | years: | years: | & over

Male: Female:

B MidGaCSA | 29.7% | 17.1% | 13.3% | 18.6% | 28.5% | 20.5% | 17.9% | 9.0% | 14.6% | 34.8%
B Georgia 25.2% | 19.6% | 15.6% | 15.5% | 29.0% | 17.7% | 12.3% | 10.7% | 13.4% | 32.7%
United States | 19.8% | 15.9% | 14.4% | 13.5%  24.8% | 14.3% | 11.6% | 11.1% | 12.0% | 26.6%

The rates for the 184 age group maygot be a bad thing, since this could be due to higher rates of school
enrollment. In fact, th€0062008 estimates show that we have enrollment rates for this age group
comparable to the state and nation, and higher rates for the older age groepsrcentage of thESA
populationaged 1824 enrolled in college or graduate scha®B5.7% virtually identical to the Stafes

rate though lower than the U.S. rate of 40.7%or the population aged 18 and ovére CSA rate is
10%,a higher enroliment ta than the State and Nati¢figure 12).

Since we trail the other geographies at younger ages, it appears that Middle Georgians are seeking
advanced education at older ages than is true elsewhere. Given the onset of adult respondtbilities
age, itappears that Middle Georgitudentsare doing it the hard way amiddle Georgiaeducators need
strategiedo provide educational access for older studemsethan other areas of the State and nation.
Examples of such strategwould be child care fostudents or tuition assistance for employe€bese

results are an encouraging sign that Middle Georgia may be gaining ground in the pursuit of an educated
workforce.
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Figure 12

The graduation rates by county seem to indicate that, thougieammaking gains with each passing year,
we still trail the state average as a regbigure 13). Graduation rates in the area as a whole are below
the State average and have improved only slightly over the last yéaugh Houston County had a

graduat on r ate exceeding the Stateds and the | argest
regionés rate still trailed the State by al most 6
Among the regionbs counti es, Houst onNatioa and the gr adu

lowest percentage with less than a high school diploma; but it trails them at higher education levels as do
the rest of our counties. Clearly, there is much room for improvement in achieving higher levels of
education in our region, thougte have made good progress in keeping the door open to more advanced
training with high school graduation rates approaching State and National levels.

Rates below the regional average occurred in Bibb, Crawford, Twiggs and Baldwin counties. Only
Housbn, Jones and Monroe had rates approaching or above the State rate. Low graduation rates are a
concern for the entire region since labor force quality is a pfaci®r inattracting new industry and in

taking advantage of opportunities presented by jaupiiring higher level skills anaffering high

salaries.

For the percentage of the county population lacking prose literacy skills, Houston and Monroe are the
only counties in the region with rates cbuotwer t hari
have rates well above the U.S. rate of 1Hg\re 14). Twiggs County, though still highest in the region
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