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“Why should there be hunger 

and deprivation in any land, in 

any city, at any table, when 

man has the resources and the 

scientific know-how to provide 

all mankind with the basic 

necessities of life? 

There is no deficit in human 

resources. The deficit is in 

human will.” 

— Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., 

1964 
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Introduction  
 

Second Harvest of South Georgia Inc. (‘the Food Bank”) is the leading hunger-relief organization and a crucial 
service provider of nutrition assistance for low-income people in southern Georgia. Second Harvest of South Georgia 
is the second largest food bank in the state by distribution, providing more than 20 million pounds of food, including 4 
million pounds of produce, serving more than 400 partner agencies in 30 counties, and providing food assistance and 
other critical services over 12,600 square miles of territory. The region and counties served by the Food Bank are 
predominantly rural or nonmetro, and include some of the poorest, most food insecure communities in the region and 
indeed, the nation.  
 

The purpose of this report is to assess the current state of food insecurity in the Food Bank’s 
service area and suggest systematic and practical steps to quantifiably reduce hunger in the 
counties served by the Second Harvest of South Georgia.1 
 
Hunger is solvable. The solutions to the problem of hunger in rural America, and more specifically South Georgia, 
must accommodate the realities of rural America to be successful; thus, solutions and reforms will be somewhat 
different than what is applicable in other regions and communities – though they are likely applicable to other rural 
counties with higher poverty and food insecurity, especially in the South.  The purpose of this report is to: 1) identify 
the current state of hunger in the 30-county service area of Second Harvest of South Georgia, 2) recommend 
operational and policy changes, and 3) anticipate outcomes which will quantifiably reduce the incidence of hunger in 
the Food Bank’s service area based on the evidence.  
 
 

StrikeForce Counties –  
In 2010, the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) launched 
a rural communities effort, the StrikeForce for Rural Growth and 
Opportunity Initiative (or “StrikeForce”), to address poverty, nutrition 
assistance, economic development and infrastructure issues in 
persistent poverty areas of three states: Arkansas, Georgia, and 
Mississippi. The StrikeForce initiative is a “commitment to growing 
economies, increasing investments and creating opportunities in 
poverty-stricken rural communities.” The StrikeForce initiative has 
been expanded in subsequent years to more than 700 persistent 
poverty counties or the equivalent in 21 states, forming community-
based partnerships and projects to reduce high poverty and strengthen 
rural economies. The initiative is particularly relevant to this Report, as 
Second Harvest of South Georgia’s service area includes a 
disproportionate number of counties deemed StrikeForce counties.  
 
Twenty-three (23) of the 30 counties in the Food Bank’s service 
area (or 77 percent) are StrikeForce counties, representing 38 
percent of all StrikeForce counties in Georgia. – the highest 
concentration of rural, persistent poverty counties in the state of 
Georgia.  

                                                           
1 USDA classifies households into four categories: high food security, marginal food security, low food security, and very low food security. 

Households with high or marginal food security are called food secure, and households with low or very low food security are called food 
insecure.   For the purposes of this report, when we use the word “hunger” we mean individuals or households experiencing food insecurity, 
either low or very low food security.   

USDA StrikeForce for Rural Growth and 

Opportunity: Georgia Counties 

 

 

 

 



 

Page | 4  
 

A note on Hunger and Poverty –  

Hunger is a serious issue that requires a serious response in South Georgia. When there is talk about improving 

opportunities for all people of the region through education, health care, jobs, and development to strengthen the 

economy - hunger and poverty must be a part of that conversation. When a community is more food secure, the 

efforts to alleviate poverty, improve education, and strengthen the rural economy are more likely to succeed. 

Eliminating rural poverty is a complex issue requiring bold solutions, requiring investments and attention to 

infrastructure, job creation and community capacity building. Without addressing the issue of hunger, however, the 

efficacy of policy and economic development solutions in rural communities will be reduced. Research strongly 

indicates, for example, that children who do not have adequate nutrition fare more poorly in school and may face a 

lifetime of negative consequences related to future educational attainment, employment and economic success.2 A 

successful rural economic development effort should include a strategy to ensure that food security needs are 

addressed, especially for low-income children and their families. 

It is should also be noted that poverty and food insecurity are related, but not synonymous. More than two decades of 
research indicate that the probability of hunger or food insecurity declines with rising income, but the proportions of 
households that are food secure and poor is nonetheless relatively high. So, while being poor doesn’t necessitate 
being hungry, the likelihood of hunger is linked to poverty and families above the poverty line, especially those with 
children, may still be hungry. This distinction matters. Reducing hunger is a critical step – especially for children and 
working poor families which typify the South Georgia region – toward long-term reduction in poverty and greater 
economic vitality for the region.  
 
A note on defining “Rural” – 
 
In the South, some of the most food-insecure counties are those with small towns far from metropolitan areas or 
large cities; yet establishing a definition of “rural” poses challenges. Rural areas share the common characteristics of 
comparatively few people living in an area, limited access to large cities, and considerable traveling distances to 
market areas for work and everyday-living activities. Over the years, public agencies and researchers have used 
combinations of these factors to define rural areas and designate population as rural.3  Some of the more commonly 
used definitions to designate rural areas are promulgated by agencies and organizations such as the Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) or the Census Bureau. However, these classifications are far from synonymous or 
mutually exclusive concepts. For example, after the 2003 OMB Metropolitan Areas reclassification, a majority of the 

                                                           
2 “Research Brief: Breakfast for Learning,” Food Research and Action Center, (2016); available at: http://frac.org/wp-

content/uploads/breakfastforlearning-1.pdf.  See also -  Shanafelt, A., Hearst, M. O., Wang, Q., & Nanney, M. S. (2016). Food insecurity and 
rural adolescent personal health, home, and academic environments. Journal of School Health, 86(6), 
 472-480 
3 “Defining rural - geographic terms and concepts,” Rural Data Portal, HAC available at: http://www.ruraldataportal.org/geoterms.aspx 

Food Insecure or Hungry?  
Background: The food security statistics are based on a survey measure developed by the U.S. Food Security 
Measurement Project, an ongoing collaboration among Federal agencies, academic researchers, private commercial and 
nonprofit organizations. Pursuant to an Act of Congress, beginning in 1994, USDA’s Economic Research Service (ERS) 
issues annual reports on the prevalence of “Food Insecurity.” USDA changed the name of its definitions in 2006 that 
eliminated references to hunger, keeping various categories of food insecurity (i.e. low and very low). This did not represent 
a change in what was measured. Very low food insecurity (described as food insecurity with hunger prior to 2006) means 
that, at times during the year, the food intake of household members was reduced, and their normal eating patterns were 
disrupted because the household lacked money and other resources for food. This means that people were hungry (in the 
sense of “the uneasy or painful sensation caused by want of food” [Oxford English Dictionary 1971]) for days each year. 
 
For the purposes of this report, the terms “hunger” or “hungry” are used inter-changeably with “food insecure” 
and “food insecurity.” 

http://frac.org/wp-content/uploads/breakfastforlearning-1.pdf
http://frac.org/wp-content/uploads/breakfastforlearning-1.pdf
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Census-defined rural population now lives in Metropolitan areas. Such incongruities illustrate the complexity of 
relying on individual definitions for research and programmatic purposes. [These incongruities are noted in the 
County-by-County Analysis Section of this Report.]  USDA’s Economic Research Service (ERS) adopted OMB's 
metropolitan and micropolitan terminology to highlight the underlying connectedness between the two classification 
systems. Throughout the report, we utilize USDA’s ERS definition of rural while also identifying the Census county-
typology. While utilizing Census-tract data would yield more precise demographic characteristics of the population, it 
is less practical for policy recommendations. This report primarily uses public data at the county-level and as the 
report makes policy recommendations at a county-level format, a principle political/legal division from which policy 
efforts can be issued and measured for efficacy.   
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Sec. 1 

Situational Analysis – Hunger & Poverty 
 

The problem of Hunger and Poverty in the United States –  
 
To better address the problem of hunger in South Georgia, it is useful to 
compare the challenges faced in the Food Bank’s service area with 
national, regional, and state, trends in hunger and poverty.  
 
In 2016, there were 45.7 million people in poverty in the United States 
(U.S.), for a national poverty rate of 12.7 percent, representing a slight 
decrease in poverty from 13.5 percent in 2015.  This is the second 
consecutive annual decline in poverty in the nation.  Since 2014, the 
poverty rate has fallen 2.1 percentage points from 14.8 percent to 12.7 
percent. Despite an improving economy and historically low 
unemployment, the poverty rate in 2016 was 1 percentage point higher 
than in 2007 (11.7 percent), the year before the most recent recession.  
The U.S. child poverty rate was 19.8 percent, representing 14.65 million 
children in poverty in the U.S. Children continued to be a segment of the 
population that was most vulnerable to hunger and poverty: last year, 1 in 5 American children were living in poverty, 
which included 5.2 million children under the age of 6.   
 
The national prevalence of “Food Insecurity” was 12.3 percent of U.S. households (15.6 million households) in 2016, 
essentially unchanged from 12.7 percent in 2015. This continues a downward trend from 14.9 percent food insecure 
in 2011, the highest percentage ever recorded since the measurement was first undertaken in 1994. The 2016 
prevalence of food insecurity was still above the 2007 pre-recessionary level of 11.1 percent. 
 
The prevalence of hunger and poverty is not evenly distributed across the America. At the regional, state and county 
level of aggregation, hunger and poverty are overwhelmingly a problem of rural communities, with the most remote 
rural places at the greatest disadvantage. While poverty and hunger are not necessarily synonymous, of the U.S. 
counties with the highest rates of food insecurity, 76 percent are rural, and 89 percent are in the Southern U.S. 
 

Persistent Poverty and Hunger in the South and Rural South   
 
In 2016, the Southeast Region of the United States, incorporating seven states (AL, FL, GA, MS, NC, SC, and VA), 
had a regional poverty rate of 15.7 percent and food insecurity rate of 14.5 percent on average for the seven states of 
the region (MS is highest with a 20.8 percent poverty rate and 18.7 percent food insecurity rate; and VA with a low of 
11 percent poverty rate and 10 percent food insecurity rate).  

Quick Facts – Poverty & Food Insecurity Rates  

US Poverty Rate 14.4%  -  US Food Insecurity Rate 13%  //  GA Poverty Rate 16%  -  GA Food Insecurity Rate 14%  

  South Georgia Poverty Rate 26.5%  //     South Georgia Food Insecurity Rate 20.3%  
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The Southeast U.S. has endured a consistent incidence of deep poverty and food insecurity for generations.4 
Consistently, over four census periods (1980, 1990, 2000, 2010) the Southeast U.S. represents some of the poorest 
regions of the country.   
 
According to the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2011-2015 
American Community Survey (ACS), 11 of the counties 
in this region rank among the bottom 25 counties in the 
U.S. in terms of per capita income. Except for some 
rural counties in the Southwest and Great Plains, the 
incidence of deep poverty outside of the Southeastern 
states is relatively low.5  
 
The rural South (nonmetro counties) – which typifies the 
30-county service area of the Food Bank – generally 
has overall poverty rates higher than nonmetro counties 
in the rest of the nation. Rural or nonmetro (small town) 
communities in the Southeast had higher rates of 
poverty than their urban counterparts. As evidenced 
from the ACS data 2011-15, the South had a nonmetro 
poverty rate of 21.7 percent—nearly 6 percentage 
points higher than in the Southeast region’s metro 
areas. The difference in poverty rates in the South is particularly important for the overall nonmetro poverty rate 
because an estimated 43.9 percent of the nonmetro population and 51.2 percent of the nonmetro (or rural) poor lived 
in this region in 2011-15.6   
 
Nationally, one in four rural residents under the age of 18 
(children) lives in poverty.7  Eighty-five percent of our 
country’s persistent poverty counties are in rural America 
and most of those counties are in the Southeastern 
United States – those counties in which the poverty rate 
was 20% or more of the county population in each 
decennial Census since 1980.8  Overall, rural/nonmetro 
counties are more likely to experience persistent 
poverty and persistent child poverty than urban 
areas. Persistent rural poverty means "the continued 
existence of a substantial segment of the population with 
incomes below the poverty threshold in spite of 
ameliorative efforts. In a persistently poor rural county, 
some families may escape poverty while others fall into it; 
some may be poor one year, earn more than the poverty 

                                                           
4 Please note, there is no official Census Bureau definition of the Southeastern United States. For the purposes this report, when referring to 
the Southeastern U.S. we use the states included in the Southeast Crescent Regional Commission, established by Congress in the 2008 Farm 
Bill Conference Report (P.L. 110‐627), as a regional development commission to promote economic growth strategies within distressed 
portions of the seven‐state region of Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina and Virginia.  On the incidence of 
longstanding poverty please see – “Dismantling Persistent Poverty in the Southeastern United States,” Carl Vinson Institute of Government, 
The University of Georgia; (2001) available at: http://www.dca.state.ga.us/communities/regionalism/programs/downloads/SE_Report.pdf 
5 USDA/ERS “Geography of Poverty,” (2017); available at: https://www.ers.usda.gov/topics/rural-economy-population/rural-poverty-well-

being/geography-of-poverty.aspx 
6 USDA/ERS, “Rural America at a Glance, 2016 Edition,” November 2016 
7 USDA/ERS, Geography of Poverty; (2017) 
8 USDA ERS Atlas of Rural and Small-Town America (2017) 

 

People in Poverty by County – USA (2010) 

Census Data 

PERSISTENT POVERTY BY TOP QUARTILES IN 1980,1990, 2000. 
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line the next, and then fall back into poverty again; or families may move in and out of the county, yet at any given 
time, that county has a high poverty rate.”9  
 
The circumstances of low-income, rural children is of particular 
concern in the 755 U.S. counties (24 percent of the total) that 
have experienced high child poverty persistently for three 
decades. Those are counties where at least two generations of 
children, families and communities (of consistently poor 
households for 30 or more years) have been challenged to grow 
and develop under difficult financial circumstances.10 Seventy-
seven (77) percent of counties with persistent high child poverty 
are nonmetropolitan (rural); and 29 percent (581) of 
nonmetropolitan counties had persistent high child poverty 
compared to just 15 percent (174) of metropolitan counties. High 
rate and persistent child poverty counties are predominantly in the 
rural South, and Second Harvest of South Georgia serves a 
disproportionate number of persistent child poverty counties 
compared to other food banks in the Feeding America 
network.  
 

The South has the highest concentration of rural poverty in the country, 
with 25 percent of people in rural areas living in poverty. The region also 
has a high concentration of hunger, with 89 percent of counties in the 
nation with the highest rate of food insecurity located in the South. 
 

Georgia Rates of Poverty & Food Insecurity –  
  
The poverty rate in Georgia in 2016 was 16 percent (or 1.6 million people), the 11th highest rate of poverty in the 
nation; this is a substantial improvement from 2013, when Georgia’s poverty rate was 19.2 percent, and the 5th 
highest rate of poverty in the U.S. The child poverty rate for 
Georgia was 22.9 percent in 2016, representing more than 
566,000 children in the state, and more than three 
percentage points higher than the U.S. national rate of child 
poverty.  
 
Food insecurity rates, like poverty rates, have similarly fallen 
in Georgia to a rate of 14 percent in 2016 or 562,000 
households, or 1,659,710 people.   
 
The Georgia food insecurity rate, which is near the middle of 
food insecurity rates for the seven states of the Southeast 
region and close to the overall national food insecurity rate, 
masks the deep disparity in food insecurity around the state. 
The more populous and prosperous counties in the northern 

                                                           
9 “Poverty in the Rural United States,” Institute for Research in Poverty, University of Wisconsin-Madison; available at:   

https://www.irp.wisc.edu/publications/focus/pdfs/foc151c.pdf 
10 “Child Poverty Higher and More Persistent in Rural America,” Carsey Institute of Public Policy, University of New Hampshire, (2017); 

available at: https://carsey.unh.edu/publication/infographic/rural-child-poverty-higher 

 
 

 GA Poverty by County (2010 Census) 
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section of the state have rates below the national and state average (between 4 and 14 percent food insecurity; the 
exceptions are Clarke, Clayton, and DeKalb counties); whereas in the mid-section counties of Georgia and especially 
in South Georgia, the food insecurity rates are higher (greater than 15 percent) – and in many instances much higher 
than the national and state average.11  Only 3 of 30 counties in the service area of the Second Harvest of South 
Georgia have food insecurity rates below the national or state average (Atkinson, Echols and Lee counties have 
rates below 15% food insecure), the remaining 27 counties have, in some instances, rates of food insecurity nearly 
double the national rate.  
 

South Georgia - Food Insecurity and 
Poverty Characteristics of Note – 
 
This report focuses on the 30 counties which comprise the 
service area of Second Harvest of South Georgia (the Food 
Bank) and the seven corresponding Public Use Microdata 
Areas (PUMAs).  As noted in the preceding sections, the 
Food Bank serves primarily rural and small-town 
communities.   
 
The service area of Second Harvest of South Georgia, 
represents some of the poorest, most food insecure 
communities in Georgia and the nation. The poverty rate for 
the service area (average of PUMA poverty rates) is 26.5 
percent and the Food Insecurity rate is 20.3 percent.12 The 
poverty and hunger rates for the service area are 
longstanding, with more than 90 percent of the service area 
ranked as high poverty counties, and 56 percent of the 
counties designated as pervasive poverty counties from 
1980-2010.   
 
 
Twenty-eight of the 30 counties in the Food Bank’s service area are designated “persistent child poverty counties.”13    
Further, all seven PUMAs in the Food Bank’s service area have poverty rates higher than the rest of Georgia. 
 
 
According to the Georgia Planning Act and US Dept. Commerce Regional Commissions, the counties served by the 
Food Bank are further segregated in to corresponding Georgia PUMAS.14 The service area includes the following 
seven PUMAS and thirty counties –  
 
 
 
                                                           
11 Feeding America, “Map the Meal Gap,” interactive map and database (2017); available at: 

http://map.feedingamerica.org/county/2015/overall/georgia 
12 Feeding America, “Map the Meal Gap” Second Harvest of South Georgia Food Insecurity by County 2017 
13 USDA/ERS, “Atlas of Rural and Small-Town America,” (2017).   Poverty rate for related children under 18 years old was 20% or more 

in using Decennial Census data from 1980, 1990, 2000, and the 2007-2011 American Community Survey.  Available at: 
https://www.ers.usda.gov/data-products/atlas-of-rural-and-small-town-america/go-to-the-atlas/ 
14 PUMAS- A Public Use Microdata Area (PUMAS). PUMAS are statistical geographic units defined by the Census Bureau as fulfilling the 

following criteria: a) Nest within states or equivalent entities, b) Contain at least 100,000 people, c) Cover the entirety of the United States, d) 
Are built on census tracts and counties, and e) Are generally geographically contiguous.  The Data USA platform (a primary data source for the 
Plan) uses PUMAS for showing key demographic data, and location, occupation and industry data from the American Community Survey 
Public Use Microdata Sample (ACS PUMS).   

Counties served by Second Harvest of South Georgia  

 

Copyright © and (P) 1988–2010 Microsoft Corporation and/or its suppliers. 

All rights reserved. http://www.microsoft.com/mappoint/Certain mapping 

and direction data  

 



 

Page | 10  
 

Southern Georgia Regional Commission (East and Central) PUMA 
• Atkinson County   
• Clinch County  
• Coffee County (FB Branch - Douglas)  
• Echols County  
• Lanier County  
• Ware County 

 
Atkinson, Clinch, Coffee and Ware counties are USDA – Strike Force designated counties.  More than one in five, 
(25.2 percent) of the population in the Southern Georgia Regional Commission’s region (East & Central) PUMA, GA 
(42,840 people) live below the poverty line, which is higher than the national average of 14.7 percent. All six counties 
in the Southern Georgia Regional Commission’s region (East & Central) PUMA, GA have been designated as Deep 
Poverty Counties.15  Five of the Counties (Atkinson, Clinch, Coffee, Lanier, and Ware) in the Southern Georgia 
Regional Commission’s region (East & Central) PUMA, GA have been designated Persistent High Child Poverty 
Counties.16   
 
Lowndes County and Valdosta City PUMA 

• Lowndes County, (FB Main facility - Valdosta); and  
• Valdosta City  

 
Lowndes County is nearly unique in the Food Bank’s service area as it considered “Mostly Urban” by the Census and 
“Metro” by ERS.  Counties with less than 50 percent of the population living in rural areas are classified as mostly 
urban. Lowndes is not designated as a USDA StrikeForce county.  More than one in four people (26.5 percent) in the 
Lowndes County – Valdosta City PUMA, GA (29,998 people) live below the poverty line, a number that is higher than 
the national average of 14.7 percent.  

 
Southern Georgia Regional Commission (West) PUMA 

• Ben Hill County  
• Berrien County  
• Brooks County  
• Cook County  
• Irwin County  
• Tift County  
• Turner County 
 

Six of the seven counties (Ben Hill, Berrien, Cook, Irwin, Tift and Turner) in the Southern Georgia Regional 
Commission’s region (West) PUMA, are USDA StrikeForce designated counties. Only Brooks County is not so 
designated. Nearly one in every three people (28.4 percent) in Southern Georgia Regional Commission (West) 
PUMA, GA (36,352 people) live below the poverty line, a number that is significantly higher than the national average 
of 14.7 percent. The poverty rate in the Southern Georgia Regional Commission – West PUMA is double the national 
average, and trends toward gender specific, disproportionately affecting women.  All seven counties in the Southern 
Georgia Regional Commission’s region (West) PUMA, GA have been designated as Deep Poverty with Ben Hill (17 
percent) and Irwin (16 percent) of the county population living in families with incomes below 50% of the poverty 
threshold.  All seven of the counties in the Southern Georgia Regional Commission region (West) PUMA, GA have 
been designated Deep Child Poverty Counties ; Ben Hill, Brooks, Irwin, Tift and Turner counties have rates of deep 
child poverty exceeding 15 percent. Brooks and Cook counties have only slightly lower deep child poverty rates of 
between 10 percent and 14.9 percent. 

                                                           
15 Percent of county population living in families with incomes below 50% of the poverty threshold, available years: 2011-2015 
16 Percent of county population under age 18 living in families with incomes 50% below the poverty threshold: 2011-2015; U.S. Census Bureau, 

American Community Survey 
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Colquitt, Thomas and Worth PUMA 

• Colquitt 
• Thomas (FB Branch – Thomasville) 
• Worth 
 

Colquitt and Thomas counties are USDA StrikeForce designated counties.  One in four (24.4 percent) of the 
population in Colquitt, Thomas & Worth Counties PUMA, GA (26,840) live below the poverty line, a number that is 
higher than the national average of 14.7 percent. All three counties in the PUMA are designated as Deep Poverty 
counties, and with poverty rates substantially above the national average (14.3 percent for the U.S.; Colquitt 24 
percent, Thomas 21.7 percent, and Worth 21.7 percent). All three counties in the Colquitt, Thomas and Worth PUMA, 
GA have been designated Persistent High Child Poverty Counties.   
 
Dougherty and Lee Counties PUMA 

• Dougherty (FB Branch - Albany) 
• Lee  
 

Neither Dougherty or Lee counties are USDA StrikeForce designated counties; as such they represent the only 
PUMA in the South Georgia Food Bank’s service area without at least one Strike Force designated county in a 
PUMA.  More than one in four (26.4 percent) people in Dougherty and Lee Counties PUMA, GA (32,275 people) live 
below the poverty line, a number that is higher than the national average of 14.7 percent. Of the two counties in the 
PUMA, only Dougherty County is designated as a Deep Poverty county, with poverty rates substantially above the 
national average (14.3 percent for the U.S.; Dougherty 29.4 percent - fully double the U.S. rate, and nearly double 
the rate of the state of Georgia at 16 percent). Of the two counties in the PUMA, only Dougherty is designated a 
Persistent High Child Poverty County.   

 
Southwest Georgia Regional Commission (West and Central) PUMA 

• Baker 
• Calhoun 
• Decatur 
• Early 
• Grady 
• Miller 
• Mitchell 
• Seminole 
• Terrell 
 

The Southwest Georgia Regional Commission (West and Central) PUMA, GA is the only Public Use Microdata Area 
(PUMA) in the Food Bank’s service area in which all counties are USDA StrikeForce designated counties. All eight 
counties that comprise the Southwest Georgia Regional Commission’s region  (West and Central) PUMA, GA have 
higher than state or national rates of poverty. Nearly one in three, (29.1 percent) of the population, in Southwest 
Georgia Regional Commission’s region (West and Central) PUMA, GA (34,765 people) live below the poverty line, a 
number that is more than double the national average of 14.7 percent, and nearly twice the Georgia rate (16 
percent). All eight counties in the Southwest Georgia Regional Commission (West and Central) PUMA, GA have 
been designated as Deep Poverty counties, with Calhoun, Decatur, and Terrell counties with deep poverty rates 
substantially above the national average with nearly one in five people in those county’s population living in deep 
poverty.  Further, all eight counties in the PUMA are designated as Persistent High Child Poverty Counties.   
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River Valley Regional Commission (Outside Muscogee & Chattahoochee Counties) PUMA 
• Crisp 
• Sumter 
 

The two counties (Crisp and Sumter) in the River Valley Regional Commission region’s PUMA, served by the Food 
Bank, are both USDA StrikeForce counties.  [Please note: River Valley Regional Commission PUMA, GA (Outside 
Muscogee and Chattahoochee Counties) PUMA, GA includes 14 counties, of which only Crisp and Sumter are in the 
Food Bank’s service area.]  One in four (25.7 percent) of the population in River Valley Regional Commission 
(Outside Muscogee and Chattahoochee Counties) PUMA, GA (42,634 people) live below the poverty line, a number 
that is higher than the national average of 14.7 percent. Both Crisp and Sumter counties in the River Valley Regional 
Commission PUMA are designated as Deep Poverty counties. Crisp County with an overall poverty rate of 32 
percent and a Deep Poverty rate of 12.7 percent; and Sumter County with an overall poverty rate of 30 percent and a 
Deep Poverty rate of 16 percent. Both Crisp and Sumter counties have poverty rates twice the U.S. national average 
(14.7 percent) and nearly twice the State of GA rate of 16 percent. Both Crisp and Sumter counties are designated as 
Persistent High Child Poverty Counties.   
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Sec. 2 

Inputs – Nutrition Assistance Programs to Reduce Hunger and 
Provide Income Support  

 

Public Sector Food Programs –  
 
To reduce hunger, the Federal government has implemented a number of programs through USDA’s Food and 
Nutrition Service. The Federal food and nutrition assistance programs such as the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance 
Program or SNAP (formerly the Food Stamp Program), the Women, Infants, Children Supplemental Nutrition 
Program or WIC, and School Meals which includes the National School Lunch Program (NSLP), School Breakfast 
Program (SBP), Summer Food Service Program (SFSP); and After-School and home-based feeding programs such 
as the Child and Adult Feeding Program (CACFP). These programs form the nation’s nutrition safety net and are 
aimed at assisting low-income people to have better access to food as well as to reduce hunger and promote healthy 
eating through nutrition education programs. Taken together, these Federal nutrition programs constitute the primary 
anti-hunger efforts in the nation and in South Georgia.  Please Note: Primary emphasis is placed on SNAP 
participation rates in the Food Bank’s service area, however, recommendations on specific program outreach, 
expansion and improvements (such as School Breakfast, Summer Food, Child and Adult Care Feeding Program), in 
addition to SNAP enrollment expansions, are addressed in the county-by-county section.  
 

The SNAP Program (formerly Food Stamps) –  
 
The Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP, formerly known as the Food Stamp Program) is the nation’s 
most important anti-hunger program. In a typical month in 2017, SNAP helps more than 40 million low-income 
Americans afford a nutritionally adequate diet.  
 
Unlike most means-tested benefit programs, which are restricted to particular categories of low-income individuals 
(such as WIC or School Meals), SNAP is broadly available to almost all households with low incomes.  SNAP 
eligibility rules and benefit levels are, for the most part, set at the Federal level and uniform across the nation, though 
states have flexibility to tailor aspects of the program, such as the value of a vehicle a household may own and still 
qualify for benefits.  
 
Under Federal rules, to qualify for SNAP benefits, a household must meet three criteria (although states have 
flexibility to adjust these limits within the regulations or seek a waiver from USDA): 1) Gross monthly income 
generally must be at or below 130 percent of the poverty line, or $2,213 (about $26,600 a year) for a three-person 
family in 2017.  Households with an elderly or disabled member need not meet this limit. 2) A household’s net 
monthly income, or income after deductions are applied for items such as high housing costs and child care, must be 
less than or equal to the poverty line (about $20,400 a year or $1,702 a month for a three-person family in 2017). 3) 
Household assets must fall below certain limits:  in fiscal year 2018 the limits are $2,250 for households without an 
elderly or disabled member and $3,500 for those with an elderly or disabled member. 
 
Nationally, 68 percent of SNAP participants are in households with children; 30 percent are in households with 
members who are either elderly or disabled; and 44% percent are working poor families, meaning at least one adult 
in the household has earned income.17  
 

 
 

                                                           
17 USDA – Food and Nutrition Service (2016); available at: https://www.fns.usda.gov/programs-and-services 
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Georgia SNAP/EBT –  
 

 
The Georgia SNAP/EBT Program provides monthly benefits to low-income households via an electronic benefits card 
(EBT) to help low-income households purchase food at eligible retail establishments (typically grocery stores). A 
household may be one person living alone, a family, or several, unrelated individuals living together who routinely 
purchase and prepare meals together. 
 
In Georgia, more than 70 percent of SNAP participants 
are in households with children (2 percentage points 
higher than the national rate); more than 27 percent are 
in households with either elderly or disabled members 
(roughly the same rate as nationally); and 43 percent are 
working poor families, meaning at least one adult in 
the household has earned income.18 
 
The most recent analysis of SNAP participation in 
Georgia shows that SNAP reaches needy populations, as 
89 percent of eligible individuals participated in SNAP in 
2014, and 73 percent of eligible low-income workers in 
Georgia participated.   
  
Based on the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities’ 
analysis, SNAP kept 340,000 people out of poverty in 
Georgia, including 163,000 children, per year between 
2009 and 2012, on average.19   
 
Very poor households receive more SNAP benefits than households closer to the poverty line since they need more 
help affording an adequate diet.   
 
Recipients receive SNAP benefits on electronic benefit transfer (EBT) cards, which can be used only to purchase 
food at one of 10,200 authorized retail locations in Georgia.  Those food purchases reduce hunger and stimulate the 
economy. It is estimated that more than $2.7 billion in economic activity in Georgia was tied to SNAP food 
purchases in 2016. 
 

Moody’s Analytics estimates that 
in a weak economy, $1 in SNAP 
benefits generates $1.70 in 
economic activity … Meaning, a 
working poor family in South 
Georgia receiving $322 in 
Federally funded SNAP benefits 
may help generate as much as 
$547 in local economic activity.  

                                                           
18 Center on Budget and Policy Priorities (CBPP),  analysis of data from USDA Food and Nutrition Service, FY 2015; available at: 

https://www.cbpp.org/sites/default/files/atoms/files/snap_factsheet_georgia.pdf 
19 CBPP, Georgia Food Stamp Program, (2017). 

Income Levels of Georgia SNAP Participants  

 
 
Source: Center on Budget and Policy Priorities (Wash., DC); analysis of FY 
2015 USDA SNAP Household Characteristics data/GA. 

 
 
 
 
 

Georgia SNAP participation - 1,733,000 Georgia residents, or 17% of the state population (1 in 6 people) 
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Why SNAP Matters in South Georgia –  
 
SNAP has been shown to reduce the effects of poverty, a necessity in rural areas across the nation that have higher 
rates of poverty and food insecurity than urban areas. Research has found that SNAP has a significant effect on 
reducing the depth and severity of poverty through providing a critical income support for low-income families and 
nutritional assistance to reduce hunger. SNAP benefits were also shown to have a particularly strong alleviative 
effect on poverty among children. Increases in SNAP benefits have also been shown to strengthen rural grocers and 
generate major growth in agricultural production and agricultural jobs. In general, it has been found that every $5 in 
new SNAP benefits generates $9 of economic activity. SNAP provides a substantial boost to all segments of the 
economy of rural America as well as meeting the food needs and reducing food insecurity of needy families and 
households.  Further, some economists have suggested that SNAP participation may be viewed not only as “buffer” 
against food insecurity, but may be properly seen as an important community-level economic development tool.20  
 
SNAP targets benefits, limited to the purchase of food, according to income based need and other household 
characteristics. Put another way, needy families that would not otherwise be able to afford food are given limited 
benefits to purchase food from retailers.  In South Georgia, those retailers are predominantly rural grocers who 
benefit from SNAP participation and the commensurate economic multiplier effect in the community.   
 
SNAP participation may be understood as a critical anti-hunger and economic support policy tool in rural, low-income 
communities. Research suggests that SNAP participation has a positive effect on mitigating the  
severity and depth of poverty, thereby contributing to stronger household economies and in turn, strengthening the 
economy of rural communities.21  In Georgia overall, the participation rate of eligible persons is 89 percent.22  SNAP 

participation in Georgia skews toward rural communities: 14.5 percent participation rate in Metro regions, 19.6 
percent participation rate in Small Towns, and 20.6 percent participation rate in Rural areas.23  The higher rates of 
SNAP participation in rural areas is an important policy tool to reducing hunger, as SNAP participants in comparison 
to other low-income non-participants are between 14.9 percentage points and 36.6 percentage points less likely to be 
food insecure.24  In addition to quantifiably reducing hunger, SNAP food purchases help stimulate local economies, 
while providing a critical baseline of nutritional support for needy families that would otherwise go hungry.   
 
From 2008 to 2012, rural and micropolitan areas combined – small cities, small towns and rural areas – had about 
one in seven households (14.1 percent of all households) receiving SNAP benefits, over 3 percentage points greater 
than metropolitan areas.  Further, rural areas and small cities both have higher proportions of their households with 
senior and child residents receiving SNAP than do larger urban areas and the nation as a whole.25 
 

In the Food Bank’s 30-county service area, approximately 67% of the food insecure population is income 
eligible people to participate in SNAP/Georgia EBT.26  SNAP participation rates vary by county (see County Level 
Data) but are generally higher in rural areas than in metro areas.  Of counties served by the Food Bank, 93 percent 

                                                           
20 Chrisinger, Benjamin; “Reconsidering the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program as Community Development,” Journal of Nutrition 

Education and Behavior, Volume 47, Number 3, 2015. Available at: http://www.ruralgrocery.org/resources/Article%201%20Scan.pdf.   
21 “The Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program and Its Effect on Food Insecurity,” Swank Program on Rural-Urban Policy, Department of 
Agricultural, Environmental, and Development Economics, Ohio State University, (2014). Available at: 
https://aede.osu.edu/sites/aede/files/publication_files/SNAP.pdf 
22 Please note the participation rate is based on 2014, the most recent year data is available.  From “Georgia – State of the 
States,” Food Research and Action Center, (2017). 
23 “SNAP Matters in Every Community—Metros, Small Towns, and Rural Communities,” Food Research and Action Center (FRAC) Interactive 

Data (2017); available at: http://www.frac.org/snap-county-map/snap-counties.html 
24 “An Overview of the Effectiveness of Various Approaches to Addressing Food Insecurity in the United States,” Craig Gundersen Professor, 

Department of Agricultural and Consumer Economics, University of Illinois. 
25 “Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program and Rural Households,” Center for Rural Affairs, (2014). 
26 “Map the Meal Gap, Food Insecurity by County – Second Harvest of South Georgia,” Feeding America (2017). 

http://www.ruralgrocery.org/resources/Article%201%20Scan.pdf
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of food insecure persons in Echols County and 90 percent in Atkinson County are eligible for SNAP. Conversely, less 
than half of food insecure individuals are income eligible SNAP recipients, as in Lee County (43 percent) and just 
over half (54 percent) in Seminole County.   
 

Child Nutrition Programs – School Meals – 
 
More than half of public school districts in the United States are in rural communities where 
millions of students struggle with poverty and hunger. Nationally, 95 percent of rural schools 
participate in the National School Lunch Program, and many also operate federally funded 
breakfast and snack programs. But because of their remote locations and smaller 
populations of students and potential employees, these districts face acute challenges in 
delivering healthy meals. 
 
The School Meal programs (School Lunch and School Breakfast) ensure access to 
nutritious, affordable food for low-income children who live disproportionately in rural areas.   
Rural America is home to approximately 6.2 million households with children. An estimated 
29 percent of rural households with children participate in at least one of the four 
child nutrition programs, about 20 percent participate in two or more.  
 
Rates of participation are higher among rural than suburban households and similar to 
Metro-areas. When suburban and city rates are combined into a metro area average, 
participation in the school Breakfast Program and WIC is almost 50 percent higher in rural than in metro areas, 
whereas, rates for the Child and adult Care Food Program (CACFP) and National School Lunch Program are about 
31 percent and 37 percent higher, respectively. These differences are similar to those in SNAP.27  
 
Many more children are eligible for child nutrition programs, but do not use the services. From an estimated 2.8 
million income-eligible rural households with children, about 43 percent do not participate in any of the four child 
nutrition programs (School Lunch, School Breakfast, CACFP or WIC). Nonparticipation ranges from approximately 
1.5 million for the School Lunch Program (55 percent of those eligible) to 2.6 million (92 percent) for the Child and 
adult Care Food Program.    
 
For many rural households across the country, particularly in the South, federal child nutrition programs are helping 
poor children meet their basic needs for nutritious meals and snacks. The disproportionate rates of participation by 
rural American households, especially in the South, reflect the higher rates of poverty and food insecurity found in 
rural areas.   
 
Statewide in Georgia, 552,290 school children (87 percent) receive free or reduced-price school meals and 97 
percent of schools participating in School Lunch in Georgia also offer School Breakfast.28  Georgia has a School 
Breakfast Mandate in state law.  
 
As noted in the county-by-county estimates for the Food Bank’s service area, however, School Breakfast average 
daily participation (or ADP), Summer Feeding Program participation rates and access are limited, largely due to rural 
service area constraints.  A recent Pew/Robert Wood Johnson Foundation study on rural school meal programs 
identified five challenges that, while not entirely unique to rural districts, factor heavily in the success of their nutrition 
programs and examined the strategies rural school districts use to overcome the challenges they encounter.29 The 

                                                           
27 “Federal Child nutrition Programs are Important to Rural Households,” Carsey Institute, University of New Hampshire, (2010); available at: 

http://scholars.unh.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1093&context=carsey 
28 FRAC, State of the States – Georgia; (2017). 
29 “Peer and Community Networks Drive Success in Rural School Meal Programs,” Pew Charitable Trusts & Robert Wood Johnson Foundation 
(10/17); available at: 
http://www.pewtrusts.org/~/media/assets/2017/10/kshf_peer_and_community_networks_drive_success_in_rural_school_meal_programs.pdf 

Most US School Districts are Rural 

– posing unique challenges to 

providing essential child nutrition 

services which reduce hunger and 

improve educational outcomes. 

Type of District    % of all US Dist.  

Rural   53 percent 

Town   18 percent 

Suburban  23 percent 

City  6 percent 
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report, Peer and Community Networks Drive Success in Rural School Meal Programs, identified key challenges 
which include: 

“1. Administrative capacity. A common issue, especially in very small rural districts, is the limited 
number of nutrition staff available to perform the administrative duties associated with operating a school meal 
program, including purchasing, invoicing, and creating menus.  

2. Qualified staff. Recruiting experienced nutrition staff can be difficult in rural districts, which tend to 
have fewer qualified people in the labor pool compared with larger, urban areas. Training staff can be difficult 
in rural settings, where school nutrition personnel often have responsibilities outside of meal program 
operations and may have difficulty finding time for professional development. Many rural districts address 
these potential barriers by working with nearby higher education institutions to promote school nutrition 
careers and adapt training formats for staff members who cannot travel long distances for in-person 
professional development.  

3. Dispersed student population. Bus rides of up to two hours each way limit the time students have 
to eat during the school day, especially at breakfast. Some districts are using inventive serving strategies, 
such as “breakfast-after-the-bell” and “grab-and-go” options, to expand student access to school meals and 
give students more time to eat.  

4. Food and supply options. Because of their remote locations, many rural districts have difficulty 
finding vendors that offer desirable delivery schedules; competitive prices; and high-quality food, supplies, 
and equipment. Forming or joining purchasing cooperatives, sourcing locally, and collaborating with 
community businesses help rural districts purchase products to meet their requests.  

5. Equipment and infrastructure. Many schools nationwide serve meals in outdated kitchens, but 
rural districts tend to suffer most acutely from some of the problems associated with old infrastructure, such 
as lack of storage space to accommodate the larger quantities of fruits and vegetables that schools are 
serving. Pursuing public or private grants and seeking community support in the form of matching funds or 
grant-writing assistance can enable rural school nutrition programs to overcome kitchen equipment and 
infrastructure limitations.” 
 

The efficacy of the child nutrition program – school meals, after-school programs/Kids’ Café, and Summer Food 
Programs – are crucial interventions to reducing hunger in the Food Bank’s service area.  Research indicates that a 
whether or not a child grows up in poverty is the single best predictor of life trajectories. School meal programs 
reduce food insecurity and improve nutritional intake, positively influencing health and reducing obesity rates 
according to the vast body of research.  
 
There is compelling body of research which shows that adequate nutrition improves student cognition and behavior 
over the long-term helping low-income students attain better educational outcomes.  The evidence suggests that  
school meal programs help low-income children perform better in school by allowing them to pay attention to studies 
and not worry about where their next meal will come from.30  Further, investments in school meals can have a 
positive effect on the overall educational outcomes for low-income.  Research suggests that support for quality 
education and nutrition programs for children from low-income families show benefit-cost ratios of 7:1—meaning for 
every dollar invested in these programs, the community may save as much as $7 in social service costs.31  
In the last comprehensive study of Food Bank clients in South Georgia, 100 percent of eligible households 
(families with children at or below 185 percent of poverty) participated in School Lunch, but only 32 percent 
participated in School Breakfast; compared to national rates 72 percent of eligible students participate in the 
school lunch program and 49 percent participate in the school breakfast program.32 
 

                                                           
30 “Research Brief: Breakfast for Learning,” Food Research and Action Center, (2016).  
31 “Funding childhood poverty programs is key to social mobility,” Brookings Brief; 2017. Available at: 

https://www.brookings.edu/blog/education-plus-development/2017/12/28/funding-childhood-poverty-programs-are-key-to-social-mobility/ 
32 Hunger in America – 2014, Report for Second Harvest of South Georgia. 
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The state of Georgia has made substantial commitment to improving access to school meals for low-income children 
increasing low-income child participation by more than 41 percent over the last 10 years. Georgia has established a 
school breakfast mandate for school districts, and the state ranks in the upper half of states (16 of 50) in the ratio of 
low-income students (household incomes at or below 185 percent of poverty) that participate in school breakfast per 
100 in school lunch, with a ratio of 59 (breakfast participation) to 100 (lunch participation).  Despite these gains, 
nonetheless, a significant number of low-income children still do not participate and making 90 percent or more 
participation in school breakfast by low-income children a reality would have significant impact on the food security, 
health and educational outcomes of the children in the region and contribute to a more educated work-force and 
strengthened rural economies. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 



 

Page | 19  
 

Sec 3. 
 

Private Sector Programs – Second Harvest of South Georgia and 
its Partner Agencies  
 
Second Harvest of South Georgia is the leading hunger-relief organization in the 
region and the second largest food bank in the state.  The Food Bank is 
headquartered in Valdosta with branches in Albany, Douglas and Thomasville.   
 
 
The Food Bank serves a 30-county region covering more than 12,000 square miles, 
with an overall population of 758,000 people, including 153,620 who are deemed food 
insecure or at risk of hunger.33  The Food Bank provided hunger relief services to an 
estimated 80,600 unduplicated people (25,300 households) in 2014 – including an 
estimated 10,700 unique clients weekly -  through more than 400 partner agencies in 
the Food Bank’s 30-county service area.34 An estimated 78 percent of households 
served by the Food Bank are food insecure.35   
 
In 2016, the Food Bank distributed more than 20 million pounds of donated food 
($27.2 million in value), including more than 4 million pounds of produce – nearly all of 
which was procured by local farmers – to low-income people through its partner agency network and direct service 
activities.   

 
The Food Bank operates a variety of programs including Food Bank distributions to partner agencies, Georgia 
Nutrition Assistance Program (GNAP, funded through state TANF funds), commodity distribution or The Emergency 
Food Assistance Program (TEFAP), Commodity Supplemental Food Program (CSFP), Kids Café (after-school 
feeding program or CACFP), Summer Food Service Program (SFSP), Emergency Food and Shelter Program (EFSP, 
through The United Way), Mobile Food Pantry, and Teachers’ Harvest among others.   
 
The Food Bank’s impact on the 30-county service area is significant.  Though the Food Bank’s service area includes 
only 7 percent of the state’s population, it is the second largest food bank in Georgia based on distribution to low-
                                                           
33 Feeding America, “Map the Meal Gap – Food Insecurity by County, 2015 – Second Harvest of South Georgia” (2017) 
34 Feeding America, “Hunger in America 2014,” for Second Harvest of South Georgia, Inc. 
35 Feeding America, Hunger in America 2014,” for Second Harvest of South Georgia, Inc. 

Second Harvest of South 

Georgia provides 78 percent 

of food distributed by partner 

agencies in South Georgia. 

The Food Bank is the essential 

catalyst to preventing hunger 

for more than half of the 

region’s food insecure 

population and provides 

direct food assistance to 

more than 10 percent of the 

region’s population as a 

whole. 
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income households. The disproportionate food distribution when compared to other food banks in the state is, in part, 
due to the substantial greater needs of the population in the Food Bank’s service area. The high food insecurity and 
deep, persistent poverty of the region is acknowledged by the Federal government, which has designated 23 of the 
Food Bank’s 30 service-area counties as “StrikeForce” counties. 
 
The charitable agency network served by the Food Bank includes an estimated 400 partner agencies, which operate 
a total of 477 programs, including 231 food distribution/grocery programs, 105 meal programs, 14 food-related 
benefits programs (including public nutrition assistance programs, such as SNAP outreach), and 128 other nonfood 
programs.   
 
Food Bank agencies are unevenly spread throughout 
the service area. A disproportionate number of 
agencies are in counties with, and contiguous to, the 
Food Bank’s distribution centers, perhaps owing to 
greater ease of use and resources, but not necessarily 
close to the greatest concentrations of food insecure 
individuals. More than half (232) of Food Bank member 
agencies serve fewer than 100 households per month, 
and 25 agencies serve 501 to 2000 or more households 
per month. The Food Bank’s agency network is 
primarily faith-based, with more than three-fourths (77 
percent) self-identifying as faith-based organizations; 
the remaining 23 percent of agencies are unaffiliated 
non-profit organizations such as The United Way, Boys 
& Girls Clubs, and similar nonprofit entities.  
 
Like much of rural America, the service area of the Food Bank has a relatively large percentage of the population 
who attend and support their respective faith institutions. As such, a very large percentage of the Food Bank’s 
member agencies are faith-based (77 percent for Second Harvest of South Georgia, compared to 62 percent for food 
banks nationwide).36  According to Gallup – “Churches may also act as the sole providers of counseling, aid to the 
poor, and social activities … [leading] to increased prominence of the church in rural areas, especially among young 
and middle-aged parents who are raising families.”37  As noted in the county-by-county recommendations (Sec.6), 
tapping the faith-based institutions to further expand the Food Bank’s hunger relief services may be an effective 
manner to expand additional hunger assistance to low-income families, where local congregations are willing to 
provide these services.  
 
The breadth and reach of Second Harvest of South Georgia in the cost-effective and efficient manner of expanding 
public sector food assistance programs and the equitable distribution of private charitable hunger relief - in some of 
the poorest counties in the nation - is exceptional. There is no other institution in South Georgia with the outreach 
and community trust to replace the work the Food Bank does in providing hunger relief and other assistance to low-
income people. The further expansion of the Food Bank’s work and programs will be a necessary and effective tool in 
the economic revitalization of rural Georgia and may serve as a model for other rural communities struggling with 
persistent poverty and high rates of food insecurity.  

 
 

                                                           
36 “Hunger in America 2014, National Report,” Table 3-1, Feeding America.  Available at: 

http://help.feedingamerica.org/HungerInAmerica/hunger-in-america-2014-full-report.pdf 
37 “Age, Religiosity, and Rural America,” Gallup News Alert, 2003.  Available at: http://news.gallup.com/poll/7960/age-religiosity-rural-

america.aspx 

Second Harvest Service Area – By County – With 

Distribution Centers 
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Sec. 4 

Recommendations 
 

The previous sections of this report have provided a situational analysis of hunger and poverty – comparing national, 
regional, state and local (30 counties of the Food Bank) trends and demographics. In addition, we have documented 
various policy and program inputs from the public and private sector, and the efficacy and challenges of those efforts 
to reduce hunger and poverty in the Food Bank’s service area.   
 
Those efforts to reduce hunger through SNAP, child nutrition programs, food bank distributions and programs are 
largely effective for those that access those programs or benefits, but incomplete. Although federal food assistance 
programs are not limited to urban areas, they sometimes fail to address the realities of the rural poor. The following 
recommendations for policy reforms or waivers to existing policies reflect the urgent need to address the problem of 
high rates of food insecurity and persistent poverty, which are disproportionate to the Food Bank’s 30 county service 
area and have existed for generations. 
 

Federal Programs  
Many of the Federal Program recommendations will require the Food Bank to work through the administering State 
agency and with the South-East Regional Office (SERO) of USDA/Food and Nutrition Service.  
  

• SNAP 
SNAP plays a major role in reducing food insecurity, but also in providing income support for low-income families 
(especially the poorest households and families with children), and evidence indicates it may be more important for 
rural areas than for urban areas.  Analysis by USDA shows that rural households, participation in SNAP for about six 
months was associated with a decrease in the percentage of households that were food insecure.38 SNAP reduced 
child poverty by 3.0 percentage points in 2012 – the largest child poverty impact of any safety net program other than 
refundable tax credits.39  
 

o Ease of Access for Applications/SNAP Access 
Seek waiver authority to pilot a rural-centric SNAP enrollment program similar to the Express Stamps Pilot 
Project (Illinois DHS pilot 2006-2008) which allowed emergency food recipients at food pantries under state 
authorization to apply for SNAP and receive benefits in an expedited manner.  As Georgia, with its 
broadband constraints, has only limited access to on-line SNAP applications, and potential applicants may 
have to travel long distances to a DFCS office (not all DFCS offices are open M-F); providing easier access 
or outreach would help enroll more households, especially working poor families who may be forced to take 
time away from work, face transportation hurdles, or face other hardships simply to enroll in the program. 

 

• Child Nutrition Programs 
Children need consistent access to nutritious meals to support their physical health, and their social, emotional, and 
cognitive development. Child nutrition programs can improve the lives of children at risk of food insecurity by meeting 
their immediate nutrition needs and providing them the nourishment they need to learn and grow over the long term. 
The Child Nutrition Programs (School lunch, NSLP; School Breakfast, SBP; Summer Feeding Program, SFSP; After 
School-Programs, CACFP; and Women’s, Infant, and Child Supplemental Food Program, WIC) serve a crucial role in 
preventing hunger and improving the health and educational outcomes of children enrolled. 

                                                           
38 SNAP Participation and Urban and Rural Food Security, USDA/FNS; available at: https://fns-
prod.azureedge.net/sites/default/files/SNAPFS_UrbanRural.pdf.  Please also see “SNAP Benefits and Rural Households,” Center for Rural 
Affairs; available at: https://www.cfra.org/news/140730/snap-benefits-and-rural-households.    
39 Please see – “ SNAP – It Ain’t Just For Cities,” American Farm Bureau Federation and  “The Economic Importance of Nutrition Assistance,” 
USDA; available at: https://www.fb.org/market-intel/snap-it-aint-just-for-cities 

https://fns-prod.azureedge.net/sites/default/files/SNAPFS_UrbanRural.pdf
https://fns-prod.azureedge.net/sites/default/files/SNAPFS_UrbanRural.pdf
https://www.cfra.org/news/140730/snap-benefits-and-rural-households
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 School Meals   
o Community Eligibility  
The Community Eligibility Provision (CEP) allows schools to provide free breakfast and lunch to all students 
if the school or school district is in an area of high poverty. This is designation applies when 40 percent or 
more of the student population are (among other factors) homeless, in foster care, or in a family eligible for 
other means-tested benefit programs. The legislation would raise the CEP percentage to 60 percent in order 
to better target resources to those students in need, while also ensuring all students who are eligible for 
assistance continue to receive assistance. 

 
▪ School Breakfast  
School Breakfast participation, when compared with School Lunch, is lacking in some of the counties served 
by the Food Bank. One way to increase participation is to provide greater flexibility for students through 
programs such as “grab-and-go” breakfast or “breakfast after the bell.” School districts should be 
encouraged to find innovative ways to provide school breakfast in light of the challenges of morning 
transportation in rural school districts.  
 

▪ Summer Food 
Summer Food is crucial, but grossly under-utilized program nationally and in South Georgia. One out of 
three (32 percent) of low-income households report not having enough food during summer when school is 
out. Only a fraction of low-income children who receive school meals receive meals during the summer 
months, leaving a wide gap between the number of children at risk of food insecurity and the number of 
children who receive meals. As a result, low-income children are at higher risk of food insecurity and poor 
nutrition during the months when school is out of session.  In Georgia, only 64,000 low-income children (out 
552,000 school lunch recipients) participated in 2016.  [Note – some schools remain open and operate 
school lunch in summer, however that is often not a practical option in rural areas because rural schools 
serve fewer students than urban and suburban schools and because of the distance required for delivery, 
many rural schools have difficulty funding these programs.]  Meal and snack reimbursement rates are higher 
for sponsors of sites located in rural areas and for “self-prep” sponsors, which may help recruit additional 
meal sites under the Food Bank’s sponsorship or with technical assistance from the Food Bank. 
 

▪ Summer SNAP (SEBTC) Pilot (Note: currently not available in GA).  
 In addition, to Summer Food, the USDA studied alternative additional approaches to providing food 
assistance (different from school meals and summer food program sites) to children in the summer months. 
The 2010 Agriculture Appropriations Act (P.L. 111-80) authorized and provided funding for USDA to 
implement and rigorously evaluate the Summer Food for Children Demonstrations – called Summer EBT or 
Summer SNAP (SEBTC). Recipients were provided a SNAP/EBT card with food purchase benefits 
(including those not enrolled in SNAP, but eligible for free or reduced school meals) to purchase additional 
food when school is out during the summer.  We strongly encourage the State, in collaboration with the 
Food Bank, to influence the USDA leadership to incorporate the 30-county region in the SEBTC 
program as a rural-specific pilot or priority roll-out region.  

 
Child and Adult Food Program (CACFP)  
 
CACFP provides aid to child and adult care institutions, after-school programs (like Kids’ Cafes) at school or 
community centers, family or group day care homes for the provision of nutritious foods that contribute to the 
wellness, healthy growth, and development of young children, and the health and wellness of older adults and 
chronically impaired disabled persons.  Through CACFP, nationally, more than 4.2 million children and 130,000 
adults receive nutritious meals and snacks each day as part of the day care they receive. 
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CACFP operations in rural areas can be complicated by a lack of sponsoring organizations or sites, lack of 
transportation and cumbersome program rules which may be difficult to manage and navigate in rural communities. 
Rural communities have made gains toward expanding access to afterschool programs in recent years, but 
challenges remain. Examining the barriers rural families face when contemplating the decision to enroll their child in 
an afterschool program, challenges including the affordability, availability, accessibility and lack of 
knowledge of afterschool programs emerge as the primary obstacles preventing parents from enrolling 
their child in a program.40  Agencies which would like to offer after-school programs and participate in providing 
CACFP reimbursed meals, likewise find programmatic complications an obstacle.  
 
The complexity of CACFP requirements creates unique administrative challenges for the child care homes, centers, 
and agencies that are responsible for delivering the Program’s essential benefits to children.41 These complexities 
can have the unintended consequence of becoming a barrier to participation in the program, and this challenge is 
especially true in rural areas where access is already limited due to transportation barriers, meal pattern costs, and a 
lack of agencies willing to take on the program’s complexities.  Many agencies in rural communities rely on volunteer 
staff and services to operate the sites.  The state is strongly encouraged to seek program rule flexibility – while 
maintaining program integrity – and necessary waivers from USDA to accommodate the unique challenges of 
providing CACFP access in rural communities. 
 
Strong partnerships, particularly in rural communities, are crucial to afterschool program providers. Efforts like those 
of the Food Bank to serve as a CACFP sponsor and recruiting member agency sites are crucial to expanding access 
to the program.  The State of Georgia Department of Early Care and Learning which administers the program (and 
Summer Food), should be encouraged to work with the Food Bank to seek ways to treat the Food Bank as a 
programmatic “hybrid” of sorts – both a sponsor and site – owing to the unique challenges of providing CACFP 
benefits in rural areas. The state may consider a waiver to the USDA-FNS/SE Regional Office or otherwise work with 
the Food Bank to determine on a situational basis which of the two regulatory models is most effective to serving the 
at-risk population of low-income children.  

 
State Programs 
 
The State’s role is vastly important to reducing food insecurity and especially 
as it relates to the effective administration of the Federal nutrition programs. 
The State can be encouraged to be more flexible and accommodating in the 
application of the regulatory burden placed on the Food Bank and its partner 
agencies in their collaborative efforts to provide public food assistance 
program benefits. The policy challenge posed by deep and widespread 
poverty and food insecurity in the rural counties of the Food Bank’s service 
area should be an incentive for greater adaptability and public-private 
cooperation in making food assistance programs accessible to the greatest 
number of eligible, low-income families.  
 

▪ Georgia Gateway Project 
Georgia Gateway is the largest information technology project in the state’s history. The system is designed 
to serve as a “one-stop shop” to allow Georgians to determine eligibility for six of the state’s major benefit 
programs: 1) Medical Assistance, including PeachCare for Kids; 2) SNAP; 3) Temporary Assistance for 
Needy Families (TANF); 4) WIC, Women, Infants, and Children Supplemental Nutrition Program; 5) 
Childcare and Parent Services Program; and 6) Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP).   

                                                           
40 “America After 3PM Special Report: The Growing Importance of Afterschool in Rural Communities,” After School Alliance, (2016). 
41 USDA- FNS, “Report to Congress: Reducing Paperwork in the Child and Adult Care Food Program.” (2015) 
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Georgia Gateway replaces older, antiquated systems used to determine eligibility. The new system is 
designed to offer timely and more accurate delivery of assistance for residents across programs.  The 
challenge for the State is broadband/internet access for many low-income families. The Gateway Project 
should provide an opportunity for on-line SNAP applications and information related to other food assistance 
program services and providers.   

 
▪ GNAP 
Consideration should be given to expanding GNAP food bank allotments and food distributions in the state’s 
persistent poverty counties with rates of food insecurity higher than the state average.  GNAP is funded 
through the state assembly and Department of Human Services/TANF program. DHS has contracted with 
the seven Georgia Food Banks (Feeding America members) to provide food assistance for TANF eligible 
households (with children).  GNAP funding is used to purchase high demand groceries for low-income 
families with children. In 2017, the Food Bank purchased 1.321 million pounds of food with the South 
Georgia Food Bank’s allotment of $695,678.00 through the program.  It is important to note, that the South 
Georgia Food Bank receives 9.3 percent of the overall GNAP allotment ($6.9 million). As TANF cases in 
Georgia have fallen substantially over the past decade42, and the more urban areas of the state have 
prospered more generously in the current economic climate, the state should consider more closely tying 
GNAP allotments and distribution to those rural and persistent child high-poverty and deep-poverty counties 
where the need is the greatest and where high child poverty rates have been intractable for more than three 
decades.     
 

Food Bank / Agency Improvements 
 
The Food Bank serves a critical leadership role beyond the provision of food to needy people.  Second Harvest of 
South Georgia is the face of hunger relief services to more than 700,000 people and 400 local partner agencies and 
churches in 30 counties. Most importantly, the Food Bank is the lifeline of support for more than 80,000 low-income 
people who access their services annually. Yet, another 75,000 are deemed food insecure and are at some level 
unreached. 
 
As important as emergency food assistance provided through the Food Bank is to needy people, 
the value of emergency food assistance is roughly one-sixth or less of the SNAP benefit 
provided to needy families – and an even smaller share of all the public sector food 
programs combined.  Simply stated, there are limitations to charity – even as effective and 
efficient as Second Harvest of South Georgia is at providing hunger relief--cannot replace the 
role of public sector food and nutrition assistance programs.  
 
The foremost role of the Food Bank in addressing the pernicious and persistent problem of 
hunger and poverty in South Georgia is to continue to provide hunger relief, but also serve more 
broadly throughout the 30-county service area as a problem-solver, trusted collaborator, 
program and policy advocate, and convener of community leaders and resources to address the problem of poverty, 
hunger and economic development for the region.  
 
We recommend building on the Food Bank’s unique position as a nexus between the public sector and private 
sector, between business and nonprofits, and positioned as one of the few regional entities with a continuous 
presence in each county with expertise in the area of rural hunger and poverty. The Food Bank as a rural institution, 
is a strategic asset for community and human development.   

 

                                                           
42 “Trends in TANF and SNAP Participation in Georgia,” Fiscal Research Center, Georgia State University, (2015); available at: 

http://frc.gsu.edu/files/2015/10/SNAP-TANF-Trends-Report_October-2015.pdf 

Charity – even as 

effective and efficient 

as Second Harvest of 

South Georgia is at 

providing hunger relief 

– cannot replace the 

role of public sector 

food and nutrition 

assistance programs.   



 

Page | 25  
 

The Food Bank routinely – daily in fact - works across sectors (government and private sector entities, large and 
small businesses, social service agencies and faith-based institutions, schools and higher educational institutions 
across the spectrum) like few other institutions in the region. 

 
Second Harvest of South Georgia (the Food Bank) is a strategic asset to the long-term regional 
development and human capital development in South Georgia -   

 
 
 
The Food Bank is crucial institution for the future development of the region, centered at the nexus between public 
and private spheres and providing essential access to low-income populations which may otherwise be overlooked.  
State and regional governing authorities should look to the Food Bank for programmatic and policy insights to better 
serve the rural poor of South Georgia. Research on rural poverty shows there is a need for flexibility and creativity in 
program and policy design tailored to the unique opportunities and challenges of rural communities.43  

 
Specific Actions the Food Bank can take to measurably reduce food insecurity –  
 

Expanding Produce Programs – Procurement and Distribution  
 
Overall, Georgia has more than 42,000 farms spread across 9.6 million acres of land, with farms averaging 
approximately 228 acres in size. Georgia is the nation’s top producer of peanuts, broilers, pecans, rye and spring 
onions, and in the top 5 in the nation for the production of specialty crops such as blueberries, watermelons, 
peaches, sweet corn, cantaloupes, and cabbage.  In a highly agricultural-dependent state, South Georgia is one of 
the most productive and important regions in the state, stimulating a multibillion-dollar agricultural sector. The 30-
county service area of the Food Bank includes most of productive agricultural regions in Georgia (based on cash rent 
productivity), covering all or parts of USDA Agricultural Statistical Districts 7,8, and 9.44   
 
Utilizing the strong agricultural sector of the region, Second Harvest of South Georgia was a pioneer in the Feeding 
America network to procure and distribute produce. In 2017, more than 20 percent of the Food Bank’s distribution 

                                                           
43 Weber, Bruce. “Rural Poverty: Why Should States Care and What Can State Policy Do?,” Special Issue on Rural Development Policy, 

Journal of Regional Analysis and Policy; (2007). Available at: https://ageconsearch.umn.edu/bitstream/132980/2/07-1-13.pdf 
44 USDA – National Agricultural Statistics Service; 

https://www.nass.usda.gov/Statistics_by_State/Georgia/Publications/County_Estimates/index.php 
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was in produce, most of which was locally sourced from farmers and growers in the region. Second Harvest of South 
Georgia has made significant efforts to build on the agricultural wealth of its service area through the Food Bank’s 
Farm to Family Program, which procures surplus fresh produce from farmers and packing houses to distribute to their 
agencies as well distributing produce to other food banks in Georgia and food banks in 16 other states.   
 

 
Food Hub Model – Produce Aggregation Facilities 
Building on the Food Bank’s experience in procuring produce from local growers, the Food Bank should consider an 
accelerated expansion and establishment of a produce aggregation facility. The aggregation/processing facility would 
support many of the region’s small-holder/small business farmers by providing market infrastructure and market 
access, currently enjoyed only by larger producers. The establishment of a Food Bank-based aggregation facility 
would create a significant economic opportunity to small-scale farmers, provide opportunities for ag-related 
employment, and provide social impact in some of the most economically depressed, rural communities in the state. 
  
The produce aggregation/processing facility currently being considered by the Food Bank is similar in design and 
purpose to “Food Hubs.” Food hubs are an emerging innovative approach of aggregating and distributing locally 
grown food within a community. A food hub is an organization or program of a food bank that handles the 
aggregation, distribution, and marketing of produce and value-added food products from local and regional producers 
to satisfy demand of local grocers, farmers’ markets, restaurants seeking locally-grown and specialized produce, and 
other markets. Food Hubs operated as part of, or in collaboration with food banks have been successful with the 
Food Bank of North Alabama, FoodLink Food Bank (Rochester, NY), Harvested Here Food Bank (Chattanooga, TN), 
and the Worcester County Food Bank (Massachusetts).  While each of these models is different, they have common 
characteristics of providing the critical need of infrastructure and business management to handle the logistics of 
bringing the food from the farm to the table and partnering with farmers and grower groups to promote and market 
their crops. Food hubs can address food insecurity by increasing the accessibility of fresh foods to the local 
community, where it previously would not have been only minimally accessible. Food hubs help producers gain 
access to new markets and customers.  For example, food hubs and similar models have helped create new market 
outlets for farmers to ethnic, upscale or metro restaurants seeking locally grown or specialty produce which may not 
otherwise be economically feasible to regularly procure. The food hub model provides a commercially viable 
infrastructure and model allowing consumers access to local foods, and provides an outlet for food distributions for 
low-income people.45 
 
In establishing a produce aggregation facilities (or similarly designed Food Hub model), the Food Bank may be able 
to stem the risk posed by the Southeast Regional Produce (SRP) Co-Op in Atlanta. Supported by charitable dollars, 
the SRP Co-Op model, procures donated produce and sorts, separates, packages and ships back out to food banks 
in the region. If required to participate in the SRP Co-Op, surplus produce grown in South Georgia, would be 
harvested and transported to Atlanta and then transported back to South Georgia with a fee. The model does not 
seem sustainable or economically viable without subsidy. The Co-Op model seems to disadvantage rural food banks 
– where the raw commodities are grown and sourced – and seems to be an obstacle to building food secure, rural 
economies. The Produce Co-Op model is effectively a “competitive threat” to locally grown, fresh produce sourced by 
the Food Bank in South Georgia – and other rural food banks with large agricultural bases - and would likely reduce 
the amount of locally sourced produce available to the needy residents in the region.  While the Produce Co-Op 
model may seem an effective tool for urban food banks and with urban food bank subsidy, it will likely exacerbate the 
problem of food insecurity in rural Georgia and mitigate the community and economic development opportunities 
posed by a produce aggregation or Food Hub model in South Georgia.  
 

                                                           
45 “From Food Bank to Food Hub: Challenges and Opportunities,” Worcester Polytechnic Institute; 2015.  Available at: 

https://web.wpi.edu/Pubs/E-project/Available/E-project-050515-135826/unrestricted/From_Food_Bank_to_Food_Hub_-
_Challenges_and_Opportunities.pdf  
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The success of Food Hubs, local Produce Aggregation Facilities (as with Salvation Farms and the Vermont 
FoodBank), and other examples strongly suggest that Second Harvest of South Georgia should move ahead with 
plans to establish the produce aggregation/processing facility and further explore the food hub model as a potentially 
important and effective method of providing locally-sourced food assistance and contributing to economic 
development in the region. 
   

Food Bank Member Agencies –  
The Food Bank primarily, though not exclusively, relies on a network of agencies to provide services in the counties.  
In 19 of the 30 counties served by the Food Bank, the number of agencies per county is in the single digits.  Those 
numbers may be sufficient for the population distribution and to meet most emergency food needs, but due to the 
voluntary nature of the agencies and their limited hours of operation, it may be prudent to consider recruiting 
additional agencies to provide services and public program outreach.  Low-income residents will benefit from an 
expanded charitable food network in South Georgia that works together to strategically address hunger. 
 

▪ Agency recruitment & program expansion 
Recruit more agencies to serve as Summer Food Program sites, with a particular 
emphasis on northern-tier counties (fewer agencies) and high food insecurity 
counties on eastern and western fringe of service area.   

▪ After-School & Kids Café Program site expansions 
▪ Potential “technology hub” at Agency site to connect to Georgia Gateway 

program eligibility portals 
 

▪ County coordinators / SNAP outreach  

The Food Bank should consider establishing a dedicated staff function as “County 
Coordinator” whose principal responsibility is for the coordination of public and 
private sector activities aimed at reducing food insecurity and reducing poverty.  
SNAP benefits are an effective tool to reduce hunger and lift lower-income families 
and families with children out of poverty. It’s estimated that 57,000 lower-income 
Georgia families were kept out of poverty through the income support effect of 
SNAP in 2015. To help increase SNAP participation, it is recommended that the 
Food Bank consider adopting a comprehensive outreach effort.  
 

▪ Establish SNAP Outreach Coordinators at each of the four Food Bank 
distribution centers – Valdosta, Douglas, Thomasville and Albany.   

▪ Provide outreach materials and training for agency leadership and 
volunteers on Georgia Gateway portals and SNAP application assistance.  
 

The Food Bank dedicated staff function as “County Coordinator” (possibly a 
volunteer position) whose principal responsibility is coordination of public and 
private sector activities aimed at reducing food insecurity and reducing poverty by 
linking agencies and institutions to resources. For example, a County Coordinator can assist a county’s rural 
School district in identifying effective School Breakfast strategies and help pastors and other agency leaders 
establish after-school feeding programs. 

 
▪ “Turn the Tide” County-wide or PUMA Convening – Turn The Tide was a project of the Southern 

Rural Development Center (SRDC) in partnership with Everyday Democracy and the Farm 
Foundation.46 Turn The Tide “Community Circles” are small, diverse groups of people that meet 

                                                           
46 The “Turning the Tide” project information from the Southern Rural Development Center at Mississippi State University, is available at:  

http://srdc.msstate.edu/tide/files/tide_study_circles_guide.pdf 
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several times to talk about an important community issue, like poverty and food insecurity. We 
recommend establishing similar county-wide or possibly PUMA-level Community circles composed 
of rural development, business, state agency and Food Bank leadership to address the specific 
problems in each county related to poverty, economic development and food insecurity. The 
proposed County Coordinators could serve as the staff and facilitators of these activities and assist 
in keeping participants accountable on action steps.  

 

▪ Rural Services/Mobile Produce Pantry –  
Combined with the recommendation to move forward on the Food Bank’s proposed produce 
aggregation facility, a program outgrowth of such a facility could be a modification to the Mobile 
Pantry concept. Mobile Pantry programs directly serve needy individuals in areas of high need, to 
either supplement existing charitable agencies or provide food assistance in communities where no 
agency exists.  Typically, Mobile Pantries are truckloads (such a beverage delivery truck) which 
provides pre-packaged boxes of food or sets up a temporary “farm stand” or farmers’ market-style 
distribution point, allowing recipients to choose what food they’d like tor receive.  The Mobile Pantry 
program model is a cost-effective, rapid, and flexible method to deliver Food Bank services 
especially fresh produce to communities in need of hunger assistance.   
 
The Food Bank should consider a modified Mobile Produce Pantry Program which specializes in 
distributions of fresh or value-added produce from the facility to rural communities and small towns 
throughout the Food Bank’s service area, with a distribution emphasis on those communities and 
towns far from the current distribution centers or with fewer agencies or agencies with limited times 
of operations.  It is further recommended that these Mobile Pantry trucks be equipped with food 
assistance program outreach materials, and if possible applications for Georgia EBT and other 
programs which staff can assist recipients in applying for and submitting applications to appropriate 
agencies. Finally, the technology exists in which application assistance can be further augmented 
by the digital or cellular data delivery of food assistance applications directly to the Georgia 
Gateway/state agency in real time, perhaps mitigating the lack broadband in many communities of 
the Food Bank’s service area.  

 
The Food Bank’s success at reducing hunger would mean fewer people in need of food in the first place. To 
achieve that requires a broader community revitalization role for the Food Bank as convener and advocate 
for the region –  especially as a partner to farmers, local government officials, educators, and small 
businesses – and the low-income families who call South Georgia home.  
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Rural Development & Empowerment  
 
The most obvious recommended inputs to reducing hunger and poverty 
in the region is a vastly improved rural economy which benefits all of 
the residents of South Georgia, especially working families with 
children.  
 
Overwhelmingly, the working population of South Georgia is in the relatively 
low-wage employment sectors of services and light manufacturing (please 
see county-by-county tables for county-labor typology).  
 
As noted in Dismantling Persistent Poverty in Georgia, the effect of generally 
low-wage services and economies, under-education, and lagging 
infrastructure in the persistently poor counties of South Georgia “speaks to 
both the current compromised quality of life in the persistent poverty region, 
as well as the grim prognosis for the next generation.”47  
 
Unemployment and under-employment (working poor) rather than poverty 
alone is a stronger predictor of food insecurity.  Workers with a high school 
education or below are more likely to hold jobs that pay low wages, part-time, 
unstable, or seasonal. Too often, these types of jobs offer few opportunities 
and may not offer important supports such as sick leave, family leave, or 
educational support. Such jobs are also associated with major income 
instability or sharp income fluctuations. These are the kinds of conditions that 
can cause a household to experience hunger. 
 
Food, agriculture, and rural development have been linked together in our 

national policy since the middle of the previous century. The path toward a 

more vibrant rural economy – and more and better paying jobs - in South 

Georgia may be tied to its existing wealth in natural resources and 

agriculture, and a potential future industry in value-added production of food 

and agricultural products.   

The service area of the Food Bank represents some of the most agriculturally 

productive counties in Georgia. While there is likely no “silver bullet” solution 

to the persistent poverty and food insecurity so prevalent in South Georgia; a 

plan aimed at merging the strengths and expertise of the Food Bank, with the 

farming and agricultural resources of the region may be the path forward. As 

noted previously, models such a produce aggregation facility or food hub, would provide markets for growers and 

build on the Food Bank’s food assistance model, providing a “win-win” – or measurable social impact for small 

businesses, the community and food-insecure rural populations.    

It is a cruel irony that the agriculturally-rich, farming communities of South Georgia that help feed much of America – 

providing commodities and fresh produce that are routinely sent and sold to other areas of the United States and 

provided to famine-stricken regions of the world – experience high levels food insecurity and risk of hunger.  

                                                           
47 “Dismantling Persistent Poverty in Georgia – Breaking the Cycle,” University of Georgia and Georgia Rural Development 

Council, (2003); available at: http://www.dca.state.ga.us/communities/regionalism/programs/downloads/GA_Report.pdf 

One Possible Economic Revitalization Solution 

Many rural communities continue to hang their 

economic development success on attracting 

manufacturing plants and distribution centers.  The 

reality is that these types of projects are few and far 

between; to be competitive in recruiting them, 
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low crime, access to good healthcare, and 

infrastructure to even be considered. 

South Georgia needs to look outside the narrow 

view that economic revitalization can only come in 

the form of factories or warehouses. The area 

should capitalize on the resources that it does have 

– water, soil, an established agricultural industry, 

and a strong work ethic.  By offering additional 

resources, training, and access to new markets, 

South Georgia can create a sustainable source of 

revenue that can begin the process of pulling itself 

out of the persistent, pervasive poverty that’s 

plagued it for decades. 

Substantial barriers to entry make it seemingly 

impossible for small or beginning farmers to access 

to new markets such as larger retailers.  By 

developing a common market strategy for 

small/new farmers to work together, it may be more 

possible for them to break into the larger retailer 

market.   

On a larger scale, rural areas must have people 

speaking for them in meeting rooms, board rooms, 

and in the halls of government.  Metro America 

must see their lives and success are inextricably 

linked to the sustainability of Rural America.  That 

can begin by reminding people of the connection 

between Rural America and their kitchen table. – 

Frank Richards, Second Harvest of South Georgia 
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It is beyond the scope of this project to recommend specific development objectives for the region which create better 

jobs and economic vitality.  However, numerous “blue ribbon” commissions and reports over three decades strongly 

suggest that the failure to address this critical issue by policy makers at local and state levels mean that the region 

continues to suffer persistent poverty and high rates of hunger without meaningful interventions from the public and 

private sectors. The higher incidence of poverty in rural Georgia and the evidence that current antipoverty policies 

are generally less effective in rural areas give added urgency to the task of crafting community-based policies that 

strengthen economic opportunity, local institutions, work supports and worker productivity in rural places.  Programs 

such as the Produce Aggregation facility proposed for Valdosta will help spur economic activity in the agricultural 

sector while simultaneously providing locally-sourced, healthy produce to needy families and schools.  

Consider the economic effect of Ag-Pro Companies, a retailer of tractors, which built a headquarters facility in 

Thomas County. It created a total of 50 new jobs in the community, supported additional jobs in other industries in 

the community, and an economic investment of more than $7 million in 2015.48  Commodity supply chains – spurred 

by such innovations as Food Hubs or Produce Aggregation facilities may evolve into integrated agro-food value 

chains - consumer driven and more closely integrated to production, processing, marketing, and distribution.  Similar 

efforts which aim to create a win-win between the work of the Food Bank and agricultural sector may have a 

economic and social impact which helps the region grow out of the persistent poverty and hunger which has been too 

familiar for generations.   

In addition to local concerted efforts, the continued efforts of USDA StrikeForce to pair the agency’s nutrition and 

rural development activities into coordinated, sustained efforts to reduce hunger and poverty is promising. Leadership 

and resources funneled through StrikeForce activities toward integrated programs of the Food Bank would meet 

USDA’s policy objectives and provide meaningful economic development assistance to the region. Another is the 

establishment of the Southeast Crescent Regional Commission, in the 2008 Farm Bill Conference Report (P.L. 110-

627).  Following on the long-term public investments and measurable successes of the Appalachian Regional 

Commission and the Delta Regional Authority, the Southeast Crescent Regional Commission (up for reauthorization 

in the 2018 Farm Bill) seeks to target new resources to promote wealth generation and economic vitality in rural 

Georgia and other distressed rural communities Southeastern United States.49 These efforts, combined with the 

ongoing efforts of state policy makers and local officials, private sector and community leaders working 

collaboratively, offers hope for the future.      

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

                                                           
48 “Georgia Agriculture Growing Strong,” Farm Flavor; https://www.farmflavor.com/georgia/georgia-agriculture-growing-strong/ 
49 https://www.nado.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/10/Southeast-Crescent-Regional-Commission.pdf 
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Sec. 5  

Anticipated Impact  
 

Federal Program Benefits and Reducing Food Insecurity in South Georgia -  
 
SNAP Outreach and Coordination -  
State-level estimates of SNAP participation rates are published annually by USDA/FNS, however, the data required 
to produce more detailed estimates within a State (i.e., at a county level) have previously not been available.  A 
recent USDA/ERS study in Texas using Census’ ACS has established a framework for future work.50 Such estimates 
would be useful as States decide where to focus outreach expenditures and to build local support for SNAP 
expansions. Detailed participation rates would also be helpful in assessing administrative performance in local areas 
and in guiding administrative policies and procedures. Although such county-level data are not currently available to 
provide direct impact assessments for SNAP enrollment increases in South Georgia, Feeding America’s “Map the 
Meal Gap” interactive data tool provides estimates in food shortage costs on a county basis –  
(http://map.feedingamerica.org/county/2015/overall/georgia).   
 
Other data on SNAP’s efficacy does suggest that a Food Bank SNAP Outreach effort, would quantifiably increase 
participation rates. Even a small increase in SNAP participation can have a substantial impact on food insecurity 
rates in the region. According to a meta-analysis by the Urban Institute, participation in SNAP reduces the likelihood 
of being food insecure by 16.2 percentage points (31.2 percent) and reduces the likelihood of being “very food 
insecure” by 3.9 percentage points (20.2 percent). Further, the research found that SNAP reduces household food 
insufficiency by about 20 percent.51 These estimated effects are substantial and provide evidence that increasing 
SNAP enrollment would quantifiably reduce food insecurity in South Georgia.  In addition, SNAP enrollment 
increases will simultaneously provide local economic stimulation. For example, every $5 in new SNAP benefits 
(funded entirely through the Federal government) generates a total of $9.20 in local community spending in South 
Georgia.  Every additional dollar’s worth of SNAP benefits generates 17 to 47 cents of new spending on food at rural 
grocers and other authorized retailers.52  
 
School Breakfast Outreach  
According to the 2014 Feeding America Hunger Study for South Georgia, only 32 percent of eligible Food Bank 
clients participated in School Breakfast.  There is strong evidence that having access to school breakfast programs 
improves cognition and scholastic achievement, especially among nutritionally deficient or malnourished children.  
Access to school breakfast programs also increases healthy food consumption and can improve breakfast nutrition 
School breakfast availability can reduce short-term hunger, marginal food insecurity, and food-related concerns in 
low income households.53 Schools that offer free breakfast for all students, often called universal free breakfast, have 
been shown to dramatically increase school breakfast participation, especially when breakfast is served in 
classrooms; yet, despite the efficacy of the program, rural school districts often experience substantial barriers to 
providing access to the program.    
 
 

                                                           
50 “Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) Access at the State and County Levels Evidence From Texas SNAP Administrative 

Records and the American Community Survey;” USDA/ERS (2013); available at: 
https://www.ers.usda.gov/webdocs/publications/45136/40266_err-156.pdf?v=42642  
51 “How Much Does Snap Reduce Food Insecurity?,” Urban Institute, (2010); available at: 

https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/28506/412065-How-Much-Does-SNAP-Reduce-Food-Insecurity-.PDF 
52 “Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) community partner outreach toolkit,” USDA/FNS; available at: 

https://www.fns.usda.gov/programs-and-services 
53 Numerous studies cite the efficacy of School Breakfast in reducing food insecurity, improving health and dietary intake, and educational 

outcomes. For a comprehensive list of program benefits and citations, please see Food Research and Action Center, Research Briefs – 
“Breakfast for Learning” and “Breakfast for Health;” available at:  http://frac.org/wp-content/uploads/breakfastforhealth-1.pdf 

http://map.feedingamerica.org/county/2015/overall/georgia
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Summer Food – SEBTC  
Expansion of Summer Food program access in South Georgia would have a measurable impact on food insecurity 
rates.  Households with children have higher rates of food insecurity during the summer months because more 
people are at home and fewer resources are available without school lunches. Some research also suggests that 
child obesity rates increase in the summer. In some households, families may rely on cheaper, less healthy foods to 
stretch their budgets.  As the Food Bank has substantial experience in Summer Food Program Sponsorship, 
expansion in this program area could have substantial impact on child hunger rates in South Georgia. 
 
Of highest policy relevance, the potential impact of the Summer Food EBT (SEBTC) demonstration evaluation shows 
that receiving SEBTC benefits improves children’s food security and nutrition. The study provided families with 
eligible children a monthly benefit of $60 for them to use toward food during the summer using existing electronic 
benefit transfer (EBT) systems. This approach reduced the prevalence of very low food security among children (who 
would have otherwise experienced it) by about one-third. “Analyses of related measures of food security— general 
food insecurity among children plus measures of both severe and general food insecurity among adults and 
households as a whole—indicate similarly large proportional reductions.”54  
 
Just four public sector food program expansions (SNAP, School Breakfast, Summer 
Food, and CACFP-After-School) led by a coordinated effort by the Food Bank and 
state administering agencies, coupled with strategic expansions of Food Bank 
operations with member agencies (such as school pantries, after-school meal sites, 
and Farm to Family) could substantially reduce hunger in the 30 counties served by 
Second Harvest of South Georgia. 
 
Resource Inputs – Additional Resources Needed 
 
Addressing food insecurity in the Food Bank’s service area must involve a variety of 
local organizations (hunger relief agencies of the food bank, local government, state 
agency officials, etc.) in meeting a diversity of needs of low-income individuals, and 
navigating the complexity of public sector program rules and regulations. The 
resulting confusion can be pervasive at all levels—Federal, state, and local—in both public and private organizations.   
 
To equip the Food Bank in navigating these issues, we recommend additional resources, primarily through the 
addition of staff (Project/County Coordinators) earmarked for the project.  
 
We estimate that an additional 5-10 staff (ratio of 1 FTE Coordinator per 3 – 5 counties) to serve in a broad capacity 
in support of the strategic plan:  

▪ recruit new agencies,  
▪ assist agency staff/volunteers in navigating program rules,  
▪ identify and document areas for food program improvements or waivers,  
▪ conduct program outreach and assist schools and other service providers in trouble-shooting and 

adoption of best practices, and  
▪ monitor the impact of program expansions on food insecurity rates at the PUMA or County level. 

 
[Please note; the 7 GA PUMAs in the Food Bank’s service area do not fully correspond with the Food Bank’s 4 
distribution center boundaries; which may complicate or hamper the coordination of local action to reduce food 
insecurity.]   
 

                                                           
54 “Summer Electronic Benefit Transfer for Children (SEBTC) Demonstration: Summary Report,” USDA/FNS (2016); available at: https://fns-

prod.azureedge.net/sites/default/files/ops/sebtcfinalreport.pdf 

Putting the program and resource 

pieces together to reduce hunger 

in South Georgia 
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Additional staffing options include public/private partnerships such as Hunger Free 
Communities grant (see appendix), Congressional Hunger Center Emerson 
Fellows (see appendix), Americorps/VISTA volunteers, or SOS No Kid Hungry 
project funding, among other resources.  

 

Foundations & Business – Will Resources Be Provided 
to Seriously Address Hunger in South Georgia?  
 
Providing nutrition assistance to at-need families in rural Georgia is 
complicated by the lack of resources typically available to food banks and 
other non-governmental organizations in more populous regions. Compared 
to urban counterparts, rural nonprofits are significantly disadvantaged.  
 
According to Southern Trends, Philanthropy in the Southeast Region report from 
the Foundation Center, more than one-thousand (1,116) Georgia-based 
foundations awarded 23,078 grants totaling $981.1 million in 2015. Of those, 
4,650 grants were awarded in the state for human services activities, projects, and 
research totaling nearly $150 million in philanthropic investments.55  
 

Several philanthropic studies have 
shown that nonprofit organizations 
with predominantly non-
metropolitan service areas, face 
more difficult challenges in resource 
development, service delivery and 
sustainability.56 In Federal 
government funding, for example, rural residents received between 
$400 and $648 less per capita than urban areas for community 
resources, human resources, and national functions (including nutrition 
assistance). A 2006 analysis of grant making of the top 1,000 U.S. 
foundations found that grants to rural America accounted for only 6.8 
percent of overall annual giving by foundations overall; and of leading 
corporate philanthropies (Fortune 500 corporations), rural 
organizations received only 1.4 percent of grants made. 
 
The Food Bank may consider StrikeForce and other Rural 
Development funding as well as private-sector and community 
foundations which focus on rural issues. Please see “An Overview of 
USDA Rural Development Programs” (Congressional Research 
Service), which identifies various USDA rural-specific grant programs 

including community development.  
 
Further, specific programs of the Food Bank may be supported by local or regional foundations with similar strategic 
and community interests. For example, the Chattanooga Area Food Bank developed their Harvested Here Food Hub 
with support from the Chattanooga-based Benwood Foundation, meeting the foundation’s purpose to grow and 
sustain small scale farming sector and support the local economy. 

                                                           
55 “Southern Trends,” the Foundation Center; available at: 

http://secftrendsreport.foundationcenter.org/dashboard/year/2015/state/ga/tab/priorities/ 
56 Aspen Institute, “Rural Development and Community Foundations Initiative (RDCFI),” Rural Economic Policy Program, (2016). 

NonProfit Quarterly – 2015  

USDA Study: Rural Philanthropy Still an 

Underfunded Afterthought 

“Given that 19 percent of the U.S. population is 

rural, foundation grantmaking to rural of only five 

or six or seven percent of domestic grant dollars 

is paltry no matter what spin might be offered. 

The summary of the report added, “While the 

total value of foundation grants to rural areas is 

substantial, the average real value per person 

(i.e., the total real value of grants, in 2010 

dollars, divided by the county average 

population from 2006 to 2010) provided by large 

foundations to organizations based in non-metro 

counties from 2005 to 2010 was only about $88 

per person—less than half the average provided 

to organizations in metro counties.” 

https://nonprofitquarterly.org/2015/07/09/rural-

philanthropy-continues-to-look-sparse-and-worse-

according-to-usda-study/ 

 

Top 10 Foundation GA-Based 
Funders of Human Services 
in Georgia (2015) 
 
1. Joseph Whitehead 
Foundation $23M 
2. The Marcus Foundation 
$17.9M 
3. Community Foundation for 
Greater Atlanta $16.3M 
4. Robert W. Woodruff 
Foundation $13.1M 
5. The Coca-Cola Foundation 
$8.2M 
6. The Goizueta Foundation 
$5.5M 
7. The James M. Cox 
Foundation of Georgia $4.6M 
8. J. Bulow Campbell 
Foundation  $3.8M 
9. Georgia Power Foundation, 
Inc. $2.5M 
10. Chick-Fil A Foundation  
$2.2M 
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Sec. 6 

PUMA & County-by-County Analysis and Recommendations 
 
Data Sources –  
 
PUMA –  [Data USA ] 

County Type  
(Census) –  Rural  [USDA Rural Atlas] 
(OMB/USDA/ERS) – Rural   [USDA Rural Atlas] 
Strike Force County – Yes  [USDA-FSA – GA] 
County typology  - (Primary Source of County Earnings) [USDA Rural Atlas] 
 

County Population – Total   [Census and USDA Rural Atlas] 
% Population <18  [USDA Rural Atlas] 
% Population >65  [USDA Rural Atlas] 
HH By Type –  

  Avg, HH Size -   [USDA Rural Atlas] 
Single Parent HH –  [USDA Rural Atlas] 

Economic Indicators At-Large 
o Median HH Income   [USDA Rural Atlas] 
o Employed (County Labor Force) [GA Dept of Labor, June 2017]    
o Unemployment Rate (2017)     [GA Dept of Labor, June 2017] 

Poverty & Hunger County-level Indicators  

• Total County Poverty Rate 2015 [USDA Rural Atlas – ACS ] 

• County Poverty Rate 2010  [USDA Food Environment Atlas - Census]  
o Child Poverty Rate 2015 [USDA Rural Atlas – ACS ]  
o Child Poverty Rate 2010 [USDA Food Environment Atlas - Census] 
o Persistent Child Poverty County (20% child poverty or more 1970 – 2010)  [USDA Food Environment Atlas - 

Census] 
o Average Income Mobility Loss for Low-income Children in County – [Equal Opportunity Project - Stanford 

Institute for Economic Policy Research (SIEPR), Stanford University. County by county analysis - 
https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2015/05/03/upshot/the-best-and-worst-places-to-grow-up-how-your-area-
compares.html] 

• Deep Poverty Rate (Percent of county population living in families with incomes below 50% of the poverty threshold 2011-
2015) [USDA Rural Atlas – ACS ] 
o Children in Deep Poverty (Percent of county population under age 18 living in families with incomes 50% below the 

poverty threshold 2011-2015) [USDA Rural Atlas – ACS ] 
o Families with Children with annual income  below 150% of poverty (2011-2015)   [USDA Rural Atlas – ACS ] 

 

• Food Insecurity Rate (2015)   [FA Meal Gap 2017/ 2015 data] 
o Estimated Number of Food Insecure (FI) Persons    [FA Meal Gap 2017/ 2015 data] 
o Percent of FI with incomes below 130% of poverty   [FA Meal Gap 2017/ 2015 data] 
o Percent of FI with incomes below 185% of poverty   [FA Meal Gap 2017/ 2015 data] 

 
Nutrition Assistance – Public Sector Programs 

SNAP/Georgia EBT  (formerly Food Stamps) Participation –  [ACS/FRAC County SNAP Data - http://www.frac.org/snap-county-
map/snap-counties.html] 
Households with Children receiving SNAP (2013)  - [Kids Count Data Base/Annie E Casey Foundation - 
http://datacenter.kidscount.org/data/tables/678-households-with-children-receiving-food-stamps?loc=12&loct=5#detailed/5/1927-
2085/false/36,868,867,133,38/any/1565] 
WIC Participation of total pop. – [USDA-ERS Food Environment Atlas]  
School Lunch Participation 2015 (Free & Reduced) – [GA Dept of Education] 
School Breakfast Participation (Free & Reduced) –  [GA Dept of Education] 
After-School Meal Participation (CACFP) NA 
Summer Feeding Program  NA  
CSFP  NA  [Second Harvest of South Georgia] 
TEFAP (Federal Commodities)   [Second Harvest of South Georgia] 

Nutrition Assistance – Private Sector (Food Bank Distribution) 
Distribution Center – Douglas  - 2016 food distributed to agencies – NA  [Second Harvest of South Georgia] 
Local Hunger Agencies –  [Second Harvest of South Georgia] 

http://www.frac.org/snap-county-map/snap-counties.html
http://www.frac.org/snap-county-map/snap-counties.html


 

Page | 35  
 

Glossary of Poverty and Food Assistance Programs57 –  
 
Temporary Assistance to Needy Families 
TANF provides temporary cash assistance and other support services with a 48-month time limit, to needy families with 
dependent children, who are deprived of the support of at least one parent and whose family income is below the State's 
Standard of Need. The grant amount depends on family size and income. TANF provides temporary cash assistance with a 48-
month time limit for two parent families as long as the assistance unit meets the definition of a two-parent household. 
 
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Programs (SNAP)/ Georgia EBT  
SNAP (formerly the Food Stamp Program) puts healthy food within reach for 28 million people each month via an EBT card used 
to purchase food at most grocery stores. Through nutrition education partners, SNAP helps clients learn to make healthy eating 
and active lifestyle choices. 
 
Women, Infants, and Children (WIC) 
The Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children - better known as the WIC Program - serves to 
safeguard the health of low-income women, infants, & children up to age 5 who are at nutritional risk by providing nutritious foods 
to supplement diets, information on healthy eating, and referrals to health care. 
 
National School Lunch Program (NSLP) 
School districts and independent schools that choose to take part in the lunch program get cash subsidies and donated 
commodities from the USDA for each meal they serve. In return, they must serve lunches that meet Federal requirements, and 
they must offer free or reduced price lunches to eligible children. School food authorities can also be reimbursed for snacks 
served to children through age 18 in afterschool educational or enrichment programs. 
 
School Breakfast Program (SBP) 
The School Breakfast Program operates in the same manner as the National School Lunch Program. School districts and 
independent schools that choose to take part in the breakfast program receive cash subsidies from the USDA for each meal they 
serve. In return, they must serve breakfasts that meet Federal requirements, and they must offer free or reduced price breakfasts 
to eligible children. 
 
Summer Food Service Program (SFSP) 
SFSP is the single largest Federal resource available for local sponsors who want to combine a feeding program with a summer 
activity program. Children in your community do not need to go hungry this summer. During the school year, nutritious meals are 
available through the National School Lunch and School Breakfast Programs. But those programs end when school ends for the 
summer. The Summer Food Service Program helps fill the hunger gap. 
 
Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) 
USDA’s Child and Adult Care Food Program plays a vital role in improving the quality of day care and making it more affordable 
for many low-income families. Each day, 2.6 million children receive nutritious meals and snacks through CACFP. The program 
also provides meals and snacks to 74,000 adults who receive care in nonresidential adult day care centers. CACFP reaches 
even further to provide meals to children residing in homeless shelters, and snacks and suppers to youths participating in eligible 
afterschool care programs. 
 
Commodity Supplemental Food Program (CSFP) 
The Commodity Supplemental Food Program (CSFP) works to improve the health of low-income elderly persons at least 60 
years of age by supplementing their diets with nutritious USDA Foods. Women, infants, and children who were certified and 
receiving CSFP benefits as of February 6, 2014, can continue to receive assistance until they are no longer eligible under the 
program rules in effect on February 6, 2014. Through CSFP, USDA distributes both food and administrative funds to participating 
States and Indian Tribal Organizations. 
 
The Emergency Food Assistance Program (TEFAP) 
Under TEFAP, commodity foods are made available by the U.S. Department of Agriculture to States. States provide the food to 
local agencies that they have selected, usually food banks, which in turn, distribute the food to soup kitchens and food pantries 
that directly serve the public. 

                                                           
57 USDA- FNS, “Programs and Services.” (2016) 
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Georgia Nutrition Assistance Program (GNAP) 
Through the state’s appropriation of TANF funds, the Department of Human Services has contracted with the Georgia 
Food Banks (Feeding America network) to provide food assistance for TANF eligible clients and their children. Food Banks are 
allotted a percentage of the appropriation based on population and poverty. The funding for GNAP is used to purchase high 
demand groceries by the seven Feeding America Food Banks in Georgia. 
 
 

2017 Income Poverty Guidelines58 –  

Deep Poverty County –  
Deep poverty, 2011-15; as defined as 20 percent or more of county population living in families with incomes below 50% of the 
poverty threshold (meaning for a family of three, a household income of less than $10,210 annually).    
 
Deep poverty for children, 2011-15 
Twenty percent or more of county population under age 18 living in families (households) with incomes 50% below the poverty 
threshold, available years: 2011-2015. 
 
Persistent Poverty counties and Persistent Child Poverty counties, 2015 edition 
Classification of counties by level of poverty over four decades; a county was classified as persistent poverty if 20 percent or 
more of its residents were poor as measured by the 1980, 1990, 2000 decennial censuses and the American Community Survey 
5-year estimates for 2007-2011. 
 
Income Mobility Loss estimates –  
Estimates of the causal effect of growing up in each county in the US, measured by the percentage gain (or loss) in income from 
growing up in urban and rural counties in the U.S. for children in low-income families (25th percentile). The purpose of this data 
set in this report is to show the estimated income loss and economic deficit due to under-funded community development, 
employment, education, food insecurity and other factors associated with children in poverty. (Equal Opportunity Project, 
Stanford University). 

                                                           
58 US Department of Health and Human Services, 2017. 
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Southern Georgia Regional Commission (East & Central) PUMA, GA  
 
Includes the following six counties in the Food Bank’s service area (by alpha)   

• Atkinson County  

• Clinch County  

• Coffee County (Branch - Douglas)  

• Echols County  

• Lanier County  

• Ware County  
 
The Southern Georgia Regional Commission (East & Central) PUMA, GA had 170,000 residents in 2015, making it the 
11th largest public use microdata area by population in Georgia out of the other 72 PUMAs in the state.  The median 
household income in Southern Georgia Regional Commission (East & Central) PUMA, GA was $35,584 in 2015, which 
represents a -0.09% growth from the previous year. Additionally, there were 62,496 residents in Southern Georgia Regional 
Commission (East & Central) PUMA, GA with jobs in 2015, which is a 0.74% growth from the previous year. 
 
In Brief PUMA Data (aggregated county data) -  

POPULATION  - 170,000  
MEDIAN AGE   - 37.1 
POVERTY RATE - 25.2% 
MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME - $35,584 
NUMBER OF EMPLOYED PERSONS - 62,496  (0.74% GROWTH) 
MEDIAN PROPERTY VALUE - $78,800  (0.64% GROWTH) 

 
General Poverty Statistics in PUMA –  
 
Atkinson, Clinch, Coffee and Ware counties are USDA – StrikeForce designated counties. 
 
25.2% of the population in Southern Georgia Regional Commission (East & Central) PUMA, GA (42,840 people) live below the poverty 
line, which is higher than the national average of 14.7%. The largest group living in poverty is Female 25-34, followed by Female 18-24 
and then Female 6-11.   
 
The most common race or ethnicity living below the poverty line in Southern Georgia Regional Commission (East & Central) PUMA, 
GA is White (55.2%; 24, 527 persons), followed by Black or African American (27%; 12,022 persons), and Hispanic or Latino (11%; 
4,860 persons). 
 
 

All six counties in the Southern Georgia Regional Commission (East & Central) PUMA, GA have been designated as Deep Poverty59  
 
 
Five of the Counties (Atkinson, Clinch, Coffee, Lanier, and Ware) in the Southern Georgia Regional Commission (East & Central) 
PUMA, GA have been designated Persistent High Child Poverty Counties.60  
 
 
 
 

                                                           
59 (Percent of county population living in families with incomes below 50% of the poverty threshold, available years: 2011-2015) 
60 (Poverty rate for related children under 18 years old was 20% or more in using Decennial Census data from 1980, 1990, 2000, and the 2007-2011 American 

Community Survey) 
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County Profile  – Atkinson County 
Food Bank Distribution Center – Douglas 
PUMA –  Southern Georgia Regional Commission (East & Central) 

County Type – (Census) –  Rural   
County Type – (ERS) – Rural  
Strike Force County – Yes  
County typology - Manufacturing Dependent (Primary Source of County Earnings) 
 

County Population – Total   8,300   
% Population <18  29% (Children) 
% Population >65  11% (Elderly)  
HH By Type –  

  Avg, HH Size -   2.98 persons  
Female Headed HH –  13%   
 

Economic Indicators At-Large 
o Median HH Income    $32,398  
o Employed (County Labor Force) 4,244     
o Unemployment Rate (2017)      5.4%  
 

Poverty & Hunger County-level Indicators  

• Total County Poverty Rate 2015 27%  

• County Poverty Rate 2010  36%  
o Child Poverty Rate 2015 40.5%  
o Child Poverty Rate 2010 58%   

Persistent Child Poverty County -    Yes   
Average Income Mobility Loss for Low-income Children in County – NA  

Deep Poverty Rate  40% 
Children in Deep Poverty   10% 
Families with Children with annual income 

 below 150% of poverty (2011-2015)    53.6% 
Food Insecurity Rate (2015)    13%   

Estimated Number of Food Insecure (FI) Persons   1,080    
Percent of FI with incomes below 130% of poverty  90%  
Percent of FI with incomes below 185% of poverty  100%   

 
Nutrition Assistance – Public Sector Programs 

TANF        18 
SNAP/Georgia EBT  (formerly Food Stamps) Participation –  27%   

Households with Children receiving SNAP (2013)  - 504 (HH)   
WIC Participation of total pop. –     571   
School Lunch Participation 2015 (Free & Reduced) – 88%   
School Breakfast Participation (Free & Reduced) –   39%   
Summer Feeding Program      NA  

 
Nutrition Assistance – Private Sector (Food Bank Distribution) 

Distribution Center – Douglas   
Partner Agencies  –  6 
CSFP        NA 
TEFAP (Federal Commodities in pounds)    30,617 / GNAP (in pounds) – 1,431 
After-School Meal Participation (CACFP)    – NA 

 

 

Specific County Recommendations –  
 
Atkinson County has a total poverty rate 
nearly twice the national average, but 
food insecurity rate close to the national 
rate and slightly below the GA rate. The 
county’s child poverty rate is above 
national and state averages. 
 
SNAP participation is higher than rural 
county rates in GA. 
 
The county has only 6 food agencies. 
 
Increase agencies by recruitment 
through churches. The county has 24 
congregations and 3500 members. 
 
Establish School Pantries and Mobile 
Pantry distributions. 
 
Expand after-school feeding programs 
and Summer Food for low-income 
families with children.  
 
Increase School Breakfast participation. 
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County Profile - Clinch 
Food Bank Distribution Center – Douglas & Valdosta 
PUMA –  Southern Georgia Regional Commission (East & Central) 
 
County Type (Census) Rural 
County Type (ERS) Rural 
Strike Force  Yes 
County Typology -  Services/Manufacturing 

 
Population: Total   6,798 
 % Population <18  27%  (Children) 
 % Population >65  12.8%   (Elderly) 
 Household by Type:   
  Average Household Size  2.49 
  Female-Headed Households 19.7% 
 
Economic Indicators At-Large 
 Median Household Income  $24,015 
 Labor Force   2731 
 Unemployment Rate  5.19% (August 2017) 
 
Poverty & Hunger Indicators 
 Poverty Rate   28% 
 Poverty Rate (2012)  21.6% 
  Child Poverty Rate 39.6% 
 

Persistent Child Poverty County  Yes 
Average Income Mobility Loss  N/A 

 Deep Poverty Rate   19% 
  Children In Deep Poverty  30% 
  Persistent Child Poverty  Yes 
 
 Food Insecurity (FI) Rate   20.4% 
  Estimated Number of FI     1,390 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 130% of Poverty  76% 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 185% of Poverty  82.9% 
  

Persons with a Disability Under 65    15%  
 
Nutrition Assistance – Public Sector Programs 
 TANF Recipients (2016 Monthly Average)   26 (HH) 

SNAP/Georgia EBT Participation (Households)  27% 
  Households with Children Receiving SNAP  445 
 WIC - Number of Children Receiving WIC   362  
 School Lunch Participation    84.56% 
 School Breakfast Participation    N/A 

 
Nutrition Assistance – Private Sector (Food Bank Distribution) 

Distribution Center – Douglas & Valdosta  
Local Hunger Agencies – 4 
CSFP Pounds    5,907 (pounds) 
TEFAP Pounds -     3852 / GNAP (pounds)  -  765 
After School Meal Participation (CACFP) 19,089 meals 

 

Specific County Recommendations –  

Clinch County has a total poverty rate 

nearly twice the national average, and  

food insecurity rate above national and GA 

rates. The county’s child poverty rate is 

above national and state averages. 

SNAP participation is higher than rural 
county rates in GA. 
 
The county has only 4 food agencies. 
Establish School Pantries and Mobile 

Pantry distributions. 

Increase agencies by recruitment through 
churches. The county has 21 
congregations and 2700 members. 
 
Expand after-school feeding programs and 
Summer Food for low-income families with 
children. 
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County Profile -  Coffee 
Food Bank Distribution Center - Douglas 
PUMA –  Southern Georgia Regional Commission (East & Central) 
 
County Type (Census) Rural 
County Type (ERS) Rural 
Strike Force  Yes 
County Typology Services/Manufacturing 
 
Population: Total   42,356 
 % Population <18  26% (Children) 
 % Population >65  11%  (Elderly)  
 Household by Type:   
  Average Household Size  2.73 
  Female-Headed Households 15.5% 
 
Economic Indicators At-Large 
 Median Household Income $33,965 
 Labor Force   19168 
 Unemployment Rate  4.6 (August 2017) 
 
Poverty & Hunger Indicators 

 Poverty Rate    22.6% 
 Poverty Rate (2012)   24% 
  Child Poverty Rate  34% 
Persistent Child Poverty County   Yes 

Average Income Mobility Loss  $(2,200.00) 
 Deep Poverty Rate   12% 
  Children In Deep Poverty  16.5% 
  Persistent Child Poverty  Yes 

 
Food Insecurity (FI) Rate   17% 

  Estimated Number of FI     7,300 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 130% of Poverty  67% 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 185% of Poverty  84% 
 
 Persons with a Disability Under 65 12%  
 

Nutrition Assistance – Public Sector Programs 
TANF Recipients (2016 Monthly Average)   118  
SNAP/Georgia EBT Participation (Households)  18.9% 
 Households with Children Receiving SNAP  2515 
WIC - Number of Children Receiving WIC   2150  
School Lunch Participation    83.56% 
School Breakfast Participation    CEP 
Nutrition Assistance – Private Sector (Food Bank Distribution) 

Distribution Center – Douglas   
Local Hunger Agencies – 25 
CSFP Pounds    17,952 (pounds) 
TEFAP Pounds  95,623  / GNAP  (pounds) - 25,023 
After School Meal Participation (CACFP) 41,688 meals 

 

 

Specific County 

Recommendations –  

Coffee County has a total poverty 

rate higher than national average 

and state rates, and food insecurity 

rate above national and GA rates. 

The county’s child poverty rate is 

above national and state averages. 

The county has 25 agencies and 

does not warrant additional 

recruitment.  

SNAP participation rates are 

consistent with state rates for rural 

and small towns.  

Expand after-school feeding 

programs and Summer Food for 

low-income families with children. 
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County Profile- Echols 
Food Bank Distribution Center - Valdosta 
PUMA – Southern Georgia Regional Commission (East & Central) 

County Type (Census) Rural 
County Type (ERS) Metro 
Strike Force  No 
County Typology Services/Manufacturing/Agriculture 
 
Population: Total   4,034 
 % Population <18  29%  (Children) 
 % Population >65  9.9%  (Elderly) 
 Household by Type:   
  Average Household Size  2.85 
  Female-Headed Households 14% 
 
Economic Indicators At-Large 
 Median Household Income $32,959 
 Labor Force   1980 
 Unemployment Rate  3.7% (August 2017) 
 
Poverty & Hunger Indicators 
 Poverty Rate   25.9% 
 Poverty Rate (2012)  36.2% 
  Child Poverty Rate 39% 
 
Persistent Child Poverty County   No 

Average Income Mobility Loss  N/A 
 Deep Poverty Rate   12% 
  Children In Deep Poverty  16.3% 
  Persistent Child Poverty  No 
 Food Insecurity (FI) Rate   11% 
  Estimated Number of FI     440 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 130% of Poverty  93% 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 185% of Poverty  100% 
 
 Persons with a Disability Under 65 8.9%   
 
Nutrition Assistance – Public Sector Programs 
TANF Recipients (2016 Monthly Average)  21  
SNAP/Georgia EBT Participation (Households) 17% 
 Households with Children Receiving SNAP 253 
WIC - Number of Children Receiving WIC  287  
School Lunch Participation   91.13% 
School Breakfast Participation   CEP 
 
Nutrition Assistance – Private Sector (Food Bank Distribution) 

Distribution Center – Valdosta  
Local Hunger Agencies – 5 
CSFP Pounds    N/A 
TEFAP Pounds  11675  / GNAP (pounds) – 44,863 
After School Meal Participation (CACFP) N/A 

 

Specific County 

Recommendations –  

Echols County has a total poverty 

rate higher than national and state 

rates, and food insecurity rate below 

national and state.  

The county’s child poverty rate is 

above national and state averages 

SNAP participation rates are above 

state rate for Metro counties and 

slightly below with state rates for 

rural and small towns. 

The county has high rates of school 

meal participation for low-income 

students.  

The county has a very small 

population and that likely effects 

agency numbers (5).  The number of 

churches in the county is listed as 6 

with fewer than 400 members total.   

The below average food insecurity 

rates and actual persons deemed 

hungry is small, and few agency 

recruitment opportunities warrant no 

additional agency recruitment. 
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County Profile - Lanier 
Food Bank Distribution Center - Valdosta 
PUMA – Southern Georgia Regional Commission (East & Central) 
 
County Type (Census) Rural 
County Type (ERS) Metro 
Strike Force  No 
County Typology Services 
 
Population: Total   10,078 
 % Population <18  27.5% (Children) 
 % Population >65  11%  (Elderly) 
 Household by Type:   
  Average Household Size  2.72 
  Female-Headed Households 16.7% 
 
Economic Indicators At-Large 
 Median Household Income $37,605 
 Labor Force   3922 
 Unemployment Rate  5.3 (August 2017) 
 
Poverty & Hunger Indicators 
 Poverty Rate   21.8% 
 Poverty Rate (2012)  21.9% 
  Child Poverty Rate 36% 
 
Persistent Child Poverty County   Yes 

Average Income Mobility Loss  N/A 
 Deep Poverty Rate   13% 
  Children In Deep Poverty  16% 
  Persistent Child Poverty  Yes 
 
Food Insecurity (FI) Rate    18% 
  Estimated Number of FI     1,890 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 130% of Poverty  69% 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 185% of Poverty  78% 
 
 Persons with a Disability Under 65 13.3%   
 

Nutrition Assistance – Public Sector Programs 
TANF Recipients (2016 Monthly Average)  17  
SNAP/Georgia EBT Participation (Households) 22.7% 
 Households with Children Receiving SNAP 561 
WIC - Number of Children Receiving WIC  759  
School Lunch Participation   95%+ 
School Breakfast Participation   CEP 
 
Nutrition Assistance – Private Sector (Food Bank Distribution) 

Distribution Center – Valdosta 
Local Hunger Agencies – 8 
CSFP Pounds    1,188 (pounds) 
TEFAP Pounds   75,113   / GNAP  (pounds) - 7,652 
After School Meal Participation (CACFP) N/A 

 

Specific County Recommendations –  

Lanier County has a total poverty rate 

higher than national and state rates, 

and food insecurity rate above national 

and state rates.  

SNAP participation is slightly above 

rural and small town rates. 

The county has 8 agencies, a lower 

number per population than much of 

the Service Area. 

Establish School Pantries and Mobile 

Pantry distributions. 

There are 17 churches with nearly 4000 

members.  Additional agencies should 

be recruited to bring county total above 

10 agencies.  

Expand SNAP participation through 

outreach.   

Expand after-school feeding programs 

and Summer Food for low-income 

families with children. 
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County Profile - Ware 
Food Bank Distribution Center – Douglas & Valdosta 
PUMA – Southern Georgia Regional Commission (East & Central) 
 
County Type (Census) Mostly Urban (Counties with less than 50 percent of the population living in 

rural areas are classified as mostly urban) 

County Type (ERS) Rural 
Strike Force  Yes 
County Typology Services/Manufacturing 
 
Population: Total   36,312 
 % Population <18  23.5% (Children) 
 % Population >65  15.2% (Elderly) 
 Household by Type:   
  Average Household Size  2.39 
  Female-Headed Households 16.8% 
 
Economic Indicators At-Large 
 Median Household Income $34,909 
 Labor Force   15,415 
 Unemployment Rate  4.9% (August 2017) 
 
Poverty & Hunger Indicators 
 Poverty Rate   28.3% 
 Poverty Rate (2012)  23.5% 
  Child Poverty Rate  45.6% 
Persistent Child Poverty County   Yes 
Average Income Mobility Loss   $(1,410.00) 
 Deep Poverty Rate   14.2% 
  Children In Deep Poverty  24% 
  Persistent Child Poverty  Yes 
  
Food Insecurity (FI) Rate    19.6% 
  Estimated Number of FI     7,000 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 130% of Poverty  67% 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 185% of Poverty  82% 
 
 Persons with a Disability Under 65 14.6%  
 
Nutrition Assistance – Public Sector Programs 
TANF Recipients (2016 Monthly Average)  140  
SNAP/Georgia EBT Participation (Households) 24% 
 Households with Children Receiving SNAP 2161 
WIC - Number of Children Receiving WIC  2023  
School Lunch Participation   90.11% 
School Breakfast Participation   N/A 
 
Nutrition Assistance – Private Sector (Food Bank Distribution) 

Distribution Center – Douglas  & Valdosta-  
Local Hunger Agencies – 13 
CSFP Pounds     N/A 
TEFAP Pounds   114,458  /  GNAP (pounds) – 45,510 
After School Meal Participation (CACFP)  N/A 

 

Specific County Recommendations –  

Ware County has a total poverty rate 

higher than national and state rates, and 

food insecurity rate above national and 

state rates. The child poverty rate in the 

county is double the state rate. 

SNAP participation is above rural and 

small town rates. 

The county has 13 agencies, possibly a 

sufficient number to meet need, but likely 

additional recruitment is warranted. 

Establish School Pantries and Mobile 

Pantry distributions. 

Ware County has 101 churches and more 

than 23,000 members. There is sufficient 

opportunity to recruit new agencies.  

Further expand SNAP participation 

through outreach.  

 Expand after-school feeding programs 

and Summer Food for low-income 

families with children. 

Possible need to expand School 

Breakfast participation. 
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Lowndes County and Valdosta City PUMA 
 
Includes the following county and principal municipality -   

• Lowndes County, and  

• Valdosta City  
 
Lowndes County and Valdosta City PUMA, GA had 113,203 residents in 2015, making it the 61st largest public use 
microdata area by population in Georgia out of the other 72 PUMAs in the state. The median household income in Lowndes 
County--Valdosta City PUMA, GA was $36,834, a -1.11% decline from the previous year. Additionally, there were 45,595 
residents in Lowndes County--Valdosta City PUMA, GA with jobs, a 0.64% growth over 2014. 
 
In Brief PUMA Data (aggregated county data) -  

POPULATION  - 113,203  (County & Valdosta City) 
Valdosta population  56,474 (2016) 

MEDIAN AGE   -  29.4 
POVERTY RATE – 26.5% 
MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME - $36,834 
NUMBER OF EMPLOYED PERSONS - 45,595 (+ 0.64% growth) 
MEDIAN PROPERTY VALUE - $135,000 (+ 1.43% growth) 

 
General Poverty Statistics in PUMA –  
 
Lowndes County is considered “Mostly Urban,” by the Census and “Metro” by ERS.  Counties with less than 50 percent of the 
population living in rural areas are classified as mostly urban.  Lowndes is not designated as a USDA – Strike Force county. 
 
26.5% of the population in Lowndes County--Valdosta City PUMA, GA (29,998 people) live below the poverty line, a number that is 
higher than the national average of 14.7%. The largest demographic living in poverty is Female 18-24, followed by Male 18-24 and then 
Female 25-34. 
 
The most common racial or ethnic group living below the poverty line in Lowndes County--Valdosta City PUMA, GA is Black or African 
American (51%; 15,216 persons), followed by White (39.4%; 11,846 persons) and Hispanic or Latino (6.6%; 1,980 persons).  
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County Profile - Lowndes 
Food Bank Distribution Center - Valdosta 
PUMA – Lowndes County and Valdosta City PUMA 
 
County Type (Census) Mostly Urban (Counties with less than 50 percent of the population living in 
rural areas are classified as mostly urban) 

County Type (ERS) Metro 
Strike Force  No 
County Typology Services 
 
Population: Total   109,233 
 % Population <18  24.7% (Children) 
 % Population >65  9.8% (Elderly) 
 Household by Type:   
  Average Household Size  2.78 
  Female-Headed Households 16.6% 
 
Economic Indicators At-Large 
 Median Household Income $36,834 
 Labor Force   51847 
 Unemployment Rate  4.8% (August 2017) 
 
Poverty & Hunger Indicators 
 Poverty Rate   26.5% 
 Poverty Rate (2012)  23% 
  Child Poverty Rate  32% 
 
Persistent Child Poverty County   Yes 
Average Income Mobility Loss  $(2,730.00) 
 Deep Poverty Rate   12.4% 
  Children In Deep Poverty  14.3% 
  Persistent Child Poverty  Yes 
 
Food Insecurity (FI) Rate  20.4% 
  Estimated Number of FI     23,240 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 130% of Poverty  67% 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 185% of Poverty  86% 
 
 Persons with a Disability Under 65 9.6   
 

Nutrition Assistance – Public Sector Programs 
TANF Recipients (2016 Monthly Average)  232  
SNAP/Georgia EBT Participation (Households) 19.3% 
 Households with Children Receiving SNAP 5761 
WIC - Number of Children Receiving WIC  4275  
School Lunch Participation   53.40% 
School Breakfast Participation   N/A 
Nutrition Assistance – Private Sector (Food Bank Distribution) 

Distribution Center - Valdosta 
Local Hunger Agencies – 94 
CSFP Pounds    145,365 (pounds) 
TEFAP Pounds   483,906  / GNAP -  (pounds) 158,548 
After School Meal Participation (CACFP) 295,612 meals 

 

Specific County Recommendations –  

Lowndes County (including Valdosta) has 

a total poverty rate higher than national 

and state rates, and food insecurity rate 

above national and state rates.  

Establish Farm to Family/Produce 

Aggregation Facility. 

SNAP participation is above metro and 

the same as small town rates. 

School lunch participation (free & 

reduced) is substantially below national 

and state averages, perhaps owing to a 

higher incidence of private schools. 

The county has sufficient agencies (94) 

for its population (109K), there are 166 

churches with more than 58,000 members 

that could provide additional agencies for 

summer and after-school feeding 

programs.   

Expand after-school feeding programs 

and Summer Food for low-income families 

with children. 

Expand School Breakfast participation. 
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Southern Georgia Regional Commission (West)  
Includes the following seven counties in the Food Bank’s service area (by alpha)   

• Ben Hill County  

• Berrien County  

• Brooks County  

• Cook County  

• Irwin County  

• Tift County  

• Turner County  
 
The Southern Georgia Regional Commission (West) PUMA, GA had 127,699 residents in 2015, making it the 45th 
largest public use microdata area by population in Georgia out of the other 72 PUMAs in the state. The median household 
income in Southern Georgia Regional Commission (West) PUMA, GA was $34,150, a 3.34% growth from the previous year. 
Additionally, there were 47,318 residents in Southern Georgia Regional Commission (West) PUMA, GA with jobs in 2015, a 
0.95% growth over 2014. 
 
In Brief PUMA Data (aggregated county data) -  

POPULATION  - 127,699  
MEDIAN AGE   - 37.8 
POVERTY RATE – 28.4% 
MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME - $34,150 
NUMBER OF EMPLOYED PERSONS - 47,318 (0.95% growth) 
MEDIAN PROPERTY VALUE - $88,400 (0.34% growth) 

 
General Poverty Statistics in PUMA –  
 
Six of the seven counties (Ben Hill, Berrien, Cook, Irwin, Tift and Turner) in the Southern Georgia Regional Commission (West) PUMA, 
are USDA – StrikeForce designated counties. Only Brooks County is not so designated. 
 
28.4% of the population in Southern Georgia Regional Commission (West) PUMA, GA (36,352 people) live below the poverty line, a 
number that is significantly higher than the national average of 14.7%. The poverty rate in the Southern Georgia Regional Commission 
– West PUMA is double the national average, and trends toward gender specific, disproportionately affecting women. The largest 
demographic living in poverty is Female 35-44, followed by Female 25-34 and then Female 18-24. 
 
The most common racial or ethnic group living below the poverty line in Southern Georgia Regional Commission (West) PUMA, GA is 
White (49%; 17,343 persons), followed by Black or African American (41.5%; 15, 708 persons), and Hispanic or Latino (9%, 3,385 
persons). 
 

All seven counties in the Southern Georgia Regional Commission (West) PUMA, GA have been designated as Deep Poverty;61 with 
Ben Hill (17%) and Irwin (16%) of the county population living in families with incomes below 50% of the poverty threshold. 
 
All seven of the counties in the Southern Georgia Regional Commission (West) PUMA, GA have been designated Deep Child Poverty 
Counties,62 with Ben Hill, Brooks, Irwin, Tift and Turner counties with rates of deep child poverty exceeding 15%. Brooks and Cook 
counties have only slightly lower deep child poverty rates of between 10% and 15%.   

                                                           
61 (Percent of county population living in families with incomes below 50% of the poverty threshold, available years: 2011-2015) 
62 (Poverty rate for related children under 18 years old was 20% or more in using Decennial Census data from 1980, 1990, 2000, and the 2007-2011 American 

Community Survey) 
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County Profile - Ben Hill 
Food Bank Distribution Center – Douglas  
PUMA - Southern Georgia Regional Commission (West) PUMA, GA 
 
County Type (Census) Mostly Urban (Counties with less than 50 percent of the population living in 
rural areas are classified as mostly urban) 

County Type (ERS) Rural 
Strike Force  Yes 
County Typology Services 
 
Population: Total   17,634 
 % Population <18  26.5% (Children) 
 % Population >65  14%  (Elderly) 
 Household by Type:   
  Average Household Size  2.68 
  Female-Headed Households 20% 
 
Economic Indicators At-Large 
 Median Household Income $29,994 
 Labor Force   5875 
 Unemployment Rate  7% (August 2017) 
 
Poverty & Hunger Indicators 
 Poverty Rate   32.5% 
 Poverty Rate (2012)  32.3% 
  Child Poverty Rate 46.8% 

Persistent Child Poverty County  Yes 
Average Income Mobility Loss  $(1,890.00) 
Deep Poverty Rate   17% 

  Children In Deep Poverty  27.8% 
  Persistent Child Poverty  Yes 
 
 Food Insecurity (FI) Rate   23% 
  Estimated Number of FI     3,980 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 130% of Poverty  73% 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 185% of Poverty  87% 
 
 Persons with a Disability Under 65 15.6%  
 

Nutrition Assistance – Public Sector Programs 
TANF Recipients (2016 Monthly Average)   36  
SNAP/Georgia EBT Participation (Households)  27.5% 
 Households with Children Receiving SNAP  1244 
WIC - Number of Children Receiving WIC   1091  
School Lunch Participation    95%+ 
School Breakfast Participation    N/A 
 
Nutrition Assistance – Private Sector (Food Bank Distribution) 
Distribution Center –  Douglas  
Local Hunger Agencies – 4 
CSFP Pounds     N/A 
TEFAP Pounds    18,171  / GNAP (pounds) -  2,663 
After School Meal Participation (CACFP)  N/A 

 

Specific County Recommendations –  

Ben Hill County has a total poverty rate more 

than double the national rate and double the 

state rates. Nearly half of all children in the 

county are at or below poverty, Food 

insecurity rates are also  high and above 

national and state rates.  

SNAP participation is substantially above 

rural, small town and metro participation rates. 

School lunch participation (free & reduced) is 

substantially high owing to the lower incomes 

of the population with children (47% child 

poverty rate).  

The county does not have sufficient agencies 

(4) for its population. There are 40 churches 

with more than 12,000 members that could 

provide additional agencies for summer and 

after-school feeding programs.   

Establish School Pantries and Mobile Pantry 

distributions. 

Expand after-school feeding programs and 

Summer Food for low-income families with 

children. 

Expand School Breakfast participation. 
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County Profile - Berrien 
Food Bank Distribution Center - Valdosta 
PUMA – Southern Georgia Regional Commission (West) PUMA, GA 
 
County Type (Census) Rural 
County Type (ERS) Rural 
Strike Force  Yes 
County Typology Services 
 
Population: Total   19,286 
 % Population <18  25.6%  (Children) 
 % Population >65  13.8%  (Elderly)  
 Household by Type:   
  Average Household Size  2.71 
  Female-Headed Households 14.7% 
 
Economic Indicators At-Large 
 Median Household Income $31,835 
 Labor Force   7234 
 Unemployment Rate  5.3% (August 2017) 
 
Poverty & Hunger Indicators 
 Poverty Rate   25.5% 
 Poverty Rate (2012)  24.7% 
  Child Poverty Rate 37% 
 

Persistent Child Poverty County   Yes 
Average Income Mobility Loss  $(1,560.00) 
Deep Poverty Rate   12.7% 
 Children In Deep Poverty  14% 
 Persistent Child Poverty  Yes 
 

 Food Insecurity (FI) Rate   16% 
  Estimated Number of FI     3,050 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 130% of Poverty  79% 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 185% of Poverty  92% 
 
 Persons with a Disability Under 65 14.8%  
 

Nutrition Assistance – Public Sector Programs 
TANF Recipients (2016 Monthly Average)  38  
SNAP/Georgia EBT Participation (Households) 24% 
 Households with Children Receiving SNAP 1047 
WIC - Number of Children Receiving WIC  544  
School Lunch Participation   83.52% 
School Breakfast Participation   N/A 
Nutrition Assistance – Private Sector (Food Bank Distribution) 
Distribution Center –  Valdosta 
Local Hunger Agencies – 11 
CSFP Pounds    14,256 (pounds) 
TEFAP Pounds   162,547  /  GNAP (pounds) -  60,686 
After School Meal Participation (CACFP) 24,690 meals 

 

Specific County Recommendations –  

Berrien County has a total poverty rate 

substantially above the national and state 

rates. Food insecurity rates are above the 

national average and close to the state 

rate (14%).  

SNAP participation is above rural 

participation rates. 

School lunch participation (free & reduced) 

is high owing to the lower incomes of the 

population with children (37% child poverty 

rate).  

The county has a sufficient number of 

agencies (11) for its population. There are 

34 churches with more than 7,000 

members that could provide additional 

agencies for summer and after-school 

feeding programs.  

 Establish School Pantries and Mobile 

Pantry distributions. 

Expand after-school feeding programs and 

Summer Food for low-income families with 

children. 

Expand School Breakfast participation. 
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County Profile - Brooks 
Food Bank Distribution Center – Valdosta & Thomasville 
PUMA – Southern Georgia Regional Commission (West) PUMA, GA 
 
County Type (Census) Rural 
County Type (ERS) Metro 
Strike Force  No 
County Typology Services 
 
Population: Total   16,243 
 % Population <18  23.6% (Children) 
 % Population >65  16%  (Elderly) 
 Household by Type:   
  Average Household Size  2.37 
  Female-Headed Households 13.5% 
 
Economic Indicators At-Large 
 Median Household Income $32,663 
 Labor Force   7204 
 Unemployment Rate  4.7% (August 2017) 
 
Poverty & Hunger Indicators 
 Poverty Rate   25% 
 Poverty Rate (2012)  22% 
  Child Poverty Rate 39% 

Persistent Child Poverty County  Yes 
Average Income Mobility Loss  $(2,500.00) 

 Deep Poverty Rate   13% 
  Children In Deep Poverty  24.8% 
  Persistent Child Poverty  Yes 
 
 Food Insecurity (FI) Rate  18.8% 
  Estimated Number of FI     2,940 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 130% of Poverty  66% 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 185% of Poverty  87% 
 
 Persons with a Disability Under 65 14%  
 

Nutrition Assistance – Public Sector Programs 
TANF Recipients (2016 Monthly Average)  38  
SNAP/Georgia EBT Participation (Households) 23.8% 
 Households with Children Receiving SNAP 846 
WIC - Number of Children Receiving WIC  638  
School Lunch Participation   95%+ 
School Breakfast Participation   CEP 
 
Nutrition Assistance – Private Sector (Food Bank Distribution) 
Distribution Center –  Valdosta & Thomasville 
Local Hunger Agencies – 20 
CSFP Pounds    39,732 (pounds) 
TEFAP Pounds    145,713  /  GNAP (pounds)  – 25,299 
After School Meal Participation (CACFP) N/A 

 

Specific County Recommendations –  

Brooks County has a total poverty rate 

substantially above the national and state 

rates. Food insecurity rates are above the 

national average and above the state rate 

(14%).  

SNAP participation is above rural 

participation rates. 

School lunch participation (free & 

reduced) is high owing to the lower 

incomes of the population with children 

(39% child poverty rate).  

The county has a sufficient number of 

agencies (20) for its population. There are 

51 churches with more than 7,400 

members that could provide additional 

agencies for summer and after-school 

feeding programs.   

Expand after-school feeding programs 

and Summer Food for low-income 

families with children. 

Please note – Brooks County may be 

emblematic of counties in which poverty 

rates are substantially high, but food 

insecurity rates are close to national 

averages owing to strong public and 

private sector food program participation.  

. 
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County Profile - Cook 
Food Bank Distribution Center - Valdosta 
PUMA – Southern Georgia Regional Commission (West) PUMA, GA 
 
County Type (Census) Rural 
County Type (ERS) Rural 
Strike Force  Yes 
County Typology Services 
 
Population: Total   17,212 
 % Population <18  27% (Children)  
 % Population >65  13.5% (Elderly)  
 Household by Type:   
  Average Household Size  2.74 
  Female-Headed Households 17.6% 
 
Economic Indicators At-Large 
 Median Household Income $35,683 
 Labor Force   7581 
 Unemployment Rate  4.8 (August 2017) 
 
Poverty & Hunger Indicators 
 Poverty Rate   24% 
 Poverty Rate (2012)  22.7% 
  Child Poverty Rate 36% 
 

Persistent Child Poverty County   Yes 
Average Income Mobility Loss   $(1,820.00) 
 Deep Poverty Rate   11.2% 
  Children In Deep Poverty  15% 
  Persistent Child Poverty  Yes 

 
 Food Insecurity (FI) Rate   17.6% 
  Estimated Number of FI     3,020 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 130% of Poverty  74% 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 185% of Poverty   89% 
 
 Persons with a Disability Under 65 11.4%  
 

Nutrition Assistance – Public Sector Programs 
TANF Recipients (2016 Monthly Average)   31  
SNAP/Georgia EBT Participation (Households) 21.5% 
 Households with Children Receiving SNAP 1039 
WIC - Number of Children Receiving WIC  1114  
School Lunch Participation   80.55% 
School Breakfast Participation   N/A 
 
Nutrition Assistance – Private Sector (Food Bank Distribution) 
Distribution Center –  Valdosta  
Local Hunger Agencies – 12 
CSFP Pounds     N/A 
TEFAP Pounds    104,765 / GNAP (pounds) – 29,241 
After School Meal Participation (CACFP)  19,089 meals 

 

Specific County Recommendations –  

Cook County has a total poverty rate 

substantially above the national and state 

rates. Food insecurity rates are above the 

national average and slightly above the 

state rate (14%).  

SNAP participation is about the same as 

rural participation rates in GA. 

School lunch participation (free & reduced) 

is high owing to the lower incomes of the 

population with children (36% child 

poverty rate).  

The county has a sufficient number of 

agencies (12) for its population. There are 

39 churches with more than 9,000 

members that could provide additional 

agencies for summer and after-school 

feeding programs.   

Expand after-school feeding programs and 

Summer Food for low-income families with 

children. 
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County Profile - Irwin 
Food Bank Distribution Center - Douglas 
PUMA – Southern Georgia Regional Commission (West) PUMA, GA 
 
County Type (Census) Rural 
County Type (ERS) Rural 
Strike Force  Yes 
County Typology Services/Manufacturing 
 
Population: Total   9,538 
 % Population <18  24% (Children) 
 % Population >65  15.6% (Elderly) 
 Household by Type:   
  Average Household Size  2.71 
  Female-Headed Households 13.4% 
 
Economic Indicators At-Large 
 Median Household Income $34,156 
 Labor Force   3245 
 Unemployment Rate  6.5% (August 2017) 
 
Poverty & Hunger Indicators 
 Poverty Rate   24.7% 
 Poverty Rate (2012)  20.8% 
  Child Poverty Rate  37.1% 

Persistent Child Poverty County  Yes 
Average Income Mobility Loss  N/A 

 Deep Poverty Rate   16% 
  Children In Deep Poverty  23.8% 
  Persistent Child Poverty  Yes 
 
 Food Insecurity (FI) Rate  19% 
  Estimated Number of FI     1,800 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 130% of Poverty  69% 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 185% of Poverty  87% 
 
 Persons with a Disability Under 65 15.7%  
 

Nutrition Assistance – Public Sector Programs 
TANF Recipients (2016 Monthly Average)   27  
SNAP/Georgia EBT Participation (Households) 16.2% 
 Households with Children Receiving SNAP 530 
WIC - Number of Children Receiving WIC  462  
School Lunch Participation   81.64% 
School Breakfast Participation   CEP 
 
Nutrition Assistance – Private Sector (Food Bank Distribution) 
Distribution Center –  Douglas 
Local Hunger Agencies – 3 
CSFP Pounds     N/A 
TEFAP Pounds    13,235 /  GNAP (pounds) – 4,021 
After School Meal Participation (CACFP)  N/A 

 

Specific County Recommendations –  

Irwin County has a total poverty rate 

substantially above the national and state 

rates. Food insecurity rate (19%) is 

above the national average and state 

rate (14%).  

SNAP participation is exceptionally lower 

than the rural participation rates in GA. 

School lunch participation (free & 

reduced) is high owing to the lower 

incomes of the population with children 

(37% child poverty rate).  

The county does not have s a sufficient 

number of agencies (3) for its population.  

Establish School Pantries and Mobile 

Pantry distributions. 

There are 20 churches with more than 

4,000 members that could provide 

additional agencies for SNAP outreach, 

summer and after-school feeding 

programs.   

Increase SNAP enrollment through 

outreach. 

Expand after-school feeding programs 

and Summer Food for low-income 

families with children. 
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County Profile - Tift 
Food Bank Distribution Center - Valdosta 
PUMA – Southern Georgia Regional Commission (West) PUMA, GA 
 
County Type (Census) Mostly Urban (Counties with less than 50 percent of the population living in 
rural areas are classified as mostly urban) 

County Type (ERS) Rural 
Strike Force  Yes 
County Typology Services 
 
Population: Total   40,118 
 % Population <18  26%  (Children) 
 % Population >65  12.8%  (Elderly)  
 Household by Type:   
  Average Household Size  2.76 
  Female-Headed Households 19.3% 
 
Economic Indicators At-Large 
 Median Household Income $37,653 
 Labor Force   18708 
 Unemployment Rate  5.2 (August 2017) 
 
Poverty & Hunger Indicators 
 Poverty Rate   27% 
 Poverty Rate (2012)  23% 
  Child Poverty Rate 39.7% 

Persistent Child Poverty County  Yes 
Average Income Mobility Loss  $(3,360.00) 
 
Deep Poverty Rate   14% 
 Children In Deep Poverty  17% 
 Persistent Child Poverty  Yes 

 Food Insecurity (FI) Rate   18.7% 
  Estimated Number of FI     7,610 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 130% of Poverty  71% 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 185% of Poverty  80% 
 
 Persons with a Disability Under 65 11.7%  
 

Nutrition Assistance – Public Sector Programs 
TANF Recipients (2016 Monthly Average)  106  
SNAP/Georgia EBT Participation (Households) 20.5% 
 Households with Children Receiving SNAP 2446 
WIC Number of Children Receiving WIC  2182  
School Lunch Participation   94.78% 
School Breakfast Participation   CEP 
 
Nutrition Assistance – Private Sector (Food Bank Distribution) 
Distribution Center –  Valdosta 
Local Hunger Agencies – 9 
CSFP Pounds    14,883 (pounds) 
TEFAP Pounds   50,437   / GNAP (pounds) – 14,720 
After School Meal Participation (CACFP) 4,035 meals 

 

Specific County Recommendations –  

Tift County has a total poverty rate 

nearly double the national rate and 

substantially higher than the state 

poverty rate. Food insecurity rate (19%) 

is above the national (13%) and state 

rate (14%).  

SNAP participation is same rate as the 

GA rate for rural and small town 

counties.  

School lunch participation (free & 

reduced) is high owing to the lower 

incomes of the population with children 

(40% child poverty rate).  

Establish School Pantries and Mobile 

Pantry distributions. 

The county may not have a sufficient 

number of agencies (9) for its 

population. There are 77 churches with 

more than 25,000 members that could 

provide additional agencies for summer 

and after-school feeding programs.   

Expand after-school feeding programs 

and Summer Food for low-income 

families with children. 
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County Profile - Turner 
Food Bank Distribution Center - Albany 
PUMA – Southern Georgia Regional Commission (West) PUMA, GA 
 
County Type (Census) Mostly Urban (Counties with less than 50 percent of the population living in 
rural areas are classified as mostly urban) 

County Type (ERS) Rural 
Strike Force  Yes 
County Typology Services/Government 
 
Population: Total   8,930 
 % Population <18  24% (Children) 
 % Population >65  15.7% (Elderly)  
 Household by Type:   
  Average Household Size  2.6 
  Female-Headed Households 22% 
 
Economic Indicators At-Large 
 Median Household Income $31,806 
 Labor Force   3240 
 Unemployment Rate  5.8 (August 2017) 
 
Poverty & Hunger Indicators 
 Poverty Rate   28% 
 Poverty Rate (2012)  23% 
  Child Poverty Rate  45% 

Persistent Child Poverty County  Yes 
Average Income Mobility Loss $(2,100.00) 

 Deep Poverty Rate  13.2% 
  Children In Deep Poverty 27% 
  Persistent Child Poverty  Yes 
 
 Food Insecurity (FI) Rate  19% 
  Estimated Number of FI     1,620 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 130% of Poverty  68% 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 185% of Poverty  85% 
 
 Persons with a Disability Under 65 15.3%  
 

Nutrition Assistance – Public Sector Programs 
TANF Recipients (2016 Monthly Average)   39  
SNAP/Georgia EBT Participation (Households) 31.4% 
 Households with Children Receiving SNAP 569 
WIC Number of Children Receiving WIC  337  
School Lunch Participation   94.47% 
School Breakfast Participation   CEP 
 
Nutrition Assistance – Private Sector (Food Bank Distribution) 
Distribution Center –  Albany 
Local Hunger Agencies – 4 
CSFP Pounds    22,902 (pounds) 
TEFAP Pounds   18,276  / GNAP (pounds) – 6,886 
After School Meal Participation (CACFP) N/A 

 

Specific County Recommendations –  

Turner County has a total poverty rate 

double the national rate and 

substantially higher than the state 

poverty rate. Food insecurity rate (19%) 

is above the national (13%) and state 

rate (14%).  

SNAP participation is especially higher 

than the GA rate for rural and small-

town counties.  

School lunch participation (free & 

reduced) is high owing to the lower 

incomes of the population with children 

(45% child poverty rate).  

Establish School Pantries and Mobile 

Pantry distributions. 

The county may not have a sufficient 

number of agencies (4) for its 

population. There are 30 churches with 

more than 6500 members that could 

provide additional agencies for summer 

and after-school feeding programs.   

Expand after-school feeding programs 

and Summer Food for low-income 

families with children. 
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Colquitt, Thomas and Worth PUMA, GA  
 

Includes the following three counties in the Food Bank’s service area (by alpha)   
• Colquitt 
• Thomas  
• Worth  
 

Colquitt, Thomas and Worth PUMA, GA had 112,004 residents in 2015, making it the 64th largest public use microdata 
area by population in Georgia out of the other 72 PUMAs in the state.  Additionally, the median household income in 
Colquitt, Thomas & Worth Counties PUMA, GA was $34,989, in 2015, a 1.89% growth from the previous year. Also in 2015 
there were 44,072 residents in Colquitt, Thomas & Worth Counties PUMA, GA with jobs, a 1.92% growth over 2014. 
 
In Brief PUMA Data (aggregated county data) -  

POPULATION  - 112,004  
MEDIAN AGE   - 38.3 
POVERTY RATE - 24.4% 
MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME -  $34,989 
NUMBER OF EMPLOYED PERSONS - 44,072  (1.92% growth) 
MEDIAN PROPERTY VALUE - $90,300 (1.23% growth) 

 
General Poverty Statistics in PUMA –  
 
Colquitt and Thomas counties are USDA – StrikeForce designated counties. 
 
 
24.4% of the population in Colquitt, Thomas & Worth Counties PUMA, GA (26,840) live below the poverty line, a number that is higher 
than the national average of 14.7%. The largest demographic living in poverty is Female 25-34, followed by Female 35-44 and then 
Female 6-11 (children). 
 
The most common racial or ethnic group living below the poverty line in Colquitt, Thomas & Worth Counties PUMA, GA is White (40%, 
12,538 persons), followed by Black or African American (39%, 12,055 persons) and Hispanic or Latino (15.4%, 7,442 persons). 
 
All three counties in the PUMA are designated as Deep Poverty counties,63 and with poverty rates substantially above the national 
average (14.3% for the U.S.; Colquitt 24%, Thomas 21.7%, and Worth 21.7%).  
 
All three counties in the Colquitt, Thomas and Worth PUMA, GA have been designated Persistent High Child Poverty Counties.64  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

                                                           
63 (Percent of county population living in families with incomes below 50% of the poverty threshold, available years: 2011-2015) 
64 (Poverty rate for related children under 18 years old was 20% or more in using Decennial Census data from 1980, 1990, 2000, and the 2007-2011 American 

Community Survey) 
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County Profile - Colquitt 
Food Bank Distribution Center - Thomasville 
PUMA – Colquitt, Thomas and Worth PUMA, GA 
 
County Type (Census) Rural 
County Type (ERS) Rural 
Strike Force  Yes 
County Typology Services/Manufacturing 
 
Population: Total   45,498 
 % Population <18  27.7% (Children) 
 % Population >65  13% (Elderly) 
 Household by Type:   
  Average Household Size  2.86 
  Female-Headed Households 16.5% 
 
Economic Indicators At-Large 
 Median Household Income $32,409 
 Labor Force   21809 
 Unemployment Rate  4.7% (August 2017) 
 
Poverty & Hunger Indicators 
 Poverty Rate   24% 
 Poverty Rate (2012)  26% 
  Child Poverty Rate  35% 
 

Persistent Child Poverty County  Yes 
Average Income Mobility Loss  $(2,750.00) 
 Deep Poverty Rate   10.6% 
  Children In Deep Poverty  16% 
  Persistent Child Poverty  Yes 
 

 Food Insecurity (FI) Rate  15.5% 
  Estimated Number of FI     7,120 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 130% of Poverty  81% 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 185% of Poverty  94% 
 
 Persons with a Disability Under 65 10.3%  
 

Nutrition Assistance – Public Sector Programs 
TANF Recipients (2016 Monthly Average)  141  
SNAP/Georgia EBT Participation (Households) 24% 
 Households with Children Receiving SNAP 3191 
WIC - Number of Children Receiving WIC  2576  
School Lunch Participation   94.87% 
School Breakfast Participation   CEP 
 
Nutrition Assistance – Private Sector (Food Bank Distribution) 
Distribution Center – Thomasville 
Local Hunger Agencies – 9 
CSFP Pounds    67,419 (pounds)  
TEFAP Pounds   169,874  / GNAP (pounds) – 36,777 
After School Meal Participation (CACFP) N/A 

 

Specific County Recommendations –  

Colquitt County has a total poverty rate 

substantially above the national rate and 

state poverty rate. One in every four 

persons in Colquitt County lives at or 

below poverty. The county’s food 

insecurity rate (15.5%) is only slightly 

higher than the national (13%) and state 

rate (14%).  

SNAP participation is higher than the GA 

rate for rural and small town counties.  

School lunch participation (free & 

reduced) is high owing to the lower 

incomes of the population with children 

(35% child poverty rate).  

The county may not have a sufficient 

number of agencies (9) for its population. 

There are 95 churches with more than 

26,000 members that could provide 

additional agencies for summer and 

after-school feeding programs.   

Expand after-school feeding programs 

and Summer Food for low-income 

families with children. 

Statistically similar to Brooks County, 

Colquitt County may be emblematic of 

counties in which poverty rates are 

substantially high, but food insecurity 

rates are close to national averages 

owing to strong public and private sector 

food program participation. 
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County Profile - Thomas 
Food Bank Distribution Center - Thomasville 
PUMA – Colquitt, Thomas and Worth PUMA, GA 
 
County Type (Census) Mostly Urban (Counties with less than 50 percent of the population living 
in rural areas are classified as mostly urban) 
County Type (ERS) Rural 
Strike Force  Yes 
County Typology Services/Manufacturing 
 
Population: Total   44,720 
 % Population <18  25% (Children) 
 % Population >65  15% (Elderly) 
 Household by Type:   
  Average Household Size  2.5 
  Female-Headed Households 17.2% 
 
Economic Indicators At-Large 
 Median Household Income $36,641 
 Labor Force   17257 
 Unemployment Rate  6.1% (August 2017) 
 
Poverty & Hunger Indicators 
 Poverty Rate   21.7% 
 Poverty Rate (2012)  27.6% 
 Child Poverty Rate  32.4%  

Persistent Child Poverty County  Yes 
Average Income Mobility Loss $(2,200.00) 
 Deep Poverty Rate   11.6% 
  Children In Deep Poverty  15.6% 
  Persistent Child Poverty  Yes 
 
Food Insecurity (FI) Rate  20% 
 Estimated Number of FI     8,960 
 Percent of FI with Incomes Below 130% of Poverty  62% 
 Percent of FI with Incomes Below 185% of Poverty  84% 
 
 Persons with a Disability Under 65 12.6%   

 

Nutrition Assistance – Public Sector Programs 
TANF Recipients (2016 Monthly Average)  229  
SNAP/Georgia EBT Participation (Households) 23% 
 Households with Children Receiving SNAP 2471 
WIC - Number of Children Receiving WIC  1354  
School Lunch Participation   76.77 
School Breakfast Participation   N/A 
 
Nutrition Assistance – Private Sector (Food Bank Distribution) 
Distribution Center – Thomasville 
Local Hunger Agencies – 62 
CSFP Pounds    18,975 (pounds) 
TEFAP Pounds   593,404  / GNAP (pounds)  – 154,495 
After School Meal Participation (CACFP) 142,519 meals 

 

Specific County Recommendations –  

Thomas County has a total poverty rate 

substantially higher than the national 

rate and substantially higher than the 

state poverty rate. Food insecurity rate 

(20%) is above the national (13%) and 

state rate (14%).  

SNAP participation is higher than the GA 

rate for rural, small town and Metro 

counties.  

School lunch participation (free & 

reduced) is relatively low considering the 

child poverty rate of 32%.  

Establish School Pantries and Mobile 

Pantry distributions. 

The county may not have a sufficient 

number of agencies (62) for its high food 

insecure population. There are 109  

churches with more than 28,000 

members that could provide additional 

agencies for summer and after-school 

feeding programs.   

Expand after-school feeding programs 

and Summer Food for low-income 

families with children. 

Expand access to School Breakfast 
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County Profile – Worth 
Food Bank Distribution Center - Albany 
PUMA – Colquitt, Thomas and Worth PUMA, GA 
 
County Type (Census) Rural 
County Type (ERS) Metro 
Strike Force  No 
County Typology Services/Manufacturing 
 
Population: Total   21,679 
 % Population <18  24.7% (Children) 
 % Population >65  15%  (Elderly) 
 Household by Type:   
  Average Household Size  2.6 
  Female-Headed Households 15.5% 
 
Economic Indicators At-Large 
 Median Household Income $37,974 
 Labor Force   9076 
 Unemployment Rate  5.1% (August 2017) 
 
Poverty & Hunger Indicators 
 Poverty Rate   21.7% 
 Poverty Rate (2012)  21.9% 
  Child Poverty Rate  34% 
 

Persistent Child Poverty County  Yes 
Average Income Mobility Loss $(2,310.00) 
  

Deep Poverty Rate   8.7 
  Children In Deep Poverty  13.4% 
  Persistent Child Poverty  Yes 
 

 Food Insecurity (FI) Rate  17% 
  Estimated Number of FI     3,590 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 130% of Poverty  66% 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 185% of Poverty  86% 
 
 Persons with a Disability Under 65 11.1%   
 

Nutrition Assistance – Public Sector Programs 
TANF Recipients (2016 Monthly Average)  46  
SNAP/Georgia EBT Participation (Households) 23% 
 Households with Children Receiving SNAP 1249 
WIC - Number of Children Receiving WIC  792  
School Lunch Participation   92.62% 
School Breakfast Participation   N/A 
Nutrition Assistance – Private Sector (Food Bank Distribution) 
Distribution Center – Albany 
Local Hunger Agencies – 9 
CSFP Pounds    N/A 
TEFAP Pounds    58,128  / GNAP (pounds) – 17,682 
After School Meal Participation (CACFP) N/A 

 

Specific County Recommendations –  

Worth County has a total poverty rate 

substantially higher than the national rate 

and substantially higher than the state 

poverty rate. Food insecurity rate (17%) is 

above the national (13%) and state rate 

(14%).  

SNAP participation (23%) is higher than 

the GA rate for rural, small town and 

Metro counties.  

School lunch participation (free & 

reduced) is high perhaps owing to the 

child poverty rate of 34%.  

The county may not have a sufficient 

number of agencies (9) for its high food 

insecure population. There are 51  

churches with more than 10,000 

members that could provide additional 

agencies for summer and after-school 

feeding programs.   

Expand after-school feeding programs 

and Summer Food for low-income 

families with children. 

Establish School Pantries and Mobile 

Pantry distributions 

Expand access to School Breakfast. 
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Dougherty and Lee Counties PUMA 
 

Includes the following three counties in the Food Bank’s service area (by alpha)   
• Dougherty 
• Lee  
 

Dougherty and Lee Counties PUMA, GA had 122,256 residents in 2015, making it the 49th largest public use microdata 
area by population in Georgia out of the other 72 PUMAs in the state. Additionally, the median household income in 
Dougherty & Lee Counties PUMA, GA was $37,589, a 2.29% growth from the previous year. Also in 2015 there were 
47,087 residents in Dougherty & Lee Counties PUMA, GA with jobs, a 0.38% growth over 2014. 
 
 
In Brief PUMA Data (aggregated county data) -  

POPULATION  - 122,256  
MEDIAN AGE   -  34.8 
POVERTY RATE - 26.4% 
MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME -  $37,589 
NUMBER OF EMPLOYED PERSONS - 47,087 (0.38% growth) 
MEDIAN PROPERTY VALUE - $119,000 (1.02% growth) 

 
General Poverty Statistics in PUMA –  
 
Neither Dougherty or Lee counties are USDA – Strike Force designated counties; as such represents the only PUMA in the South 
Georgia Food Bank’s service area without at least one Strike Force designated county in a PUMA. 
 
26.4% of the population in Dougherty & Lee Counties PUMA, GA (32,275 people) live below the poverty line, a number that is higher 
than the national average of 14.7%. The largest demographic living in poverty is Female 25-34, followed by Female 18-24 and then 
Male 6-11 (children). 
 
The most common racial or ethnic group living below the poverty line in Dougherty & Lee Counties PUMA, GA is Black or African 
American (75.4%, 23,739 persons), followed by White (19%, 6,044 persons), and Hispanic or Latino (4%, 1,129 persons). 
 
Of the two counties in the PUMA, only Dougherty county is designated as a Deep Poverty county,65 with poverty rates substantially 
above the national average (14.3% for the U.S.; Dougherty 29.4% - fully double the U.S. rate, and nearly double the rate of the state of 
Georgia at 16%).  
 
Of the two counties in the PUMA, only Dougherty is designated a Persistent High Child Poverty County.66  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

                                                           
65 (Percent of county population living in families with incomes below 50% of the poverty threshold, available years: 2011-2015) 
66 (Poverty rate for related children under 18 years old was 20% or more in using Decennial Census data from 1980, 1990, 2000, and the 2007-2011 American 

Community Survey) 
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County Profile – Dougherty  
Food Bank Distribution Center - Albany 
PUMA – Dougherty and Lee Counties PUMA, GA  
 
County Type (Census) Mostly Urban (Counties with less than 50 percent of the population living in 
rural areas are classified as mostly urban) 

County Type (ERS) Metro 
Strike Force  No 
County Typology Services 
 
Population: Total   94,565 
 % Population <18  25.7% 
 % Population >65  12% 
 Household by Type:   
  Average Household Size  2.52 
  Female-Headed Households 25% 
 
Economic Indicators At-Large 
 Median Household Income $32,084 
 Labor Force   38690 
 Unemployment Rate  6.4% (August 2017) 
 
Poverty & Hunger Indicators 
 Poverty Rate   29% 
 Poverty Rate (2012)  30.6% 
  Child Poverty Rate 42% 

Persistent Child Poverty County  Yes 
Average Income Mobility Loss  ($3,680) 
 
 Deep Poverty Rate   16.7% 
  Children In Deep Poverty  27.4% 
  Persistent Child Poverty  Yes 

 Food Insecurity (FI) Rate  27% 
  Estimated Number of FI     25,500 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 130% of Poverty  62% 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 185% of Poverty  85% 
 
 Persons with a Disability Under 65 11.7%   
 

Nutrition Assistance – Public Sector Programs 
TANF Recipients (2016 Monthly Average)   609  
SNAP/Georgia EBT Participation (Households) 27.6% 
 Households with Children Receiving SNAP 8325 
WIC - Number of Children Receiving WIC  4305  
School Lunch Participation   95%+ 
School Breakfast Participation   CEP 
 
Nutrition Assistance – Private Sector (Food Bank Distribution) 
Distribution Center –  Albany 
Local Hunger Agencies – 59 
CSFP Pounds    N/A 
TEFAP Pounds    281,798 / GNAP (pounds) – 172,735 
After School Meal Participation (CACFP) 87,778 meals 

 

Specific County Recommendations –  

Dougherty County has a total poverty rate 

(29%) substantially higher than the national 

rate and substantially higher than the state 

poverty rate. Food insecurity rate (27%) is 

twice the national (13%) and nearly double 

the state rate (14%).  

SNAP participation is substantially higher 

than the GA rate for Metro counties.  

School lunch participation (free & reduced) 

is high owing to the high child poverty rate of 

42%.  

The county may not have a sufficient 

number of agencies (59) for its high food 

insecure population (27% representing 

25,500 people). There are 134 churches 

with more than 55,000 members that could 

provide additional agencies for summer and 

after-school feeding programs.   

Expand after-school feeding programs and 

Summer Food for low-income families with 

children. 
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County Profile - Lee 
Food Bank Distribution Center – Albany  
PUMA – Dougherty and Lee Counties PUMA, GA 
 
County Type (Census) Mostly Urban (Counties with less than 50 percent of the population living in 
rural areas are classified as mostly urban) 

County Type (ERS) Metro 
Strike Force  No 
County Typology Services 
 
Population: Total   28,298 
 % Population <18  28% (Children) 
 % Population >65  8.3% (Elderly) 
 Household by Type:   
  Average Household Size  2.76 
  Female-Headed Households 12.6% 
 
Economic Indicators At-Large 
 Median Household Income $61,537 
 Labor Force   14518 
 Unemployment Rate  4.5 (August 2017) 
 
Poverty & Hunger Indicators 
 Poverty Rate   11% 
 Poverty Rate (2012)  11.3% 
  Child Poverty Rate  16% 

Persistent Child Poverty County  No 
Average Income Mobility Loss $(1,430.00) 
 
 Deep Poverty Rate    5.4 
  Children In Deep Poverty  8.9% 
  Persistent Child Poverty  No 
 Food Insecurity (FI) Rate  13% 

  Estimated Number of FI      3,760 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 130% of Poverty  43% 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 185% of Poverty  63% 

 
 Persons with a Disability Under 65 7.8%  

 

Nutrition Assistance – Public Sector Programs 
TANF Recipients (2016 Monthly Average)  31  
SNAP/Georgia EBT Participation (Households) 12% 
 Households with Children Receiving SNAP 888 
WIC - Number of Children Receiving WIC  845  
School Lunch Participation   43.61 
School Breakfast Participation   N/A 
 
Nutrition Assistance – Private Sector (Food Bank Distribution) 
Distribution Center –  Albany 
Local Hunger Agencies -  4 
CSFP Pounds    N/A 
TEFAP Pounds    5,446  / GNAP (pounds) – 91 
After School Meal Participation (CACFP) N/A 

 

Specific County Recommendations –  

Lee County is the “outlier” in the Food 

Bank’s service area.  The county has a 

total poverty rate (11%) substantially 

lower than both the national poverty rate 

and state poverty rate. Lee County’s 

food insecurity rate (13%) is the same 

as the national food insecure rate (13%) 

and slightly less than the state rate 

(14%).  

SNAP participation is substantially 

below the GA rate for Metro counties, 

owing to the generally higher incomes 

and socio-economic conditions in the 

county.  

School lunch participation (free & 

reduced) is very low owing to the below 

national average child poverty rate of 

16%.  

The county very likely has a sufficient 

number of agencies (4) for its low food 

insecure population, but additional 

agencies could be recruited for service 

project in nearby counties and 

communities. There are 26 churches 

with an estimated 10,000 members. 

Expand after-school feeding programs 

and Summer Food for the relatively low 

number of food insecure and low-

income families with children. 
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Southwest Georgia Regional Commission (West and Central) PUMA 
 

Includes the following three counties in the Food Bank’s service area (by alpha)   

• Baker 

• Calhoun 

• Decatur 

• Early 

• Grady 

• Miller 

• Mitchell 

• Seminole 

• Terrell 
 
Southwest Georgia Regional Commission (West & Central) PUMA, GA had 119,881 residents in 2015, making it the 
52nd largest public use microdata area by population in Georgia out of the other 72 PUMAs in the state.  In 2015, the 
median household income in Southwest Georgia Regional Commission (West & Central) PUMA, GA was $32,400, a 1.48% 
growth from the previous year. Additionally, there were 42,752 residents in Southwest Georgia Regional Commission (West 
& Central) PUMA, GA with jobs in 2015, a -0.18% decline over 2014. 
 
In Brief PUMA Data (aggregated county data) -  
POPULATION  - 119,881  
MEDIAN AGE   -  39.3 
POVERTY RATE - 29% 
MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME -  $32,400 
NUMBER OF EMPLOYED PERSONS - 42,752 (-0.18% decline) 
MEDIAN PROPERTY VALUE - $ $89,000 (+2.65% growth) 
 
General Poverty Statistics in PUMA –  
 
The Southwest Georgia Regional Commission (West & Central) PUMA, GA is the only Public Use Microdata Area (PUMA) in the Food 
Bank’s service area in which all counties are USDA – StrikeForce designated counties. All eight counties that comprise the 
Southwest Georgia Regional Commission (West & Central) PUMA, GA have higher than state or national rates of poverty.  
 
29.1% of the population in Southwest Georgia Regional Commission (West & Central) PUMA, GA (34,765 people) live below the 
poverty line, a number that is more than double the national average of 14.7%, and nearly twice the Georgia rate (16%). The largest 
demographic living in poverty is Female 25-34, followed by Female 18-24 and then Male < 5 (very young children). 
 
The most common racial or ethnic group living below the poverty line in Southwest Georgia Regional Commission (West & Central) 
PUMA, GA is Black or African American (57%, 20,654 persons) followed by White (29%, 10,162 persons) and Hispanic or Latino (8%, 
2,870 persons). 
 
All eight counties in the Southwest Georgia Regional Commission (West & Central) PUMA, GA have been designated as a Deep 
Poverty county,67 with Calhoun, Decatur, and Terrell counties with deep poverty rates substantially above the national average nearly 
one in five of the overall county population.  Further, all eight counties in the PUMA are designated as Persistent High Child Poverty 
Counties.68  

                                                           
67 (Percent of county population living in families with incomes below 50% of the poverty threshold, available years: 2011-2015) 
68 (Poverty rate for related children under 18 years old was 20% or more in using Decennial Census data from 1980, 1990, 2000, and the 2007-2011 American 

Community Survey) 
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County Profile - Baker 
Food Bank Distribution Center - Albany 
PUMA – Southwest Georgia Regional Commission (West & Central) PUMA, GA 
 
County Type (Census) Rural 
County Type (ERS) [Note: Baker County counted as Urban by ERS and included in the Albany, 
GA Metropolitan Statistical Area, but is also designated a Strike Force County by USDA, a designation 
limited to Rural Counties.] 
Strike Force  Yes 
County Typology Services/ Farming Dependent County (ERS) 
 
Population: Total   3,451 
 % Population <18  23% (Children) 
 % Population >65  15% (Elderly)  
 Household by Type:   
  Average Household Size  2.54 
  Female-Headed Households 16% 
 
Economic Indicators At-Large 
 Median Household Income $44,297 
 Labor Force   1191 
 Unemployment Rate  6.7% (August 2017) 
 
Poverty & Hunger Indicators 
 Poverty Rate   28% 
 Poverty Rate (2012)  35% 
  Child Poverty Rate  41% 
Persistent Child Poverty County   Yes 
Average Income Mobility Loss  N/A 
 Deep Poverty Rate    9.3% 
  Children In Deep Poverty  9.19% 
  Persistent Child Poverty  Yes 
 Food Insecurity (FI) Rate  19.6% 
  Estimated Number of FI     650 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 130% of Poverty  64% 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 185% of Poverty  84% 
 
 Persons with a Disability Under 65 15.5%  
 

Nutrition Assistance – Public Sector Programs 
TANF Recipients (2016 Monthly Average)  5  
SNAP/Georgia EBT Participation (Households) 19.5% 
 Households with Children Receiving SNAP 144 
WIC - Number of Children Receiving WIC  220  
School Lunch Participation   95%+ 
School Breakfast Participation   CEP 
 
Nutrition Assistance – Private Sector (Food Bank Distribution) 
Distribution Center –  Albany 
Local Hunger Agencies – 2 
CSFP Pounds    N/A 
TEFAP Pounds    7,554  / GNAP (pounds) – 880  
After School Meal Participation (CACFP) N/A 

 

Specific County 

Recommendations –  

Baker County has a total poverty rate 

(28%) which is double the national 

rate and substantially higher than the 

state poverty rate. Food insecurity 

rate (20%) is substantially higher 

than the national (13%) and state 

rates (14%).  

SNAP participation is lower than the 

GA rate for rural or Metro counties.  

School lunch participation (free & 

reduced) is high owing to the high 

child poverty rate of 41%.  

Establish School Pantries and Mobile 

Pantry distributions. 

The county may not have a sufficient 

number of agencies (2) for its high 

poverty and food insecure population. 

There are 14 churches with more 

than 1,400 members that could 

provide additional agencies for 

summer and after-school feeding 

programs, and SNAP outreach.   

Expand after-school feeding 

programs and Summer Food for low-

income families with children. 

Conduct SNAP outreach 
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County Profile - Calhoun 
Food Bank Distribution Center - Albany 
PUMA – Southwest Georgia Regional Commission (West & Central) PUMA, GA 
 
County Type (Census) Rural 
County Type (ERS) Rural 
Strike Force  Yes 
County Typology Services/Agriculture; Farming Dependent County (ERS) 
 
Population: Total   6,694 
 % Population <18  19.8% 
 % Population >65  12% 
 Household by Type:   
  Average Household Size  2.13 
  Female-Headed Households 19.3% 
 
Economic Indicators At-Large 
 Median Household Income $25,513 
 Labor Force   2141 
 Unemployment Rate  5.4% (August 2017) 
 
Poverty & Hunger Indicators 
 Poverty Rate   37.5% 
 Poverty Rate (2012)  36% 
  Child Poverty Rate  42% 
Persistent Child Poverty County  Yes 
Average Income Mobility Loss  N/A 
  
Deep Poverty Rate   17% 
  Children In Deep Poverty  19% 
  Persistent Child Poverty  Yes 
 
 Food Insecurity (FI) Rate  25.8% 
  Estimated Number of FI     1,680 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 130% of Poverty  55% 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 185% of Poverty  69% 
 
 Persons with a Disability Under 65 11%  
 

Nutrition Assistance – Public Sector Programs 
TANF Recipients (2016 Monthly Average)  14  
SNAP/Georgia EBT Participation (Households) 27% 
 Households with Children Receiving SNAP 288 
WIC - Number of Children Receiving WIC  187  
School Lunch Participation   95%+ 
School Breakfast Participation   N/A 
 
Nutrition Assistance – Private Sector (Food Bank Distribution) 
Distribution Center –  Albany 
Local Hunger Agencies – 6 
CSFP Pounds    N/A 
TEFAP Pounds    21,145  / GNAP (pounds) – 1,152 
After School Meal Participation (CACFP) N/A 

 

Specific County 

Recommendations –  

Calhoun County has a total 

poverty rate (38%) which is more 

than double the national and 

state poverty rates. Food 

insecurity rate (26%) is double 

the national rate (13%) and 

nearly double the state rate 

(14%).  

SNAP participation is 7 

percentage points higher than the 

GA rate for rural counties.  

School lunch participation (free & 

reduced) is high owing to the high 

child poverty rate of 42%.  

The county may not have a 

sufficient number of agencies (6) 

for its high poverty and food 

insecure population. There are 29 

churches with more than 4,000 

members that could provide 

additional agencies for summer 

and after-school feeding 

programs, and SNAP outreach.   

Expand after-school feeding 

programs and Summer Food for 

low-income families with children. 

Establish School Pantries and 

Mobile Pantry distributions. 
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County Profile - Decatur 
Food Bank Distribution Center – Thomasville  
PUMA – Southwest Georgia Regional Commission (West & Central) PUMA, GA 
 
County Type (Census) Rural 
County Type (ERS) Rural 
Strike Force  Yes 
County Typology Services/Manufacturing 
 
Population: Total   27,842 
 % Population <18  25% (Children) 
 % Population >65  15% (Elderly)  
 Household by Type:   
  Average Household Size  2.46 
  Female-Headed Households 20.3% 
 
Economic Indicators At-Large 
 Median Household Income $31,284 
 Labor Force   11698 
 Unemployment Rate  5.9 (August 2017) 
 
Poverty & Hunger Indicators 
 Poverty Rate   27% 
 Poverty Rate (2012)  29% 
  Child Poverty Rate  39.8% 
Persistent Child Poverty County  Yes 
Average Income Mobility Loss  $(1,950.00) 
 
 Deep Poverty Rate  17.2% 
  Children In Deep Poverty  27.7% 
  Persistent Child Poverty  Yes 
 
 Food Insecurity (FI) Rate  21% 
  Estimated Number of FI     5,780 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 130% of Poverty  69% 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 185% of Poverty  86% 
 
 Persons with a Disability Under 65 11.4%   
 

Nutrition Assistance – Public Sector Programs 
TANF Recipients (2016 Monthly Average)   93  
SNAP/Georgia EBT Participation (Households) 20% 
 Households with Children Receiving SNAP 1885 
WIC - Number of Children Receiving WIC  1223  
School Lunch Participation   94.58% 
School Breakfast Participation   N/A 
 
Nutrition Assistance – Private Sector (Food Bank Distribution) 
Distribution Center –  Thomasville 
Local Hunger Agencies – 16 
CSFP Pounds    N/A 
TEFAP Pounds    118,551  / GNAP (pounds)  – 29,139  
After School Meal Participation (CACFP) 17,556 meals 

 

Specific County Recommendations –  

Decatur County has a total poverty rate 

(27%) which is nearly double the national 

rate and substantially higher than the 

state poverty rate. Food insecurity rate 

(21%) is substantially higher than the 

national (13%) and state rates (14%).  

SNAP participation is the same rate as 

the GA rate for rural counties.  

School lunch participation (free & 

reduced) is high owing to the high child 

poverty rate of 40%.  

The county may not have a sufficient 

number of agencies (16) for its high 

poverty and food insecure population. 

There are 14 churches with more than 

1,400 members that could provide 

additional agencies for summer and after-

school feeding programs, and SNAP 

outreach.   

Expand after-school feeding programs 

and Summer Food for low-income families 

with children. 

Establish School Pantries and Mobile 

Pantry distributions. 

Conduct SNAP Outreach. 
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County Profile -  Early 
Food Bank Distribution Center - Albany 
PUMA – Southwest Georgia Regional Commission (West & Central) PUMA, GA 
 
County Type (Census) Rural 
County Type (ERS) Rural 
Strike Force  Yes 
County Typology Services/Manufacturing 
 
Population: Total   11,008 
 % Population <18  26.4% (Children) 
 % Population >65  16.3% (Elderly) 
 Household by Type:   
  Average Household Size  2.62 
  Female-Headed Households 21.2% 
 
Economic Indicators At-Large 
 Median Household Income $31,680 
 Labor Force   4433 
 Unemployment Rate  5.8 (August 2017) 
 
Poverty & Hunger Indicators 
 Poverty Rate   26.5% 
 Poverty Rate (2012)  29% 
  Child Poverty Rate  41% 
 
Persistent Child Poverty County  Yes 
Average Income Mobility Loss $(3,790.00) 
 
 Deep Poverty Rate   11.8% 
  Children In Deep Poverty  18% 
  Persistent Child Poverty  Yes 
 Food Insecurity (FI) Rate  22.1% 
  Estimated Number of FI     2,340 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 130% of Poverty  67% 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 185% of Poverty  84% 
 
 Persons with a Disability Under 65 8.9%   
 

Nutrition Assistance – Public Sector Programs 
TANF Recipients (2016 Monthly Average)  35  
SNAP/Georgia EBT Participation (Households) 23% 
 Households with Children Receiving SNAP 710 
WIC - Number of Children Receiving WIC  620  
School Lunch Participation   95%+ 
School Breakfast Participation   CEP 
 
Nutrition Assistance – Private Sector (Food Bank Distribution) 
Distribution Center – Albany   
Local Hunger Agencies – 5 
CSFP Pounds    N/A 
TEFAP Pounds    12,839  / GNAP (pounds) – 1,147  
After School Meal Participation (CACFP) N/A 

 

Specific County Recommendations –  

Early County has a total poverty rate 

(26.5%) which is nearly double the 

national rate and substantially higher than 

the state poverty rate. Food insecurity 

rate (22%) is substantially higher than the 

national (13%) and state rates (14%).  

SNAP participation is higher than the GA 

rate for rural counties.  

School lunch participation (free & 

reduced) is high owing to the high child 

poverty rate of 41%.  

The county may not have a sufficient 

number of agencies (5) for its high 

poverty and food insecure population. 

There are 55 churches with more than 

8,800 members that could provide 

additional agencies for summer and after-

school feeding programs, and SNAP 

outreach.   

Expand after-school feeding programs 

and Summer Food for low-income 

families with children. 

Establish School Pantries and Mobile 

Pantry distributions. 

Conduct SNAP Outreach. 
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County Profile - Grady 
Food Bank Distribution Center - Thomasville 
PUMA – Southwest Georgia Regional Commission (West & Central) PUMA, GA 
 
County Type (Census) Rural 
County Type (ERS) Rural 
Strike Force  Yes 
County Typology Services/Manufacturing 
 
Population: Total   25,011 
 % Population <18  25.7% (Children) 
 % Population >65  14% (Elderly) 
 Household by Type:   
  Average Household Size  2.7 
  Female-Headed Households 15% 
 
Economic Indicators At-Large 
 Median Household Income $34,187 
 Labor Force   10108 
 Unemployment Rate  5.3 (August 2017) 
 
Poverty & Hunger Indicators 
 Poverty Rate   29% 
 Poverty Rate (2012)  28.6% 
  Child Poverty Rate  41% 
Persistent Child Poverty County  Yes 
Average Income Mobility Loss  $(1,580.00) 
 
 Deep Poverty Rate   14% 
  Children In Deep Poverty  21.5% 
  Persistent Child Poverty  Yes 
 
 Food Insecurity (FI) Rate  19% 
  Estimated Number of FI     4,790 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 130% of Poverty  75% 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 185% of Poverty  96% 
 
 Persons with a Disability Under 65 14%   
 

Nutrition Assistance – Public Sector Programs 
TANF Recipients (2016 Monthly Average)   65  
SNAP/Georgia EBT Participation (Households) 25.8% 
 Households with Children Receiving SNAP 1269 
WIC - Number of Children Receiving WIC  1790  
School Lunch Participation   90.19% 
School Breakfast Participation   CEP 
 
Nutrition Assistance – Private Sector (Food Bank Distribution) 
Distribution Center –  Thomasville 
Local Hunger Agencies – 16 
CSFP Pounds    16,500 (pounds) 
TEFAP Pounds    117,387 / GNAP (pounds) – 22,703 
After School Meal Participation (CACFP) 28,214 meals 

 

Specific County Recommendations –  

Grady County has a total poverty rate 

(29%) which is double the national rate 

and substantially higher than the state 

poverty rate. Food insecurity rate (19%) 

is substantially higher than the national 

(13%) and state rates (14%).  

SNAP participation (26%) is six 

percentage points higher than the GA 

rate for rural counties.  

School lunch participation (free & 

reduced) is high owing to the high child 

poverty rate of 41%.  

The county may not have a sufficient 

number of agencies (16) for its high 

poverty and food insecure population. 

There are 59 churches with more than 

14,000 members that could provide 

additional agencies for summer and 

after-school feeding programs, and 

SNAP outreach.   

Establish School Pantries and Mobile 

Pantry distributions. 

Expand after-school feeding programs 

and Summer Food for low-income 

families with children. 
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County Profile - Miller 
Food Bank Distribution Center -  Thomasville 
PUMA – Southwest Georgia Regional Commission (West & Central) PUMA, GA 
 
County Type (Census) Rural 
County Type (ERS) Rural 
Strike Force  Yes 
County Typology Services/Agriculture; Farming Dependent County (ERS) 
 
Population: Total   6,125 
 % Population <18  23.4% (Children) 
 % Population >65  18.3% (Elderly) 
 Household by Type:   
  Average Household Size  2.4 
  Female-Headed Households 20.9% 
 
Economic Indicators At-Large 
 Median Household Income $33,983 
 Labor Force   2774 
 Unemployment Rate  4.8 (August 2017) 
 
Poverty & Hunger Indicators 
 Poverty Rate   25% 
 Poverty Rate (2012)  21.6% 
  Child Poverty Rate  38% 
Persistent Child Poverty County  Yes 
Average Income Mobility Loss  N/A 
 
 Deep Poverty Rate   12.8% 
  Children In Deep Poverty  17% 
  Persistent Child Poverty  Yes 
 
 Food Insecurity (FI) Rate   19.3% 
  Estimated Number of FI     1,150 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 130% of Poverty  64% 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 185% of Poverty  79% 
 
 Persons with a Disability Under 65 9.6   
 

Nutrition Assistance – Public Sector Programs 
TANF Recipients (2016 Monthly Average)  20  
SNAP/Georgia EBT Participation (Households) 22.1% 
 Households with Children Receiving SNAP 292 
WIC - Number of Children Receiving WIC  252  
School Lunch Participation   90.15% 
School Breakfast Participation   CEP 
 
Nutrition Assistance – Private Sector (Food Bank Distribution) 
Distribution Center –  Thomasville 
Local Hunger Agencies – 3 
CSFP Pounds    N/A 
TEFAP Pounds    114,132  / GNAP (pounds) – NA 
After School Meal Participation (CACFP) N/A 

 

Specific County Recommendations –  

Miller County has a total poverty rate 

(25%) which is substantially higher than 

the national and state poverty rates. 

Food insecurity rate (19%) is 

substantially higher than the national 

(13%) and state rates (14%).  

SNAP participation is slightly higher than 

the GA rate for rural counties.  

School lunch participation (free & 

reduced) is high owing to the high child 

poverty rate of 38%.  

The county may not have a sufficient 

number of agencies (3) for its high 

poverty and food insecure population. 

There are 19 churches with more than 

2,400 members that could provide 

additional agencies for summer and 

after-school feeding programs, and 

SNAP outreach.   

Establish School Pantries and Mobile 

Pantry distributions. 

Expand after-school feeding programs 

and Summer Food for low-income 

families with children. 
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County Profile - Mitchell 
Food Bank Distribution Center -  Thomasville 
PUMA – Southwest Georgia Regional Commission (West & Central) PUMA, GA 
 
County Type (Census) Rural 
County Type (ERS) Rural 
Strike Force  Yes 
County Typology Services/Agriculture; Farming Dependent County (ERS) 
 
Population: Total   23,498 
 % Population <18  24.84% (Children) 
 % Population >65  13% (Elderly) 
 Household by Type:   
  Average Household Size  2.55 
  Female-Headed Households 20.4% 
 
Economic Indicators At-Large 
 Median Household Income $31,915 
 Labor Force   8,556  
 Unemployment Rate  6.8 (August 2017) 
Poverty & Hunger Indicators 
 Poverty Rate   28% 
 Poverty Rate (2012)  25.8.6% 
  Child Poverty Rate  38% 
Persistent Child Poverty County  Yes 
Average Income Mobility Loss  $2,960.00 
 Deep Poverty Rate   11.7% 
  Children in Deep Poverty  17% 
  Persistent Child Poverty  Yes 
 
 Food Insecurity (FI) Rate   21.5% 
 Estimated Number of FI     4,940 
 Percent of FI with Incomes Below 130% of Poverty  62% 
 Percent of FI with Incomes Below 185% of Poverty  85% 
 Persons with a Disability Under 65 13%   
 

Nutrition Assistance – Public Sector Programs 
TANF Recipients (2016 Monthly Avg)  76  
SNAP/Georgia EBT Participation (Households) 31.6% 
 Households with Children Receiving SNAP 1464 
WIC - Number of Children Receiving WIC  800  
School Lunch Participation   95% 
School Breakfast Participation   CEP 
 
 
Nutrition Assistance – Private Sector (Food Bank Distribution) 
Distribution Center –  Thomasville 
Local Hunger Agencies – 8 
CSFP Pounds    N/A 
TEFAP Pounds    79, 243 / GNAP – NA 
After School Meal Participation (CACFP) 70,264 meals 
 
 

 

Specific County Recommendations –  

Mitchell County has a total poverty rate 

(28%) which is substantially higher than 

the national and state poverty rates. 

Food insecurity rate (21.5%) is 

substantially higher than the national 

(13%) and state rates (14%).  

SNAP participation is substantially higher 

than the GA rate for rural counties.  

School lunch participation (free & 

reduced) is high (95%) owing to the high 

child poverty rate of 38%.  

The county may not have a sufficient 

number of agencies (8) for its high 

poverty and food insecure population. 

There are 53 churches with more than 

12,270 members that could provide 

additional agencies for summer and 

after-school feeding programs, and 

SNAP outreach.   

Expand after-school feeding programs 

and Summer Food for low-income 

families with children. 

 



 

Page | 69  
 

County Profile - Seminole 
Food Bank Distribution Center - Thomasville 
PUMA – Southwest Georgia Regional Commission (West & Central) PUMA, GA 

County Type (Census) Rural 
County Type (ERS) Rural 
Strike Force  Yes 
County Typology Services/Agriculture; Farming Dependent County (ERS) 
 
Population: Total   8,729 
 % Population <18  23% (Children) 
 % Population >65  19% (Elderly) 
 Household by Type:   
  Average Household Size  2.62 
  Female-Headed Households 16.4% 
 
Economic Indicators At-Large 
 Median Household Income $34,905 
 Labor Force   3108 
 Unemployment Rate  6.5% (August 2017) 
 
Poverty & Hunger Indicators 
 Poverty Rate   25.8 
 Poverty Rate (2012)  25.5 
  Child Poverty Rate  42.7% 
Persistent Child Poverty County  Yes 
Average Income Mobility Loss  $(3,030.00) 
 
 Deep Poverty Rate   9.6 
  Children In Deep Poverty  17.8% 
  Persistent Child Poverty  Yes 
 
 Food Insecurity (FI) Rate   17.4% 
  Estimated Number of FI     1,530 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 130% of Poverty  54% 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 185% of Poverty  90% 
 
 Persons with a Disability Under 65 12.2%  
 

Nutrition Assistance – Public Sector Programs 
TANF Recipients (2016 Monthly Average)  21  
SNAP/Georgia EBT Participation (Households) 19% 
 Households with Children Receiving SNAP 561 
WIC - Number of Children Receiving WIC  444  
School Lunch Participation   92.57% 
School Breakfast Participation   CEP 
 
Nutrition Assistance – Private Sector (Food Bank Distribution) 
Distribution Center –  Thomasville 
Local Hunger Agencies – 2 
CSFP Pounds     N/A 
TEFAP Pounds   87,237  / GNAP (pounds) -  15,370 
After School Meal Participation (CACFP)  N/A 

 

Specific County Recommendations –  

Seminole County has a total poverty rate 

(26%) which is nearly double the national 

rate and substantially higher than the state 

poverty rate. Food insecurity rate (17%) is 

higher than the national (13%) and state 

rates (14%).  

SNAP participation is slightly lower (19%) 

than the GA rate for rural counties (20.6%).  

School lunch participation (free & reduced) 

is high owing to the high child poverty rate 

of 43%.  

The county may not have a sufficient 

number of agencies (2) for its high poverty 

and food insecure population. There are 32 

churches with more than 6,000 members 

that could provide additional agencies for 

summer and after-school feeding programs, 

and SNAP outreach.   

Establish School Pantries and Mobile 

Pantry distributions. 

Expand after-school feeding programs and 

Summer Food for low-income families with 

children. 

Conduct SNAP Outreach. 

 



 

Page | 70  
 

County Profile - Terrell 
Food Bank Distribution Center - Albany 
PUMA –  
 
County Type (Census) Rural 
County Type (ERS) Metro 
Strike Force  Yes 
County Typology Services/Manufacturing 
 
Population: Total   9,315 
 % Population <18  24.7% 
 % Population >65  15% 
 Household by Type:   
  Average Household Size  2.68 
  Female-Headed Households 25.2% 
 
Economic Indicators At-Large 
 Median Household Income $28,688 
 Labor Force   3713 
 Unemployment Rate  6.09% (August 2017) 
 
Poverty & Hunger Indicators 
 Poverty Rate   36.4%  
 Poverty Rate (2012)  29.2%  
  Child Poverty Rate  55.7%  
Persistent Child Poverty County  Yes 
Average Income Mobility Loss  $(3,810.00) 
 
 Deep Poverty Rate   18.7% 
  Children In Deep Poverty  38% 
Persistent Child Poverty  Yes 
  
Food Insecurity (FI) Rate   26.4% 
  Estimated Number of FI     2,440 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 130% of Poverty  69% 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 185% of Poverty  85% 
 
 Persons with a Disability Under 65 11.5%  
 

Nutrition Assistance – Public Sector Programs 
TANF Recipients (2016 Monthly Average)   36  
SNAP/Georgia EBT Participation (Households) 32% 
Households with Children Receiving SNAP 561 
WIC - Number of Children Receiving WIC  530  
School Lunch Participation   95%+ 
School Breakfast Participation   N/A 
 
Nutrition Assistance – Private Sector (Food Bank Distribution) 
Distribution Center –  Albany 
Local Hunger Agencies – 4 
CSFP Pounds    N/A 
TEFAP Pounds    14,123 / GNAP (pounds) – 1,315 
After School Meal Participation (CACFP) N/A 

 

Specific County Recommendations –  

Terrell County has a total poverty rate 

(36%) which is nearly double the national 

rate and substantially higher than the state 

poverty rate. More than half of all children 

– nearly 60% - live in poverty. Food 

insecurity rate (26%) is double the 

national food insecure rate (13%) and 

substantially higher than the state rate 

(14%).  

SNAP participation is much higher (more 

than 10 percentage points) than the GA 

rate for rural, small town and metro 

counties.  

School lunch participation (free & 

reduced) is high owing to the high child 

poverty rate of 56%.  

The county may not have a sufficient 

number of agencies (4) for its high poverty 

and food insecure population. There are 

34 churches with more than 5,000 

members that could provide additional 

agencies for summer and after-school 

feeding programs.   

Establish School Pantries and Mobile 

Pantry distributions. 

Expand after-school feeding programs 

and Summer Food for low-income families 

with children. 

Conduct SNAP Outreach. 
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River Valley Regional Commission PUMA 
 
Includes the following three counties in the Food Bank’s service area (by alpha)   

• Crisp 

• Sumter 
 

 
River Valley Regional Commission PUMA, GA (Outside Muscogee & Chattahoochee Counties) PUMA, GA had 165,894 
residents in 2015, making it the 15th largest public use microdata area by population in Georgia out of the other 72 PUMAs 
in the state.  In 2015, the median household income in River Valley Regional Commission (Outside Muscogee & 
Chattahoochee Counties) PUMA, GA was $35,595, a -2.66% decline from the previous year. Additionally, there were 
61,745 residents in River Valley Regional Commission (Outside Muscogee & Chattahoochee Counties) PUMA, GA with 
jobs in 2015, a -1.13% decline over 2014. 
 
 
In Brief PUMA Data (aggregated county data) -  

POPULATION  - 165,894  
MEDIAN AGE   -  40.3 
POVERTY RATE - 25.7% 
MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME -  $35,595 
NUMBER OF EMPLOYED PERSONS - 61,745 (-1.13% decline)  
MEDIAN PROPERTY VALUE - $94,000 (+4.1% growth) 

 
General Poverty Statistics in PUMA –  
 
The two counties (Crisp and Sumter) in the River Valley Regional Commission PUMA, served by the Food Bank, are both USDA 
StrikeForce counties.  [Please note: River Valley Regional Commission PUMA, GA (Outside Muscogee & Chattahoochee Counties) 
PUMA, GA includes 14 counties, of which only Crisp and Sumter are in the Food Bank’s service area.] 
 
25.7% of the population in River Valley Regional Commission (Outside Muscogee & Chattahoochee Counties) PUMA, GA (42,634 
people) live below the poverty line, a number that is higher than the national average of 14.7%. The largest demographic living in 
poverty is Female 25-34, followed by Female 35-44 and then Male 6-11 (children). 
 
The most common racial or ethnic group living below the poverty line in River Valley Regional Commission (Outside Muscogee & 
Chattahoochee Counties) PUMA, GA is Black or African American (66%, 27,758 persons), followed by White (27%, 11,177 persons) 
and Hispanic or Latino (4%, 1,767 persons). 
 
Both Crisp and Sumter counties in the River Valley Regional Commission PUMA are designated as a Deep Poverty counties,69 with 
Crisp with an overall poverty rate of 32% and a Deep Poverty rate of 12.7%; and Sumter with an overall poverty rate of 30% and a 
Deep Poverty rate of 16%. Both Crisp and Sumter counties have poverty rates twice the U.S. national average (14.7%) and nearly 
twice the State of GA rate of 16%.  Both Crisp and Sumter counties are designated as Persistent High Child Poverty Counties.70  
 
 

 
 

                                                           
69 (Percent of county population living in families with incomes below 50% of the poverty threshold, available years: 2011-2015) 
70 (Poverty rate for related children under 18 years old was 20% or more in using Decennial Census data from 1980, 1990, 2000, and the 2007-2011 American 

Community Survey) 
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County Profile - Crisp 
Food Bank Distribution Center - Albany 
PUMA – River Valley Regional Commission (Outside Muscogee & Chattahoochee 
Counties) PUMA, GA 
 
County Type (Census) Mostly Urban (Counties with less than 50 percent of the population living in 
rural areas are classified as mostly urban) 

County Type (ERS) Rural 
Strike Force  Yes 
County Typology Services 
 
Population: Total   23,439 
 % Population <18  26% (Children) 
 % Population >65  14% (Elderly) 
 Household by Type:   
  Average Household Size  2.64 
  Female-Headed Households 21.5% 
 
Economic Indicators At-Large 
 Median Household Income $31,615 
 Labor Force   9473 
 Unemployment Rate  5.4 (August 2017) 
 
Poverty & Hunger Indicators 
 Poverty Rate   32% 
 Poverty Rate (2012)  31% 
  Child Poverty Rate  47.3% 

Persistent Child Poverty County  Yes 
Average Income Mobility Loss  $(3,410.00) 
 Deep Poverty Rate   12.7% 
  Children In Deep Poverty  20% 
  Persistent Child Poverty  Yes 
 Food Insecurity (FI) Rate  23% 
  Estimated Number of FI     5,360 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 130% of Poverty  69% 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 185% of Poverty  89% 
 
 Persons with a Disability Under 65 14.4%  

 

Nutrition Assistance – Public Sector Programs 
TANF Recipients (2016 Monthly Average)  92  
SNAP/Georgia EBT Participation (Households) 30.5% 
 Households with Children Receiving SNAP 1422 
WIC - Number of Children Receiving WIC  1196  
School Lunch Participation   95%+ 
School Breakfast Participation   CEP 
 
Nutrition Assistance – Private Sector (Food Bank Distribution) 
Distribution Center –  Albany 
Local Hunger Agencies – 8 
CSFP Pounds    N/A 
TEFAP Pounds    102,694  / GNAP (pounds) – 63,852 
After School Meal Participation (CACFP) N/A 

 

Specific County 

Recommendations –  

Crisp County has a total poverty rate 

(32%) which is double both the 

national rate and state poverty rate. 

Nearly half of all children in the 

county live in poverty. Food 

insecurity rate (23%) is substantially 

higher than the national (13%) and 

state rates (14%).  

SNAP participation is much higher  

(30%) than the GA rate for rural, 

small town metro counties.  

School lunch participation (free & 

reduced) is high owing to the high 

child poverty rate of 47%.  

The county may not have a sufficient 

number of agencies (8) for its high 

poverty and food insecure 

population. There are 50 churches 

with more than 10,600 members that 

could provide additional agencies for 

summer and after-school feeding 

programs, and SNAP outreach.   

Establish School Pantries and Mobile 

Pantry distributions. 

Expand after-school feeding 

programs and Summer Food for low-

income families with children. 
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County Profile - Sumter 
Food Bank Distribution Center - Albany 
PUMA – River Valley Regional Commission (Outside Muscogee & Chattahoochee 
Counties) PUMA, GA 
 
County Type (Census) Mostly Urban (Counties with less than 50 percent of the population 
living in rural areas are classified as mostly urban) 

County Type (ERS) Rural 
Strike Force  Yes 
County Typology Services 
 
Population: Total   32,819 
 % Population <18  25% (Children) 
 % Population >65  12.6% (Elderly) 
 Household by Type:   
  Average Household Size  2.58 
  Female-Headed Households 21.2% 
 
Economic Indicators At-Large 
 Median Household Income $32,758 
 Labor Force   12843 
 Unemployment Rate  7.0% (August 2017) 
 
Poverty & Hunger Indicators 
 Poverty Rate   30.8% 
 Poverty Rate (2012)  30.7% 
  Child Poverty Rate  48% 

Persistent Child Poverty County  Yes 
Average Income Mobility Loss  $(3,860.00) 
 Deep Poverty Rate  16.5% 
  Children In Deep Poverty  28% 
  Persistent Child Poverty  Yes 
 Food Insecurity (FI) Rate   24.3% 

  Estimated Number of FI     7,670 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 130% of Poverty   64% 
  Percent of FI with Incomes Below 185% of Poverty   83.9% 

 
 Persons with a Disability Under 65 11.3%  

 

Nutrition Assistance – Public Sector Programs 
TANF Recipients (2016 Monthly Average)  168  
SNAP/Georgia EBT Participation (Households) 26% 
 Households with Children Receiving SNAP 2187 
WIC - Number of Children Receiving WIC  1639  
School Lunch Participation   95%+ 
School Breakfast Participation   N/A 
 
Nutrition Assistance – Private Sector (Food Bank Distribution) 
Distribution Center –  Albany  
Local Hunger Agencies – 7 
CSFP Pounds    N/A 
TEFAP Pounds    14,2307 / GNAP (pounds) – 6,573  
After School Meal Participation (CACFP) 13,480 meals 

 

Specific County Recommendations –  

Sumter County has a total poverty rate 

(31%) which is nearly double the national 

rate and substantially higher than the state 

poverty rate. Approximately half of all 

children in the county live in poverty. Food 

insecurity rate (24%) is substantially higher 

than the national (13%) and state rates 

(14%).  

SNAP participation (26%) is higher than 

the GA rate for rural, small town, and rural 

counties.  

School lunch participation (free & reduced) 

is high owing to the high child poverty rate 

of 48%.  

The county may not have a sufficient 

number of agencies (7) for its high poverty 

and food insecure population. There are 

62 churches with more than 17,000 

members that could provide additional 

agencies for summer and after-school 

feeding programs, and SNAP outreach.   

Establish School Pantries and Mobile 

Pantry distributions. 

Expand after-school feeding programs and 

Summer Food for low-income families with 

children. 
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Appendix –  
Resource Examples  
Hunger Free Communities Resource Example –  
 
Background 
 
https://www.fns.usda.gov/get-involved/hunger-free-communities-best-practices 
 
In FY 2010, USDA appropriated $5 million in grant funding for purposes authorized by the Food, Conservation, and Energy 
Act of 2008 in the section entitled Hunger-Free Communities. The grants were available to food and nutrition organizations, 
which include state and local governments and non-profit organizations that collaborate with local organizations for projects 
that assess community hunger problems and/or develop new resources to achieve Hunger-Free Communities. 
 
These Grants offered an opportunity for the selected grantees in partnership with other organizations in their communities to 
improve access to nutritious food through research, planning, and implementation of hunger relief activities. 
 
United Way of King County - Seattle, WA ($987,380) 
 
King County, WA, has a population of roughly 1.9 million people and contains city, suburban, and rural communities that are diverse in 
terms of ethnicity, culture, and level of income. The regional high cost of living keeps many diverse families at risk of never escaping 
poverty. Visits to King County Food Banks have increased by 21% between 2007-2009. King County has the lowest SNAP participation 
rate among eligible people in the State. Only 11% of eligible children participate in Summer Food Service Programs. The United Way 
of King County project will focus on 4 of 12 initiatives described in the Hunger Relief Now! Plan, thereby reducing hunger among low-
income children, senior citizens, immigrants, and refugees. These four initiatives are: 
 
Expand Bridge to Basics – an innovative program that trains multilingual volunteers and deploys them throughout the community to 
connect eligible families with the Washington Basic Food Program (SNAP) and other public benefits. 
   a. Recruit B2B volunteers three times each year and provide training via WithinReach. 
   b. Deploy volunteers to outreach locations throughout the community. 
   c. WithinReach AmeriCorps Team provides support to volunteers at each site. 
Increase participation in Summer Meal Programs by: 
   a. Increasing site locations through the provision of mini-grants for startup and administration 
      costs. 
   b. Implement a Summer Meal Outreach Campaign. 
   c. Working with local partners to provide safe methods of travel for children to access the sites; 
   d. Extending site days and hours to accommodate the needs of families. 
   e. Improving program quality through examining nutritional quality and appeal of served foods. 
Launch two regional coalitions to implement local community based strategies to increase food security among low income children, 
seniors, and immigrants and refugees. 
   a. South King County Child Nutrition Collaborative - focusing on increasing food security for 
      low income children in South King County through outreach at key low-income housing 
      complexes and partnering with school districts, local school districts and service providers 
      to address SBP, CACFP, and nutrition education. 
   b. Rainer Valley Consortium - focusing on increasing food security among low income 
      children, seniors and immigrants and refugees through Community Kitchens, nutrition 
      education, and mini-grants for community based initiatives. 
Increase public awareness and support for Hunger Relief strategies through strategic activities during the yearly Hunger Action Week. 
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Governor's Office for Children - Baltimore, MD ($923,812) 
 
Although Maryland is one of the wealthiest states in the nation, 9.6% of households in Maryland (or 1 in 10) face a constant struggle 
against hunger (2008 USDA food insecurity data). The high cost of living in Maryland contributes to the struggle many families face to 
pay their housing, transportation and utility bills. These same families must make choices that often lead to hunger and poor nutrition. 
Many children go without meals and parents wonder if they will have enough food to last until their next paycheck. Childhood hunger is 
influenced by a combination of three deficits: resources, access and information. The Governor’s Office for Children (GOC), on behalf 
of the Partnership to End Childhood Hunger in Maryland (The Partnership), is awarded a two-year implementation grant. GOC 
proposes to work with applying partners Catholic Charities, Maryland Department of Human Resources (DHR), Maryland Food Bank, 
Maryland Hunger Solutions, Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE), and SHARE Food Network on behalf of the Partnership. 
Each of these partners is an active member of the Partnership to End Childhood Hunger in Maryland. The Partnership serves as the 
Food Policy Council for the State of Maryland and the eight target Counties and is well-suited to implement the Creating Hunger-Free 
Communities in Maryland by Meeting the Growing Need in Eight Target Counties project described in the proposal. The eight target 
Counties are Allegany, Anne Arundel, Caroline, Carroll, Dorchester, Frederick, Garrett and Montgomery. The proposed scope of work 
will implement strategies outlined in the Plan to End Childhood Hunger in Maryland by 2015 and will tailor implementation to the 
specific needs of the target community. The three focus areas of the proposed work are: 
 
Focus Area A: Increasing access to and information regarding the Food Supplement Program (FSP). 
   a. Conducting training on Maryland's Service Access and Information Link (SAIL); 
   b. Expanding FSP outreach efforts; 
   c. Publishing and disseminating information regarding the FSP; 
   d. Improving implementation of the FSP: and 
   e. Improving Direct Certification between the FSP and the School Meals. 
Focus Area B: Increasing participation in school and out-of-school time nutrition programs 
   a. Conducting outreach to increase participation; 
   b. Providing intensive technical assistance to address implementation challenges; and 
   c. Using local resources to improve the quality of food served through afterschool and 
      summer programs sponsored by the Maryland Food Bank. 
Focus Area C: Expanding access to nutritious food for families with children. 
   a. Creating a network of farms and gleaning cooperatives which will provide unused 
       produce to soup kitchens, pantries, shelters and other CBO and outreach programs. 
   b. Providing education resources so that Maryland families have the knowledge, skills, 
       and motivation to make healthy food choices; and 
   c. Expanding innovative buying clubs that stretch families' food budgets. 

 
 
Congressional Hunger Center – Emerson Fellow 
 
Background -  

https://www.hungercenter.org/fellowships/emerson/ 
 
The Emerson National Hunger Fellows Program is a social justice program that trains, inspires, and sustains leaders. Fellows gain field 
experience fighting hunger and poverty through placements in community based organizations across the country, and policy 
experience through placements in Washington, D.C. The program bridges community-based efforts and national public policy, and 
fellows develop as effective leaders in the movement to end hunger and poverty. 
 
The Emerson Program supports a diversity of local and national approaches to eliminate hunger, poverty and social inequality, 
particularly racism. We seek to craft successful and mutually beneficial partnerships between Fellows and partner organizations while 
developing a new generation of hunger and poverty leaders. Fellows support partner organizations with program development, 
research, evaluation, outreach, organizing, and advocacy projects. 
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