
I 

OAKLAND COMMUNITY COLLEGE'S 
ECONOMIC IMPACT ON OAKLAND COUNTY AND THE STATE 

Primary Input Data Spreadsheet 

1. College Expenditures: 

2. Total Student Activity Expenditures: 

3. Percentage of College Expenditures --
a. in sponsor area: 
b. in State: 
c. out-of-state: 

4. Number of College Employees --
a. full-time: 
b. part-time: 
c. TOTAL NUMBER: 
d. FTE for above: 

5. College Employees Who Live -­
in sponsoring county (ies) --
a. full-time: 
b. part-time: 
c. TOTAL: 
d. FTE for above: 

in State--
a. full-time: 
b. part-time: 
c. TOTAL: 
d. FTE for above: 

6. Total Disposable Income Available to Employees: 

7. Number of Students --
a. full-time: 
b. part-time: 
c. TOTAL: 

$38, 106,099 

$160,298 

46% 
65% 
35% 

812 
1,258 
2,070 
1,280 

620 
912 

1,532 
959 

809 
1,256 
2,065 
1,276 

$29,509,472 

6,088 
23,275 
29,363 



8. Average Annual College-related Expenditures by 
Full-time Students: 

9. Average Annual College-related Expenditures by 
Part-time Students: 

10. Revenue From Students: 
Revenue From Local Governments: 
State Aid: 
Revenue From Other Sources Within State: 
Revenue From Out-of-state Sources: 

$4,960 

$3,630 

$24,683,689 
$23,305,944 
$17,938,787 
$2,515,058 
$4,411,028 
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Data Resource Worksheet 

For Part D: Estimate of % of Empl9yee Expenditures IN COUNTY 
(estimated from Sales and Markting 
Management Vol. 139 #6): 

For Part E: Total Number of out-of-County-­
Full-time employees: 
Part-time employees: 

Total Number of out-of-State-­
Full-time employees: 
Part-time employees: 

Annual Expenditures in. Service Area by employees residing 
out of Service Area--
Full-time employees expenditures: 
Part-time employees expenditures: 

For Part F: Census Data --
Percentage Who Rent in County: 
Mean Monthly Rent in County: 

For Part L: Multiplier Effect: 
State Multiplier Effect (Part J): 

For Part P: Multiplier for Jobs related to College: 
(Regional Multipliers: A User Handbook, 
US D~pt of Commerce, p. 104 RIMS II May 1986) 

51.50% 

192 
346 

3 
2 

$1,000 
$500 

27.30% 
$495 

2.00 
2.25 

0.0000401 

.1 



Impact Analysis Spreadsheet for Oakland County 

A. Total Student Activity Expenditures in County: 

B. College Expenditures in County: 

C. Total In-County Expenditures by College: 

D. Disposable Income of In-County Employees Spent In 
County On Non-housing Items: 

E. Expenditures Of Out-of-County Employees 
in County on Non-housing Items: 

a. Full-Time: 
b. Part-Time: 

F. Rental Expenditures by Full-time College Staff 
Living in County: 

G. Total Employee Expenditures: 

H. Total Expenditures By Full-time Students: 

I. Total Expenditures by Part-time Students: 

J. Total Expenditures by Students: 

K. Total Direct Economic Impact of the College on 
the County: 

L. Multiplier Effect: 

M. Total Estimated Economic Impact: 

N. Full-time Employees Living in County: 

0. Total Economic Impact of the College in the County: 

P. Jobs Related to College: 

Q. Total Full-time Employment Related to College: 

R. Ratio of Sponsor Contribution to Total Economic 
Impact: ~ ..-i UCC· ~u~""/UJ. 

~ tf + g ~o ~ [? s.r \.- f 2 g-. 

$73,737 

$17,528,806 

$17,602,543 

$11,386, 161 

$192,000 
$173,000 

$1,005,404 

$12,756,565 

$30, 196,480 

$84,488,250 

$114,684,730 

$145,043,838 

2.00 

$290,087,676 

959 

$145,043,838 

5,816 

6,775· 

$1.00 to · 
$12.45 

~}~I- v( ..-JI ~ ~p(At)( i h.J"\l. 
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Impact Analysis Spreadsheet on Michiaan 

·A. Total Student Activity Expenditures in State: 

B. College Expenditures in State: 

C. Total In-State Expenditures by College: 

D. Employee Non-housing Expenditures: 

E. Expenditures Of Out-of-State Empfoyees 
in State on Non-housing Items: 

a. Full-Time: 
b. Part-Time: 

F. Rental Expenditures by Full-time.College Staff 
. Living in County: 

G. Total Employee Expenditures: 

H. Total Expenditures By Fulbtime Students: 

I. Total Direct Econ.omic Impact of the College on 
the State: 

J. Multiplier Effect: 

K. Total Estimated Economic Impact: 

L. FTE Living in State: 

M. Jobs Related to College: 

N. Total Full-time Employment Related to College: 

$103,392 

$24,578,434 

$24,681,826 

$15,149,886 

$3,000 
$1,000 

$1,311,891 

$16,465,777 

$114,684,730 

$155,832,333 

2.25 

$350,622, 749 

1,276 

6,249 

7,525 
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ECONOMIC IMPACT MODEL 
J ) \ 

MARTIN ORLOWSKI, OAKLAND COMMUNITY COLLEGE <MAORLOWS@OCC> ~V"'t (f'J"/() 
-~ 

Oakland Community College (Michigan) is embarking on an Economic Impact 0 v .r:JJ 
study. The study will attempt to assess the overall impact the college rJYv 
has upon the local economy. At this point we are interested in learning r 
about any models that are in use or have been used to assess a community \/h 
college's economic impact. We are especially interested in computer based 1v 
models that reflect changing conditions within the institution and in the 
economy. 

If you know of any such models and would like to share them with us, 
please contact: 

Press RETURN for more ... 

MAIL> 

#3 

.-

l-APR-1992 22:38:01.89 
Martin A. Orlowski 
Director, Institutional Planning and Analysis 
Oakland Community College 
27055 Orchard Lake Road 
Farmington Hills, Michigan 48334 
Telephone: (313) 471-7746 
Bitnet: MAORLOWS@OCC 

J+voUM / 
~· 
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Report to: 
RE: 
From: 

Mike McGuire, Paul B.rawley, Jane Price 
Economic Impact Studies 
Michael ·casey/Jennifer ·Matthews 

July 11, 1991 

Purpose . . . . . 
We have conducted this research based u:Pon the premise that an economic impact 

study,.if it c·ould be done at a reaionable cost in: terms of both dollars and manpower, 
would be a worthwhile endeavor .. Given· that, the purpose of this initial investigation is 
fairly narrow: to ascertain the.general parameters of conducting an econoriiic impact study­
- how long to conduct, how much it would cost, how much manpower involved -- and to 
see whether, given those parameters, F&M could conduct a study within a reasonable time 
frame and a rea.Sonab~e cost in terms of dollars and staff. · · 

General Description 
An economic impact study determines the economic affect thatan institution has on 

its community, or more specifically; whether the community gains or loses ·by having the 
institution located there. A stiidy of F&N,1' s economic impact on Lancaster would detail the 
new pioney that the institution brings hito the community each year. The vast majority of 
economic impact studies <::onducted are based on the Caffrey and Isaacs model However, · 
there .are severa1 options to consider in choosing how to conduct the study. It can be done 
by the institution independently. It can be done in conjunction with a consultant, and in 
some cases with community participation. The level of detail, and therefore accuracy, can 
also vary considerably although the cost rises considerably for a relatively insignificant 
reduction in the margin for error. 

Why Do We Need It?, ,, 
Essentially, the reasons are economic and political. We would be seeking to bolster 

the community's perception ofF&M as a major asset to Lancaster.· Although evidence is 
· anecdotal, it would appear that most non-:F&M·Lancastrians view the College in a vaguely, 
. benign manner with some befug slightly negative and others slightly positive. While not a 

crisis situation, there_is obviously·;considerable room for improvement Moreover, with the 
elimin~tion of the Evening Division (or at least its transferral to Lebanon Valley) and the 
growing distance (publiCly) between the 1-f orth. Museum and the College, it seems to be an 
appropriate time to seek out other means of strengthening ties to the community and 
solidifying our case.,This is particularly true iri llght of our plans to approach the 
cbmmuhity for suppon pf the ne\V Athletic Complex. We· also have to recognize that 
Millersville is becoming much more aggressive in its fundraising in the local community. 

Our principal audience would include corporations and other individuals whom we 
would approach for monetary support; government officials and other community.leaders 
with whom we might have seek support for any variety of.College initiatives. In _ .. 

·presenting the findings of the study, however, me'must be carefutnot to create·the . . 
.• impres~ion that.econorilic impact is the college's central i:nission. We must also identify . 
. ·· those expenditures that might provoke more questions: than they answer. We must also · 

·:, .. ensure that the procedures \ve use. are conceptua1ly and procedurally S<?und and carried out · 
. · cc:irrectly:.i · :· .: · .' .. -,: ... \. : ·:·· ... · .... :~ · ::· •· .·· .: . ~- ; . · : . ~ >> .· .· · .·. :· · · · · · ·• · .. : · . 
Th~: ·C~ffrey:·:~·nd :Isaacis~ .Nt~thod>·. · .. . -- . .. . . . _ . _.. .. .. . . 

.. . . ...::The Caffrey: and Isaacs Method is by far the·mosfmostconn:nOnly usecLit is · · .. 
'. designed for a school:with few stildents from the local'communicy .. The model compares . 
· · the college or.university to an· "export sector of the economy" (Salley 1978:, 49}. ·The good: 

. . .. ' . - ' .. ·.". . . ... '. .. ~ :-.·. ·· ... 
. . . . ·. . ... . . . . . - -~:- -~ -. - . ... . . . .. - .' - .. 

' . . ~ ::'-· .·. -
. .: . ~ 

·-·.·: 

· .. ·.<·", :· 

.. . ~ ·" .... 
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(educating a student) is made in Lancaster and sold to families in other communities. The 
money brought into the community because of the student is the economic impact If the 
student lives in Lancaster and would not have gone to college if F&M did not exist, that 
student can not be included into the calculations. His/her spending in the community is not 
F&M related. The Caffrey and Isaacs method works optimally with sehools that ~ct 
students to the:i:.i:' community because of the school F&M is such a schooL __ 

Caffrey & Isaacs determines the economic impact by ascertaining how much money 
the_institution spends on the community or whatis called the "direct impact". By using a · 

· multiplier, Caffrey & Isaacs determines "how much initial spending (the direct impact) is 
spread around locally" or reinvested into the COI1lIDunity. The reinvestment is called the 
"indirect impact". It details all campus related expenditures in the community;, including 
general institutional (such as electricity, water, etc.) and faculty (rent, misc., ete.)and 
student (rent, misc.~ etc.) expenditures (see attached diagr~). Unlike smaller economic 
impact studies the Caffrey and Isaacs method includes money students bring into the 
community from their use oflocal banks~ . . . __ __ ~: .. ~'-'-'- " _ 

c· -- - --~ - --- ~ - - ---,-- - - - ---- ~~~ 

. Notably,Caffrey and Isaacs also looks atfactors that would contribute to a negative 
· economic contribution to the community. The fact that F&M has dining services, the 
. Common Ground, Ben's, trash disposal, college store, child care facilities, etc., lessons its 

economic impact on the community. The method also deterinines how many· services are 
needed to support the F&M crimmunicy, i.e. police. Does Lancaster 'require more police 

. because of F&M, or does ,campus security personnel off-set the number of police-persons 
that would have been needed? By including the negative impact, other institutions have felt 
tha,t they bolster the credibility-of the report. _ · ~ · . · . 

· Economic Development and Cultural Contributions _ 
Although most institutions do not determine the economic impact of their cultural 

and developmental contributions to the commllnity, many institutions liSt them and "pay 
. homage" to their benefits in the report .. For example, Carnegie Mellon's report notes the 
number of high technology firms brought into the community to assist in transferring 
research from the University to ·the private sector. Edinboro State College detailed faculty 
contributions to the community (ie. volunteers, social activism ... ), college services (ie. 
planetarium, reading clinic ... ), what they termed "college-related services (i.e. summer 
camps .. ,) and recreatioQ.al facilities (i.e. field house; swimming.pool). Although F&M 

' may not chose to include much of its cultural and developmental impact on Lancaster, 
· mentioning these aspects balances economics with contributions that are less tangible. 

- -- ----~----'..::=:-~~.:..._~.,:-::,.._;:·--:-'"'-~-=--:::: ..... ___. ... ·~-- - ...,-~--~·- "'."-- ... .:_;;_.,,.:#~ _--~-~<--_., . ........:..... __ ',:_.: . ..,_...:._· ~~ ·"~ .. ~~--.-.:....:-~· ........,_;·~~.,-.... ,.......-;-;-··- -
., 

_ .. -·:I~-House. Study . . -· _-· .. _ .. _ . 
: -· ~:.~c :_ · .. _ ·/--· -. F&M has the option: of conducting the research with F&M personnel According to 

_ . , . • : . the University of Pittsburgh, in-house research is accepted by the community as much as . · 
_ -. ·-... the work of a· consultant. After employing a consultant to assist them the firstt:ime, they · 

-, . - ·:_-, :_have conducted sub~uent smveys on their own. According_ to Jack Dunn; the key to the • 
_: __ -· :: perceived legitimacy of an economic impact study-iS:_~e inclusion of negative impact,.··: - ·_. · · 

· :_. . ·;: inclµding use of roads, public transportation, community parks, police services; etc; · · 

!i; ~)~=·'·~~:-r\.-;~;:~D~~j:~g:&t:ji~~;~:~;: ~~toth~:~~ti~~~ns ~~d1ld:-:the~ -~~-~~cii:~s~~ ~ c~~~~~ ~i~ain~~--~~~; _ ..... · .. _ .· . , . ___ ·\ .. · . : , -. .. ,, 
~~~~ ·_ ;/;:;'>:;;/\:.-~_:\-:~-~}-personnet The Clarion Umvers1tyof-Pennsylvamaresearched·therrown econormcllllpact: · .. _ 
~h:~ },/~;_-'.::::.s:.~r:::~~-:-t-\i;.~~iismg a-professor on ·campus:(Dr;·:.Thomas·N ernon} tcrleact~ committee of personnelwho -. _ : .. : , . _ _ 
~- ~-'.'Y~~-:~--·.-_.. ·.-:.-:·_ ::·: ·,. :: :(?~I· gathe1"e4 data and· helped t6 shape. the finaf repott Dr;: Yemen might be- able to do/~·(_;-· ___ ·: :-. · -. _ --~ >: , 
:;:;:;.; ·::--.~·><'_,_,~,-.-: -~--.-~=-:/~:"- consulting._work.forF&M and is available in the spring.;, Carnegie Mellon has_also:~·._-. -.- -·- -_ . -_ . 

· - , ---· · '._- .:--.. conducted ~e study with their own personnel. :-: :<-<.'.<-:. -'. _ :- · ·-J'~:::~~·_;\~·;::;-~f'{-.·: ~ . __ - · -·- -· · 

; ... , , · .· .... · ~<i~.~iii~;u:l~t<·~~;~~·~B~·;~~~rf ii~tr:x:~?; .f ;;;;titv:._:;~li·:.~ ... ; ... }~~;!~{,~·t~:;;.;:. ;• · •. · ··· · · ·.·.· •··•.· .. ·.· 
• . . - ;,•,•.·. :-f·:-·' ~ :.'~· .. ,:.: __ ~ :·-.·~· · .. · .·.·,··: : · .. :.·,.,.~~~;;··:~-.·-~ .... 

-: ; "·· . ~ . . ' . -:··.; .-·: 
: ' - _:· ·: .. '· .. , . ' . ;, --~. ·. ~: : !· -'.. ·:... . ' ~,::1.~:-:: <· . ..-. .:·~-·· ·.. . .·. - .\: .; _-.~·;·:. . ,·~~ . 't:· .: .• · . . · . - .. ~ ': ~--~~- :~; -~~-> 
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According to Jack Dunn at Tufts University, F&M should be able to do the study 
without outside help. He thinks that using Caffrey and Isaacs "like a bible", that we should · 
have few problems. Dunn also thinks that the multiplier sho_uld be used very cautiously. 
The multiplier is based on a guess. If a multiplier is used it should be used in a small 
paragraph, Le. "if a multiplier was applied to F&M's direct impact the total economic 
impact would be _". He warns that F&M should not put this figure in "bold print". He 
believed that the study could be completed in approximately three weeks by one.person. 
This presupposes using averages already computed, such.as the amount of money the 
financial aid office projects each s.tudent to spend during a year, and if the accounts payable 
can be easily separated into geographic areas. 

ALTERNATIVE METHODS 

Computer Prom . 
A computer program based on the Caffrey and Isaacs model has been created that 

will determine the economic impact of the college on the community. The computer model 
costs $50 and is sold through Sacramento City College. However, according to one_user, 
Goshen College, the computer program was worthless. At Ohio Wesleyan, which also 
used the program, the Development Office had never heard of the program, suggesting that 
the program ·had perhaps not produced any usable results. 

ArtAciams . . 
. Art Adams of Illinois· State University does "mini-economic impact snidies". His 

name and the type of document he produces was included in the original packet of material 
from Jane Price. ·The cost of the study is $750 and would take one month to complete. 
The actual time pericxl required to complete the report would depend on how much 
information we want to include in it beyond the information he includes; i.e. student and 

_ visitor expenditures, economic development, etc. A note .of caution: it appears that he is 
· having what he himself described as "internal problems, losing several members of his 
staff and his situation appears rather unstable at the moment. 

Farnum Alston · . 
· Farnum Alston is a consultant with Peat Marwick Company in California The 
. company has just finished determining the economic impact of University of Berkeley, 
University of San Francisco and (closer to PA) the Pennsylvania University School of 
Veterinary-Medicine. His methOd appears similar to Caffrey and !Saacs but focuses·. 
considerable attention on culttrral-and developmental impact He usually hi~bH~h.ts the 

· . social activities of the faculty, .students and alumni in the area. . 

IfF&M per8onnelcan collect the data and compile the needed inforination, Alston's_·_ 
fees would probably fall into the $30,000.- $40,000. If he does it, the cost could go as· .. " '- . 

; high as .$100,000 .. He is very williilg to work with F&M personnel and "key" business - · · -: 
· •_people from Lan.caster._ He·thinks that the.report is better accepted when community·· ~: · . 

·- .. _leaders are included in planning the study~.·- The study, would take·three to_fourmonths to · 
- complete:,: This. includes time that would be spent on campus.in meetings and time-when' · 

· . , . the.f &M personnel gathers data. After the report has been written, Alston would present 
_ . ·,:--, : · , <>::;·'•; the'resul~ to-a 'group ofLancaster leaders _and answer and defend the results. '·· < 

.·~ .•...• ;~ .•. ·;;iJ.~;1~:~~~J~iillti~K=·;~~JL~n~1Lr~tj~£rucfed' 
. - _ -: ·:.:_,/economic impacrstudies for Radford University and written a:guide book on the subject--· ,_ -_.-: 

· - . : . _: _- : .. base<:I.ori.-Caffrey and:Isaacs': work_ The book !s titled Issues for the Ei~hties: Economic 

··-' 
-· ·-·-··-··-

.•. 
,.,;.·, : .. 

' -~ ' .. 

·-.·· ... ' ' '': . --<~ :~:(.. ' ._. .. ,_,. .:· .:- .. :_"- .. '·"' ·:_'.· 
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Impact Studies for Institutions of Higher Education. Although he has not been a consultant 
for economic impact studies recently he has done consulting work for Hampton University. 

His study method is detailed and in-depth. His consulting work costs $100 a day 
with a minimum charge of $1000, plus travel and expenses. He estimated that he:could 
complete the study for $2500 including travel and expenses. With the help of F&M 

· · personnel, he believes that he would need three days on campus to create the surveys, to 
· direct the committee and to determine where he could find the information needed for 

computing the economic impact. He said that F&M can gather that information but then 
said that he could also do it for us but for an additional fee. The information would be 
gathered in the fall followed by the report in the spring. 

National Center for Higher Education Management Systems 
Dennis Jones and Peter Ewell are both consultants for NCHEMS. They work with 

Bob Lisensk:y, formerly President of Willamette University in Salem, Oregon. They 
would_ also f plJ.~~-~ey_~ -~s.~J;>~t ~oulci al§Q. f<;>_c:us _011 th~ gyt]JrM _ an.d.d~x..el.9pm.ental 

- - --iri:lpact. They would chirge us $5,600 plus travel expenses to come to Lancaster for two 
days to develop the basic procedures for compiling the information. "Follow-up work, if 
any; would be undertaken_ under terms of a separate agreement" 

Strategic Initiatives 
Strategic Initiatives builds partnerships between the community and the institution. 

When they research the economic impact, the process involves the community. Doing the 
research is part of their approach of improving the relationship. The outcome is not only a 
number, but a better relationship between the community and the school The study would 
take 2-6 months to complete. The cost of the study might be between $15,000 and . 
$50,000. Among those working on the report would be Dr. Charles Salley who appears to 
be the expert on determining multipliers for such srudies. 

Pennsylvania Economy League 
According to Robert Greenwood at PEL, the differences between the PEL method 

and the Caffrey and Isaacs method are few. PEL determines a multi.plier for the institution, 
whereas Caffrey and Isaacs use an average. Other differences include the fact that the PEL 
does not include money paid in school tax if there are no children attending school The 
PEL has never completed an economic impact study for a college or university. Robert 
Greenwood sent a copy of Carnegie Mellon's 1990 economic impact on Pittsburgh that 
was based on the methodological approaches of the PEL but was conducted by the 
University. In the Carnegie Mellon study, student spending was determined using figures 

.. gathered.fr_o_m.the.Admissic;>.ns Office ratherJhan using_suxvey:s"- _______ · . 

· Robert Greenwood believed· that the economic imPact study could be completed in 
· two months .with the help of F&M personnel. The PEL is willing to work with a, . '· 

__ ·.committee from F&M including local business leaders and F&M staff. Methodological· 
·meetings might take two days.· He estimated that it would take three weeks to obtain the 

· necessary data and the·rest of the· time would be used for determining the impact and 
· · writing the report Depending on how much detail and help F&M needed; Greenwood 

. believed that the consulting fees would cost "a couple thousand" but would need. to meet. 
. ·. with us to. be ·more specific~. - · - · . · - · · · - · · · · · 

k ;., · ' ; ; • .·.:;~~~\#~~~ ~~·~atei o;~.;ZIB' a OOIL51il~ foiColle~ and U:vmiliesc• The .· .. ·• 
f _ ... --.. _:<~:-.,. AVAdo_fiscalanaiysesfor.schoolsinterestedinestablishingnew.campuses:andaiso· - : . 
~.- . . -. ·. : ·: economic impact studies; He personally does li~e work with established cqlleges and · .. 

. · _ -_. _, universities.,.However, AVA has a network of economists (mostly professprs) who do 
. ·-· ... _ . '.. - ':".-... _:·- __ -·: -. . . --~--· · .. · ~;·: :· ~ . .-~·-:·· -:~' . ,· .~ __ · / . .:, 

.. ""··: ;·:·.·".".··, 

...... ,. .. _ . ··'' 
.·, ._.. . . 

. ... _.,·· ... · ...... 
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economic impaet studies. This person would head a group from AV A to conduct the 
economic impact study at F&M. The process would entail the A VA team or consultant 
coming to F&M to meet with a committee ofF&M personnel and possibly Lancaster . 
business people. The AV A team would work with the committee to establish the. 
information F&M would like to include in the srirveys and help to collect. the data.: After 
the data has been collected the committee would send it to the AV A team. The team would 

· process the information and present a preliminary report to the committee. After the report 
is approved, a final report would be presented to a larger audience. The cost of AV A's 
consulting work was estimated to be between $30,000.00 and $50,000.00. The price 
becomes higher with the more original data we need from surveys. 

Conclusion 
We believe that it is possible for F&M to conduct a study with the parameters of 

"reasonableness" noted above. The course suggested by Jack Dunn appears to be the most 
likely, although the specifics of the methodology still need to be worked out. 

:.:·-: 
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Total Institutional Expenditures 
Percent of expenditures in Oakland County 

Total institutional expenditures in Oakland county 

College Employees 
Employees total disposable income 
Total institutional employees 
Total institutional employees in Oakland county 
Percent employees in Oakland county 
Percent non-housing expenditures for Oakland county 
Percent residents expenditures in Oakland county 
Employees non-housing expenditures in Oakland county 
Total full-time employees 
Full-time employees in Oakland county 
Non-housing expenditures of full-time out-of-county employees 
Percent of Oakland county residents who rent 
Average annual Oakland county rent 
Rental expenditures of full-time employees in Oakland county 
Total employees expenditures in Oakland county 

Number of full-time students 
Number of part-time students 
Number of students in on-campus housing 

Students 

Average annual room & board expenses in on-campus housing 
Annual room & board expenses for all students in on-campus housing 
Average annual room & board expenses for full-time students in off-campus housing 
Number of full-time students living in off-campus housing 
Annual room & board expenditures for all full-time students living off campus 
Average annual non-housing education related expenditures for full-time students 
Average annual non-housing education related expenditures for part-time students 

$39,040,679.00 
46.00% 

$17,958,712.34 

$29,509,472.00 
2070 
1532 

74.01% 
69.53% 
51.50% 

$7,820,406.31 
812 
620 

$192,000.00 
27.30% 

$5,940.00 
$1 ,005,404.40 
$9,017,810. 71 

6088 
23275 

0 
$0.00 
$0.00 

$4,700.00 
6088 

$28,613,600.00 
$4,268.00 
$2,050.00 

Jo H r< .! ""'{ 

10/1-:./11 



Total non-housing education related expenditures for full-time students 
Total non-housing education related expenditures for part-time students 
Total students expenditures 

Visitors 
Total visitors expenditures 

Total direct economic impact on Oakland county 
Total economic impact upon Oakland county 
Total indirect economic impact on Oakland county 
Full-time jobs related to OCC in Oakland county 
Total full-time employment related to OCC in Oakland county 
Total local taxes received 
Total state taxes received 
Total taxpayer investment 
Return on taxpayer investment 

---~------------~---------------

$25,983,584.00 
$47,713,750.00 

$102,310,934.00 

$0.00 

$129,287,457.05 
$258,57 4,914.09 
$129,287,457.05 

9050 
9862 

$22,910,927.00 
$17,913,684.00 
$40,824,611.00 

6.33 
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OAKLAND COMMUNITY COLLEGE 1 
JOHNSON IMPACT STUDY 

JAMESTOWN ECONOMIC IMPACT STUDY 

, · - , JOHNSON IMPACT STUDY 

19-3 ace HEAD COUNT 

19-4 IN COUNTY HEAD-COUNT 

19-5 DISPOSIBLE INCOME 

JAMESTOWN IMPACT STUDY 

Al-4 ace HEAD COUNT 

Al-5 IN COUNTY HEAD COUNT 

Al-5 MICHIGAN HEAD COUNT 

Al-6 DISPOSIBLE INCOME 

13:56 Thursday, August 6, 1992 

FULL TIME PART TIME TOTAL 

812 1,258 2,070 

620 912 1,532 

$29,509,472.41 

FULL TIME PART TIME TOTAL 

812 1,258 2,070 

620 912 ' 1,532 

' 809 1,256 2,065 

$29,509,472.41 

FTE 

J,2-KO -
1,279.79 

957.38 

1,274.92 
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JOHNSON IMPACT STUDY 

JAMESTOWN ECONOMIC IMPACT STUDY 

SPECIFICATION FOR EMPLOYEE COUNTS . 

IN THE PAYROLL DATA BASE, EMPLOYEES ARE CLASSIFIED BY STATUS AND 
SUB-STATUS. 

01 CONTRACT 
A ADMINISTRATORS 
F FACULTY FULL-TIME 
E OPERATING ENGINEERS 
N MANAGEMENT STAFF 
S FACULTY PART-TIME 

02 CLASSIFIED 
C CLASSIFIED 

. P PUBLIC SAFETY 

03 MAINTENANCE 
M MAINTENANCE 

·04 PART-TIME HOURLY 
H HOURLY PART-TIME 
D PERMANENT/PART-TIME 

05 WORK STUDY 
W WORK STUDY 



JOHNSON IMPACT STUDY PAGE 1 

1) QUESTION 2A ON PAGE 19. 
PURPOSE: TOTAL PERCENT OF EXPENDITURES FROM 1991-92 GENERAL FUND 

BUDGE (ACTUALS) PAID TO OAKLAND COUNTY BASED VENDORS. 

SOURCE OF DATA: 
1. OAKLAND COUNTY ZIP CODE TABLE 
2. EXPENSE DATA SOURCE TO BE DETERMINED 

SELECTION CRITERIA: 
1. SELECT ALL 
2. CREATE A SUB SET OF OAKLAND COUNTY DETERMINED BY ZIP CODE 

OUTPUT: 
1. TOTAL EXPENDITURE AMOUNT 
2. PERCENT OF EXPENDITURE TO OAKLAND COUNTY VENDORS 
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JOHNSON IMPACT STUDY PAGE 2 

2) QUESTION 4 ON PAGE 19. 
PURPOSE: COUNT OE FULLTIME EMPLOYEES WHO LIVE IN OAKLAND COUNTY AND 
PART-TIME EMPLOYEES.(INCLUDING STUDENTS) WHO LIVE IN OAKLAND COUNTY. 

SOURCE OE DATA: 
1. PAYROLL DATA BASE 
2. ADDRESS DATA BASE 
3. OAKLAND COUNTY ZIP CODE TABLE 

SELECTION CRITERIA: 
A. ADDRESS DATA BASE 

1. ZIP CODE FOUND IN ZIP CODE TABLE 

B. PAYROLL DATA BASE 
1. ZIP CODE FOUND IN ZIP CODE TABLE 
2. CURRENTLY ACTIVE 
3. SUB STATUS EQUAL TO ONE OE THE FOLLOWING 

FULL-TIME SUB-STATUSES - A E N E C M P 
PART-TIME SUB-STATUSES - S ··1t 'D W 

OUTPUT: 
1. TOTAL HEADCOUNT FULL-TIME 
2. TOTAL HEADCOUNT PART-TIME 
3. TOTAL HEADCOUNT ALL 



JOHNSON IMPACT STUDY PAGE 3 

3) QUESTION 5 ON PAGE 19. 
PURPOSE: TOTAL AMOUNT OF SPENDABLE INCOME (NET PAY + ANNUITIES + 
CREDIT UNION DEDUCTIONS) PAID TO ace EMPLOYEES IN THE CALENDAR YEAR 
1991. 
SOURCE OF DATA: 
1. PAYROLL DATA BASE AS OF 12/31/91 

SELECTION CRITERIA: 
1. CURRENTLY ACTIVE 
2. YTD-GROSS PAY - (YTD-FEDERAL + YTD-STATE + YTD-CITY + 

YTD-FICA TAXES) 

OUTPUT: 
1. TOTAL DISPOSABLE INCOME OF ALL ACTIVE EMPLOYEES 

/ 

\ 
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JAMESTOWN IMPACT STUDY 

1) QUESTION 3 ON PAGE Al. 
PURPOSE: 
1. TOTAL PERCENT OF AMOUNT EXPENDED IN COUNTY 
2. TOTAL PERCENT OF AMOUNT EXPENDED IN STATE 
3. TOTAL PERCENT OF AMOUNT EXPENDED OUT-OF-STATE. 

SOURCE OF DATA: 
1. ZIP CODE FOUND IN ZIP CODE TABLE 
2. EXPENSE DATA SOURCE TO BE DETERMINED 

SELECTION CRITERIA: 
1. SELECT ALL 

PAGE 4 

2. CREATE AN AMOUNT EXPENDED IN OAKLAND COUNTY DETERMINED BY 
ZIP CODE 

3. CREATE AN AMOUNT EXPENDED IN MICHIGAN INCLUDING OAKLAND COUNTY 
4. CREATE AN AMOUNT EXPENDED OUT-OF-STATE 

OUTPUT: 
1. PERCENT OF EXPENDITURE TO OAKLAND COUNTY VENDORS 
2. PERCENT OF EXPENDITURE TO MICHIGAN VENDORS INCLUDING 

OAKLAND COUNTY 
3. PERCENT OF EXPENDITURE TO OUT-OF-STATE VENDORS 



JAMESTOWN IMPACT STUDY 

3) QUESTION 4 ON PAGE Al. 
PURPOSE: HEADCOUNT OF EMPLOYEES 

SOURCE OF DATA: 
A. PAYROLL DATA BASE 

PAGE 5 

B. FULL-TIME HOURS = 2080 PER HEAD EXCEPT FULL TIME FACULTY 
PART-TIME HOURS = YTD REGULAR HOURS + YTD OVERTIME HOURS EXCEPT 
PART-TIME FACULTY 

C. FACULTY AND PARTIME FACULTY 'FTE' = 680.4 

SELECTION CRITERIA: 
1. CURRENTLY ACTIVE 
2. SUB STATUS EQUAL TO ONE OF THE FOLLOWING 

FULL-TIME SUB-STATUSES - A E N F C M P 
PART-TIME ·SUB-STATUSES - S H D W 

OUTPUT: 
1. TOTAL HEADCOUNT FULL-TIME 
2. TOTAL HEADCOUNT PART-TIME 
3. TOTAL HEADCOUNT ALL 
4. 'FTE' FOR ABOVE 
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JAMESTOWN IMPACT STUDY PAGE 6 

. 3) QUESTION 5 ON PAGE Al. 
PURPOSE: HEADCOUNT OF EMPLOYEES BY RESIDENCE IN COt)NTY, IN STATE. 

SOURCE OF DATA: 
A. ADDRESS DATA BASE 
B. ZIP CODE TABLE 
C. PAYROLL DATA BASE 

SELECTION CRITERIA: 
1. CURRENTLY ACTIVE 
2. SUB STATUS EQUAL TO ONE OF TF:JE FOLLOWING 

FULL-TIME SUB-STATUSES - A E N F C M P 
PART-TIME SUB-STATUSES - S H D W 

3. STATE = MICHIGAN 
·4. SUB SET OF EMPLOYEES WITH ZIP CODE FOUND IN ZIP CODE TABLE 

OUTPUT: 
TOTAL HEADCOUNTS IN OAKLAND COUNTY 

1. TOTAL HEADCOUNT FULL-TIME 
2. TOTAL HEADCQUNT PART-TIME 
3. TOTAL HEADCOUNT ALL 
4. 'FTE' FOR ABOVE 

TOTAL HEADCOUNTS IN MICHIGAN INCLUDING OAKLAND COUNTY 
1. TOTAL HEADCOUNT FULL-TIME 
2. TOTAL HEADCOUNT PART-TIME 
3. TOTAL HEADCOUNT ALL 
4. 'FTE' FOR ABOVE 



JAMESTOWN IMPACT STUDY PAGE 7 

PURPOSE: TOTAL AMOUNT OF SPENDABLE INCOME (NET PAY + ANNUITIES + 
CREDIT UNION DEDUCTIONS) PAID TO OCC EMPLOYEES IN THE CALENDAR YEAR 
1991. 
SOURCE OF DATA: 
1. PAYROLL DATA BASE AS OF 12/31/91 

SELECTION CRITERIA: 
1. CURRENTLY ACTIVE 
2. GROSS PAY - (FEDERAL + STATE + CITY + FICA TAXES) 

OUTPUT: 
1. TOTAL DISPOSABLE INCOME OF ALL ACTIVE EMPLOYEES 
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~LAD COM1 ' NI7Y COLLEGE 
·om. ON ItlPACT STCO'x' 

-onN ECONOMIC I !PACT STUDY 

1 

15: 43 Tuesday , S•ptember 1, 1992 
y 

c 45.7% 

FULL T!~lE PART TIME TOTAL 

CC HEAD CO NT 812 l 258 2,070 

620 912 1,532 

.9-S DISPOSI LE INCOME 29,509, .... 41 

wAMES~OW I1PACT TUDY 

-3 PERCF.:rT OF 0 c EXPENDI"'URES ll c LJ TY STATE o·T- OF-STAT-
45.7% 65 .1% 34 9% 

FULL ~!~E PART TIME TOTAL FTE 

A 1-4 OCC HEAD COUtJT 812 1,258 2 070 l,279.79 

•N COUNTY HEAD COUNT 620 nz l,53Z 957.36 

Al-5 MICHIGAN HEAD COUNT 809 1,256 2,065 1,274. 92 

Al·6 OISPOSIBLE INCOME $29, S09 ,472.4t 

P. 2 



N !MPACT sruo·l 

PACT STUDY 

CIFICATION FOR EMPLO!lEE COUNTS 

·-------------------~·-···-····---------------- ----

0 TA BA E EMPLOYEES ARE CLASSIFIED Bi' srATUS AtlC 

01 CONTRACT 
A D' IN! TRATORS 
F ~A~UL.Y FULL•T:MF. 
E OPERATING ENGI~EERS 
U MANAGEMENT ST~FF 
S E'ACULTY PAR -TIME 

02 CLASSIFil:J) 
C CLASSIFIED 
P PUBLIC SAE'E:TY 

03 r1A.INTENANCI!: 
H MA NTE'NANCE 

04 PART-TIME HOURLY 
H HOURLY PART·:IM~ 
D PERMANEflT/PART·TIMF. 

05 WORK STUDY 
W WORK STU'OY 

P.3 



HNS N IMPACT STUDY PAGE l 

PAGE 19. 
TOTA ER l"' Oe" EY.PE?lOITIJRES E'ROM 199 l • 92 GENERAL E'UND 

.,. A ... S) PA!D TO OAKLAND COUU'!'Y BASED 1/ENDORS. 

S RCE OF DATA 
1 OAKLAND COU'lT ZIP CODE T.\BtE 
2 EKPEHSP.: DATA SOURCE rs CUFS GENLED FOR 1991-92 

SELECTIOH CRITERIA: 
l. EXCLUDE 

~. DISTRiB T:ON GROUPS l, 2, 8, AND 90 
B. VENOOI\ CO:>ES SEC!N?lING ;..{ITH 'l 1 

2. INCLUDE 
A. OBJECT CODES : '21' 
B. ACCOUNT TIPE • '22', 1 23', '24' 
c. FUND - I 0 l I 

3. CREATE A SUB SET OF OAKLAND COUNTY DETERMINED BY ZIP COD£ 
4. WHE'RE THERE ARP.: tlULTIPLE ADDRESSES, THE 0£E'AULTS 

ARE OAKLAUD cour;n ZIP CODES FOLL0:.:£0 BY STA'i'E MICHIGAN 
FOLLO~ED BY OUT·OF·ST~TE. 
EXCEPTIONS ARE 1\11 WN VEUOORS WHERE THEIR PAY ADDRESS 

IS OUT Of S'!ATE. 

OUT?Ul': 
l. PERCENT OF EXPENDITURE TO OAKUHD COUNTY VE:?lDCRS 

P.4 



·ou.i~soN !MPACT STUDY PAGE 2 

N O? PACE 19. 
HT F FULLTIP.E EMPLOYEES WHO LIVE !N OAKLAND COUNTY AND 
L YEES IUCLUOIN~ STUDENTS) WHO LIVE rN OAKLAND COUNTY . 

SOUR · os:- DATA 
l PAYROLL DATA BASE 
2. ADCRESS DATA BASE 
3 OAKLAND CO~NTY ZIP CODE :ABLE 

SELECTION CRITERIA : 
A. ADDRESS DATA BASE 

1. ZIP CODE EOUUD IN ZIP CODE TABLE 

B. PAYROLL DATA BASE 
1. ZIP CODE E"OUNO IN ZIP CODE TABLE 
2 CURRENTLY AC IVE 
3 SUB STATUS EQUAL TO O~E OF THE FOLLOWING 

FULL-TIME SUB•STATUSES - A E N F C M P 
PART-TIME SUB•STATUSES - S H 0 W 

OUTPUT1 
l. TOTAL HEADCOUNT l'ULL·TIME 
2. TOTAL HeADCOUNT PART•TIME 
3. TOTAL HEADCOUNT ALL 

F' c:c 
.,J 



JOHNSON IMPACT S'fUDY PACE 3 

ST!ON 5 ON PACE 19. 
E T AL MOUNT OF SPEUDABLE ItCOttE (HET PAY+ ANNUITIES+ 

.i.r l 01 OEOUCTIO?.S) PAID TO ace EM LO'lEES IN THE CALENDAR YEAR 
l 
CE OE' DATA: 

l PA ROLL D' TA BASE AS OF 12/31/91 

SE ECTlOH CRI!ERIA: 
1. CURRENTLY ACTIVE 
2 1TD-CROSS PAY - (YTO-FEDERAL • iTD-S!ATE + YTO-CITY + 

'1TD-FlCA TAY.ES) 

OUTPUT . 
1. OTAL Diil?OSABLE INCCt1E OJ: ALL ACT!1/E EMP:.OYEES 

P.6 



JAM~STOWN IMPACT STUDY 

llESTION 3 on PAGE Al. 
Pt; POSE 
l. TOTAL PERCENT CE' ll.MOUNT EXPENm:o m COUNTY 
2. T01AL PERCENT OF AMOUNT FY.PENDED IN STATE 
3 TOTAL FERCENT F AMOUNT EXPENDED OUT-OF-STA:'E 

SOURCE O.c DATA: 
l . OAKLAND COUNTY Z.:? CODE TABLE 
2. EXPENSE DATA SOURCE IS CUFS GENLED FOR 1991-92 

SELECTION CR!~ERIA: 
l . EXCL.ODE 

A. OISTRIBUTtOli GROUPS 1, 2, 6, AND 90 
B. VENDOR CODES BEGI?INING WITH 'l' 

2. INCLUDE 
A. BJECT CODES ~ '21' 
B. ACCOUNT TYPE - '22' I '23'' '24' 
C. FUtro"' 'Ol ' 

PAGE 4 

3. CREATE AN ~MOUNT t:XPEND£D IN OAKL;\NO COUNTY DET!:RMIN!D BY 
ZIP CODE 

4. CREATE AN AMOUNT EX?ENDED Itl MICHIGAN !NCLUDINC OAKLAND COUNTY 
S. CREATE AN AMOUNT EXPENDED OUT-OF-STA:E 

OUTPUT: 
1. PERCENT OF EXPEND!TURE TO OAKLAND COUNTY VENDORS 
2 PERCENT OF EXPENOI:URE TO MICHIGAN VENDORS INCLUDING 

OAK:::..AND COUNTY 
3. PERCE;NT O!' EXPENDITURE TO OUT·OF-STATE VEUOORS 



... ·A~ i:.STCvm Ir.PhCT STUDY PAGE S 

ON • or: PACE A!. 
H ')COt.mT OF El1PLO\'EES 

OATl 
L DATA SASE 

LL-Til1E HOURS - 2080 PER HEAD EXCEPT FULL TIME FACULT!l 
OkF.T-T!ME HO':.iRS - i'TO REGULAR HOURS + YTD OVERTUlE HOURS EXCEPT 
PART·TINE FACULTY 

C. FACULTY AllD PARTIME FACULTY 'FlE 1 = 680.4 

SELECTION CRITERIA: 
l. CURReNfLY ACTIVE 
2. SUB STATUS EQUAL TO om: OE' THE FOLLOWING 

FULL-TIME SUB-S:ATUS!S ~ A E N F C M P 
P RT-TIME SUS-STATUSES - S H 0 W 

OU PUT: 
l. TOTAL HEADCOUNT :ULL-TIME 
2. TOTAL HEADCOUNT P~RT-T!ME 
3. TOTAL HEADCOU.T ALL 

. 'FTE 1 FOR ABOVE 

P.8 



PAGt 6 

ESTIO' 5 ON ~AC~ Al 
RPOSE: HEADCOUNT OF Et1PLO'.l'EES BY RES rDENC£ IN COUNTY, IN STAT!. 

SOURCE or OATA1 
A ADDRESS DATA BhSE 
B ZIP CODE TABI,F. 
C. PAYRO:L DATA BASE 

SELECTION CR!!ERIA: 
l. CURRENTLY ACTIVE 
2. SUB ST>.TUS EQUAL TO ONE OF TH! FOLLOWIUG 

FULL·TIME SU6•STATUSES • A E N F C M P 
PART-TIME SUB·STATUS~S - S H D W 

3. STATE = MICHIGAN 
4. SUB SET Ol!' EMPLOYEES WI TH ZIP CODE Fomm rn ZIP CODE TABLE 

OU'.t'PUT1 
TOTAL HEADCOUNT$ IN OAl<LANO COUNT'{ 

l. TOTAL HE~DCOUNT FULL-TIME 
2. TOTA~ HEADCOUNT PART-T!ME 
3. TOTAL HEADCOUNT ALL 
4. 'FTE' FOR ABOVE 

TOTAL HE..ll..DCOUNTS IN MICHIGArl !NCLUDING OAY.LAHD COUNTY 
1. TOTAL H~AOCOUNT EULL-TIME 
2. TOTAL HEADCOUNT PART-TIME 
3. TOTAL HEADCOUNT ALL 
4. 'fTE 1 FOR ABOVE 

P.'3 



P.W . . . .. 
?AGE 7 

1 9. 

ER + TAT- • ! Y + FICA TAXES) 

• E OE' ALL ACTIVE EMPLOi££S 



I 

Total Institutional Expenditures 
Percent of expenditures in Oakland County 

Total institutional expenditures in Oakland county 

College Employees 
Employees total disposable income 
Total institutional employees 
Total institutional employees in Oakland county 
Percent employees in Oakland county 
Percent non-housing expenditures for Oakland county 
Percent residents expenditures in Oakland county 
Employees non-housing expenditures in Oakland county 
Total full-time employees 
Full-time employees in Oakland county 
Non-housing expenditures of full-time out-of-county employees 
Percent of Oakland county residents who rent 
Average annual Oakland county rent 
Rental expenditures of full-time employees in Oakland county 
Total employees expenditures in Oakland county· 

Number of full-time students 
Number of part-time students 
Number of students in on-campus housing 

Students 

Average annual room & board expenses in on-campus housing 
Annual room & board expenses for all students in on-campus housing 
Average annual room & board expenses for full-time students in off-campus housing 
Number of full-time students living in off-campus housing 
Annual room & board expenditures for all full-time students living off campus 
Average annual non-housing education related expenditures for full-time students 
Average annual non-housing education related expenditures for part-time students 

$21,934,558.00 
54.90% 

$12,042,072.34 

$15,072,215.00 
1756 
1606 

91.46% 
75.85% 
56.32% 

$5,888,658.12 
587 
535 

$52,000.00 
32.71% 

$4,428.00 
$77 4,893.36 

$6,715,551.48 

3161 
8003 

0 
$0.00 
$0.00 

$3,330.00 
3161 

$10,526, 130.00 
$2,455.00 

$925.00 



-- --------

Total non-housing education related expenditures for full-time students 
Total non-housing education related expenditures for part-time students 
Total students expenditures 

Visitors 
Total visitors expenditures 

Total direct economic impact on Oakland county 
Total economic impact upon Oakland county 
Total indirect economic impact on Oakland county 
Full-time jobs related to OCC in Oakland county 
Total full-time employment related to OCC in Oakland county 
r otal local taxes received 
Total state taxes received 
Total taxpayer investment 
Return on taxpayer investment 

$7, 760,255.00 
$7,402,775.00 

$25,689, 160.00 

$0.00 

$44,446, 783.82 
$100,005,263.60 
$55,558,479. 78 

3111 
3698 

$25,843,282.00 
$6,659,326.00 

$32,502,608.00 
3.08 



Jamestown Model 

Survey form 

1. H. Kieba 
2. H. Kieba 
3. ITS from CUFS 
4. Planning & Analysis 
5. ITS from payroll system 
6. ITS through CUFS 
7. Planning & Analysis 
8. Planning & Analysis from Financial Aif 
9. Planning & Analysis from Financial Aif 
10. H. Kieba 

Detailed worksheet 

Part D: Planning & Analysis 
Part E: 



Johnson County Community College (model) 

SQ=Survey Questions 1-14. 

1. ACS/IPEDS financial reports. (Kendall, Kieba) 

2. CUFS Vendor table? Kieba. 

3. Payroll, W-2 forms, (HR). 

4. Payroll records, (HR). 

5. Payroll, W-2 forms (HR). 

6. Planning & Analysis (Fall 19 91=2 9, 084. Full-time=6, 197, Part­
time=22, 887 

7. Zero. 

8. Zero. 

9. IPEDS, Financial Aid formula. (Planning & Analysis). 

10. IPEDS, Finanical Aid formula. (Planning & Analysis. 

11. IPEDS, Financial Aid formula. (Planning & Analysis). 

12. Job applicants e.g. CUFS object code "CANDIDATE"+ sport camps 
+ workshops, seminars held at OCC + Art exhibitions, Blue 
Grass festival .... 

13. Taxes. Kieba or Jatson. 

14. Taxes, Kieba or Jarson. 

Worksheert 



Economic Impact Study 

ECONOMIC IMPACT OF COMMUNITY COLLEGES ON SPONSOR COUNTIE 

SURVEY FORM 
Sample College 

1. College Expenditures: 

2. Total Student Activity Expenditures: 

3. Percentage of College Expenditures --
a. in sponsor area: 
b. in State: 
c. out-of-state: 

4. Number of College Employees --
a. full-time: 
b. part-time: 
c. TOTAL NUMBER: 
d. FTE for above: 

5. College Employees Who Live --

in sponsoring county (ies} --
a. full-time: 
b. part-time: 
c. TOTAL: 
d. FTE for above: 

in State--
a. full-time: 

A7 

$39,040,679, 

$158,469 

46%· 
65% 
35% 

812 
1,258 
2,070 
1,280 

620 
912 

1,532 
959 

809 

--- -------------------------;---------

UAAfrrfcvJ N . 

10/t~ / °' 2. 

If I b - bb)--S2.'2o. 



b. part-time: 
c. TOTAL: 
d. FTE for above: 

Economic Impact Study 

1,256 
2,065 
1,276 

6. Total Disposable Income Available to Employees: ~ 
7. Number of Students --

a. full-time: 
b. part-time: 
c. TOTAL: 

8. Average Annual College-related Expenditures by 
Full-time Students: 

9. Average Annual College-related Expenditures by 
Part-time Students: 

10. Revenue From Students: 
Revenue From Looal Governments: 
State Aid: -
Revenue From Other Sources Within State: 
Revenue From Out-of-state Sources: 

\ 

6,088 
23,275 
29,363 

$4,960 

$3,630 

$26, 715,589 -
$22,910,927/~ lf-0 I~ 2..-Cf 1 ~ll , 
$17,913,684J"' 

$2,081,424 
$4,199,629 

*************************************************************************** ***************** 

PRELIMINARY DATA FOR DETAIL WORKSHEET 

For Part D: Estimate of% of Employee Expenditures IN COUNTY 
(estimated from Sales and Markting 
Management Vol. 139 #6): 

For Part E: Total Number of out-of-County--

A7 

51.50% 

\ -- - -- - - ------- -----------------'------ -- --



•' 
11 ,...-_. 

Full-time employees: 
Part-time employees: 

Total Number of out-of-State-­
Full-time employees: 
Part-time employees: 

r 

Annual Expenditures in Service Area by employees residing 
out of Service Area--
Full-time employees expenditures: 
Part-time employees expenditures: 

For Part F: Census Data --
Percentage Who Rent in County: 
Mean Monthly Rent in County: 

For Part L: Multiplier Effect: 
State Multiplier Effect (Part J): 

For Part P: Multiplier for Jobs related to College: 
(Regional Multipliers: A User Handbook, 
US Dept of Commerce, p. 104 RIMS II May 1986) 

Economic Impact Study 

192 
346 

3 
2 

$1,000 
$500 

27.30% 
$495 

2.00 
2.25 

0.0000700 

*************************************************************************** ***************** 

COUNlYWIDE DATA FOR INDIVIDUAL COLLEGE 
Sample College 

A. Total Student Activity Expenditures in County: 

B. College Expenditures in County: 

A7 

$72,896 JS I g X $ 1 O . 'R_cvlAOlv>I . 

~c£13 x &i""'.j I· 

----------------.. -=..-.-.-----~------·--------------------



ll ,,,.....,,. 

C. Total In-County Expenditures by College: 

D. Disposable Income of In-County Employees Spent In 
County On Non-housing Items: 

E. Expenditures Of Out-of-County Employees 
in County on Non-housing Items: 

a. Full-Time: 
b. Part-Time: 

F. Rental Expenditures by Full-time College Staff 
Living in County: 

G. Total Employee Expenditures: 

H. Total Expenditures By Full-time Students: 

I. Total Expenditures by Part-time Students: 

J. Total Expenditures by Students: 

K. Total Direct Economic Impact of the College on 
the County: 

L. Multiplier Effect: 

M. Total Estimated Economic Impact: 

N. Full-time Employees Living in County: 

0. Total Economic Impact of the College in the County: 

A7 

Economic Impact Study 

$18,031,608 

$11,386, 161 

$192,000 
$173,000 

$1,005,404 

~ 
$30, 196,480 

$84,488,250 

($~ 

®i~ 
--------- ---- .,. . .,..-' 

2.00 

$290,945,806 

959 

$145,472,903 

JS 9 8 + <.B 95 . 

JS 3 '1 x ~2-'1 .c- g .2.1 j x 'DA-1. I . 

[Bt:,Sx St-t<+. 
£b~ )(' g\fS-. 

c.E ;u;, x {3tt g x g rt°! )( 12. 

g100 + £10s +JS tob + g109 

J,4-0 x ~Cf,$ 

$ (/.,/ x g '+g. 

g113 + g11s. 

£ I .'2.2. x g 1.2...0 . 



P. Jobs Related to College: 

Q. Total Full-time Employment Related to College: 

R. Ratio of Sponsor Contribution to Total Economic 
Impact: 

Economic Impact Study 

10,183 

11,142 

$1.00 to 
$12.70 

g ~x E 120. 

g,2.fu +· ;g l<'.?0. 

*************************************************************************** ***************** 

STATEWIDE DATA FOR INDIVIDUAL COLLEGE 
Sample College 

A. Total Student Activity Expenditures in State: 

B. College Expenditures in State: 

C. Total In-State Expenditures by College: 

D. Employee Non-housing Expenditures: 

E. Expenditures Of Out-.of-State Employees 
in State on Non-housing Items: 

a. Full-Time: 
b. Part-Time: 

F. Rental Expenditures by Full-time College Staff 
Living in County: 

G. Total Employee Expenditures: 

A7 

$102,213 

$15, 149,886 

$3,000 
$1,000 

$1,311,891 

~-;-- &5--1. 214--XJ?IO· 

(Blq, x sveve-t I· 

J?I '+- 2- +- El U-4- · 
D gs: ~ JS Q.J ';( :g 'ti . x Dk7A- I . 

<..E .2..1 = 0 c.l:> 

Eb'i x g1fr..;_ 

grro x: g '1~ · 

~~~1f8-=P""I -

~ r<fK' t- £ 1~:? .+-- I S-4 + I(/ · 

----- - ------------------------------ -----~------



.. ·-

H. Total Expenditures By Full-time Students: 

I. Total Direct Economic Impact of the College on 
the State: 

J. Multiplier Effect: 

K. Total Estimated Economic Impact: 

L. FTE Living in State: 

M .. Jobs Related to College: 

N. Total Full-time Employment Related to College: 

Economic Impact Study 

$114,684,730 

$156,433,958' 

2.25 

$351,976,406 

1,276 

10,950 

12,226 

<:El bG X DPrlA- 5 . 

$3$'. 

:DPr'l Pr s >( g &1f ' 

1)Pr11T~ * g 17~ 
*************************************************************************** ***************** 

A7 
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