Evans, Cynthia

From: Orlowski, Martin

Sent: Thursday, January 18, 2001 2:19 PM
To: Gee, David

Cc: Moss, Brian; Evans, Cynthia
Subject: RE: Millage request

David,

1. How is it possible for the college to mail a paycheck to an employee
i1f there is no address? Somehow there must be a link between an
employees pay and their address, right?

2. It is not necessary to tie FICA directly to a person. Our objective
was to insure that we matched on all audited financial reports. Hence,
don't worry about this one, but we will need to double check to see if
the FICA amount is accounted for in our final report.

3. Using total gross pay can work so long as we can separate out full
and part time employees. This is important since part time staff don't
receive benefits. We can calculate fica, mip, etc. by using the 1999-00
percentages withheld by the budget office. e

4. In the yellow category we need all taxes and manditory payments.
United Way contributions are not manditory. Count non manditory
payments in the green category.

I hope this helps. Please be aware that tomorrow is Cindy's last day
here at OCC. Hence, if you have any further questions getting them over
here asap would be greatly appreciated. Brian Moss will be picking up
this project as of Monday.

Thanks for all of your help.

Marty

————— Original Message—---—-

From: Gee, David

Sent: Thursday, January 18, 2001 1:42 PM
To: Orlowski, Martin

Cc: Swierk, Thomas

Subject: Millage request

The first pass of annalysis for the millage information has turned up a
surprise or two. The biggest surprise is that the payroll data in
Advantage does not contain ss numbers. Without ss no's, we can not tie
a record back to a zip code. The second one is that all the tax
information ( social security ) is not broken down by individuals.

I think there might be a way to get individual gross pay information
tied back to an employee and therefore a zip code ( green ).

There is a question as to what you want included in the Yellow catagory.
FICA payments? or United Fund contributions? or ?

Dave
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Evans, Cynthia

From: Orlowski, Martin

Sent: Thursday, January 18, 2001 1:49 PM
To: Evans, Cynthia

Subject: FW: Millage request

————— Original Message—--—--~
From: Gee, David
Sent: Thursday, January 18, 2001 1:42 PM

To: Orlowski, Martin ;/
Cc: Swierk, Thomas /iﬂfﬂf
Subject: Millage request A

A §
The first pass of annalysis for the millage information has turned up a /wﬂ ﬁ pj
surprise or two. The biggest surprise is that the payroll data in ' ﬁﬁ”iéw“ﬁ ,aﬁ
Advantage does not contain ss numbers. Without ss no's, we can not tie % PP
a record back to a zip code. The second cne is that all the tax %r;4ﬂ ,%%,Z?”/
information ( social security ) is not broken down by individuals. ﬁfu&!u;ﬁ #’J%Vf 39
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I think there might be a way to get individual gross pay information __ /%W Vadyff?, Y
tied back to an employee and therefore a zip .code ( green ). 5@¢”ﬂ

There is a question as_to.what you want included in the Yellow catagory.
FICA payments? or United Fuﬁa\éogtributions? or ?

LM_>~~7-——”’ | Mo — il poa ol S —
Dave t;%%ﬂﬁt éhﬁz%sz;L, %/ épz%;p./7w4”~4422$77 Ao f

P M



Data needed from ITS for Economic Impact Study

Total - F)2z00

Number (headcount) of full-time OCC employees

Number of part-time OCC employees .

FTE for all OCC employees — fy 2ooe miP's aeposV [ wosdlomitimelenct bt ®e)
1, RO hede + = fF7

Within Michigan (Zip codes 48000-49999) 2 U BEE e @ PF [ Sesen

Number of full-time OCC employees

Number of part-time OCC employees

FTE for all OCC employees

fs.)

Within Oakland County

(Zip codes 48007-48012, 48017, 48025, 48030, 48034, 48037, 48067-48073, 48075-48076,48083-
48086, 48098, 48099, 48165, 48178, 48220, 48237, 48301- 48309, 48320-48350, 48356-48393, 48398,
48442, 48462)

Number of full-time OCC employees
Number of part-time OCC employees
FTE for all OCC employees

College Expenditures for FY 2000 (totals should reconcile to audited financial statement)

In addition to the total expenditures of the College for FY 2000 for the three expenditure classes below,
two subgroup breakouts are also needed. Subgroup 1: MI Expenditures---expenditures within each
expenditure class paid to Michigan vendors (defined using address zip code in Vendor Database) and
Subgroup 2: Oakland County Expenditures--- expenditures within each expenditure class paid to
Oakland County vendors (defined using address zip code in Vendor Database)

Expenditure Classes:
a) Personnel Expenditures—all payments made to employees as defined by object codes
highlighted in green on attached Object Code Definitions listing

b) Taxes and Benefits---all expenditures as defined by object codes highlighted in yellow on
attached Object Code Definitions listing

¢) Other Expenditures---all expenditures as defined by object codes highlighted in orange on
attached Object Code Definitions listing

/49”"‘/’/25 oleeiriy Ar o ani i sors %A“’?

Bt = Toman



OAKLAND
COMMUNITY
COLLEGE

OBJECT CODE DEFINITIONS
EXPENDITURES

An object code is one of the four components of a general ledger account number. It is a five-digit code
that is used to describe and classify an expense. When an object code is combined with fund, area, and
organization codes, a complete account number is created.

Accurate account number coding on purchase requisitions and other expenditures is essential.
Accounting records are used for state and federal reporting as well as for internal reporting and cost

analysis. Every expenditure is to be charged against the object code that most
accurately describes its purpose.

In this document all current Datatel Colleague object codes are listed, with their equivalent Advantage
object code in parentheses. Many object codes are self-explanatory; additional definitions or guidelines
for usage are provided when necessary.

Colleague (New) Advantage (Old)
Object
Code (Replaces) Object Name Definition/Usage

Personnel Expenses:

Note: new personnel object codes will be used on New Hire Forms, EAFs, and timesheets after the
new payroll system is implemented. Until then, the Advantage account numbers are to be used and
the expenditures will be crosswalked to Colleague by the Financial Services Department.

» Faculty:
71110 (various)  Full-time Faculty Base Replaces 2101, 2105, 2109, 2113.
71120  (various)  Adjunct Faculty Replaces 2117, 2119, 2121, 2123.
71125 (various)  Faculty Overload Replaces 2102, 2106, 2110, 2114.

71130 (2104) Faculty Other Payments
71150 (2116) Sabbatical Faculty

71160 (2170) Supplemental Pay Faculty
71170 (2108) Faculty Release Time
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Administration and Management Staff (until new system is implemented):

71010
71030
71040
71011
71020
71025
71031
71041

(2125)
(2127)
(2128)
(2130)
(2131)
(2132)
(2133)
(2134)

Full-time Administrators
Other Administrators
Temporary Administrators
Full-time Management Staff
Part-time Management Staff
Overtime Management Staff
Other Management
Temporary Management

Exempt (Non-union) Administrators and Management Staff (in new system):

71210
71220
11223
71230
71240
71250
71260

(various)
(various)
(2132)

(various)
(various)
(various)
(2171)

Exempt Full-time Base
Exempt Part-time Base
Exempt Overtime

Other Exempt Payments
Temporary Exempt
Sabbatical Exempt
Supplemental Pay Exempt

Replaces 2125, 2130. See also 71310.
Replaces 2126, 2131. See also 71320.
See also 71325.

Replaces 2127, 2133. See also 71330.
Replaces 2128, 2134. See also 71340.
Replaces 2129, 2135. See also 71350.
See also 71360.

“ Non-exempt (Union) Administrators and Management Staff (in new system):

71310  (various)
71320  (various
71325 (2132)
71330  (various)
71340  (various)
71350  (various)
71360 (2171)

" Classified:
71410 (2140)
71420 (2141)
71425 (2142)
71430 (2143)
71440 (2144)
Maintenance:
71510 (2150)
71520 (2151)
71525 (2152)

Non-exempt Full-time Base
Non-exempt Part-time Base
Non-exempt Staff Overtime
Other Non-exempt Payments
Temporary Non-exempt
Sabbatical Non-exempt
Supplemental Non-exempt

Classified Full-time Base
Classified Part-time Base
Classified Overtime

Other Classified Payments
Temporary Classified

Maintenance Full-time Base
Maintenance Part-time Base
Maintenance Overtime

Replaces 2125, 2130. See also 71210.
Replaces 2126, 2131. See also 71220.
See also 71225.

Replaces 2127, 2133. See also 71230.
Replaces 2128, 2134. See also 71240.
Replaces 2129, 2135. See also 71250.
See also 71260.



J1530" «(2153) Other Maintenance Payments
71540 (2154) Temporary Maintenance

" Operating Engineers:

/i
71610 (2160) Operating Engineers Full-time Base
71620 (2161) Operating Engineers Part-time Base
71630 (2162) Other Operating Engineers Payments
71640 (2163) Temporary Operating Engineers

""" Public Safety:

71710 (2165) Public Safety Full-time Base
71720  (2166) Public Safety Part-time Base
71725 (2167) Public Safety Overtime
71730 (2168) Other Public Safety Payments
71740 (2169) Temporary Public Safety

" Students and Other Employees:

71801 (2175) Student Employees

71811 (2178) Work Study Students

71812  (2179) Work Study - Community Service
71901 (2176) Other Employees

71950 (new) Grant Admin Salaries For use on grants only.
and Contracts
71951 (new) Grant Delivery For use on grants only.
71952  (new) Other Grant Salaries For use on grants only.
71997 (2192) Voluntary Early Separation
Payments

71998 (2191) Grievance Settlement Payroll
71999 (2199) Payroll Suspense
pA

,++ [FICA, Retirement, and Fringe Benefits: <1, ;o # ol 7

73101 (2181) FICA

73111 (2181) Retirement - MPSERS

73112  (2181) Retirement - ORP

73199 (2181) FICA & Retirement Until new system is implemented.
73201 (2189) Medical Insurance

73202 (2189) Dental Insurance

73203 (2189) Vision Insurance

73204 (2189) Life Insurance

73205 (2189) Long Term Disability Insurance

73206 (2189) Employee Tuition Waiver



73207
73208
73216
73220
73250
73209

(2189)
(2189)
(2516)
(2189)
(2189)
(2189)

Workers Comp Insurance

Short Term Disability Insurance
Tuition Reimbursement

Other Fringes

Cash in Lieu of Benefits

Fringe Benefits Until new system is implemented.

Scholarships and Tuition Discounts: ' /,M
cholarships an on Discounts : /’mf’o;/f‘{“

74001
74003
74005
74007
74009
74011
74013
74017
74019
74021
74023
74025
74030
74031
74032
74033

" | Utilities:

7V 76110

Iy |
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76210
76220
76310
76320

(2580)
(2581)
(2582)
(2583)
(2584)
(2585)
(2586)
(2589)
(2590)
(2591)
(2587)
(new)

(2588)
(new)

(new)

(new)

(2451)

(new)

(2453)

(new)

(2456)

(new)

B
Scholarships ¥
High School Merit Scholarships
Academic Excellence Awards
Scholarship-Books and Supplies
Trustee Academic Excellence
Notetaker Tuition
Board of Trustee Scholarships
Native American Awards
Athletic Scholarships
Oak Park Scholarship
Financial Aid Awards
Special Financial Aid Conditions
Senior Citizen Discount
Non-Resident Tuition Discount
Corporate Sponsored Tuition Discount
Culinary Arts Tuition Discount

Heating Fuels-College
Owned Facilities

Heating Fuels-Rented/
Leased Facilities

Electricity-College Owned
Facilities

Electricity-Rented/
Leased Facilities

Water and Sewer-College
Owned Facilities

Water and Sewer-Rented/
Leased Facilities

Natural gas, oil, coal, etc. used to heat
College-owned buildings.

Natural gas, oil, coal, etc used to heat
rented or leased facilities.

Payments for electrical service to College-
owned facilities.

Payments for electrical service to rented
or leased facilities.

Payments for water and sewer service to
College-owned facilities.

Payments for water and sewer service to
rented or leased facilities.



76410 (2458) Other Purchased Utilities-
College Owned Facilities
76420 (new) Other Purchased Ultilities-

Rented/Leased Facilities

Contracted Services:

77101  (2217) Temporary Services (1099)

77102 (2218) Temporary Services
(Agencies)
77150 (new) Consulting

Supplies & Other Services:

77201  (2355) Printing & Duplicating

77205 (2532) Advertising

Other services which are considered to be
utilities, including cable TV.

Other services which are considered to be
utilities, including cable TV.

Payments for services rendered by individuals
who perform College functions but are not
College employees as determined by Form BUS
163, Consultant/Employee Status Determination
Checklist. The individual's Social Security
Number is required so that a 1099 form can be
prepared for the individual's income tax
reporting.

Payments for services rendered by

companies which provide individuals to perform
College functions such as temporary employment
services (e.g., Kelly, Accountemps, Manpower).
The company’s Federal Tax ID number is
required.

Payments for consulting services as determined
by the College’s contract administrator. Not to

be used for temporary services - see 77101 and
77102.

Printing jobs, including collating and binding,
completed by the College's printing services
department or an outside printing company.
Also, charges for use of the duplicating
machines.

Advertisements purchased by the College, in
newpapers and magazines, on TV and radio, etc.
Includes advertising for recruitment of students
and employees as well as College events.



77207

77210

77212

77213

77214

77216

77218

77220

77222

77224

77226

77228

77229

(2541)

(2214)

(2220)

(2998)

(2225)

(2223)

(2471)

(2401)

(2402)

(2523)

(2524)

(2543)

(2565)

Telephone Charges

Legal Services

Arbitration Expense
Litigation & Claims Expense

Medical Exams

Legislative Liaison

Insurance

Space Rental

Equipment and Other Rental

Licenses and Permits

Fines and Penalties

Postage

Freight and Cartage

Telephone service including monthly charges,
long-distance, and service calls when necessary.

Services related to human resources, bond
issuance, and other issues for which the College
requests legal advice or representation.

For Human Resources Department use.
Cost of settling litigation against the College.

Payments for pre-employment physicals as well
as exams, inoculations, etc. related to
environmental health and safety. Physicals that
are provided to employees as a fringe benefit
should not be charged here.

Payments to the College’s legislative liaison.

Premiums paid by OCC for fire, public liability,
and vehicle insurance, fidelity bonds, and
insurance deductibles. Insurance provided to
employees as a fringe benefit should be charged
to the appropriate fringe benefit object.

Payments for rented or leased space. Utilities
associated with leased space should be charged to
the appropriate utility object.

Payments for rented or leased equipment,
vehicles, software, videos, films, etc. “Capital
leases” are to be charged to 77840.

. Cost of licenses and permits, including software

licenses.

Cost of fines and penalties incurred by the
College.

Cost of services of U.S. Postal Service, Federal
Express, etc. for items mailed from the College.

Delivery charges on items delivered to the
College.




77230

77232

77234

77236

77238

77243

77245

77247

77248

77250

77251

77252

77254

77256

77260

77262

77264

(2222)

(2201)

(2202)

(2549)

(2211)

(2550)

(2376)

(new)

(new)

(various)
(2750)
(2213)

(2253)

(2224)

(2251)

(2252)

(2270)

Armored Car Service

Credit Card Service Charges

Bank Service Charges

Collection Fees

Audit and Financial Services

Bad Debt Expense
Board Election Expense
Grant Participant

Auto Purchase

Grant Participant Auto Related
Auto Related Expense

Cash Over & Short
Contribution to Fund Balance
CLEMIS/LEIN Charges

Uniforms and
Uniform Cleaning

Public Safety Dispatch

Snow Removal

Trash Removal

Maintenance & Repair

Cost of armored car delivery and/or pickup
services. For Campus Business Office and
Bookstore use.

Cost to the College of accepting credit card
charges for tuition, bookstores, etc.

Service fees and other bank charges.

Payments to third-party debt collectors for the
collection of student and other debt.

Cost of the annual financial statement audit and
other contracted financial services.

Cost of write-off of unpaid debt.

Payments to local taxing authorities for cost of
holding elections to elect Board of Trustees.

For use on grants only.

For use on grants only.

Replaces 2551, 2552. For Cashier use.
For Budget Office use.
For Public Safety Department use..

Payments for purchase and cleaning of
contractually-required uniforms.

For Public Safety Department use.

Payments to external providers of snow removal
services.

Payments to external providers of trash removal
and/or recycling services.

Services for the maintenance or repair of



77270

77272

77279

77281

77283

77284

77285

77286

77287

77288

77289

77290

77291

(2329)

(2331)

(new)

(2016)

(2219)

(2556)

(2557)

(2602)

(2605)

(2606)

(2603)

(2353)

(2850)

Services
Database Searching

Dalnet/Horizon Fees

Other Services

Gifts and Donations

Grievance Settlement—

Non-payroll

Accounts Payable Suspense

Indirect Cost Recovery

Administrative Recovery

Pro Rata Refund

Pro Rata Loan Expense

Prior Year Adjustments

Supplies

Non Capital Equipment

buildings, grounds, vehicles, and/or equipment.
Cost of library database search services.

Cost of College participation in Dalnet/Horizon
library consortium.

Cost of services that do not fit any other object
code. Before using, ensure that there is no other
appropriate object code.

Used by the bookstores to record the cost of
items donated to other organizations.

For Human Resource Department use.

For Accounts Payable Department/Campus
Business Office use.

Cost to a grant for administrative and support
services provided by the College.

Cost to a non-grant organization for
administrative and support services provided by
the College.

For Financial Services/Financial Aid use.
For Financial Services/Financial Aid use.
For Financial Services use.

Any item (except lab and classroom supplies),
used in the daily operations of the College, that
is consumed (used up) when it is used. Examples
include paper, pens, printer cartridges, staplers,
etc. Blank recording media (cassettes, CDs,
microfilm, diskettes) also are charged here.
Supplies purchased from lab and course fees
should be charged to 77292.

Items of furniture or equipment which do not




77292 (2312)
77293  (new)

77294 (2357)
77295 (2029)
77296 (2018)
77297 (2553)
77298 (2554)
77299  (2099)
Library Acquisitions:
77310 (2320)

(Under $1000)

Lab & Classroom Supplies

Grant Participant Books and
Supplies

Software

Computer Services
Clearing Account

Central Stores Purchases

Computer Chargebacks

Other Chargebacks

Credit Against Expense

Library Books

meet all of the requirements of “capital assets”™
(have a useful life of less than one year or cost
less than $1000). See 77820 and 77825.

Consumable supplies used in laboratories and
classrooms for instructional purposes. Usually
funded by the collection of lab or course fees.
Costs of these supplies should be charged to the
instructional disciplines, not to deans or
departments.

For use on grants only.

Computer software packages and annual
maintenance on college support system software.
Does not include blank diskettes; they are
charged to 77290 or 77292 as appropriate.

For Purchasing Department/ITS use.

For Financial Services use.

Used by Financial Services to record the
allocation of ITS operations to the users of
computing services in accordance with state
reporting guidelines.

Cost of internal service operations that are
charged back to the users of those services.

Credit (repayment) of maintenance and public
safety services related to rental of College
facilities.

All books purchased from College monies,
whether purchased by a campus library or a
department, are assumed to be part of the
College’s library collection and should be
charged to this object.



77312

77320

77330

77332

77334

77336

77340

77342

(2321)

(2330)

(2322)

(2323)
(2324)

(2325)

(2326)

(2327)

Books Binding

Standing Orders (Serials)

Periodicals

Documents
Pamphlets

Microforms

Audio Recordings

Video Recordings and Films

Travel and Staff Development:

77410

77415

77430

(2512)

(2501)

(2515)

Overnight Travel-Domestic

Overnight Travel-Foreign

Local/In-House Meeting

Binding and rebinding of library books.

Library serials that are classified as standing
orders.

Periodicals purchased for College libraries.
Subscriptions purchased by non-library
departments for their departmental use should be
charged to 77460.

Publications on microfilm and microfiche.
Purchases of blank microfilm and microfiche to
be used to store departmental records should be
charged to 77290.

Prerecorded CDs, tapes, and other audio media.
Blank media should be charged to 77290 or
77292 as appropriate.

Prerecorded videotapes, DVDs, films, and other
video media. Blank media should be charged to
77290 or 77292 as appropriate.

Overnight travel within the United States,
including Alaska and Hawaii. Used for all
expenses for such travel, including prepaid
registration fees, meals, mileage, and airline
tickets. Overnight travel must adhere to the
College’s travel procedures.

Overnight travel outside the United States. Used
for all expenses for such travel, including
prepaid registration fees, meals, mileage, and
airline tickets. Includes travel to Canada.
Overnight travel must adhere to the College’s
travel procedures.

Registration, meals, and incidental expenses



Expense

77435 (2517) Mileage & Parking
77450 (2516) Staff Development Activities
77460 (2511) Dues, Fees, Subscriptions

Cost of Sales:

77501  (2001) Cost of Sales-New Books
77503  (2002) Cost of Sales-Used Books
77505 (2012) Cost of Sales-Trade

77507  (2003) Cost of Sales-Supplies
77509  (2013) Cost of Sales-Software
77511 (2017) Cost of Sales-Apparel
77513  (2004) Cost of Sales-Other

77515  (2005) Cost of Sales-Tax Exempt
77517 (2015) Inventory Adjustment
77519 (2014) Discounts and Markdowns
77550  (2007) Cost of Sales-Food Service
Capital Expenditures:

77802  (2800) Land Purchases

77804  (2801) Site Improvement

77806 (2802) Appraisal and Survey
77808  (2820) Architect

77809  (2820) Engineering

77810 (2821) New Buildings

77812 (2822) Additions to Buildings
77814 (2823) Capital Renovations
77815 (2899) Plant Assets Sold and Retired

associated with non-overnight travel, business
meetings and College events such as Excellence
Day.

Reimbursements for mileage and parking
incurred in the course of College business or
associated with local meetings. Mileage is paid
at the rate set by the College Controller based on
IRS regulations.

This object is reserved for PDTC use only.

College memberships and subscriptions to
journals, magazines, news services, etc. Does
not include periodicals for the Libraries.

Used by bookstores.
Used by bookstores.
Used by bookstores.
Used by bookstores.
Used by bookstores.
Used by bookstores.
Used by bookstores.
Used by bookstores.
Used by bookstores.
Used by bookstores.
Used by Food Service.



Note: Some furniture and equipment purchases are not capital expenditures. To be recorded as a
capital asset, a furniture or equipment purchase must meet all of the following requirements:

1. Is not a consumable supply item (see 77290, 77292).

2. Costs at least $1000.

3. Has a useful life of at least one year.

Equipment and furniture items that do not meet all three requirements should be charged to

77291, Non Capital Equipment.

77820 (2840) Capital Furniture

and Equipment

77825 (2841) Capital Computer Equipment

77830 (2845) Vehicles & Rolling Stock

77840 (2847) Capital Lease Expense

Budget Pools: _, yolewcke

Furniture & equipment that meet all three
requirements of “capital assets” above. Includes
furniture and equipment for classrooms, labs,
offices, etc. EXCEPT computer equipment.
Includes maintenance equipment EXCEPT
rolling stock or vehicles.

Mainframe and personal computers and
peripheral devices that meet the three
requirements of “capital assets” above.
Individual components are not capital assets
unless they are delivered to the College as part of
a larger bundled purchase. For example, an
internal modem worth $200 that is ordered and
delivered as part of a complete desktop PC is
charged to 77825 as part of the total purchase,
but a modem ordered on its own at a later time
would be charged to 77291.

~Police cars, maintenance vehicles, and other

wheeled equipment. Components purchased as
part of the wheeled equipment should also be
charged here, for example a snow plow
attachment for a truck or tractor would also be
charged to 77830.

Payments for leased equipment that has been
defined as “capital lease.”

Budget pool accounts are used to record budgets for groups of object codes. No expenditures are to be

charged to the pool accounts.

—
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79001

79002

79003

(new)

(new)

(new)

Budget Pool-Benefits

Budget Pool-Supplies and
Services

Budget Pool-Equipment and
Furniture

" Non-operating Expenses:

it

81001 (2660)
81002 (2661)
81010 (2664)
82010 (2650)
82020 (2651)
82030 (2652)
82040 (2377)
82041 (2378)
82045 (2663)
82050 (2662)
82055 (2375)
~ |/ Transfers:
91001 (2701)
91002 (2702)
91003 (2703)
92001 (2730)
92011 (2731)
92012 (2732)
92013 (2733)
92014 (2734)
92022 (2736)
92031 (2735)
92041 (2737)
92042 (2739)
92043 (2738)

Interest on Bonds
Premium on Bonds
Interest on Notes

Used only for recording budgets. Actual charges
are recorded in the appropriate FICA,
retirement, and fringe benefit object codes.

Used only for recording budgets. Actual
charges are recorded in the appropriate supply
and service object codes.

Used only for recording budgets. Actual
charges are recorded in the appropriate
equipment and furniture object codes.

Bond Principal-General Obligation

Bond Principal-Revenue
Note Principal

Tax Collection Expense
Uncollectible Tax Expense
Cost of Issuing Bonds
Paying Agent Fees
Millage Election Expense

Mandatory Voc Ed Matching

Mandatory Financial Aid Matching

Other Mandatory Grant Matching
Non-mandatory Financial Aid Matching

Transfer to General Fund
Transfer to Designated Fund
Transfer to Auxiliary Fund
Transfer to Restricted Fund
Transfer to Loan Fund
Transfer to Endowment Fund

Transfer to Maintenance & Repair Fund

Transfer to Debt Service Fund

Transfer to Unexpended Plant Fund
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A SHORTCUT TO ESTIMATING ECONOMIC IMPACT

G. JEREMIAH RYAN
Monroe Community College, Rochester, New York

The work from which this copy was made did not include a formal copyright
notice. This work may be protecied by copyright law. Uses may be allowed
with permission from the rightholder, or if the copyright oa the work has
expird, or if the usa is fair use or within another exemption. The user of
this work is responsible for determining lowful uses.

The project was conducted as follows:

| 1. A survey was developed and distributed with the assistance

i of apporpriate committees of the Council of County Colleges

| of New Jersey and statewide associations of business offi-

cers and research administrators. The survey was field-
tested prior to distribution to all colleges.
2. Local economic impacts and statewide economic impact were

‘ estimated by the completion of the survey by each of New

Jersey's community colleges and the application of appro-
priate economic multipliers.

i 3. Each community college provided its local economic 1mpact
date to its county government as part of the local Fiscal
Year 1984 budget process.

4. A statewide economic impact statement was presented to the
Joint Appropriations Committee of the State Legislature as
part of the State Fiscal Year 1984 budget process.

INTRODUCTION

Mission and goal statements of community colleges have a common
thread in that they invariably state that the primary purpose of
community colleges is to provide postsecondary educational oppor-
tunities to the adult population of the colleges' sponsorship areas.
The statements usually include listings of such valuable outcomes of
learning as knowledge, creative capabilities, economic productivity
and cultural enrichment.

There are other outcomes of community colleges, usually not pre-
sented in the mission statement, that are more direct and more mea-
surable, one of the most significant of which is that they bring
revenue to their locality. Community colleges serve as substantial
producers of jobs, as consumers of goods and services, as OWners of
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property and as depositors and investors of cash resources that con-
" tribute to an expanding credit base. .

The people who live in the area in which a college is Iocatgd often
think of the institution in terms of their own personal social in-
teractions with its students. Merchants, landlords, bankers and
other business persons may be sensitive to the stgdents.and college
employees as sources of additional income for_thelr business ven-
ture. However, the total economic relationship between the college
and the community is not generally known. .

The second set of outcomes presented are more current and short
term, their benefits are measurable. Community colleges bring funds
into the economy through several revenue sources: tuition and fees,
local and state appropriations, private gifis, and federal grants.

The colleges circulate funds into the economy through expgnditures;
salary payments, purchases of goods and services, and capital con-
struction. / :

The ability to accurately measure, ana}yze, and prgsent the;e econo-
mic outcomes is becoming an ever more important skill for a com-

munity college president, business officer, or research administra-
tor.

Arquments by college officials about the successful production of
ou%comes byytheir golleges have begun to fall on dgaf ears in !ocal
and state legislative chambers. One p9551b1e tacplc to deal with
the appropriation problem is to set aside an .examination of thg
social values of education for a more direct approach, a look
strictly at an operating system's impaci on_the economy . .If the
system carries its own.weight financially, if the return is at_least
as great as the investment the taxpayers make, positive value is
evident (Jackson, 1978). In fact, one aythor has stateq that there
are at least six positive economic benefits that communlty colleges
contribute to their local economies: Colleges contr%bute to an in-
crease in technical skills and income of students; with accompanying

_increases in spending in local businesses; golleges help reduce
costs to local businesses:via the availability of a skilled labor.
force; the local economy is assisted by college and staff gxpendl—
tures and bank deposits in local businesses; colleges,pr0v1d¢ local
residents with cultural services at reduced cosis; local business
reveriue is generated by college activities and programs; and.prq—
perty values are enhanced by the presence of the college {Phillips,
1977). :

Economic impact studies are of substantial value to_adm1nlstrqtpr§
and faculty at community colleges because they provide comprghen51ve
data for political purposes. Without thgm, endeavors to achieve
greater local and state appropriations will be handicapped by the
lack of tangible and reliable information on the measurablg economic
returns to be expected from the dollars‘1nvestgd in community
colleges. The results of economic impact studies often are sur-

prising to the public and, indeed, to the academic community 1n
Fowme ~F +ha nnaminant arannmic <tatne of the college as an em-
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ployer, consumer of goods and services, inventor and property owner.
LITERATURE REVIEW ' '

The literature review included the analysis of sixty-seven .publica-
tions dealing with community college economic impacts. A bibliogra-
phy is included in Appendix C. The most widely mentioned and uti-
lized handbook for economic impact studies has been produced by
Caffrey and Isaacs (1971) for the American Council on Education.

The handbook described in detail over forty mathematical models for
the calculation of various kinds of economic impact.

Nearly. all of the relevant models and handbooks borrow generously;

from the major economic impact categories first described by Caffrey
and Isaacs. According to one recent analysis (Bidder, 1982), the
‘Caffrey and Isaacs models contain a total of 78 measurable varia-
bles. The Caffrey-Isaacs Handbook's complexity and heavy dose of
mathematical ‘modeling has most probably scared off many would-be
economic impact analyzers. VYet, case study after case study mention
the Caffrey and Isaacs Handbook and its models as the basis for cal-
culation of impact. Goodman (1979) has found Caffrey and Isaacs to
be the most thorough and reliable resource. Palmer (1978); -although
accepting most of the models, has taken exception to the Caffrey and
Isaacs assertion that part-time students have little economic im-
pact. Owings (1977) and Phillips (1977) have used Caffrey and
Isaacs as the basis for developing models that they assert are more
relevant for community colleges.

Practical "How to" handbooks have been produced for use by community
colleges in Maryland (Linthicum, 1978c), Virginia (Wellsfry, 1971),
Washington (Johnson, 1978), Florida (Central Florida, 1973), Neéw
Jersey, (Ryan, .1983), Illinois (Bess, 1981), and Oregon (Kennick,
1982), although they all are based on the Caffrey and Isaacs
Handbook, the Linthicum, Ryan and Jackson manuals depart from
Caffreéy and Isaacs by not utilizing surveys and substituting readily
available census, labor and personal income data. Each of their
manuals combines a local and statewide approach.

Published case studies of economic impact statements.have also been
analyzed as part of this literature review. These case studies had
two major subcategories; statewide studies and local studies.

The statewide economic impact of community colleges was repprted in
nine of the case studies reviewed: Iowa (Blons, 1982); Washington
(Jackson, 1978); Virginia (Welsh, 1976); Maryland (Linthicum 1978a);

"Illinois {Bess, 1980); Michigan (Packwood, 1981); New Jersey (Ryan,

1983); New York (SUNY, 1982); and Oregon (Stephenson, 1982).

Twenty-eight community college economic impact studies were also re-
viewed. These studies relied almost exclusively on the Caffrey and
Isaacs handbook. With only four exceptions, they combined available
information with survey data. The five others.utilized only current
institutional information and government produced cnesus data and
economic indicators. The colleges whose statements were reviewed

are listed in Table I. ' oo -
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TABLE 1. Community Colleges That Have Conducted Economic Impact

William Rainey Harper College

DEVELOPMENT OF AN ALTERNATIVE MODEL

Studies .
College State
Alabama State Junior _Alapama _
Bakersfield College California
Bismark Junjor College North Dakota-
‘Brookdale Community College New Jersey
Broome Community College New York
Bucks County Community College Pennsylvania
Burlington County College New Jersey
Central Piedmont Community College * North Carolina
Chemeketa Community College Oregon _
Community College of Allegheny County Peqnsylvanla.
Cuyahoga Community College Ohio )
Cypress College . Callfornla
Florida Junior College Florida
Gainesville Junior College Florida
Genesee Community College New York
Harrisburg Area Community College Pennsylvgnla
Long Beach Community College California
Mercer County Community College Ngw Jer;ey
‘Metropolitan Community College Missouri
Mohawk Valley Community College New York
Mount Hood Community College - Oregon
Onondaga Community College New York
Rockland Community College New York
Spokane Community College quhlngpon
St. Louis Community College Missouri
Thomas Nelson Community College Virginia
Valencia Community College Florldq
I1linois

An alternative to the Caffrey and Isaacs model was_deyeloped_and'
utilized in New Jersey in 1982-83. The two most distinguishing fea-
tures of the model are that it utilizes substitutes for both the ex-

penditure survey and the retail gravity estimates.

Business Offices

who used the laternative model stated that, once the information was
in hand, the estimate of local impact took less than half a day.

Appendix B is a presentation of this alternative.

Substitute for Staff and Student Survey

A'two-step substitute for the time consuming task of developing and
implementing a survey of staff and students was developed.

First, college records were‘searched for several items of basic. in-

formation as follows:
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1. The total number of College employees was obtained from
calendar year 1981 payroll records. W-2 information or
FY 82 budget data also have included the information.

2. The number of college employees who live in the County
was obtaiped by reviewing address information on payroll
or in College directory. If part-time data were not
readily available, the full-time percnetage was used.

3. The number of college employees who live in New Jersey
was obtained by reviewing address information on payroll
or in College directory. If part-time data were not

. readily available, the full-time percentage was used.

4. Total disposable income available to College employees
was available in College Business Records. The figure
was money paid directly to staff and did not include

. taxes and retirement.

5. The total number of part-time students was available
from the end of fiscal year audit. Fall 1981 audited
data were ‘used. . ’

6. Thé total number of part-time students was available from

“the end of fiscal year audit. 1981 audited data were used.

7. The average annual college related expenditures by full-
time students was available from the Financial Aid Office. .
The figure excluded tuition and fees. .

8. The average annual college related.expenditures by part-
time students was available from the Financial Aid office.
The figure excluded tuition and fees. o

Second, after the data available from various College offices were
gathered, the models called for estimates of income spent on non-
housing and rental items. Standard government documents were con-
sulted to provide County averages for each item. , .

1. To determine the percentage of expenditures spent on non-
housing items, a publication from the U.S. Bureau of Labor
Statistics entitled "What the Average Middle Income Family
Spends" was used. Costs were based.on a collection of
goods and services that was assumed to be typical in 1981
and not what households actually spent in 1981. The middle
income figures were used, despite the fact that several

~New Jersey counties have upper income average households,
in order to understate the variable in the total estimated
economic impact.

2. The percentage of staff who rent and how much they, spend on

' rental expenditures was calculated by reviewing two*1980
Census publications. The first, entitled "Housing Units
Occupancy Status, Units in Structure, and Year Structure
Built" (U.S. Census), contained important information on
the percentage of residents of each County in New Jersey
that lived in rental housing. o PR

3. The average monthly rental price by County was also found
in a-1980. Census document, this one entitled "Gross Rent
and Monthly Owner Housing Costs" (Bureau of the Census, 1982).

The 1980 data were not adjusted for inflation in ofder to
understate the variable in the title estimated economic impact.
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Ssubstitute for the Retqil Gravity Model

i i of the most
the retail gravity model had peen one ]
lﬁgugiisz;e aspects of estimating economic impact iﬁ; ggTTgaiﬁg
college officials. A substitute was dgveloped_by._
process which utilized two sources of information: ,

1. The Literature Review revealgd.that the top gﬁrcigtige;7of
" local expenditures by an ind1v1dugi ﬁiggrégateﬁent t0 e
the purposes S L
P intF il ic 1 timate, the highest 1n-
iable in the economic impact es . :
zgﬂﬁig expenditure percentagi to be used in the project
i d at 75 percent.
2 ¥ﬁ§ ?Sg?béég?sated totgl reta1% salez &gitgiingsMgggzzggﬁg
T iti Sales an :
in the July 1982 edition of _ ke e 15 an
i was reviewed. The reta11 sale i
Ti%?iggg; of the wealth and divers1§§ ?ﬁd?cgiiniﬁéi %;2
nomic base. A lower sales volume m et other _
ic base is not as developed  as the Dbase
igﬁﬂi?;ﬁ_b A lower sales volume also max lndiﬁatﬁeghﬁgor—
there is a great: deal of sales fleakage to ' e " g
ing counties with more diversified eqougglc ases.
' ive income measures were revie . ] ]
Z' %gTEgEﬁi;vexpenditure percgntagis.Yeggingigqﬁaély ggz;ngg
to all counties as per_the;r retai S e 60 per-
wi than $1.billion in sales were assigv
Zéﬁg'lgzﬁnties with $2 billion to $3 pbillion in sales were

assigned 70 percent; and counties with sales over $3 billion,

and the State of New Jersey, were assigned 75 percent.

The Survey

: e . . 1] ty
' in ‘ i t that was distributed-to the communi ]
Uity 3grge¥e;2§tzamigol that met the objections to t%edgizZrey
e gel It did not require a survey oftstgff and s ummuniiy
%iaﬂig Egt ihclude-models judged tq be inqpproprlite.igrwgg Lty
lleges. It did not use the retail grav1ty que - e adily
%ﬁat gouid be completed‘quickly with information that w

available.}

1982.
The final survey was distributed to all colleg?Z ngggcember 7,
Seventeen responses were received by February 4, .

) ’ . - s . > B .
An example of the survey instrument is included in Appendix

CONCLUSIONS

i ] i tive model was sig-
i d implementation of an a}ﬁerpa '
Th;?cgﬁ¥e§3p¥§23 ?2 is gne of the few economicC 1mpa§§‘?§ugazsfgigzv
E;ve included an entire community college sector. LIS e e same
- time a group of New Jersey colleges had bei?ai?izaggta" Bevond
ic i t study, thus producing comp ata. Beyond
%ﬁgzgm;giAQEagf sign%ficance that deal with the rarity of this k
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The .impact of the community college system on the State of
New Jersey is impressive. The sector contributed over
$800 million to the State's economy on an initial invest-
ment of $56 million. (See Figure I Chart).

In Fiscal Year 1982, with unemployment in New Jersey over
9 percent, the community college sector contributed 27,000
full-time jobs to the State's economy, only 6,000 of which
were funded by the colleges. . :

The average cost per job, calculated by dividing the number
of jobs created by the sector by the State's share of the
sector's budget, was less than $2,000. '

Each of the community colleges in New Jersey had a signifi-
.cant economic impact on its county, ranging from a low of .
$5.9 million to a high of $71 million.

Two conclusions regarding the'Project‘s methodology can also be.made:
' 1.

Alternatives. to time consuming and complicated economic
impact models, relying heavily on already available college
and government data, can be. developed. '

2. The Project's. economic impact survey, requesting only -
: twelve different pieces of. information, was easy to com-
plete and produced valuable information for college officials.
: J
Implications A ‘ -

The completion of this project has led to several recommendations.for
future research:

1.

1

The survey instrument developed for this project should be
adapted for use in other states, implemented, ‘and the re-
sults compared. : ‘ o ‘
The comparative impact measure developed for this project
should be applied to the previous economic impact studies
and the results reported. A national mean comparative
impact measure should be developed. ’

The alternative to the Retail Gravity Model developed for
this project. should be tested for reliability by comparing
the results produced by the porject survey to results pre-
ceded by using the Retail Gravity Model at the samé: college.
A standard method for comparing the economic impacts of
community college systems on their states should be.deve-
loped. The comparative impact measure developed for this
project may be a point of departure for this proposed effort.
A simplified formula for.developing an acceptable multiplier
should be-developed. Present methods involve too.much guess

work to effectively deal with the political ramifications of-
the size of the multiplier. : ‘
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‘DIREéTiECONOMIC-IMPACT SURVEY

Part I. College Information

- g

Item

1.

Total College Expenditures - $

1.

Instructions -

The source of information éhould_bé the end of
flsca{ year 1982 audit. This figure must exclude
salaries, internal items and transfers and taxes.

(114

2. Percentage of College % 2. The source of this-information is College Business
expenditures, as reported Records. It may be computed as follows:
in #1, spent in County. , . Lo
. a. Actual calculation of all in County purchases
for a Fiscal Year. :
b. Review three different months total expendi-
_ tures. Determine-percentage spent in County.
3. Percentage of College % 3. Use same method as: in #2.
expenditures, as reported
in #1, spent in New Jersey
4, Total Student Activity Fees, $ 4. The source of this information should be the Stu-
Expenditures dent Activities office. The total should include
: ‘inter-collegiate athletic expenditures.
5.. Total number of 5. This information may be obtained from calendar
College employees year 1981 payroll records. (Use W-2 information
. or FY82 budget data.) ’ :
- # %
5a. " Full-time
Bb. Part-time
5c. Total
Part I. College Information_(continued)
Item o Instructions
10. Total number of part time 10. This information is available from end of fiscal
students . . year audit. Use Fall 1981 audited data.
11. Average annual college related B ) 11. This information is available from the Financial
’ expenditures by full-time students Aid office. The figure should exclude tuition
and fees.
12. Average annual college related 12. This_ information is available from the Fipancial
* expenditures by part-time students Aid office. The figure should exclude tuition
’ and fees. '
Part II. Project Calculations ' _
.13; Totél’Student Government $ 13. This figure may be found by apply@ng percentage
expenditures spent in County computed in #2 to total reported in #4
14.-AC011ege expenditures $ 14. This figure may be found by applying percentage
spent in County’ ‘ computed in #2 to total reported in #1.
- 15. College expenditures -3 .15. This fiture may be found by applying percentage‘~
spent in New Jersey ‘computed in #3 to total reported in #1. The
figure includes expenditures already calculated
in #14.
’ 16; Total Student Government $ 16. This figure may be found by applying percentage
expenditures spent in computed in #3'to total reported in #4. This
New Jersey information includes expenditures already cal-

culated in #13.
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Part II. Project Calculations (continued)

Item

17.

Total in County -

expenditures by the.College

Instructions o #

17. This figure may be computed by adding #13 and #14.

in New Jersey employees
spent in New Jersey on
non-housing items

18. Total in New Jefsey' $ . 18. _This figure may be computed by adding #15 and #16.
expenditures by the College . The#figure includes expenditures already calculated
: in #17. .
19. Disposable'income>of in- . % 19. This figure may-be obtained as follows: . .
County employees spent in . Disposable X Percentage X Estimate of - X Estimate of
County on non-housing items Income - _ of in-County non=housing in-County
: #8 Staff " expenditures " expenditures
#6 (Column A) (Column B)
20. Expenditures of out-of - $ 20. This figure may be obtained as follows:
- County full-time employees o .
spent in County on non- Total number of out-of-County
housing items Full-time employees X $lo000
' ’ ) (5a - 6a)’ .
- 21. Disposable Income of $ 21. This figure may be obtained as follows:

.Disposable X Percentage of X Estimate of° X Estimate of

Income in-New Jersey non-housing in-New Jersey
#8 = staff expenditures expenditures
#7 (Column A) (Column B)

" L0%

22.

22. This figure may be ¢

Rental expenditures by
'f”1!7time college staff Total full-time X County - - X Eo 4 e s
Living in County staff living in- Percentage =~ Ren
County ' Who Rent .
' {Column C) (Column D)
23. Rental expenditures by $ 23. This figure may be computed as follows: |
. Ren : A
full time colleds staff Total full-time staff X State Percentage X gti%e Mean
in other New Jersey living in other New Who Rent (Cilumn 0)
counties Jersey counties (Column C) )
7a-ba . . 12
. i loyee ex $ 24. The total in-County employee expenditures may. be
. Total empio - ounsy.
* penditures in County -computed as fo
#19 + #20 + #22
1 loyee ex $ 25. The total expenditures by employees'in New Jersey may
employe - es !
2 ggﬁgitu}gs {n New Jersey be computed as follo
| #21 + #22 + #23
Total : penditures by $ 26. This figure is computed by the following method:
26. otal ex

full-time students

#9 X #11
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Part 1I. Project'CaIculations (continued)

27. Total expenditures by- $
part-time students

27. "This figurg is ;omputed_by ﬁhe folloﬁing method:

#10 X #12

28. Total expenditures 8
by students

28. This figure is computed by adding #26 and #27.

Part III. Local Economic Impact

Instructions

Item .

29. Total in-County - $ 29. #17
expenditures by the
College

30. Total employee $ 30. #24
expenditures in County ’

31. Total Student expenditures $ ’ 31. #28
in-County

32. Total initial economic $ 32, #29 + #30 + #31

impact of the College
on the County :

- 33. Multiplier Effect

33.

2.0

34. Total Estimated Economic $
Impact

" 34,

#32 X #33°

602



G.J.RYAN

REFERENCES

i "Soci i -t of Two Year Colleges."

Richard L. “Socioeconomlc Impact o} .

Alfrggﬁior College Resource Review. Los Angeles: UCLA, ERIC
CTlearing House for Junior Colleges, 1980.

"community College System

1 L.
and Wellsfry, Norva College Journal 47 (March

¢, Loyd D., .
AT s 1t Community and Junior

pays Its Way."
1977), 28-31.

Mercer County Community College

C ic Impact of
T T —Tre N_J.: Mercer county

Trenton,

Baum, Stanley. _
on the Local Community.
* Tommunity College, 1978.

6f Six Community

“conomic_Impact e
A Study of the Econ B +TTTinols Community

Springrield, ILL.:

Bess, Raymond.
Colleges in TITinois.

College Board, 1980.

) z . .ty
d Economic lmpact of Selected Communl
octoral dissertation.

1980.

The Estimate
TITinois. Unpublished d
Normal, IL.,

Bess, Raymond:
Colleges 1n 0 ]
TITinois State university,

the Caffrey and Isaacs Ecqnomics

hic View of
Aot Union College, 1982.

Cranford, N.J.:

Biddar, Patricia.
Impact Models.

Economics of Education. New York:

Iowa City, lowa:

Blaug, Mark.

Iowa Economic Impact Study. . The

Blohg, John.
Towa,

University o |
College Students on

i act of the Boise
The Economic Impac e

Boise, 1D.: Boise College,

Boise College.
Greater Boise.

s by Boise Students and

- Boise College. The Impact of Expenditure —Boise, ID.:

Employees on the Treasure Valley Economy.
Booth, G. Geoffrey and Jarrett, Jeffrey.E. "The Igengificg}igg and
- Egtimation of a University's Economic Impacts. 5 ourn
Higher. Education. 47 (September/October 1976), -
j .

. ' imating the Impact of a College or
Howard R. "Comment on Estimating the )
Bowegﬁiversity on the Local Economy." Journal of Higher
Education. 43 (January,_l972),.82— .

Bowen, Howard R. Investment in Learning. -San Francisco:

Jossey-Bass, 1977.

Economic Aspects of Education. Princeton:

Bowen, William G. o

Industrial Relations Section,

College on the

o s State
Breslin, T.P. The Economic Inpact of Tremton Trenton State

Local Community - Fiscal [978. Trenton, N.J.:
ollege, . .

!

pergamon Press, 1970.

ESTIMATING ECONOMIC IMPACT 211
Burlington County College. The Economic Impact of Burlington County

College on the County. Pemberton, N.J.: Burlington County
" College, 1974. ' :

Butler, Thomas E. An Estimate of the Economic impacts of Thomas
‘Nelson Community College. Hampton, VA.: Thomas Nelson
Community ColTege, 1980 : ' .

!

Caffrey, thn and Isaacs, Herbert. Estimating the Impact of a
College or University on the Local Economy- Washington, D.C.:
-American Council on Education, IS/71. . .

Community College-of'Allégheny'County- Economic Impact. Pittsburgh,
© PA.: Community College of Allegheny County, I98I. o ’

g Cuyahoga Community College. The Impact of Cuyahoga Community College
on Greater Cleveland and Its Economy. Cleveland, OH.:
Cuyahoga Community College, 1982. ’

Friedlander, Jack. "Measuring the Benefits of Community.Colleges."
Richard L. Alfred, Editor. Institutional Impacts on Campus, -
Community, and Business Constituencies. San Francisco: '
Jossey-Bass, 1982. T T

ollattscheck, James F. "Assessing Social and Economic Benefits to
the Community." Richard L. Alfred, Editor. Institutional
Impacts on Campus, Community and Business Constituencies.
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1982. .

farkins, Richard H. and Jones, Richard A. The Economic impdct of,
Bakersfield College on Community Business. Los Angeles:
University of California, Los Angeles, 13964.

Hassan, Jamal. ‘The College and the County: The Economic Impact of
Onondaga Community College. Toronto: Hassan Management
Consultants, 1977.

ssan, Jamal. The Economic -Impact of Genesee Community  College.
Toronto: Hassan Management Consultants, 1977.

'son, Sally, et al. Washington.State Community Colleges: Impact
the Economy of the State. Seattle: Washington State Board
for Community College Education, 1978. .

nbach, Joan Charlene.. An Extension of Economic Impaét Techniques
. the Public Community College. Unpublished doctoral disserta-
:on. -St. Louls University, St. Louis, Missouri, 1979. :

.:Harold H., Jr." "Cost-Benefit Analysis of Community College’
cation." _Journal of Higher Education. 2 (Summer, -1977), -




G.J. RYAN

]

Klimes, Rudolf, E., €t al. The Economic lmpact of Andrews University.
1976-77. Berrien Springs, Mich.: Andrews University, 1978. .
Kubala, Thomas, and Butler, Aramas. “Speaking the Languagé of
pollars.™ Community and Junior College Journal. 51 (December-
January 19807, IT-13- ' .
s, Penny. Handbook for Conducting 8 Study of
t of A Community College. .Spring?lela, TL.:

Lach, Ivan and Wallhau

the Economic Impac
TITinois Community College Board, 1981.

and Gollattécheck, J.F.

Lake, D.B.; McGlenny, B.
Community College Impacts:

Frank Armijo,

Three Case Studies.’

Editor. Assessing
Boulder, .l ational center Tor Higher ucation anagement
Systems, 1979. .

Linthicum, porothy S- wcomnunity Colleges Mean Big Bucks in
1lege Journal. 49 (April

Maryland". Comnunity and Junior Co

1979). 6-9
nd Community

othy S. The Economic Impacts of Maryla
Anhapolis, MD.: Maryland State Board Tor Community

Linthicum, Dor
Colleges,
Colleges, 1978a.

land Community Colleges:

Linthicum, Dordthy 5. Economic Impacts of Mary
Annapollis, MD.: MaryIana State Board for

A Closer Look.

A O T

. Community Co leges, 1978b.

Linthicum, porothy S- Economic Impact Manual for Community Colleges.
Annapolis, MD.: ‘Marylana STate Board for Tommunity Tolleges.

1978¢c.’

Liftlefield, William N. The fconomic Impact of_Long'Beach City
College, Fiscal 1981. tong Beach, CA.: Long Beach CiLly
‘Tollege, . ‘

r College aﬁd Its Community.

Lucas, John A. Economic Impact of Harpe

palatine, IL.: William Ralney Harper College, 1982.

Mahon, Jack. The Economic lmpact of Bucks County Community College
on the Local Economy During Fiscal vear 1978-79. Newton, PA.:
Bucks county Community Tollege, 1979.

litan Community. .

ing, Sherry. Economic Impact of the Metropo

Colleges on_the Kansas City Region: Final Report. Kansas Cl

MO.: Midwest Research Tnstitute, 1975.

- Merchant, Ronald. The Economic Impact of Spokane Community Colleg
Upon the Spokane Metropolitan Area. Spokane, WA.: Spokane
Community College, 1969. .

Moore, George B.
on the Local Economy.

'3

Mann

!

ESTIMATING ECONOMIC IMPACT
- M 213

.y ) ’ :
) .

Owings, Thomas G nE : '
’ - conomic Impact Studies: . .
an Expanded Approach.: pact Studies: A Traditi
ch.:  Community Junic itional Method
Quarterly. R

and

r

Owings, Thomas G. T

> . The Use of C i

Economy. Paper ommunity Impact Studies i o
e presented-at Annua ies in a Declinin
ucational Research Association. lngigéngsz tTSgémerlca” g

Owings, Thomas G. Th : .

R . e Ways and Ho C i

gs. ws of Eco i

ComﬁgﬁiindCTwo Recent Examples. Paper B?gégn%mgaCt Fraties and
C y 'ollege Research Conference. Boone eN St t?875

Packwood, Gene, et al.

T .
and Its Economy. he Impact of Community College on Michigan’

University Center, MI.: Delta College, 98I

Phillips, James A. "Economic’

s Y - conomic Impact ;

Community Junior Coll pact of Community Colleges."
T977ar. T1I7=174. ege Research Quarterly. 1 (Jagua}y-March

' Phllllps James "Th .

» o - e Economic I . : .
Economies."  Communi mpaCt'Of Community Coll S

1 (1977b), 35-39. nity College Social Science JournaT?eS on Local

Phillips, James A o '
) . Economic Impact of i ]
b e [ b Inpect L ity e doges on vt

Phillips, William H -

R . and Owings, Th

Junior College Economi gs, Thomas. The Northwe ' :
: mic I st Alabama S
Alabama State Un1ver51ty’m?ggz Study. “Wontgomery, AL.: tate .

Poris, M. and Eskow

> M- , S. The Impact of Roc N :

Eg; Economy of Rockland County. Sufggﬁland Community College on
munity College, 1978. n, N.Y.: RockTand

Romano, Richard and e

4 > ' Herbert, Norman. Th ' i

gqllege on the Local Economy. Binghimgconomlc Impact of the
ommunity College, 1977. : on, N.Y.: Broome '

n, G. Jeremiéh The Di :

College. Linc irect Economic Impact of B .

»oi1ége incroft, N.J.:. Brookdale Community Eg?ngéelggggunlty
) ‘ B3a.

n, G. Jefemiah Handbo

. ok for Conducti
Ecggact of a Community College. Llncrg?ta.ﬁtUd¥ of the Economic
: munity College, 1983b. : N .Jﬂ. Brookdale

G. Jeremiah. A Stud o

ollege - y of the Economic Impa .

emmug i on the State of New Jersey. L1ncp ?t ot th? Commun ity
nity College. 1983c. roft, N.J.: Brookdale




214 G. J RYAN
Schimmelpfenid, 4. R. A Study of the Ecoﬁomic Impacts of Bismarck

Bismarck, N.D.:

Junior College upon the Tocal community.
Bismarck Junior College, 1983. .

s Upon the

Sedly, Mafie p. Economic Impact of Selected College
Montpelier, VT.:

community and Region 1n Which They are Located.
Ttate of vermont, 1964.

and Blocker, Clyde E. The Impact
.- Harrisburg, PA.:
1973. : ’

James W.; Saussa, John C.;
College on the Local Economy
ty College,

Selgas,
- of the
Harrisburg Area Communl

Selgas, James W., et al. "The Colleges Impact on Local Economy."
Change. (June, 1973), 13-14. .
Sotherden, Stephen, et al. ~The Economic Impact of Mohawk Valley
Mohawk

Upon Oneida Countly.

Community College
1978.

Utica, N.Y.:
Valley community College, . .

ct of "SUNY Community

The Economic Impa
ew YOrK,

The State Universiiy of N

State University of New York.

Colleges. Albany, N.Y.:
Office tor Community Colleges, 1982.

Stevenson, Mike. Thé Impact of Coﬁmunity Colleges on Oregons_1980-81
Economy. Gresham, OR.: Mount Hood community Tollege, I982.

Florida Junior

Local Economic Impact of the
Florida Junlor

Jacksonville, FL.:

Stuckmore, Jeffrey.
College at Jacksonville.

College, 1974.

et al. Gainesvil
ssessment Inveniory.
or College, 1980.

Webster, Barbara,
Study/Needs A
Bainesville Juni

Gainesville, GA.:

Wellesfry, Norval. The Economic Impéct of the Virginia Community
College System, . acksburg, VA.: Vvirginia

0
Polytechnic Tnstitute and State University, 1976.

Received March 16,1984
Accepted September 14, 1984

le Junior College‘Community'Ihpact

FACULTYPREFERENCESFbRINS
L TITUTIO
DIRECTIQNS FOR THE COMMUNITY COLLEI\E?EL

BARBARA K. TOWNSEND
State University of New York, Buffalo

Faculty support of an insti i
: 1 ; : stitution's goals i i if’ '
zzzzltut;o? 1s.to gchieve these: goals. Pre:eZi;;ls:f o
commﬁ;i: 1nst1tut1?na1 directions are being proposeze;al- '
community college, including the following: comprehens?r the
communitz ;ollggi,-academically oriented two-year collézze
~-base earning center, and "
nun postsecond i
;ii;ﬁ;gg g?ntezr To determine faculty support ?Zz :ﬁg:gatlonal
irections, a sample of 323 fac l
; ulty wa i
3:;222;2 ggzzuz?z egtire full-time teachingyfacilizs;:mzﬁzcally
1ty College System for 1982-8
. -83. F i
:iiﬁiiiisgzligd at;esearcher-designed survey quesiigizzii: the
I sking em to rank order.their r 7
] . 3y '] . ' re fe
fg;iizlz.lnstltutlonal directions. for the $CCS :ﬁgci: e four
Informat%on abogt specific faculty characteristics uesting
usablear::;oizzzgeiggrgﬁ :petcompleted questionnai;es-(70%

S e 1 " atistically anal i i
g:zziimlnant function analysis. rThe-resgizg :iiﬁgdmzitiple
facu ng 22?: Eri?erred the more traditional difectidnsa Th
were eCif_.edg ions betwgen specific faculty characté;iét'ere

e E : ic directions with one exception. ‘It was concl ded.
: facult;cfogfaz;pport.bytthe majority of community colle;‘euded'2
one institutional di i
facu . i ; rection may be an i
or in the community college's continuing identity ;tggizznt

INTRODUCTION

Advocates of the community collé

o 0 ' ; 0 ege have long been

weai zzzziize fglbg a maqor{1nstitutionél problemép:;tEZZiga:y6What
Pleuiipne 1573- ;aze?, 1957, 1958, 1972, 1981; Medsker,  1969; ¥

e céllarra_-ngfcon, 1982; Young, 1977). Clarification of *
he commun tie ege.s image is needed more than ever toda °
S e economic problems facing higher education v
ﬁmbe . payers, decreasing federal funding, and 4 i' i

rs of students have created a climate of e;treme serimne




'%lﬁul@‘.ﬁww‘.;WMamm- g e

International Journal on
Institutional Management
in Higher Education

March 1986 Vol. 10 No. 1

ECONOMIC IMPACT STUDIES
AND HIGHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS

Tony Mallier & Mike Rosser
Coventry (Lanchester) Polytechnic
United kingdom

ABSTRACT

In response to recent changes in government expenditure plans,
several institutions of higher education have argued that there
would be significant effects on the local economies in which they
are situau;ag if their funding was to be substantially altered. This
article explains in a non-technical fashion the factors that should
be taken into accoﬂ?ﬂﬁﬂhy—anempr fo quantify these effects.
Those items of expenditure, by the institution itself, as well as its
staff and students, that can be classed as injections into the local
economy are identified, potential double-counting errors are
pointed out, and the calculation of the “knock-on” effect of these
injections of expenditure is explained.

INTRODUCTION

During the 1950s and 1960s, when there was a rapid expansion in the provision of higher
education in Britain, the main concerns of economists were the benefits that might arise in
terms of the additional economic growth that this expansion might bring, and the future
returns that individual students might expect to receive in return for the time, effort and loss of
income, invested during their years of study. More recently, as the UK Central Government
has began to reassess the size of its financial commitments to higher education, economists
have responded with a series of impact studies, e.g. Dick and Wood (1980), Braddon et al.
(1982), McKenzie (1982), and Mallier and Rosser (1983). These seek to indicate the
consequences for local economies of any reduction in expenditure, while simultancously
showing the value of institutions of higher education to specific local economies in terms of
expenditure and employment generated. The impact study technique discussed here, while it
may be applied to the higher education situation, was not specifically developed for this
purpose. Rather, the major developments of this type of impact study technique in Britain
were associated with Government regional policies of the 1950s and 1960s when policy-
makers wished to evaluate the consequences of policies that affected the location of firms and




other enterprises, e.g. Greig (1971). It has always been an open, and as yet unanswered,
question as to whether a technique designed to measure the impact of a commercial, and
usually manufacturing, enterprise is necessarily appropriate when considering the impact of
‘an institution of higher education. The technique was, however, applied to the area of higher
education of Brownrigg (1974) who investigated the possible consequences for the local
economy resulting from the establishment of the University of Stirling.

A number of problems and pitfalls involved in seeking to estimate the direct and indirect
expenditure resulting from the presence of an institute of higher education (Institute of HE)
and its students have been identified in the literature, and the intention here is to examine the
main factors that need to be taken into consideration when this type of exercise is undertaken.
The more recent studies have usually been written with British local government in mind and
have been concerned with Polytechnics and other “public sector” higher education colleges.
These institutions are financed and controlled, to a certain extent, by local government. As
many such local authorities are endeavouring to attract firms and other employers to expand
in their areas such studies will often be of considerable interest and may influence local policy
decisions. . ,

Institutions of higher education are often major employers in certain areas, and the
spending of the institution itself, its staff and its students, may make up a significant
proportion of total local expenditure. In Britain the universities are independent of local
government and are financed by a different mechanism, which is more directly controlled by
central government, and the potential local economic effects of the universities has not been a
prime influence in higher education policy. Consequently, a report prepared by a university on
the local economic impact of a change in its funding is likely to have less influence on the
University Grants Committee, which allocates funds to universities on behalf of central
‘government, than a report by a Polytechnic would have on the local authority in which it is
situated. The potential influence on local policy should not be overstated, though, given that
local government spending is itself constrained by central government.

BACKGROUND

benefits that the presence of an Institute of HE might bestow. At a national level the returns
from higher education are assumed to be higher than the investment in it, but it is not possible
to estimate these potential returns at the disaggregated level of a local economy. Other direct
benefits which may arise from an Institute of HE to a particular area would include the
increased opportunity for part-time study by those who cannot or would not wish to move away
to study, e.g. married mature students, the availability for local industry and commerce of a
group of more highly qualified people who can offer expertise in their different subject areas, |
and the cultural and social enrichment of the local community. Benefits such as these will |
clearly arise to a greater or lesser degree from each Institute of HE. Their value, which is not |
quantifiable, is seldom questioned, and generally such considerations do not entér into the 1
impact studies that have been undertaken. |
] From the viewpoint of a local economy, the economic impact of the presence of an
4 Institute of HE is nearly all positive, particularly if, like the British Polytechnics, most of the
] teaching comes under the category defined as Advanced Further Education. Advanced
Further Education can be described broadly as the provision by the non-university sector of
higher education, i.e. the local authority sector, of courses above degree entry standard, for

The potential economic impact of an educational institution is, of course, only one of the - |
|
|
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example degree and higher diploma courses, including teacher training. It is to these
institutions that the economic impact exercise is most relevant.

I

The two most important sources of finance for this type of institution are:

a) The Advanced Further Education Pool. This is a mechanism designed to spread
the cost of non-university institutions of higher education among all local education
authorities. While the provision of Advanced Further Education in Britain is largely
concentrated in a few locally controlled institutions, the education provided is
thought to be of national benefit. In practice it is considered to be unreasonable that
the Local Educational Authorities (LEAs) where institutions are located should
bear the full cost of the provision of this type of education. Instead there is 2 “pooling’
system” whereby all LEAs contribute to the cost of this education provision
according to clearly defined criteria determined by Central Government. Main-
taining LEAs are entitled to reimbursement from the pool for relevant expendi-
ture;

b) Student fees. In the majority of instances students’ fees are paid by the LEA
where the students weré resident prior to starting their studies at the Institute of
HE.

Local Educatxon Authorities may, in addition, directly contribute to their local Institute
of HE, particularly where Non-advanced Courses .are offered. Non-advanced Further
Education can be described broadly as the provision of courses below degree and higher
diploma level by post-school educational institutions in the non-university sector. This
expenditure, though, will be taken into account in the calculation of the central government’s
block rate support grant which is allocated to each local authority. Indeed, one of the functions
that the publication of an economic impact study may fulfil is to educate the local population
about these financial arrangements, and to dispel the widely-held belief that the students at
the local polytechnic are being educated at the local ratepayers’ expense. It is therefore
possible to liken a Polytechnic to a firm which receives payment for the services it provides
from other parts of the country, central government, and overseas, and then most of its
products, i.e. graduates, are dispersed over the country and abroad.

Given that new institutions are not being created, most recent economic impact studies
have concentrated on considering the possible effects of variations in the annual rate of
expenditure in existing institutions. The anticipated economic impact of a new institution
would be quite different, not just because of the change in scale of the expenditure, but also
because there would be a significant amount of “one-off” expenditure associated with
construction and the initial commissioning. This type of expenditure of course will also occur
when an existing institution is expanded or when old plant is extensively refurbished. It is
therefore necessary in examining the economic impact of a higher education institution to
distinguish the effects of a continual annual flow of funds to an existing Institute of HE, which
is what most studies have been concerned with, from the effects of the injection of expenditure
on construction which will cease when the building is completed. However, the payment for
this initial capital expenditure, in the form of debt charges, does affect the future economic
impact of an Institute of HE because these charges constitute a significant part of an
institution’s subsequent total annual expenditure. For example, the study by Braddon et al.
(1982) suggests 11 per cent of the Bristol Polytechnic’s annual expenditure was for the
purpose of servicing debts associated with past capital expenditure.

Similarly, one can distinguish the one-off effects of a severe cutback, such as redundancy
payments, from the fall in the continuous flow of funds. In his study of the economic impact of
the University of Stirling, Brownrigg (1974) sought to examine the llkely consequences for
employment within the area. He estimated that during mid-expansion, in 1976, the University




of Stirling would employ directly 1 370 persons, and a further 310 would be employed in
construction work. The muitiplier effect of this employment upon the local economy was
thought likely tocreate an estimated 900 to 1 740 additional jobs. Thus he estimated that total
employment in the local economy would benefit by between 2 580 and 3 420 additional jobs.
However, he also estimated that by 1981, when the anticipated construction would be
‘completed, the projected direct employment at the University would be 2 700, i.e. double the
1976 figure, plus an additional 1 600 to 3 100 jobs in the immediate local economy. These
figures suggested that there would be a considerable impact on employment in the local
economy given that the total labour force was estimated as close to 40 000. Brownrigg did,
though, draw attention to the fact that nearly all the academic positions and also a proportion
of the non-academic positions would be filled by immigrants to the area. Thus the university
had only a limited potential for creating additional employment for long-term residents in the
area. -

What then are thelocal effects of such an institution? Initially it is possible, and
necessary, to distinguish the direct effects of an Institute of HE on the budget of a local
education authority from the likely: consequences arising from the expenditure by the
institution, its staff and students, within the local economy. The latter expenditure will not
- necessarily alter the-local authority’s budget in any material way, for although Institutes of
HE, unlike universities, do not have their own bank accounts, with the consequence that their
expenditure will be recorded in a local authority’s accounts, such expenditure will be balanced
with a corresponding income from external sources.

EFFECTS ON LOCAL AUTHORITY BUDGETS

There will usually be debits in a local authority budget which arise from the presence of
an Institute of HE. Non-advanced Further Education, which might be provided in such an
institution, is funded directly from the local authority budget, but the Central Government
block rate support grant will be adjusted to take at least part of this-expenditure into account.
It is, though, extremely difficult to work out the precise effects on this grant of an Institute of
HE due to the complexities in the methods used to calculate it. For example, the size and age
structure of the local population, which is just one of the factors taken into account in
determining the needs element of the grant, will be directly influenced by the number of staff .
and students associated with the Institute of HE who are resident’'in the area.

In addition to their payment for Non-advanced Further Education courses, the
maintaining local authorities have also from time to time made up the potential deficits in the
budgets of Polytechnics and other Institutes of HE. Such contributions to the institutions’
revenues represent straightforward “gifts” or “bailing-out exercises”, and might in themselves
be taken as an indication that individual local authorities do recognise the value to the local
community of having an Institute of HE located within their area.

EFFECTS ON THE LOCAL ECONOMY

Before any attempt is made to estimate the possible “knock-on” effects arising from the
expenditure that an Institute of HE brings to an area it is necessary first to establish the actual
size of the potential initial injection of expenditure. In considering Polytechnics, which have a
large number of students not normally resident in the area, the main items of expenditure
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generated will be the purchases made by the Polytechnic itself, the spending of its own
employees and the spending of its students.

At a national level the initial injection of an expansion of HE would just be the total
expenditure incurred by the expansion. However, at a local or regional level some elements of
the initial expenditure never actually enter the local economy. Wilson (1968) suggested that
such leakages from the initial injections should be allowed for before the total multiplier effect
of the increase in local expenditure is calculated, and this method of approach was the one
incorporated into Brownrigg’s study. There are also certain items that must be eliminated to
avoid double counting, as explained below. This is because Institutions of HE have a unique
effect in that, unlike firms and other establishments, they actually attract to the area a large
number of students whose spending power is partially fed back into the institution itself.

Another line of argument is that the total expenditure of an Institution of HE, plus
student expenditure, constitutes the initial injection into the local economy. If this approach is
taken, though, the size of the multiplier will vary between different institutions because of the
variation in the proportion of total expenditure which is injected into the local economy. It is
easier to calculate the leakages from the initial injection and then to use established estimates
of local economy multipliers. From a National Income accounting viewpoint it is total
expenditure that is measured and the total increase in local expenditure from an Institute of
HE can then be estimated by adding the multiplier effect on the local economy of the NET
local expenditure of the institution to the GROSS total expenditure of the institution (see
Figure 1).

Direct expenditure

3 One way to identify the different items of expenditure is to begin with the information on
b the institution’s expenditure in the Revenue Accounts. This will provide the basic accounting
data on the institution’s own gross expenditure but obviously will provide no information on
spending by the student body. To provide an overview of the relative magnitude of the
different categories of expenditure, information has been provided from Mallier and Rosser
(1983) to show the percentage of the Coventry Lanchester Polytechnic’s 1982-3 total revenue
expenditure on each of the expenditure headings identified below. This is for illustrative
; purposes only and these percentages are not necessarily appropriate to other institutions or to
i the Coventry Lanchester Polytechnic for other years.

a) Establishment Charges. This is the payment by the institution which passes

] directly to the relevant maintaining local authority for specified services rendered,
: ' e.g. the accounting and audit functions. It is thus an injection into the local
economy. Although it may be anticipated that a significant proportion of the

i establishment charge will be used for the payment of the labour services consumed
some payments may also be made to organisations outside the immediate local

economy, e.g. for computer software. While it would be difficult to estimate the
proportion of the establishment charge that will remain in the local economy,
£ clearly some additional local authority employment will be generated. These
3 charges represented under 2 per cent of the Coventry revenue expenditure in

1982-3.

b) Rates, a local property tax. These are a payment to the local government
authority, but not directly related to the services received. It is difficult to say, once
this form of tax has been paid into the General Rate Fund, how the contribution of
an institution is divided between expenditure made within the area and expenditure
which might leak out, e.g: in the form of national taxes, or to the suppliers of
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Figure 1. MAIN ITEMS OF EXPENDITURE OF AN INSTITUTE
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materials who are located outside of the local economy. For.Coventry in 1982-3 the
rate payment represented under 3 per cent of the revenue budget.

Debt Charges arising from past capital expenditure. One might expect some of the
investors in the financial institutions who have lent money for past capital
expenditure to live within the local economy area. It is, though, quite impossible to
estimate, even approximately, their return. The actual payment of the debt charges
must therefore be regarded as a leakage from the local economy, against which
must be set an unknown counterbalancing injection to local residents who have
invested in the relevant financial institutions. In 1982-3, for Coventry, approxi-
mately one-eighth of the revenue expenditure was absorbed by debt charges.
Purchases and on-going Running Costs, but excluding all direct labour costs. Ex-
penditure on many of these items will not remain within the local economy being
considered. Payments for such services as electricity, fuel and telephones, which
collectively were approximately 6 per cent of the Coventry revenue expenditure,
may in part be used to fund local employment in these public utilities but a high
proportion will disappear out of the specific local economy in most instances. Other
expenditure, on general purchases, rencwals, repairs, professional fees and charges,
which constituted 11 percent of the expenditure by Coventry, is more likely to
remain within the local economy. However, a certain proportion of this latter
expenditure will immediately leak out, e.g. by the purchase of specialised
equipment and materials not produced locally, and an estimate of -this proportion
should be made. In their study based on Newcastle Polytechnic, Dick and Wood
(1980) concluded that some 70 per cent of the latter type of expenditure discussed
in this section was not spent within the Newcastle economy.

Labour Costs. By far the largest expenditure item of any higher educational.
institution will be on direct labour costs. These represented some 65 per cent of the
Coventry expenditure. However, certain adjustments need to be made to the gross
labour costs figure which will appear in the revenue expenditure accounts to
estimate employees’ potential spending in the local economy

In Britain the state National Insurance (NI) scheme requires both the employer
and the employee to make contributions. These contributions are related directly to

-the employee’s level of earnings and in turn provide insurance in the form of various

benefits such as unemployment benefit, sickness benefits, and the basic state
pension. In institutions of higher education many cmployees are required to belong
to a Superannuation Scheme -which is basically a pension scheme that involves
additional payments, again from both the employcr and employee, in return for a
pension over and above the basic state pension. To estimate the net local
expenditure arising from the payment of the institution’s employees it is necessary
therefore first to deduct the employer’s contributions to the NI and Superannuation
Schemes. These represent in Britain approximately 20 per cent of the gross labour
cost, leaving 80 per cent as gross pay to the employees. Secondly, one must deduct
the NI and Superannuation Scheme contributions each individual employee is
required to make, plus any Income Tax payments. Nationally, it is estimated that
on average net take-home pay will be 75 per cent of the gross pay made to
employees. Thus 40 per cet of the gross labour costs of an institution must be
excluded from any estimate of the potential expenditure by the employees.

Will all of the employees’ net pay be spent in the local economy where the institution
is located, though? In many institutions of higher education a significant number of
the academic staff, and a smaller proportion of the non-academic staff, may live




outside the area of the local maintaining authority. However, they may still do a
proportion of their shopping within the area, and many surrounding towns and
villages may effectively still be a part of the “local economy” and consequently the
expenditure by these employees will still contribute to the local economys, i.e. itis an
injection.

However, employees at all levels will save some of their income. Some will be
devoted to house mortgage payments, some of the income will be spent on holidays,
and some will go on items purchased outside the area. Obviously it is impossible to
know exactly what these figures are for each individual, but it is possible, and
necessary, to make some approximate estimate of the proportion of the aggregate
net pay that will remain within to be spent in the local economy.

As many of the economic impact studies are often produced to show the effects of
reduced expenditure it should also be remembered that should any employees be
made redundant they may still continue to bring an inflow into the area in the form
of unemployment and social security payments. On the other hand, some former
employees may move out of the area, some may find other jobs, and after twelve
months those with other sources of income, such as a working husband or wife, will
not usually receive further state benefits. Many staff may take early retirement as
their method of redundancy and will then be in receipt of their pension(s), which
would constitute an inflow of funds into the local economy.

Significantly, the usual practice adopted in the impact studies is to acknowledge the
existence of the types of payment referred to in a), b) and ¢), but then to ignore them in
subsequent estimates of the expenditure generated or employment created within the local
economy area of the maintaining LEA. The method of treatment of dJ is 2 more difficult
matter. As already noted, a proportion of such expenditure will enter the local economy being
examined, but the relative size of that proportion will vary from institution to institution,
depending upon the character of the local economy in which the institution is located.

Student Expenditure

The other major item of expenditure that any institution of higher education brings toan
area, which will not be incorporated within the institution’s own expenditure, is the
expenditure by the student body. In theory, home students, i.e. UK residents, under the age of
26 on advanced further education courses, should receive an income of £1 830 (in 1985-6) if
the student is living away from home and £1 485 if the student lives in the parental home. This
income is made up of an award from their LEA and, where appropriate, parental
contributions, the size of the award, and hence the parental contribution, being related to the
parental income. While the majority of students in advanced further education fall into the
category above there are exceptions, e.g. where a student has been independent of the parental
home or is aged over 26 years, or normally resides overseas. Although some allowances may be
for these exceptional cases, there are two more important considerations that must be taken
into account when estimating student expenditure. The first is to adjust for the fact that not all
students will receive an income equivalent to a full grant. This arises because parents may not
always fully “top-up” the means tested LEA awards, and hence many students do not receive
an income equivalent to a full grant. A few will receive more than the “official” figure from
parental contributions, vacation or part-time work, or other sources. A Polytechnic of North
London (1984) study estimated that only 23 per cent of students entitled to a mandatory
award in 1982-3 received a full grant, while Bush and Dight (1974) estimated that of those
students whose grants were assessed for parental contribution only 73 per cent had their
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grants “topped-up” in full. The Polytechnic of North London (1984) study, for the academic
.year 1982-3, found that 52 per cent of Polytechnic students received less than the assessed
contribution that the Government expected their parents to pay, although 40 per cent received
parental contributions in excess of the assessed figure.

Secondly, out of the income that it may be estimated students actually receive it is
necessary to deduct expenditure which occurs outside of the local economy in question. The .
average student will spend some of his or her time away from college; this, together with the -
cost of trayelling itself, and the purchase of goods produced elsewhere, will mean money will
not have flowed into the local economy where their educational institution is located. Some
studies, e.g.-Mallier and Rosser (1983), suggest that something of the order of 80 per cent of a
student’s income will be spent in the same area as the Institution of HE which he or she attend.-
It is necessary, however, in estimating student expenditure, to deduct from the total any
expenditure that becomes the institution’s revenue, e.g. college accommodation, meals and
other items already appearing in the institution of higher education’s own accounts. Although
this income to the institution will be financed by fees and charges to students rather than by a
central government grant, its impact on the local economy will already have been taken into
account under the heading Direct Expenditure above.

It ought also to be noted that in institutions such as Polytechnics there will be a
proportion of “sandwich course” students, who spend part of their study period in employment

“away from the educational institution. Thus student expcndlturc estimates will require to be
adjusted to allow for the time they actually spend at the college. A percentage of the student
population may, however, remain in the locality of the institution during the vacation periods
and claim further financial benefits under the state Social Security schcmc and these bcneﬁts
when spent would be a further injection into the local economy.

In the study by Mallier and Rosser (1983) of the Coventry Lanchester Polytechnic, it
was found that the total gross expenditure arising of the Polytechnic itself was approximately
£19 million. The expenditure on Purchases and on-going Running Costs, i.e. item d) above,
were of the order of £2.2 million, of which it was estimated that close on £1 million would have
been spent in the local economy. The gross labour costs in the revenue expenditure accounts
amounted to.£12.2 million, from which it was estimated there would have been a net local
expenditure of £7.8 million. Total student income was estimated to be £7.6 million, of which it
was thought, after allowing for just over £1 million expenditure for meals and accommodation
supplied by the Polytechnic itself, approximately £5.2 million would have been spent in the
local economy. Thus the estimated direct expenditure which would have occurred in the local
economy was of the order of £14 million. -

MULTIPLIER EFFECTS IN THE LOCAL ECONOMY

It is therefore possible to both identify, and make estimates of the relative size of the
expenditure within a local economy arising from the existence of an institution of higher
education. There are, however, strong theoretical reasons for believing that further benefits to
a local economy will arise from that initial expenditure.

The Expenditu}e Multiplier

The effect of an injection of expenditﬁre into a local economy arising from the existence
say, of a polytechnic, can be estimated by use of an adaption of the Keynesian multiplier
theory, see Lipsey (1983, pp. 534-552). Basically, this theory assumed that the total effect on
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national income of an initial injection of expenditure will be greater than the initial injection,
i.e. its effect will be multiplied. This is because the people who receive the initial expenditure,
in return for the goods or services provided, will then spend most of it. This expenditure then
becomes the income for those who provided the second round of goods and services, and they
will in their turn spend most of their income, and so on, and so on, until the amount passed on
becomes negligible. Thus the total increase in income will be greater than the initial injection
of expenditure. A certain proportion of the income at each stage is not passed on because it is
“leaked out” of the economic system. For example, it may go in tax, or be saved, or be spent on
imports, in which cases no further incomes in the area of the local economy will be generated,
although the taxes and savings may return to the local economy at a later date as injections of
government spending or investment.
The simple multiplier can be calculated from the formula

1
K= S where K = Multiplier
and ¢ = proportion of any mcrease in income passed on as consumption of each
~ stage TR
Thus the total increase in spendmg from the mjectlons of local expendlture generated by
an Institute of HE and its students may be calculated from the formula

J  where AY = the total increase in expenditure arising from

AY = KJ = S an injection

J = the value of an injection

’Thus, for example, if 60 per cent of income was passed on at each stage then the

multiplier

i 1

K 1-0.6 os - % ’

i.e. the effect of an initial injection would be multiplied two-and-a-half times.

This analysis assumes that there is a capacity to provide the extra goods and services
demanded. This condition will easily be satisfied for most local economies. The problem in this
type of exercise, assuming a value for the injection (J) can initially be estimated, is to actually
calculate the value of the multiplier. At the national level it is possible to estimate the
proportion of income that is absorbed by taxes, savings and imports. However, at a regional or
local level it is a problem to find out what proportion of income is spent on imports, i.e. imports
into the region or local economy from other parts of the country as well as from abroad,
because regional and local Balance of Payments accounts as such do not exist. As a
generalisation one can say that the smaller the area that is being studied then the greater the
proportion of any increase in income that will be spent outside of the area. Because of this
potential increase in leakages the impact studies have estimated the typical local economy
multiplier to be in the range 1.2 to 1.7. The exact figure will vary from area to area depending
upon the size of the local economy, its industrial structure, and the spendmg patterns of its
residents. It is sometimes. argued that in practice the multlpher for an expansion in
expenditure will be different from the multiplier for a reduction in expenditure although in
theory both should take the same value, but with opposite signs.

While it is not generally possible to give a precnsc figure for the local economy mulupher
this will not necessarily invalidate the results for it is not always necessary in this type of study
to have a 100 per cent accurate figure to be able to convey the approximate magnitude of the
effect of an Institution of HE on the local economy in terms of additional expenditure.
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The Employment Multiplier

In a similar fashion to the expenditure multiplier economists have analysed the expected
increases in employment that will be generated by an initial increase in employment and
expenditure associated, say, with the opening of a new college. The reasoning behind the
employment multiplier is basically the same as that for the expenditure multiplier. An
increase in the numbers employed will create spending which in its turn will create additional -
employment. Again, the problem of estimating an actual figure for the multiplier becomes
more difficult when considering small areas, although Brownrigg (1974) has suggested a
formula to take some of the variation in local factors into account, which typically yields a
figure of around 1.5 for the Employment Multiplier. In the Conventry Lanchester Polytechnic
study it was estimated that the Polytechnic generated a total of 2 400 jobs in the local
economy of which 1 580 were on the Polytechnic payroll and the rest were generated by the
multiplier effect. To put these figures into perspective, total employment in the City of
Coventry in 1984 was approximately 135 000, and if it had been a manufacturing firm the
Polytechnic would have ranked as the eighth largest in the city. One must, though, also take
into account the fact that a high proportion of the employment within the Institution of HE,
particularly the académi¢ positions; will'be filled by people from outside the area rather than
by local residents.

Thus the values of both the Expenditure and Employment Multipliers used in the impact
studies are unlikely to be precise, and their true magnitudes will be influenced by both the size
of the area concerned and the structure of the local economy. This means that the economic
impact of the expenditure generated by an Institute of HE could have radically different
consequences for local economies in different parts of a country. Generally, it is thought the
values of the multipliers will be positive, i.e. the existence of an Institution of HE will lead to
greater expenditure in a local economy and does generate additional employment beyond that
created within the institution.

CONCLUSIONS

This paper has sought to draw attention to some of the factors that'should be taken into
account when a study of the economic impact of an Institution of HE on a local economy is
undertaken. Apart from the unquantifiable educational, research, consultancy, social,
cultural and other benefits that may arise to a local community there can also be clear
substantial economic returns, both directly and indirectly. In- addition to the employment
provided by the institution itself, the spending by the staff employed, the students and the
institution itself within the local economy will all create further local employment.

To estimate the total economic impact two sets of calculations are necessary. Firstly, one
has to estimate the proportion of the Institution of HE’s budget that is actually spent within
the local economy, including employees’ spending, plus the proportion of the student income
which will be spent locally. Secondly, one has to estimate the proportion of local spending that
is leaked out of the local economy in order to estimate the value of the “multiplier” which is
used to calculate the subsequent knock-on effects arising from an injection of expenditure into
the local economy. The results obtained from these calculations will be influenced by both the
nature of the Institute of HE being studied, and the structure of the local economy in which it
is located. Consequently no two studies of the type discussed in this paper will give exactly the
same results. However, although the actual values may vary, there are a number of common
features that will influence the results of different studies. It has been the objective of this
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paper to provide a guide to the factors that.should be taken into consideration in this type of
study which may be useful both to those who may wish to undertake their own study and to
those who wish to make an assessment of other studies that may come their way.
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SERIC REVIEW

The Assessment of Community
College Economic Impact
¢ on the Local Community or State

Gwyer Schuyler

Community colleges are guided by missions to foster educational
gains for individuals as well as provide for broad community needs. The
education and training provided by community colleges lead to better
employment opportunities for individuals, further educational opportu-
nities, and enriched personal and professional lives. In addition,
community colleges often offer community-wide services, sponsor cul-
tural events, and participate in community development efforts. Although
a community college is an academic institution with a unique mission to
address individual and community needs, it can also be considered a busi-
ness.

The business of the community college is to provide services to indi-
viduals and the community. In doing so, the community college must
invest in physical space, materials, and employees, and function within
the economic system of its service area. A community college has an
impact on the local economy in the course of operating, as do other busi-
nesses and agencies in the private and public sector. Institutional
researchers and administrators often try to assess how the academic pro-
grams and services and the business operations of the community college
economically affect the community. These analyses may be conducted in
response to calls for accountability from state or local governments that
provide funding to the colleges. Sometimes local pressure from the com-
munity to involve the college in local issues may prompt the administration
to publicize the college’s economic involvement. An analysis may even
be completed to ascertain the costs and benefits of the institution for
internal purpases. In sum, an economic impact analysis can serve many




functions, ranging from political justification to public relations,
This article was written to discuss in detail how and why commy
colleges assess the economic impact of their institutions on loca ; A
state economies. First, addressing the methods used, a comparison
be drawn between early and more recent models of economic im
analyses used by community colleges. In particular, variables that a
factored into the economic analysis will be reviewed. Following
methodological review, the question of why community colleges ¢cq
duct economic impact analyses will be discussed, recognizing that the
analytical approach may differ depending on the underlying motivations;

In conclusion, recommendations will be made about future research and

use of economic impact analyses.

Research Design

This study was designed to consider the practice of economic impact
analysis by community colleges through an examination of 19 analyses.
(See the appendix to this article for a list of the analyses reviewed.) The
documents included in this study were selected based on (a) availability
through the ERIC Clearinghouse for Community Colleges and (b) the
presence of significant or unique factors included in the analysis. Out of
the sample of 19, 15 were identified through the ERIC Clearinghouse

and 4 were selected from outside sources. The following questions orga-
nized the document review:

1. Who typically conducts the analysis?

2. How is the service area defined for the analysis, and what ser-
vices are included in the assessment?

3. What types of models and variables are used in conducting the
analysis?

4. What is the motivation for conducting the analysis?

Findings

Of the 19 analyses, 11 were conducted by community college insti-
tutional researchers. Two each were conducted by graduate students,
community college professors, and university researchers. One each was
conducted by a consultant and a state agency. Eight of the analyses were -
statewide, and eight were county-wide. The remaining analyses were iso-
lated o the local community or metropolitan area.
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In actuality, no economies are closed; all ecorfomie.
import and export of money and resources. Th

cash-flow models made assumptions that the local economic system was

not a closed system, but rather semi-closed. A semi-closed system more
accurately reflects a local economy (see Figure 2).

ose researchers using the
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and through spending by local
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The Caffrey and Isaacs Design and Its Variants .
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Council on Education,
impact analyses of coll
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been conducted prior to the publishing of their book, but Caffrey and

Isaacs’s technique was distinctive in the following ways:

1. It considered a broader spectrum of factors and effects.

2. It included estimates of negative factors.

3. It was explicit in its estimates and assumptions.

4. Tt provided a common set of guidelines so that comparisons

across institutions could be conducted.

Caffrey and Isaacs (1971) also recognized their model’s limitation .
The model included only those variables that could be readily quantified,
Qualitative factors were not addressed. Institutional revenues were not
-factored into the model—only expenditures were calculated. Furthermore,
the model was limited to use in estimating short-term impact. All in all,
the results of an analysis using Caffrey and Isaacs’s model describe short-
term monetary cash flow from the college to the local economic system.
What is not described is the funding received by the college from outside
the system, the human capital investments, and the long-term economic
effects of the institution on the local system. These limitations can partly
be explained by the historical context and partly by the authors’ purpose.
Including a measure of human capital investments would have been un-

- likely for this model as the concept of human capital was just emerging
as a valid economic factor and the means of quantifying it was still unre-
solved. Furthermore, the explicit purpose of the model, to be a credible
yet simple analytic device that allowed for a quick analysis of economic
impact in a given time period, limited its design (Caffrey & Isaacs, 1971).

Despite its limitations, the model has fulfilled its purpose; its sim-
plicity has attracted many researchers. In fact, to this day, the Caffrey
and Isaacs model is the one most used in community college economic
impact analyses. Because of this model’s significant contribution to all
impact analyses that followed it, its components will be reviewed in de-
tail.

Unlike preceding studies, the Caffrey and Isaacs (1971) design took
into account the services offered by the college to its students, faculty
and staff, visitors, and community members. The Caffrey and Isaacs model
has three main branches on which the college exerts an economic im-
pact—local business, local government, and local individuals (see Figure
3). College-related local business volume encompasses direct spending
by the college itself, the faculty and staff, students, and visitors with
local business as well as the spending of local businesses that service the
college. The model also includes the negative economic effect of unreal-

. Figure 3. A college's economic impact on local businesses, govern-
ments, and individuals .
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ized local business volume due to the college’s presence. For example,
the college may offer goods and services, such as stationery supplies or
dining services, that draw consumers away from local business.

The second sector of the local economy that the authors identify is
the local government. The model incorporates college-related revenues
to the local government, such as real-estate and sales taxes paid by the

% college and local businesses that service the college. Two factors that

negatively affect the local economy are the operating costs of municipal

_ and public school services used by the college and its personnel and real-

estate taxes not received due to the tax-exempt status of the college.
The final sector of the college’s economic impact is the individual.

The model measures the number of jobs created by the college or col-

lege-related businesses, the income generated from those jobs, and the




good acquired with that income. No gegative economic impacts of the
individual are identified. .
Cougl‘gl?eoc;lazised in the Caffrey and Isaacs model is compiled fro(;r; m;—l
merous sources, including college records, U.S. Cepsus .Burfj-a? aré af?c
government records, and a battery of surveys. In their est.lmatlons, . r;y
and Isaacs also used multipliers established from the .hterature f;)t in 1‘;
rect economic effects resulting from college-related direct speg Img an, X
for personal income from indirect effects. Whe.n Caffrey an edsaac:;
groundbreaking guide to economic impact ana.lys1s was mﬁroduc d,Im c);
institutional researchers followed it like a recipe. The.Caxfrey an80 sa‘z‘: s
model dominated design throughout the 1970s and mt'o the 19b 5. N
though aspects of the Caffrey and Isaacs model continued ttlo tt: used
throughout the 1980s and into the 1990s, many m‘f)re researc c:,irs1 lxm °
to a model derived from Caffrey and Isaacs, the shortcu-t model, pred
posed by Ryan (1983). In their work, R).'an an.d associates 'prop(;s;h c
substéntial changes to Caffrey and Isaacs, including the OIII.ISSlOIl 0
following factors, as outlined by Winter and Fadale (1991):

 expansion of the credit base of local banks due to college-
related deposits; .

« expenditures by visitors to college-related evcnt§,

« college employee investments in home ownership;

« state and local taxes paid by employees; .

o increases in sales tax revenues due to college-related expenses;

and
« estimates of tax revenue foregone due to college tax-exempt

status.

Along with the above omissions, Ryan’s short'cut model also ehmkll-
nates the need for extensive and time-consuming survey researci,

. . o
replacing this information with secondary data from the college and from

state and federal sources. Overall, Ryan’s d.esign greatly s1m1];:11ﬁes the
analytic method, which explains its popularity among researc ers(i. "
Besides the changes adopted by Ryan, researcherg have spora 11{: y
addressed the issue of human capital investments .Of community co ;:ge:s
and, in some cases, the value of subsequent attainment of a baCh:n 'o;‘i
degree (Rubi, 1995). Nonetheless, estimates of hun'lan capital f(:ion b
tions to lifetime earnings of students have not gained the widespr

adoption that the cash-flow models have gained.

Another factor that has'been analyzed in some studies but not others
is college revenue. Vorp’s (1991) analysis takes this component one step
further and studies the college’s impact by proposing an estimate of the
local economy if the college were not present, considering what revenue
would still be contributed in spite of the college’s absence. Examining
student decision-making if the college were absent from the county, Vorp
(1991) approximates lost revenue due to reductions in human capital as
well as lost revenue due to students who may leave the area.

In general, current designs of economic impact analyses continue to
remain greatly informed by Caffrey and Isaacs (1971) and Ryan (1983).
The findings suggest that some researchers supplement these widely-
accepted models with other components, especially those addressing
human capital. However, a new model that wholly integrates human capi-
tal has not been broadly adopted.

The Multiplier Effect

Within an economic system, consumers spend money and resources
on new products and producers spend money and resources to make prod-
ucts and pay employees. In this process, for each dollar spent by the
consumer for a products.a certain amount will be reinvested in the system
by the producer through expenditures. In turn, the salaries of employees
also contribute to the system, generating further indirect effects. A cer-
tain amount of economic value is lost from the system as “leakage” due
to taxes, savings, and spending outside of the system (Johnson County
Community College, 1989). Through the recycling process, known as
the multiplier effect, money and resources are created as a result of direct
expenditures. The multiplier is an estimate of the amount of money and
resources generated indirectly in the economic system. As illustrated in
Figure 4, the multiplier is the fraction of each dollar spent that is respent
in the system (Johnson County Community College, 1989).

Multipliers are used to estimate the indirect effects of two major com-
ponents of the economic system: (a) direct expenditures toward products
and (b) income accrued from wages and salaries paid as a result of those
direct expenditures. The multiplier effect can account for 50% or more
of the total economic impact of a business or institution (Johnson County
Community College, 1989). Because the multiplier effect can be so sig-
nificant, it is not surprising that in all cases where a cash-flow model of
the local economy was used, multipliers also were used.




Human Capital

The community college is both a consumer and a producer in the
local economy. As with any other business, the college spends money on
building and maintaining an infrastructure, on other ancillary resources
and materials, and on employees. As a producer, the major product of the
college, through its academic programs, is human capital. Human capital
is the acquired energy, motivations, skills, and knowledge of individuals
that can lead to the production of goods and services (Bowen, 1977). Just
as conventional investments in physical capital, such as property and
equipment, increase the production capacity and the earning power of a
business, investments in human capital increase the production capacity

and earning power of the individual. In conducting an economic impact
analysis in which the investments in human capital are included, the quali-
tative dimensions of human capital—energy; motivation, skill, and
knowledge—must somehow be translated into quantitative dimensions.
Measuring economic impact requires quantifiable variables. Each
variable has either a positive or negative economic impact on the system;
positive if money and resources are added to the system, negative if money
and resources are removed from the system. To conduct an economic
impact analysis of a producer, such as a manufacturing company, would
require calculation of money spent and the value of resources used by the
company (positive impact), as well as the value of goods and services
produced by the company (positive impact). If the analysis is restricted
to the local economy, any money spent or resources used outside of the
system must be accounted for as a negative economic impact because
money and resources are being withdrawn from the local economy. If
products and expenditures need to be quantified to conduct an economic
impact analysis, and human capital is the major product of community
colleges, how can the value of human capital be quantified?

Schultz (1961) proposed that the value of the investment in human
capital should be estimated not from the investment’s cost, but from its
yield. Estimations of the increase in lifetime earnings of an individual
due to humian capital investment have become the standard measure of
the value of human capital. For example, by comparing the lifetime aver-
age earnings of community college graduates to that of high school
graduates, a quantified measure of the human capital investment of com-
munity college can be estimated. Such estimates were included in 6 of

the 19 analyses examined.
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Motivations to Conduct an Economic Impact Analysis

The motivation and purpose behind the economic impact analyses
studied were oftentimes not clearly stated, yet concluding statements
summarizing the county or state’s return from taxpayer investment lead
to the conclusion that the studies were by-and-large conducted to satisfy
policymakers or the greater public. No examples were found that were
oriented as educational tools for the college itself to improve economic
impact, and no concluding paragraphs offered recommendations for in-
ternal changes that might benefit the college or the community.

In most cases, the major reason for conducting an analysis, although
not often explicitly stated, appears to be to justify taxpayer spending. By
and large, the economic impact analysis, called for by college adminis-
trators or state educational agencies, is an economic and political tool
that quantifies the value of the institution for state policymakers. In some
cases, the economic impact analysis is used as a public relations tool in
the community, especially if relations are less than ideal between the
institution and surrounding area.

In general, reports of analyses are geared toward policymakers, in-
corporating factors that exemplify the worthiness and value of the
community college, and written so as to highlight the positive outcomes.
For example, Rubi (1995) asserted that “‘community colleges provide a
healthy return on investment for both the state and the individual. This,
in turn, results in a group of people who pay more in taxes, and thusly
eventually ‘repay’ the state’s investment in them” (Rubi, 1995, pp. 17-
18). Similarly, Head (1994) discussed the exceptional economic value of
the community college, labeling it “one of the best bargains around” (p.
15). He notes that “for every dollar spent by localities in support of the
college, $1,629 are returned. Few investments yield this rate of return,
and viewed in this light, the college is an investor’s dream” (Head, 1994,
p. 15).

Factors that detract from the objective of exemplifying the college’s
value are sometimes omitted. Similarly, if a study is geared toward a
local community audience, attention will be focused on local individual
benefits whereas factors that estimate negative impacts on local revenues
may be downplayed. Those studies that are conducted for the purposes
of institutional planning represent perhaps the truest estimations of the
economic impact of the community college. Because no constituents are
being addressed other than internal college administrators, an accurate

M—‘—H I — T T -

Forrttrayal of b(_)th positive and negative impacts can be presented. Un-
ortunately, as it appears from this analysis, studies of this type are rarely

cgnducted. {\s noted earlier, not one of the studies sampled for this re-
VIEw was oriented as a tool for college development.

Conclusions And Recommendations

o c;lt“il:: etconomlc 1mp.act analysis is a powerful and practical instrument
Hmate a community college’s economic impact on the local com-
munity, c.:ounty, or state. However, approaches vary in orientation and
s:arilplex1ty, due t.o method used and underlying motivations. A large-
oo 1131 triti?eatr;ch project, surYe?rmg community colleges about their methods
: za on of economic impact analyses, would increase understand-
Ing of this variability.
i Currently, althougﬁ the t.echfxiql.le of economic impact analysis pro-
des a valuabl.e Service to institutional researchers and policymaker
alike, its po.tentlal remains largely untapped. For example econbmic i :
pac‘t.analysxs could be used in evaluating organizational’chan e andT-
facilitate establishing collaborative relationships with other ors in the
college’s service area. L. rectorsinthe
are—ln sum, economic lmpact analyses must be understood for what they
Very narrow studies of college economic impact on a given region

A more complete picture could be drawn if quantitative analyses wore
supplemented with qualitative studies of the college’s econom}i,c sovgfzirle

- and political impacts. Less-quantifiable impacts that clearly contribute

¢ . .
to :gc economic value of community college include qualitative benefits
0 the students and the community, such as the following:

* personal enrichment;

*  affordable entertainment and cultural activit;
act
by the college; ctivities sponsored

increased awareness of career avenues:
broadened educational iti ’

: opportunities through tr
options; and  ranster
Interaction with students from different backgrounds.

;I‘tgzough a range (?f methods—such as interviews or focus groups with
ents, community members, local officials, college officials; analysis



of policy documents; and observation of community college participa-
tion in the community—the full spectrum of college impacts would be
better understood and appreciated.
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Data Elements Needed for Economic Impact Model (all data for FY 1999-2000)

From Accounting and Budgeting

College Expenditures

Total Student Activity Expenditures

Percentage of College Expenditures in Oakland Cty, Michigan, Out-of-State

$$ from Revenue Sources---students, local govt, state appropriation, other state sources, out-of-
state

From Payroll

Number of College Employees—FT/PT, FTE for each category

Residence of College Employees---by FT/PT status, in Oakland Cty, in MI, out-of-state, FTE
each category

Total Disposable Income Available to Employees

From IR

Number of Students---FT/PT

Estimate of percent of employee expenditures in Oakland Cty

Census Data---% cty pop renting, mean monthly rent in cty (1990 or 2000 est if avail)
Est % of Employee Expenditures in Cty

Multipliers for in Cty (2.00) and state (2.25)

Multiplier for Jobs related to College

From Financial Aid
Avg Annual Expenditures by FT/PT students (excluding tuition and fees)




Data Elements Needed for Economic Impact Model (all data for FY 1999-2000)
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Evans, Cynthia

From: Pitts, Gail S

Sent: Saturday, October 28, 2000 5:41 PM
To: Martin, Bruce; Evans, Cynthia

Cc: Orlowski, Martin

Subject: RE: Economic Impact Study Data

| discussed with Bruce and informed him | did not see the purpose of you meeting with him since | had the majority of the
information you requested. | told him that [ informed you previously | would supply it the first week in November. Since that
time is next week, [ offer you the information below.

All information applies to our operating fund, known as, the General Fund. 0929

AL
Total college expenditures and transfers for fiscal year ending June 30, 2000 were $ 115,413,416. 3%

Included in the above amount is $ $ 8,084,867 for Student Services expenditures. V7] 29%
V7

a3%,787
‘ 29, 653,L%% 23,305, 794 »
(Student Revenue) Tuition anJ\Fees were $ 25,711,786; (Local Govt Revenue) Property Taxes were-$ 6,339,792, {State _ .7,
Rev) State Appropriation was $\20,747,107; private gifts, grants and contracts were $ 27,364; investrirent-incofie was $ ( 7 1

3,328,415 and other sources were $ 197,744. Total revenue to the General Fund was $ 116,352,208. ,

~N

College expenses in county, state and ou@_ﬁg eraintained as you request. As | previously indicated for the
riumber of college employees, please contact our HR department. | assure you the statistics of residence of college
employses are not maintained. | believe the cost of gathering this data in our system during the time period you requested %
exceeds the benefit to be derived. You may want to revisit the need of college expenses in county, state, out of state and Bg\’
o

residence of employees. L Maliaas e /,7(,

CﬁftﬁTﬁspgsable Income available to employeesagain, OCC is excluded from taxation under Internal Revenue Code
Section 115 as a state supported educational institution. Disposable income refers to net of taxes, if you are referring to

something other than that, please clarify.

N

e

I hope this information is helpful, if you need any clarification, | can be reached at 2151. Good luck on your project.

From: Martin, Bruce ML P
Sent: Thursday, October 26, 2000 3:57 PM

To: Pitts, Gail S Eho e oy
Subject: FW: Economic Impact Study Data ;M

Gall,

When would be a good time to get together with Cindy Evans to define exactly what she wants and whether we have
in existing reports, audit, other... | am told that it is important to the millage that this study occurs. | understand that
Cindy will try to match our schedule '

[Pitts, Gail S]



during Monday thru Thursday and Friday if it is inly day.

Like you, I don’t have anyone just waiting around for another assignment so don’t want to spin wheels too long.

Bruce...

----- Original Message—--

From: Evans, Cynthia

Sent: Wednesday, October 04, 2000 11:43 AM

To: Martin, Bruce
Cc: Orlowski, Martin; Kozell, Cheryl
Subject: Economic Impact Study Data

Marty Orlowski mentioned to me it would be beneficial to provide you with an indication of the data that we need assistance
from ITS in compiling for the Economic Impact study.

The list below represents a general description of the data. I am prepared to meet with your staff at their convenience to finalize
definition of the items. All data is to represent Fiscal Year 2000.

College Expenditures

Total Student Activity Expenditures

College Expenditures in County, State, Out-of-State

Number of College Employees by Full-Time/Part-Time Status, FTE
Residence of College Employees by Full-Time/Part-Time Status, FTE
Total Disposable Income Available to Employees

Revenue from Students

Revenue from Local Government

Revenue from State Appropriation

Revenue from Other In-State Sources

Revenue from Other Out-of-State Sources

Thank you for your assistance.

Cindy Evans
Research Analyst
Institutional Research
ext. 3899



1999-2000 Finacial Aid Budgets
(from Steve Lesser, OR Financial Aid)

Out-of-District

Fall & Fall &

Winter Additional Winter Additional
Full-Time Combined for Spring Total Combined for Spring Total
Living w/Parents (24 crs) (7crs) (31 Credits)§ (24 crs) (7crs) (31 Credits)
Books and Supplies 700.00 700.00
Transportation 1,160.00 1,940.00
Miscellaneous Expenses 510.00 510.00
Room and Board 2,980.00 2,980.00
Total excluding tuition & fees ~ 5,350.00  1,279.17 6,629.17 § 6,130.00 1,434.17 7,564.17
Tuition and Fees (Actual) 1,340.00 390.83 1,730.83 2,180.00 635.83 2,815.83
Total 6,690.00 1,670.00 8,360.00 § 8,310.00 2,070.00 10,380.00
* per credit tuition & fees 55.83 90.83

NOTE: It appears the 1992 Economic Impact Study used only in-district estimates, it would lend greater
accuracy to the model if the enrollments could be segmented by in/out-of district and the appropriate budget
estimated used for each group. CLE
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Evans, Cynthia

From: . Pitts, Gail S

Sent: Wednesday, November 08, 2000 9:41 AM
To: Orlowski, Martin; Evans, Cynthia
Subject: oops

In additon to Statement of Changes in Fund Balances, you should also review Statement of Current Funds, Revenues and
Expenses. This page is totaled to the first column in statement of changes in fund balances, it is labeled as "total current
funds".



Evans, Cynthia

From: Pitts, Gail S

Sent: Wednesday, November 08, 2000 8:54 AM
To: Orlowski, Martin; Evans, Cynthia
Subject: financial statements

Please review the attached, send me your questions, | will provide answers and we can go over them on 11/17. | think this
will save us all some time. Marty, please let me know if this is not a good reading copy. You should only be interested in
the Statement of Changes in Fund Balances, about page 6, | think.

oce financials00.doc



Oakland Community College

Financial Statements for the Years
Ended June 30, 2000 and 1999, and
Independent Auditors’ Report




INDEPENDENT AUDITORS’ REPORT

To the Board of Trustees
Oakland Community College
Bloomfield Hills, Michigan

We have audited the accompanying balance sheets of Oakland Community College (the “College™) as
of June 30, 2000 and 1999 and the related statements of changes in fund balances and of current funds
revenues, expenditures and other changes for the years then ended. These financial statements are the
responsibility of the management of the College. Our responsibility is to express an opinion on these
financial statements based on our audits.

We conducted our audits in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United States
of America. Those standards require that we plan and perform the audits to obtain reasonable
assurance about whether the financial statements are free of material misstatement. An audit includes
examining, on a test basis, evidence supporting the amounts and disclosures in the financial
statements. An audit also includes assessing the accounting principles used and significant estimates
made by management, as well as evaluating the overall financial statement presentation. We believe
that our audits provide a reasonable basis for our opinion.

In our opinion, such financial statements present fairly, in all material respects, the financial position
of the College as of June 30, 2000 and 1999, and the changes in its fund balances and its current funds
revenues, expenditures and other changes for the years then ended in conformity with accounting
principles generally accepted in the United States of America.

, 2000




OAKLAND COMMUNITY COLLEGE

BALANCE SHEETS
JUNE 30, 2000 AND 1999

ASSETS

Cash and investments (Note2)

Accrued interest

Property taxes receivable, less allowance
of $100,000 and $150,000 in 2000 and 1999

Accounts receivable, less allowance of $25,000 and
$100,000 in 2000 and 1999

Inventories

Prepaid expenses

Total general fund

Cash and investments (Note2)
Accrued interest

Accounts receivable
Due from other funds

Total designated fund

Cash and investments (Note2)
Accounts receivable

Inventories
Due from other funds

Total auxiliary activities fund

Total unrestricted funds

2000

1999

LIABILITIES AND FUND BALANCES

CURRENT FUNDS

General Fund

Accounts payable
Accrued liabilities:
Payroll and employee benefits
Other
Unearned student fees
Due to other funds
Fund balance:
Designated
Undesignated

Total general fund

Designated Fund

Accounts payable
Fund balance

Total designated fund

Auxiliary Activities Fund

$35,553,960  $35,855,432
635,516 457,854
291,825 169,306
4,047,359 3,881,673
61,752 46,923
201,058 196,377
40,791,470 40,607,565
1,000 500
10,487 53,036
359,929 409,749
2,060,206 1,660,872
2,431,622 2,124,157
8,400 8,400
136,133 105,591
1,542,694 1,529,811
2,223,186 2,081,554
3,910,413 3,725,356
47,133,505 46,457,078

Accounts payable
Fund balance:

Designated for working capital
Undesignated

Total auxiliary activities fund

Total unrestricted funds

2000 1999
$ 2,343,064 $ 2,588,317
6,337,053 7,678,836
100,000 100,000
882,960 595,991
12,269,950 11,724,770
3,200,000
18,858,443 14,719,651
40,791,470 40,607,565
168,226 182,324
2,263,396 1,941,833
2,431,622 2,124,157
282,722 162,741
1,550,000 1,550,000
2,077,691 2,012,615
3,910,413 3,725,356
47,133,505 46,457,078
(Continued)



OAKLAND COMMUNITY COLLEGE

BALANCE SHEETS
JUNE 30, 2000 AND 1999

ASSETS

Total unrestricted funds - Forward

Cash and investments (Note2)
Accounts receivable
Due from other funds

Total restricted fund

Total current funds

Due from other funds
Student notes receivable, less allowance of
$35,000 in 2000 and 1999

Total student loan fund

Cash and investments (Note2)
Accounts receivable
Accrued interest

Total endowment and similar funds

2000

$47,133,505

1999 LIABILITIES AND FUND BALANCES

CURRENT FUNDS (Continued)

$46,457,078 Total unrestricted funds - Forward

Restricted Fund

500 Accounts payable
3,902,867 1,517,650 Fund balance
912,979 692,423
4,815,846 2,210,573 Total restricted fund
$51,949,351 $48,667,651 Total current funds
STUDENT LOAN FUND
$ 29,957 $ 182,761 Fund balance - Restricted:
College student loan programs
3,580 4,747 Federal student loan program:
Federal portion
College portion -
Total federal student loan program
$ 33,537 $ 187,508 Total student loan fund
ENDOWMENT AND SIMILAR FUNDS
$17,739,016 $17,756,416 Due to other funds
134 Fund balance - Quasi-endowment
313,825 383,632
$ 18,052,975 $18,140,048 Total endowment and similar funds

2000 1999
$47,133,505  $46,457,078
2,839,483 595,925
1,976,363 1,614,648
4,815,846 2,210,573
$51,949,351  $48,667,651
$ 18506 $ 172,477
1,394 1,394
13,637 13,637
15,031 15,031
$ 33537 $ 187,508
$ 555257 $ 792,024
17,497,718 17,348,024
$18,052,975  $18,140,048
(Continued)



OAKLAND COMMUNITY COLLEGE

BALANCE SHEETS
JUNE 30, 2000 AND 1999

ASSETS

Accounts receivable
Due from other funds

Total unexpended plant fund

Cash and investments (Note2)
Accrued interest

Due from other funds
Unamortized bond costs
Accounts receivable

Total maintenance and replacement fund

Cash and investments (Note2)

Accrued interest

Accounts receivable

Unamortized bond costs

Property taxes receivable, less allowance
of $30,000 in 1999

Due from other funds

Total debt service fund

Land
Land improvements
Buildings
Equipment
Library books
Construction-in-progress
Total physical properties fund

Total plant funds

LIABILITIES AND FUND BALANCES

PLANT FUNDS
Unexpended Plant Funds

Accounts payable

Due to other funds

Fund Balance:
Designated

Total unexpended plant fund

Maintenance and Replacement Fund

Accounts payable
Long-term debt - Unexpended portion (Note 3)
Fund balance:

Designated

Total maintenance and replacement fund

Debt Service Fund

Accrued interest

Due to other funds

Fund balance:
Restricted
Designated

Total debt service fund

Physical Properties Fund

2000 1999
$ 2,615,076 $ 111,259
339,083
2,954,159 111,259
23,358,549 17,385,979
193,898 95,534
7,339,523 6,014,096
281,267
1,325,237
30,891,970 25,102,113
10,673,174 7,872,100
305,113 166,201
36,310
264,677
6,140
1,931,906
11,279,274 9,976,347
3,006,592 3,006,592
17,610,325 15,152,829
121,286,689 111,674,882
57,099,898 53,057,701
6,361,521 5,958,160
42,585,071 41,750,403
247,950,096 230,600,567
$293,075,499 $265,790,286

Long-term debt (Note 3)
Net investment in physical properties

Total physical properties fund

Total plant funds

2000 1999

$ 487,219 $ 64,441
46,818

2,466,940
2,954,159 111,259
2,307,060 3,651,889
2,031,304
28,584,910 19,418,920
30,891,970 25,102,113
172,969 148,648

79,727
636,852 546,838
10,389,726 9,280,861
11,279,274 9,976,347
18,595,000 15,528,696
229,355,096 215,071,871
247,950,096 230,600,567
$293,075,499 $265,790,286
(Continued)



OAKLAND COMMUNITY COLLEGE

BALANCE SHEETS
JUNE 30, 2000 AND 1999

ASSETS

Cash and investments (Note2)
Accounts receivable

Total agency fund

2000 1999 LIABILITIES AND FUND BALANCES
AGENCY FUND
$ 531,317 $ 322264 Accounts payable
239 5,225 Accrued payroll and employee benefits
Due to depositors
$ 531,556 $ 327,489 Total agency fund

2000 1999

199,079 $ 27,100

51
332,477 300,338

531,556 $ 327,489

(Concluded)



OAKLAND COMMUNITY COLLEGE

BALANCE SHEETS
JUNE 30, 2000 AND 1999
ASSETS 2000 1999 LIABILITIES AND FUND BALANCES 2000 1999
COMBINED BALANCE SHEETS - TOTAL ALL FUNDS
CURRENT ASSETS: CURRENT LIABILITIES:
Cash and investments (Note2) $ 87,865,416 $ 79,201,591 Accounts payable $ 8,626,853 $ 7,272,737
Accrued interest 1,458,839 1,156,257 Accrued liabilities:
Property taxes receivable, less allowance Payroll and employee benefits 6,337,053 7,678,887
of $100,000 and $180,000 in 2000 and 1999 291,825 175,446 Interest 172,969 148,648
Accounts receivable, less allowance of Other 100,000 100,000
$25,000 and $100,000 in 2000 and 1999 11,098,047 7,356,384 Current portion of long-term debt (Note 3) 1,005,000 665,000
Student notes receivable, less allowance Total current liabilities 16,241,875 15,865,272
of $35,000 in 2000 and 1999 3,580 4,747 Unearned student fees 882,960 595,991
Inventories 1,604,446 1,576,734 Due to depositors 332,477 300,338
Prepaid expenses 201,058 196,377 Long-term debt (Note 3) 17,590,000 16,895,000
Total current assets . 102,523,211 89,667,536 Total liabilities 35,047,312 33,656,601
Fund balance:
Restricted:
Land 3,006,592 3,006,592 Restricted fund 1,976,363 1,614,648
Land improvements 17,610,325 15,152,829 Debt service fund 636,852 546,838
Buildings 121,286,689 111,674,882 Federal student loan program 15,031 15,031
Equipment 57,099,898 53,057,701 Total restricted fund balances 2,628,246 2,176,517
Library books 6,361,521 5,958,160 Unrestricted:
Construction-in-progress 42,585,071 41,750,403 Designated
Unamortized bond costs 264,677 281,267 Net investment in physical properties 229,355,096 215,071,871
Quasi-endowment 17,497,718 17,348,024
Maintenance and replacement and unexpended plant 31,051,850 19,418,920
Working capital 1,550,000 1,550,000
Debt service fund 10,389,726 9,280,861
General fund 3,200,000
College student loan programs 18,506 172,477
Other 2,263,396 1,941,833
Undesignated 20,936,134 16,732,266
Total unrestricted fund balances 313,062,426 284,716,252
Total fund balances 315,690,672 286,892,769
TOTAL $350,737,984 $320,549,370 TOTAL $350,737,984 $320,549,370

See notes to financial statements.
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OAKLAND COMMUNITY COLLEGE

STATEMENTS OF CHANGES IN FUND BALANCES

YEARS ENDED JUNE 30, 2000 AND 1999

ADDITIONS (DEDUCTIONS):
Current funds revenues and other changes
Note proceeds
Federal interest subsidy
State appropriations
Gifts and grants
Investment income
Endowment income
Student loan interest
Miscellaneous revenue (expense)
Expenditures from current funds for

equipment and other capital items
Bad debt expense
Expenditures for capital additions
Notes and bonds retired
Proceeds from disposal of plant assets
Plant assets sold or retired
Current fund expenditures
Expenditures not capitalized
Interest, bond premium, and fees
Distribution to beneficiary fund
Nonmandatory transfers:

Student Loan Funds

Bond Issue proceeds

Plant improvement maintenance and replacements

Net increase (decrease) for the year
FUND BALANCES AT BEGINNING OF YEAR

FUND BALANCES AT END OF YEAR

See notes to financial statements.

Year Ended June 30, 2000

Endowment Maintenance 1999
Total Student and and Debt Unexpended Physical Combined Combined
Current Loan Similar Replacement Service Plant Properties Total Total
Funds Fund Funds Fund Fund Fund Fund All Funds All Funds
$ 143,200,368 $ 143,200,368 $ 133,242,565
$ 1,970,000 $ (1,970,000)
$ 72,620 72,620 72,621
447,208 447,208
$ 73,985 $ 3,756,317 3,830,302 2,066,076
867,604 966,022 597,339 2,430,965 1,525,508
672,005 672,005 657,493
$ 377 377
2,373 (30,747) (28,374) (11,214)
$ 5,026,299 5,026,299 3,229,114
(8,252) (8,252) (38,960)
(15,033,492) (3,756,317) 18,789,809 -
(935,000) 935,000
3,788 3,788 5,123,467
(6,466,578) (6,466,578) (2,691,652)
(114,297,506) (114,297,506) (102,521,120)
(4,376,074) (4,376,074) (3,188,084)
(948,097) (948,097) (985,431)
(761,148) (761,148) (717,041)
148,469 (148,469)
2,031,305 (2,031,305)
(27,364,185) 23,157,233 1,740,012 2,466,940
1,687,146  (153,971) 149,694 9,165,990 1,198,879 2,466,940 14,283,225 28,797,903 35,763,342
25,038,747 187,508 17,348,024 19,418,920 9,827,699 None 215,071,871 286,892,769 251,129,427
$ 26,725,893 $ 33,537 $17,497,718 $ 28,584,910 $11,026,578 $ 2,466,940 $229,355,096 $ 315,690,672 $ 286,892,769




OAKLAND COMMUNITY COLLEGE

NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
YEARS ENDED JUNE 30, 2000 AND 1999

1. SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES

Oakland Community College (the “College”) is a public two-year nonresidential college with five
campuses serving the Oakland County and Southeast Michigan area. The College’s income is excluded
from taxation under Internal Revenue Code Section 115 as a state-supported educational institution.
However, the College would be subject to taxation on unrelated business income if it existed.

Basis of Presentation - The financial statements have been prepared generally on the accrual basis of
accounting in accordance with the accounting principles outlined in the American Institute of Certified
Public Accountants’ audit guide, Audits of Colleges and Universities and the Manual for Uniform
Financial Reporting - Michigan Public Community Colleges, and include the accounts of both the
College and the related Oakland Community College Foundation (the “Foundation™). Transactions
between the College and the Foundation are eliminated in combination.

Use of Estimates - The preparation of financial statements in conformity with accounting principles
generally accepted in the United States of America requires management to make estimates and
assumptions that affect the reported amounts of assets and liabilities and disclosure of contingent assets
and liabilities at the date of the financial statements and the reported amounts of revenues and expenses
during the reporting period. Actual results could differ from these estimates.

Fund Classifications - The accounts of the College are summarized for financial reporting purposes
into various funds described as follows:

(1) Unrestricted (“General”) Fund - General operating activities financed primarily by student fees,
annual appropriations from the State of Michigan and property tax revenue.

(2) Designated Fund - Funds designated for specific purposes by action of the Board of Trustees or
the administration.

(3) Auxiliary Activities Fund - Self-supporting enterprises operated principally to provide services to
the academic community.

(4) Restricted Fund - Activities financed by direct gifts and grants which must be used for the
purposes specified by the donors.

(5) Student Loan Fund - Assets available for the granting of loans to students.

(6) Endowment and Similar Funds - Includes gifts which allow only the earnings thereon to be
expended, funds which upon the passage of a stated period of time allow all or part of the principal
to be expended, and funds which the Board of Trustees has determined are to be retained and
invested.




(7) Plant Funds - Transactions relating to properties, outstanding indebtedness incurred in connection
with the financing thereof and reserves for repair and replacement.

(8) Agency Fund - Funds held for others; principally transactions relating to student activities,
deposits and the liabilities for amounts withheld from payrolls.

Investments are stated at fair value except for certificates of deposit, money market investments,
commercial paper, banker’s acceptances, and U.S. Treasury and agency obligations that mature within a
year or less from the date of the acquisition which are reported at amortized cost in accordance with
Government Accounting Standards Board (“GASB”) 31.

Inventories are stated at the lower of first-in, first-out cost or market.

Physical Properties are stated at cost or, in the case of gifts, at estimated fair value on the date the gift
was received. Amounts expended directly from current and other funds for equipment or other capital
additions are included in the expenditures of such funds and are capitalized within the Plant Funds. In
accordance with generally accepted accounting principles for public colleges and universities,
depreciation is not provided on properties. Repair and replacement reserves have, however, been
established to provide for certain repair and replacement costs.

Due From/To Other Funds - Interfund balances result from transactions in pooled cash accounts, are
non-interest bearing, and are generally due within one year. Such balances are eliminated in the
combined balance sheets.

Revenue Recognition - Gifts and pledges are not recorded until received. Restricted Fund revenues are
recognized only to the extent expended. State appropriations for current funds are recognized in the
period to which they pertain.

The Board of Trustees has designated that certain unrestricted endowment income be added to the debt
service fund. Such amounts are recognized as direct additions to the debt service fund in the
accompanying Statement of Changes in Fund Balances.

Property tax revenues are recognized on the accrual basis when assessed. Taxes have historically been
assessed in the summer and are due by September 15. Taxes are collected substantially by the County
of Oakland (among other taxing jurisdictions) and remitted to the College primarily from August to
October. Delinquent real property taxes receivables are purchased by Oakland County’s delinquent tax
revolving fund in approximately March of each year. In June 1995, a millage increase was approved
for seven years. The College intends to use the increased property tax revenues for maintenance,
repairs, additions and improvements to physical properties, and implementation of new programs and
related equipment.

All revenues received and expenses incurred in connection with the calendar summer school semesters
are deferred at June 30.

Reclassifications - Certain reclassifications have been made to the 1999 financial statements to
conform to the classifications used in 2000.
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Recent Accounting Pronouncements - The Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) issued
new GASB Standards 345 and 35 mandating a drastic change in financial reporting affecting state and
local governments and colleges and universities. The objective in developing the new reporting model
was to improve accountability in financial reporting and provide additional information. Significant
changes in the standards include:

e Reporting information on assets, net of depreciation, which includes reporting infrastructure assets
(longer lived assets, i.e. roads, water and lighting systems)

e Capitalization and depreciation of infrastructure assets and capital assets and
o Reporting the distinction between operating and nonoperating revenues and expenses

The new GASB standards will begin to take effect for larger governmental entities, greater than $100
million, in fiscal years beginning after June 15, 2001. Medium-sized governmental entities, $10 to
$100 million, have until fiscal years beginning after June 15, 2002 and smaller governmental entities,
less than $10 million, have until fiscal years beginning after June 15, 2003.

CASH AND INVESTMENTS
The College invests and manages cash collectively by pooling the cash reserves of each fund.

Deposits - At June 30, 2000 and 1999, the carrying value of deposits in financial institutions, including
certificates of deposits, amounted to $25,431,369 and $21,325,063, respectively. Bank balances at
June 30, 2000 and 1999 were $27,383,730 and $23,037,876, respectively; of such balances, $1,218,000
and $917,000 were covered by federal depository insurance, respectively.

Investments - The College is authorized by State of Michigan (the “State”) Public Act 23 of 1997 to
invest in the following:

(1) Bonds, bills or notes of the United States, or of an agency or instrumentality of the United States,
or obligations of the State.

(2) Negotiable certificates of deposit, savings accounts, or other interest-earning deposit accounts of a
financial institution. As used in this section, “financial institution” means a state or nationally
chartered bank or a state or federally chartered savings and loan association, savings bank, or
credit union whose deposits are insured by an agency of the United States government and which
maintains a principal office or branch office located in this state under the laws of this state or the
United States.

(3) Bankers’ acceptances that are issued by a bank that is a member of the Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation.

(4) Commercial paper that is supported by an irrevocable letter of credit issued by a bank that is a
member of the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation.

(5) Commercial paper of corporations rated prime by at least one of the standard rating services.

(6) Mutual funds, trusts, or investment pools composed entirely of instruments that are eligible
collateral.
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(7) Repurchase agreements against eligible collateral, the market value of which must be maintained
during the life of the agreements at levels equal to or greater than the amounts advanced. An
undivided interest in the instruments pledged for these agreements must be granted to the
community college.

(8) Investment pools, as authorized by the Surplus Funds Investment Pool (State of Michigan Public
Act No. 367 of 1982), composed entirely of instruments that are legal for direct investment by a
community college.

The College’s investment portfolio consists of marketable securities which are categorized below, in
accordance with GASB Statement No. 3, to give an indication of the level of risk assumed by the
College at June 30, 2000 and 1999. Risk category 1 includes those investments that are either insured,
registered or held by the College or its agent in the College’s name. Risk categories 2 and 3 include
investments that are neither insured nor registered. Category 2 includes investments that are held by the
counterparty’s trust department or agent in the College’s name. Category 3 includes investments that
are held by the counterparty or are held by the counterparty’s trust department or agent, but not in the
College’s name. Mutual funds and money market funds are not categorized because they are not
evidenced by securities that exist in physical or book entry form.

The Foundation is not bound by the same investment restrictions, and holds certain other investments,
including, from time to time, common stocks.
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The classification and carrying value of securities held as of June 30, 2000 is as follows:

Categorized:
Commercial paper
U.S. Treasury obligations
Agencies of U.S. Government
Bonds
Stock

Total categorized

Uncategorized:
Mutual funds investing primarily
in U.S. Government securities
Money market funds

Total uncategorized

Total securities

The classification and carrying value of securities held as of June 30, 1999 is as follows:

Categorized:
Commercial paper
U.S. Treasury obligations
Agencies of U.S. Government
Stock

Total categorized

Uncategorized:

Mutual funds investing primarily in

U.S. Government securities
Money market funds

Total uncategorized

Total securities
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Classification Total

Category Carrying

1 2 3 Amount
$16,702,463 $ 5,124,614 None $21,827,077
3,640,190 3,640,190
21,143,635 21,143,635
405,979 405,979
915,933 915,933
$42,808,200 $ 5,124,614 None 47,932,814
2,420,653
12,080,580
14,501,233
$62,434,047

Classification Total
Category Carrying
1 2 3 Amount

$ 14,595,319 $ 4,069,232 $ 4,281,920 $ 22,946,471
1,600,009 2,671,680 4.271,689
14,719,994 14,719,994
540,964 540,964
$ 31,456,286 $ 4,069,232 $ 6,953,600 42,479,118
2,428,704
12,968,706
15,397,410

$ 57,876,528



The commercial paper included in risk category 1 is classified therein since it is held in accounts by
Securities and Exchange Commission registered broker-dealers who are insured by the Securities
Investor Protection Corporation (“SIPC”). If a member broker-dealer fails, SIPC provides protection
for customer accounts by returning securities registered in the name of the investor, distributing all
remaining customer assets on a pro rata basis, and providing SIPC funds for all remaining claims for
each customer to a maximum of $500,000 including up to $100,000 on claims for cash. Of the
investments noted above, $44,644,654 and $33,681,613 is subject to such SIPC protection for 2000 and
1999, respectively. Certain broker-dealers have purchased additional insurance coverage for customer
accounts.

LONG-TERM DEBT

Long-term debt consists of the following as of June 30, 2000 and 1999:

Interest
Rate Maturity 2000 1999

Oakland Community College

Student Union Revenue Bond of

1971 7.50% 2011 $ 1,280,000 $ 1,365,000
1991 Community College

Improvement Bonds dated

November 1, 1991 5.55%1t0 6.65% 2011 1,405,000 1,840,000
1993 Community College

Improvement and Refunding

Bonds dated September 1, 1993 3.50%t0 5.25% 2018 14,210,000 14,355,000
1999 Installment Purchase

Agreement dated December 22,

1999 5.30% 2007 1,700,000
Total $18,595,000 $17,560,000

The College used approximately $8,876,000 of the 1993 Improvement and Refunding Bonds to defease
in substance $7,695,000 of the 1991 Community College Improvement Bonds by depositing

U.S. Government securities in an irrevocable trust with an escrow agent to provide for all future debt
service payments of these bonds. Accordingly, the assets of the trust and the outstanding balance of
defeased bonds are not included in the financial statements of the College. As of June 30, 2000, the
amount of the defeased bonds still outstanding and to be paid from the escrow trust were $7,695,000.

The principal and interest on bonds are payable only from designated property tax levies, tuition

receipts, or net revenues of specific auxiliary activities. For the year ended June 30, 2000, no taxes
have been levied for debt service purposes.
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Aggregate maturities of outstanding long-term debt for years after June 30, 2000 are as follows:

2001 $ 1,005,000
2002 1,325,000
2003 1,335,000
2004 1,350,000
2005 1,375,000
Thereafter 12,205,000
Total $18,595,000
RETIREMENT PLAN

All College employees are eligible to participate in and substantially all of the College’s employees are
covered by the Michigan Public School Employees’ Retirement System (the “System™), a cost-sharing,
multiple-employer public employee retirement system. The System provides two plans. Employees
who participate in the Basic Plan may retire at age 55 with 30 or more years of credited service or at
age 60 with 10 or more years of credited service with a retirement benefit, payable monthly for life,
equal to 1-1/2 percent of their final average compensation multiplied by the number of years of credited
service. Final average compensation is the employee’s highest total wages earned during a period of 60
consecutive calendar months.

Employees who participate in the Member Investment Plan may retire at any age with 30 years of
service, or at age 60 with 5 years of credited service provided the member has worked through their
60th birthday and has credited service in each of the five school fiscal years immediately preceding the
retirement allowance effective date, with a retirement benefit, payable monthly for life, equal to 1-1/2
percent of the participant’s final average compensation multiplied by the number of years of credited
service. Final average compensation is the employee’s highest total wages earned during a period of 36
consecutive calendar months.

Benefits under both plans vest on reaching 10 years of service. Vested employees may retire at or after
age 55 and receive reduced retirement benefits. The System also provides death and disability benefits.
Benefits are established by State statute.

The System also provides comprehensive health insurance for the System’s retirees and beneficiaries.
The College does not provide other post-employment benefits to its employees.

Each fiscal year, the College is required to contribute a fixed percentage of gross wages of the
participants in each plan. This percentage is determined by the State and was approximately 12% and
11% for fiscal years 2000 and 1999, respectively. The payroll for the College employees covered by
the System for fiscal 2000 and 1999 were substantially equivalent to the total payroll of approximately
$48.3 million and $47.5 million, respectively. The College’s expenditures for the retirement plan
aggregated approximately $5.8 million and $5.2 million during fiscal years 2000 and 1999,
respectively. Under the Member Investment Plan, employees may contribute 3.9% of gross wages in
addition to the College’s contribution. Employee contributions totaled approximately $1.2 million and
$1.1 million for fiscal years 2000 and 1999, respectively.
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The System does not make separate measurements of assets and the pension benefit obligations for
individual employers. The pension benefit obligation at September 30, 1999 and 1998 (the dates of the
most recent information available) for the System as a whole, determined through an actuarial valuation
performed as of those dates, was $34.3 billion and $32.9 billion, respectively. The System’s net assets
available for benefits on those dates were $34.1 billion and $31.8 billion, respectively, leaving an
unfunded pension benefit obligation of $.2 billion and $1.1 billion in 1999 and 1998, respectively. The
College’s contributions were less than 1% of the total employer contributions to the System for the
years ended September 30, 1999 and 1998.

Ten-year historical trend information showing the System’s progress in accumulating sufficient assets
to pay benefits when due is presented in the System’s September 30, 1999 annual report.

SELF INSURANCE

The College and nineteen other Michigan community colleges have formed a risk-sharing facility, the
Michigan Community College Risk Management Authority (the “Authority”), to provide liability,
vehicle physical damage and property and crime insurance. The College is responsible for a self-
insured retention of $15,000 per occurrence with a stop-loss provision when aggregate self-insured
retention payments equal $45,000. Claims in excess of $15,000 or when the stop-loss limit has been
reached are covered by the Authority, and are reinsured through third-party insurance carriers, up to
coverage limits of $15 million for liability, $300,000 per vehicle and $650,000 per disaster for vehicle
physical damage, and $280 million aggregate for property and crime coverage of buildings and personal
property. The College made contributions to the Authority of approximately $389,000 and $349,000
for insurance coverage in 2000 and 1999.

COMMITMENTS AND CONTINGENCIES

The College is named as a defendant in certain lawsuits. The College is of the opinion that the resulting
disposition of these lawsuits will not have a material effect on the financial statements.

In addition to the discharge of current liabilities, at June 30, 2000, the College has commitments to
complete existing contracts in the amount of approximately $21.7 million. As of June 30, 2000, the
College is in the process of completing significant renovations to campus buildings and facilities.

RELATED PARTY TRANSACTIONS

A member of the Foundation Board of Trustees is president of a firm that has contracts with the
College. The College has contracted with this firm to be the construction manager for the College’s
capital improvement program. During the years ended June 30, 2000 and 1999, the College has made
payments to this firm for work performed by subcontractors and project management fees totaling $10.2
million and $21.8 million, respectively. At June 30, 2000 and 1999, amounts owed by the College to
subcontractors and the construction manager were approximately $893,000 and $2.1 million. The
College’s commitments to complete existing contracts were approximately $16.1 million and

$19.1 million, respectively.

A member of the Foundation Board of Trustees is an attorney with a law firm that provides legal
services to the College. Payments to this firm during the 2000 fiscal year totaled approximately
$227,000. Amounts owed to this law firm at June 30, 2000 were approximately $18,000.

k% ok ok k%
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, 2000

Mr. Clarence Brantley

Vice Chancellor for Administration
Oakland Community College

2480 Opdyke Road

Bloomfield Hills, Michigan 48304-2266

Dear Mr. Brantley:

We are enclosing 100 conformed copies of the financial statements of Oakland Community
College for the years ended June 30, 2000 and 1999, together with our independent auditors’
report thereon dated , 2000.

Yours truly,

Enclosures




Mr. Clarence Brantley

Vice Chancellor for Administration
Oakland Community College

George A. Bee Administration Center
2480 Opdyke Road

Bloomfield Hills, Michigan 48304-2266

CONFIDENTIAL
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Date: November 6, 2000
To:  Cynthia Evans
Oakland Community College

Voice number: (248) 522-3898
Fax number: (248) 522-3880

~ Pages: 3 + the cover sheet

Comments: This is the invoice for your order of RIMS Il muitipliers. Please

check over your order and contact me if there are any problems.

To make a credit card payment please call Wendy Graves at
202/606-3700, preferably before 3:30 p.m. east coast time.
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From: Richard Kane
Regional Economist

Voice: (202) 606-5343
Fax: (202) 606-5321
e-mail: rimsread@bea.doc.gov




' Date 11/06/2000

Name and mailing address (Please typs or print):

Name Cynthia Evans
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Address Office of Institutional Research
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Bureau of Economic Analysis
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———

Country

Daytime Phone  (248) 522-3899 Fax (248) 522-3880
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—— e ——

U.S. Department of Commarce
Washington, DC 20230
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Evans, Cynthia November 6, 2000

This order form is submitted in response to your request of November 6, 2000 and
covers the cost of providing RIMS Il multipliers (1997 regional data/1992 benchmark
data) for Oakland County, MI; Southeast Michigan Region; and the State of Michigan.
The total cost is $825. Please see attachment for region definitions

Please note credit card payment is preferred. Orders paid with a credit card will be
filled in 2-3 weeks. Orders paid by check will be filled in 4-5 weeks. To speed up
check orders, please call us at (202) 606-3700 to arrange for express delivery of your
check, . '
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If paying by ch;a(, send Order Form with check made payable
to: ‘

Bureau of Economic Analysis, BE-61
On the memo line of the check, please include:

- RIMS ORDER

form is not included, the check will be returned.
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RIMS-II Attachment--Definition of Region(s)

MICHIGAN

1) State of Michigan

OAKLAND COUNTY, MI

‘ 1) oOakland County, MI

SOUTHEAST MICHIGAN REGION

1) Genegsee County, MI
2) Lapeer County, MI
3) Livingston County, MI
4) Macomb County, MI

5) Oakland County, MI
6) Washtenaw County, MI
7) Wayne County, MI
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Order Form (Optional) for RIMS 11 Multipliers

Please complete this form and fax it to (202) 606-5321 so that we may process your order for RIMS II
Multipliers. To complete this form, type in the required information and then print the form. We will
fax you an invoice to confirm your order. Payments made by check must include an invoice.

Name:ICy"thia L. Evans, Research Analyst

Company or business-IOa kland Community College

Mailing Address: |Office of Institutional Research, 27055 Orchard Lake Road
P.O. Box)

City: lFarmington Hills State:lM' hd Zip code:|48334'4579

Phone number:|248-522-3899  pay number{248-522-3880

(Do not use a

E_mai].|c|evans@occ.cc_mi_u5

Define your region(s) by listing the names of the component counties or states:

Order:

Region 1) State of Michigan

Region 2) Oakland County, MI

Region 3) Oakland County, MI; Genesee County, MI; Lapeer County, MI;

Macomb County, MI; Wayne County, MI; Washtenaw County, MI; Livingston
County, MI

The price of RIMS IT multipliers is $275 per region. Please indicate the total cost of your order:

I$825

Method of payment:
Check (payable to Bureau of Economic Analysis, BE-61) ¥

Credit Card ™

Once we receive your order we will send you an invoice (typically within a day) containing
instructions for making payment.

file://D:\My Documents\RIMSII orderform.htm 11/6/00
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County Zip Code Maps - Select County

Page 1 of 1
ZIPCODEMAPS.COM County Maps of Michigan  Call (570) 724-2905
l;mﬁjv B | 5-Digit County ZIP Code Maps sales@zipcodemaps.com

Go: State Maps * Metro Maps - County Maps - Custom Radius Maps - State

Sectional Maps o
Select your County. e
Click on the map, or use the drop down menu.
—

Home

This site developed and maintained by the staff and student interns of Intelligent Direct.
Copyright 1999. Intelligent Direct Inc.

http://www.zipcodemaps.com/county/selcounty.asp?state=MI

Shopping Cart: Empty.

11/1/00
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' SEMCOG's Mapping Southeast Michigan Page 1 of 2
)

Click On The Map To: @ Map € zoomin © Pan Identify C Full Map

c c c

or Zoom To County Livingston Macomb Monroe c Oakland c St.Clair c Washtenaw c Wayn

Note: Select the Map option to stop the Zoom In, Pan and Identify functions.

Scale 1 : 1,244,313 Feet See Map Legend Below
State Plane NAD83
11/1/00 10:13:43 AM

SEMCOG

Southeast Michigan Council of Governments
660 Plaza Drive, Suite 1900, Detroit, M|l 48226
Phone 313-961-4266, Fax 313-961-4869
hitp://www.semcog.org

.../Jesrimap.dll?name=Semmap&base=regmcd&Cmd=Map&Left=13138841.4812463&Bottom=7411/1/00




Bright, Yolanda

From: Harris, Gheretta R
Sent: Wednesday, November 01, 2000 12:05 PM
To: Bright, Yolanda

Cc:

Kersten, Michele

Subject: RE: Payment By Credit Cards?

Yolanda, we do not use credit cards at the current time. In reference to your printers from Tektronics

we

can probably find another supply vendor that accepts purchase orders to buy those items from.

In reference to the Federal Government, what we have done in the case of the Library is to set-up a
deposit account, in which we send them a check for some dollar amount and they put a credit on our
account for us to use as needed. Michele Kersten in my office will be the buyer that will handle ali of
your Purchasing requirements so feel free to work with her to accomplish your goals. Thanks,

Gheretta.
----- Original Message-----
From: Bright, Yolanda
Sent: Wednesday, November 01, 2000 11:54 AM
To: Harris, Gheretta R
Subject: Payment By Credit Cards?

Hello Gheretta,

I (Yolanda Bright) e-mail you about a couple of weeks age while you where on vacation concerning payments through
credit cards. | am not aware of a college having a credit card account, but maybe some things have change. [ may in
the near future need to do some ordering thru Tektronix. We have one of there color printer and Boise Cascade
doesn't carry the items that we need to operate this machine properly. They only take credit cards or COD, also we
will be ordering information from the federal government and they don't take purchase. Any information that you have
to give is greatly appreciate. Thank you for your help.
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OAKLAND COMMUNITY COLLEGE
STATEMENTS OF CURRENT FUNDS REVENUES, EXPENDITURES AND OTHER CHANGES
YEARS ENDED JUNE 30, 2000 AND 1999
Year Ended June 30, 2000 1999 ~
Auxtilary Total Combined Comblned
General Designated Activitles Unrestricted Restricted Total Current Total Current
- Fund Fund Fund Fund Fund All Funds All Funds
REVENUES AND OTHER CHANGES:
Tuition and fees $ 25,711,786 $ 2,144,330 $ 27,856,116 $ 22,073 $ 27,878,189 $ 28,093,825
Property taxes for current operations 66,339,792 66,339,792 66,339,792 62,806,728
State appropriations 20,747,107 20,747,107 - 20,747,107 20,231,211
Federal grants and contracts 6,706,049 6,706,049 6,515,470
State grants and contracts 7,665,477 7,665,477 3,734,104
Private gifts, grants, and contracts 27,364 27,364 1,535,418 1,562,782 742,812
Investment income (Note 2) 3,328415 22,693 3350110 3,351,110 2,543,172
Sales and services of auxiliary activitics $7,460,915 7,460,915 7,460,915 7,187,196
Other sources 197,744 929,488 1,127,232 1,127,232 . 765,752
Total revenues and other changes 116,352,208 3,096,513 7,460,915 126,909,636 15,929,017 142,838,653 132,620,330
EXPENDITURES AND TRANSFERS (Notes 3, 4 and 5): ' ‘ ! .
Instruction 37,742,212 2,333,863 40,076,075 8,268,472 48,344,547 43,621,164
Student financial aid 1,657,621 1,657,621 6,657,562 8,315,183 8,500,767
Instructional support 12,582,496 1,593,593 14,176,089 858,343 15,034,432 13,219,041
Student services 8,084,867 290,690 7,395,839 15,771,396 283,891 16,055,287 15,177,786
Institutional administration 14,116,450 248,716 14,335,166 34,176 14,369,342 11,392,875
Physical plant operations 11,611,054 11,611,054 11,611,054 10,514,330
Public services 60,130 504,766 564,896 2,765 567,661 95,157
Total expenditures 85,854,830 4,941,628 7,395,830 98,192,297 16,105,209 114,297,506 102,521,120
Mandatory transfers: - ’ )
Federal and State of Michigan financial aid programs 173,951 173,951 (173,951)
Matching grants 2,241 2,241 (2,241)
Nonmandatory transfers: 4 .
Plant improvement, maintenance, and replacement 27,364,185 27,364,185 27,364,185 26,206,644
Student Loan Funds (148,469) (148,469) (148,469) 200,000
Other 2,166,678 (2,166,678) '
Total expenditures and translers 115,413,416 2.774,950 7,395,839 125,584,205 15,929,017 141,513,222 128,927,764
Revenues and other changes over
expenditures and transfers 938,792 321,563 65,076 1,325,431 1,325,431 3,692,566
OTHER CHANGE - Excess of restricted receipts
over amounts recognized as revenues 364,71s 361,715 622,235
FUND BALANCES AT BEGINNING OF YEAR 17,919,651 1,941,833 1,562,615 23,424,099 1,614,648 25,038,747 20,723,9;16
FUND BALANCES AT END OF YEAR +$ 18,858,443 $ 2,263,396 $3,627,691 $ 24,749,530 $ 1,976,363 $ 26,725,893 $ 25,038,747
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OAKLAND COMMUNITY COLLEGE
STATEMENTS OF CURRENT FUNDS REVENUES, EXPENDITURES AND OTHER CHANGES
YEARS ENDED JUNE 30, 2000 AND 1999
Year Ended June 30, 2000 1999
Auxillary  Total Combined Combined
General Designhated Activities ' Unrestricted  Restricted  Total Current Total Current
Fund Fund Fund Fund Fund All Funds All Funds
REVENUES AND OTHER CHANGES:
Tuition and fees $ 25,711,786 $ 2,144,330 . $ 27,856,116 $ 22,073 $ 27,878,189 $ 28,093,825
Property taxes for current operations 66,339,792 66,339,792 66,339,792 62,806,728
State appropriations ' 20,747,107 : 20,747,107 20,747,107 20,231,211
Federal grants and contracts 6,706,049 6,706,049 6,515,470
State grants and contracts : 7,665,477 7,665,477 3,734,164 '
Private gifis, grants, and contracts 27,364 27,364 1,535.418 1,562,782 742,812
Investment income (Note 2) 3,328,415 22,695 3,350,110 3,351,110 2,543,172
Sales and services of auxiliary activilies $7,460,915 7,460,915 7,460,915 7,187,196
Other sources 197,744 029,488 1,127,232 ’ §,127,232 765,752
Total revenucs and other changes , 116,352,208 3,096,513 7,460,915 126,909,636 15,929,017 142,838,653 132,620,330
EXPENDITURES AND TRANSFERS (Notes 3, 4 and 5):
Instruction 37,742,212 2,333,863 40,076,075 8,268.472 48,344,547 43,621,164
Student financial aid 1,657,621 1,657,621 6,657,562 8,315,183 - 8,500,767
Instructional support ) 12,582,496 1,593,593 14,176,089 858,343 15,034,432 13,219,041
Student sevvices - ' 8,084,867 290,690 7,395,839 15,771,396 283,891 16,055,287 15,172,786
Institiional administration ‘ 14,116,450 218,716 14,335,166 34,176 14,369,342 11,392,875
Physical plant operations 11,611,054 11,611,054 11,611,054 10,514,330
Public services 60,130 504,766 564,896 2,765 567,661 95,157
Total expenditures 85,854,830 4,941,628 7.395.839° 98,192,297 16,105,209 114,297,506 102,521,120
Mandatory transfers: . . -
Federal and State of Michigan financial aid programs 173,951 ’ 173,951 (173,951)
Maltching grants ~ ' 2,241 2,241 (2,241)
Nonmandatory transfers: :
Plant improvement, maintenance, und replacement 27,364,185 27,364,185 27,364,185 26,206,644
Student Loan Funds : (148.469) ’ (148,469) (148,469) 200,000
Other 2,166,678 (2,166,678) )
Total expenditures and transfers 115,413,416 2,774,950 7,395,839 125,584,205 15,929,017 141,513,222 128,927,764
Revenues and other changes over
expenditures and transfers 938,792 21563 65,076 1,325,431 1325431 - 3,692,566
OTHER CHANGE - Excess of restricled receipls
over amounts recoghized as revenues - . 361,715 361,715 622,235
FUND BALANCES AT BEGINNING OF YEAR 17,919,651 1,941,833 3,562,615 23,424,099 1,614,648 25,038,747 20,723,946
FUND BALANCES AT END OF YEAR $ 18,858,443 $ 2,263,396 $3,627,691 $ 24,749,530 3 1,976,363 $ 26,725,893 '$ 25,038,747
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OAKLAND COMMUNITY COLLEGE ’
N I3
STATEMENTS OF CURRENT FUNDS REVENUES, EXPENDITURES AND OTHER CHANGES
YEARS ENDED JUNE 30, 2000 AND 1999 ’
Year Ended June 30, 2000 1999
: Auxlilary Total Combined Comblned
General Designated  Activitles Unrestricted Restricted Total Current . Total Current
Fund Fund Fund Fund Fund All Funds All Funds
REVENUES AND OTHER CHANGES: ) o
Tuition and fees $ 25,711,786 $ 2,144,330 $ 27,856,116 $ 22,073 $ 27,878,189 $ 28,093,825
Property taxes for current operations 66,339,792 . 66,339,792 66,339,792 62,806,728
State appropriations 20,747,107 ’ 20,747,107 20,741,107 20,231,211
Federal grants and contracts - - ) 6,706,049 6,706,049 - 6,515470
State grants and contracts 7,665,477 7,665,477 3,734,164
Private gifts, grants, and contracts . 27.364 27,364 1,535418 1,562,782 742,812
Investment income (Note 2) . 3,328415 22,695 . 3,35L110 : 3,351,110 2,543,172
Sales and services of auxiliary activities $7,460,915 7,460,915 7,460,915 7,187,196
Other sources 197,744 929,488 - 1,127,232 1,127,232 765,752
Total revenuces and other changes 116,352,208 3,096,513 7,460,915 126,909,636 15,929,017 142,838,653 132,620,330
EXPENDITURES AND TRANSFERS (Noles 3,4 and 5):
Instruction 37,742,212 2,333,863 40,076,075 8,268,472 48,344,547 43,621,164
Student financial aid 1,657,621 1,657,621 6,657,562 8,315,183 8,500,767
Instructional support 12,582,496 1,593,593 14,176,089 858,343 15,034,432 13,219,041
Student services . 8,084,867 290,690 7,395,839 15,771,396 283,891 16,055,287 15,177,786
Institutional administration 14,116,450 218,716 14,335,166 34,176 14,369,342 11,392,875
Physical plant operations 14,611,054 11,611,054 11,611,054 10,514,330
Public services 60,130 504,766 564,896 2,765 567,661 95,157
Total expenditures 85,854,830 4,941,628 7,295,839 98,192,297 16,105,209 114,297,506 102,521,120
Mandatory transfers: ‘ i
Federal and State of Michigan financial aid programs 173,051 173,951 (173,951)
Matching grants 2,241 2,241 (2,241)
Nonmandatory transfers: ) .
Plant improvement, maintenance, and replaceiment 27,364,185 27,364,185 27,364,185 26,206,644
Student Loan Funds (148,469) (148,469) (148,469) 200,000
Other 2,166,678 (2,166,678) '
Total expenditures and translers 1154134106 2,774,950 7,395,839 125,584,205 15,929,017 . 141,513,222 128,927,764
Revenues and other changes over :
expenditures and transfers 938,792 321,563 65,076 1,325,431 - 1,325,431 3,692,566
OTHER CHANGE - Excess of restricted receipts
over amounts recognized as revenues 361,718 361,715 622,235
FUND BALANCES AT BEGINNING OF YEAR 17,919,651 1,941,833 3,562,615 23,424,099 l,6l4;,()48 25,038,747 20,723,946
. ]
FUND BALANCES AT END OF YEAR 3 18,858,443 $ 2,263,396 $3,627,691 3§ 24,749,530 $ 1,976,363 $ 26,725,893 $ 25,038,747




Economics and Statistics Administration
BUREAU OF ECONOMIC ANALYSIS
Washington, D.C. 20230

January 11, 2001

Cynthia Evans

Oakland Community College
Office of Institutional Research
27055 Orchard Lake Road
Farmington Hill, MI 48334-4579

. Dear Ms. Evans:

Enclosed are the RIMS II multipliers you requested for Oakland County, MI; Southeast Michigan
Region; and the State of Michigan. Please see attachment for region definition.

The output, earnings, and employment multipliers (both 11-by-38 and 38-by-490 matrices) are
enclosed on two diskettes. The multipliers are based on the 1992 benchmark input-output
accounts for the U.S. economy and 1997 regional data. This data can be easily accessed using
our Windows-based retrieval program that is included with the RIMS II multipliers. For more
information about the data, please see the README.DOC file.

Please note that the industries for which multipliers are estimated are different from those used in
older versions of RIMS II. The number of industries for which multipliers are available has
increased to 490. See Appendix B for the complete list of RIMS II industries.

For additional information about the RIMS II model, you can consult the third edition of the
RIMS 1II handbook, "Regional Multipliers: A User Handbook for the Regional Input-Output
Modeling System." This handbook can be found on the following BEA web site:
http://www.bea.doc.gov/rims.htm.

If you have any questions, please feel free to call me at (202) 606-5343.

Sincerely,

4z

Richard Kane
Regional Economist
Regional Economic Analysis Division

Enclosures

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE




RIMS II Attachment--Definition of Region(s)

MICHIGAN

1)

State of Michigan

OAKLAND COUNTY, MI

1)

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

6)

7)

Oakland County, MI

' SOUTHEAST MICHIGAN REGION

Genesee County, MI
Lapeer County, MI
Livingston County, MI
Macomb County, MI
Oakland County, MI
Washtenaw County, MI

Wayne County, MI




Orlowski, Martin

From: Moss, Brian

Sent: Wednesday, March 07, 2001 4:31 PM
To: Orlowski, Martin

Subject: FW: Economic Impact Study
----- Original Message-----

From: Liss, Alfred

Sent: Tuesday, January 30, 2001 4:03 PM

To: Moss, Brian

Ce: Orlowski, Martin; Swierk, Thomas

Subject: Economic Impact Study

Mr. Brian,

Below, | am listing the results from the study requested by your department.
If you have any question, changes, or suggestion please let me know.
At this moment | assume that | completed the request given to me.

Sincerely
Alfred G. Liss ext. 4681

OAKLAND COMMUNITY COLLEGE
ECONOMIC IMPACT STUDY

TYPE OF TOTALS EMPLOYEE EARNINGS EMPLOYEE COUNT
TOTAL RECORDS IN : 4,958
TOTAL PART TIME EMPLOYEES
OAKLAND COUNTY : $4,369,568.43 2,898 7Z.4%
MICHIGAN STATE : $1,546,134.12 1,108 Z1.67e
TOTAL MICHIGAN EMPLOYEE : $5,915,702.55 4,006
FTE FOR PT EMPLOYEE : (179 |
TOTAL FULL TIME EMPLOYEES ,
OAKLAND COUNTY © $21,465,715.77 667 137
MICHIGAN STATE ; $6,933,644.12 243
TOTAL MICHIGAN EMPLOYEE . $28,399,359.89 910
FTE FOR FI EMPLOYEE : (695
GRAND TOTALS : $34,315,062.44 4916
TOTAL FTE FOR ALL OCC : 875
TOT EMPLOYEE OUT OF STATE 42

OAKLAND COMMUNITY COLLEGE
ECONOMIC IMPACT STUDY

TYPE OF TOTALS OTHER EXPENDITURES VEND. COUNTS
TOTAL RECORDS IN & 44,235.00
TOTAL VENDORS :
OAKLAND COUNTY ; $19,927,838.91 8,442.00
MICHIGAN STATE : $11,976,886.50 7,069.00
TOTAL VEND FOR MICHIGAN ! $31,904,725.41 15,511.00
TOTAL VEND OUTSIDE OF MI ; $22,331,422.32 23,884.00

GRAND TOTAL : $54,236,147.73 39,395.00



