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Executive Summary
During the summer of 2009, the Oregon Consortium and the Oregon Workforce Alliance

(TOC/OWA) utilized $3.2 million of stimulus funding from the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act of 2009 for an expanded summer youth employment program as one part of

the Workforce Investment Act (WIA). The expanded program sought to train youth and

ARRA Summer Youth Employment
' Program at a Glance
employment. Across the 24 county region, the program $3.2 million spent

generated an additional 47 cents in economic impact on 1,233 youth participants
/n 24 counties

generated $4.7 million in total
total impact of $4.7 million. Federal guidelines economic impact

strengthen economies by providing paid summer

for every dollar that the program spent producing a

permitted program participation for low income youth, age 14 to age 24, facing an additional
barrier to employment. By providing wages to low income youth, the program increased demand
for the state’s retailers, restaurants, gasoline stations, and generated other economic activity. The
purchases made by participating youth and their families benefited both rural and urban
economies throughout the state.

Youth were more likely to save or share their paychecks with family members than to
buy sporting goods, music, books, or clothing, or to eat out, according to a survey administered
to 81 percent of all participants. When asked to estimate expenditures, on average, youth
dedicated the largest percentage of their weekly pay (26 percent) to family members or guardians
and saved an additional 20 percent. Cars and trucks, college, housing, and future bills were the
most common responses for the reason to save.

As many buy-local campaigns advocate, a dollar will generate additional dollars of
economic impact for a region when it is spent in businesses that are owned by local families,
employ local workers, and use locally produced goods and services. The surveyed youth
increased the impact their dollars had on their home economies by preferring to shop locally
while eating out or paying for weekend recreation and infrequently shopping online. Oregon’s
geographic size and degree of isolation from surrounding states helped to minimize spending
leakages. Among youth who spent money in a larger town, the preferred destination for retail
and electronics shopping, 94 percent chose a shopping destination within the state.

The high percentage of youth choosing to share their income indicates one important role

of the program was stabilizing family income. The program further supplemented family budgets



by reaching many parent-dependent youth. For nearly one-half of participants, the summer
program provided their first paycheck and their first formal skill training and work experience.
Before this program, 43 percent of participants reported relying on their parents to buy them
what they needed or wanted. The remaining 57 percent relied on earned money from a job to buy
items they needed or wanted previously: half of these youth earned money through formal
employment while the other half had worked odd jobs for family, friends, and neighbors. As
another strong indicator that the program created new demand and did not displace private sector
investment, only slightly more than one-third of participants held a job last summer.

A final section of the report summarizes participants’ feedback about the program. Youth
found learning a new occupational skill and information to be the most valuable part of the
program, followed by following a work schedule or showing up on time and working as a part of
a team or group. Ninety-three percent of participants felt the summer work experience better
prepared them for working full time. Among those who disagreed, respondents most often stated
they had already worked full-time jobs before or felt the program could have better prepared
them by providing a full-time 40 hours a week work experience.

This analysis emphasizes the income creation capacity of this program, over the employment
creation. Although the program was designed as a summer employment program, this analysis
does not model the impact of increasing the rural workforce for several reasons. First, the federal
government mandated rapid program delivery with a short time horizon; understanding the
importance of the administration’s position, TOC/OWA required that summer employment funds
and the jobs they created must have been spent and completed by September 30, 2009. Secondly,
the diversity of summer work experiences meant that youth worked for varying numbers of
weeks, hours per week, and at different government and private jobs. This diversity of
experiences' makes it difficult to construct a meaningful estimate of employment by industry.
Some regions focused on career exploration and educational training allowing youth to spend the
summer earning high school and college credits. The short one-time increase in federal spending
did more to stabilize family incomes than to increase long-term employment. However, this
temporary employment program brought about many more immeasurable effects than income
stabilization alone due to its built-in educational trainings, job experience, and career exposure
elements. By not accounting for the benefits which accrued to industries, this report produces a

conservative estimate of total program impacts.
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I. Introduction

Oregon’s monthly seasonally adjusted unemployment rate had stood between 5 percent
and 6 percent after recovering from the effects of the last recession in November of 2005. This
began to change in July of 2008 as the monthly unemployment rate rose above 6 percent. A

steady rise kept the state’s unemployment rate )
Table 1: ARRA Funding levels for Oregon WIA

above the increasing national average. The US Programs (in millions of dollars)
. 0,
recession, triggered by a housing bubble, had Oregon % of US
Program US Total Total Total
significant impacts on Oregon’s lumber, wood Dislocated Worker  1,435.5 17.2  0.44%
manufacturing, and construction industries. Youth 1,188.0 .1 041%
Adult 495.0 6.3 3.47%
Nationally, as the credit crises deepened, families  Wagner-Peyser 396.0 49  381%
All Programs 3,514.5 43.5 1.24%

in Oregon began to lose their homes and jobs. Source: Department of Labor Press Releane 09-0345-
Statewide unemployment rates peaked in Oregon  NAT March 6, 2009.
in May 2009 at 12.2 percent. The Oregon Monitor, which collects indicators of families’ ability
to fulfill basic needs, showed the reported Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF)
usage, within the TOC/OWA region, was 21.4 percent higher in May 2009 when compared to
usage a year ago. Similarly, food stamp use increased 20.0 percent in the same time period; by
August of 2009, the last available month, usage had increased another 4.3 percent in three
months. In addition, the number of utility shut-offs reported to community action agencies was
71.1 percent higher in May 2009 as compared to a year ago.’ As of December 2009, the most
recent statistics available from the Oregon Employment Department, the state’s unemployment
rate stands at 11.0 percent above the national average of 10.0 percent. In TOC/OWA,
Countywide unemployment ranges from a low in rural Gilliam County of 6.5 percent to a high in
rural Crook County of 16.8 percent.ii

The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA), a bill approving $787.0
billion of federal aid to states and citizens in the form of tax cuts, increased spending on
entitlement programs including unemployment benefits, federal contracts, grants, and loans was
signed into law by President Obama on February 17, 2009 (recovery.gov). The stimulus bill
sought quick investment across many sectors of the economy to retain and create jobs by
generating demand for new construction and infrastructure projects, increasiﬁg consumer

incomes and access to supplemental social services, and restoring access to credit. The



Department of Labor’s (DOL) Workforce Investment Act (WIA) programs, administered by the
Education and Training Administration (ETA) received $3.5 billion nationwide (DOL ETA,
March, 6, 2009). WIA programs include youth, adult, and dislocated worker activities, and
Wagner-Peyser employment services. The ARRA sent the most money to dislocated worker
programs, followed by youth activities (see Table 1).

The Oregon Consortium (TOC) and the Oregon Workforce Alliance (OWA) working
together as TOC/OWA received a total of $7.9 million in federal funding via ARRA. TOC/OWA
administers WIA programs and coordinates the provision of other federal and state employment
services through seven sub-grant recipients in nine of Oregon’s 15 workforce regions serving a

total of 24 counties™ (see Figurel). TOC/OWA sub-grant recipients include community based

organizations, councils of governments, community action programs and others (TOC/OWA,
2009).

The joint agency received increased funding for all three of its primary programmatic
areas. Adult programs received $1.5 million, youth workforce programs received $3.5 million

and dislocated worker

programs received $2.9

million. TOC/OWA

$389,525
42 Lmatilz

was committed to
utilizing these resources
quickly during this time
of crisis, and focused

363,659 on service delivery

above infrastructure

6
$481,131

Dougas

14 Matheur

C $231219
1 these two goals in the

investments. To meet

$356,688 area of youth activities,

. - ) an expanded summer
Figure I» Federal dollar spending totals for the summer youth employment programn the

24 county service area of The Oregon Consortium and the Oregon Workforce Alliance. youth employment
program was introduced in 2009. This report analyzes the economic impact of one portion of the
TOC/OWA ARRA funds: the $3.2 million of youth workforce program expenditures used for the

expanded summer youth employment program.



Program Details

A mandate to serve low income customers

The youth program aimed to provide work experience, career readiness
training, exposure to occupational opportunities through local
businesses, and additional income for youth. The Education and
Training Administration specified participant eligibility and expected
participant outcomes. Ninety-five percent of enrolled participants were
to meet low income requirements (70% of the poverty level), and all
customers were to be between age 14 and age 24 with one additional
employment barrier. The list of barriers is extensive but includes
dropping out of high school, having a disability, being a foster child,
homelessness, single parent status, or having past felony charges (see
Table 2). A survey of 1,003 program customers matched to
administrative records provide program participant demographics
including sex, race, ethnicity, and educational level. Slightly more than

one out of five survey participants were ages 14 and 15, or below the

Table 2: Participant

Characteristics
Youth by Barriers
Low Income 99.5%
Disabled 15.9%
Offender 13.0%
Foster Child 7.1%
Drop-out 7.0%
Single Parent 4.8%
Homeless 2.9%
Age
14-15 21.8%
16-18 55.7%
19-21 17.6%
22-24 4.8%
Sex
Male 58.4%
Female 41.6%
Ethnicity
Hispanic 12.0%

Source: Survey of 1,003
TOC/OWA summer youth
employment program
participants.

legal age to work in a private business, and a nearly equal percent of

participants were older youth age 19 or above. A 55.7 percent majority of the survey

participants’ were still in high school or had just graduated and were age 16 to age 18. The

program reached a diverse base of customers, 12.0 percent of participants claimed a Hispanic

ethnicity and 14.8 percent of participants identify themselves with a race other than white alone

(see Table 2 and Table 3). Statewide, 10.6 percent of the population claimed a Hispanic ethnicity

Table 3: ARRA Youth Participants' Race

Race # Percent
White 855 852%
American Indiar/Alaskan Native 101 10.1%
Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific 15 1.5%
Black or African American 14 14%
All other races 22 22%
Total 1,003 100%

Source: Survey of 1,003 TOC/OWA summer youth
employment program participants.

and 13.8 percent of the population identified
with a race other than white alone”. Three-
fourths of participants were high school
students or high school graduates, 22.4 percent
were in junior high, and 2.8 percent had a year
or more of college.

Rapid delivery and program diversity

Expeditious delivery of the summer program was emphasized by both TOC/OWA and

the ETA to fulfill the spirit of the ARRA. To disperse money to families across the rural regions
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of the state as quickly as possible, TOC/OWA’s seven sub-grant recipients had .to utilize or risk
losing their funding by September 30, 2009. The regions were otherwise allowed to design
programs that best fit their needs and resources. Although the influx of dollars was unexpected
and the agencies had a short planning and delivery timeline, the nine sub-grant recipients and
TOC/OWA produced an innovative diversity of youth programs.

Summer youth employment programs focused on improving work readiness and included
pre-employment and leadership training. In Region 6, a summer camp for younger youth
provided two weeks of career exploration and a week of community service. Partnering with
local businesses and other federal agencies, youth found experience in natural resources and
conservation as in Region 13 which created youth work crews to work with the National Forest
Service to maintain and improve recreational areas. With the additional federal dollars made
possible by the ARRA, the network of providers was able to launch the largest summer youth
program in more than a decade. The program reached 1,233 youth, 125 participants found
permanent jobs from the program, while 262 high school credits and 65 college credits were
earned (see Appendix B).

Program Allocation

Federal and state formulas determine the allocation of WIA program dollars and the
program size varied by workforce region. Region 6 (Douglas County) served 238 youth, the
largest number of total participants, and less densely populated Region 14 (Harney, Malheur, and

Grant Counties) served 77

Table 4: Program Size and Survey Response Rates by Region youth and had the smallest

Number Avg

Region registered*  Quest. A Quest. B Final Response ~ summer youth program
1 163 88.3% 724%  69.9%]  769% (see Table 4). Comparing
6 238 983 98.7 89.5 95.5 . .
7 162 926 241 673 78.0 total expenditures, Region
9 117 - 11.1 22.2 11T 10 (Deschutes, Jefferson,
W0 192 92 ass|  ego @ Crook Counties had
12 161 75.8 75.8 - 47.2 66.3 the largest program while
13 101 60.4 47.5 12.9 40.3 Region 13 (Union, Baker,
14 77 - 26.0 58.4 28.1

Avg 1233 70.2% 65.1% 54.3% 632% and Wallowa Counties)

o .. : had the smallest (see
* Numbers based on ELLLV IS registration of participants in Summer ARRA

Youth Program, youth who exited before July, 2009 were removed. Source: Figure 1).
Monty Johnson, TOC/OWA WIA Program Specialist, Oct 21,2009.



II.  Methodology of modeling the impact ARRA funds had on rural Oregon economies
Input-Output Analysis

Input-output models use a combination of national and local data to standardize economic
changes into dollar amounts. This standardization allows the comparison of diverse impacts so
that the economic impact of this summer youth employment program can be compared to the
economic impact of spending an equal amount of money on a road construction project, as a tax
cut to families, or as an incentive package to attract a new industry. Beginning with an initial
change, the model can calculate the full impact of that change by calculating the additional
dollars of economic activity generated from each initial dollar that was spent. To make these
calculations, the model makes some simplifying assumptions. As one example, the model
assumes constant returns to scale to calculate how many dollars of output or sales are needed to
support one job in each industry. Although many industries may experience increasing or
decreasing returns to scale and be able to produce different amounts of total output per worker at
varying levels of employment, by making thisbsimplifying assumption the model also generates
impacts in terms of total employment. The model traces flows of purchases and investments of
industries and institutions (inputs) to the sales of goods and services (output) of other industries
across regions while accounting for leakages as the economies within the study area buy and sell
to other economies. See Appendix C for additional information about input-output analysis. The
IMPLAN software is the most commonly used software for these studies and is the officially
adopted software recommended for use in evaluating the impact of ARRA funding.
Scenario construction for ARRA funding

Input-output studies require careful construction of a scenario in which a modeler is
explicit about the choices made and provides evidence to support how and why an initial change
in dollars or jobs in assigned to industries, commodities, or institutions. Administrative budgets
of the nine workforce regions allocate the program’s expenditures to stipends, services,
administration, staffing, and other costs and provide the dollar amounts of initial economic
change. Program participants were surveyed to provide data on spending habits. In comparison,
less is known about the exact work experience of each participant including what industry the
participant worked in, how many hours were worked, and what wages were paid by the program.

The summer youth employment program was designed to provide a diverse array of work



experience, skill development, and wages to youth. With multiple goals this program has
affected participants and their local economies in many different ways.

First, the summer youth employment program can be modeled as a wage enhancement. In
this scenario, the program represents a substantial increase of labor income which was previously
not available. Thus, stipend expenditures can be modeled as a change to labor income. This
approach assumes the existing workforce receives a raise, sending money to workers across all
industries, but does not increase total employment. These assumptions do not accurately reflect
the program’s design, however. An additional disadvantage to modeling this impact as a change
in labor income is IMPLAN’s assumption to distribute the received income across all household
income types in a region. Households with different levels of income spend the additional
income they receive differently, lower income households are more likely to buy a set of basic
consumption goods while higher income households will likely invest and use fewer additional
dollars on basic goods, these differences are captured within the IMPLAN model.

A second approach, which still acknowledges an uncertainty in determining what
employment impact the program had in different industries, is to use the fact that over 95% of
program participants were from low income households and model the program dollars as a
change to household income. Using the percentage of participants in various family sizes and
low income family thresholds established by federal guidelines, the change in program dollars
can be modeled for a set of low income households. Modeling household income change
captures the unique spending patterns of the program participants and emphasizes that the
program augmented the flow of income to low income households at a critical time when
unemployment was steadily rising in the state. However, this approach ignores any industry
purchases or sales that were made as a result of economic activity created by an increased
summer youth labor force.

A third approach focuses on the impact the program had in aiding local industries and
public agencies by subsidizing a temporary workforce. The additional labor could lower the costs
of production in the case of private businesses and augment the provision of public services in
the case of the government sector. By estimating employee compensation or the number of full
time equivalent positions by industry this impact could be modeled as an industry change with
more data. However, even with additional data, this program was balancing the goal of

employment with the goal of increasing workforce training, education, and career exposure. As a



temporary employment program in a state with many industries currently underutilizing their
existing workforce by reducing hours to avoid permanent layoffs, the short one-time increase in
federal spending did more to stabilize incomes than generate new industry purchases and sales
and increase yearly employment. At the same time the nature of the employment program
brought about much more than income stabilization alone. By not estimating an increase industry
employment or sales - except for a few business management sectors which contributed to
administering the program - this analysis emphasizes the income creation capacity of this
program, over the employment creation capacity and produces a conservative estimate of total
program impacts.

A fourth approach focuses on how individuals spend their incomes but considers the
possibility that, as junior members of households, youth often have different spending habits. For
example, they might be more likely to spend their money on retail items, gas, eating out, and
entertainment and less likely to spend money on groceries, insurance, or mortgages. Do low
income youth spend differently than low income households? Are they more likely to buy items
locally or online? Do they save? Dollars of impact can be directed to a smaller set of specific
purchased goods and services using a combination of an industry change and commodity change
scenario. This analysis allows us to focus on the impact of rural and urban retailers from this
program.

Finally, by exposing youth to job training, job preparation, career exploration, and local |
employment opportunities the program improved the overall quality of the available workforce
for those youth age 18 and over and began building a foundation for the future as youth reach the
age to look for full time employment.

These five different program impacts each call for a different analysis. Which scenario
best captures where the program’s dollars went? Careful scenario construction avoids a
commonly cited complaint that input-output methods exaggerate impacts and consequences. This
study will model three scenarios, Scenario 1 will model the youth stipends as a change to
household income and Scenario 2 will use survey data based on youth expenditures by
categories. A change in labor income will be modeled as Scenario 3 and represent one choice
among many counterfactuals to demonstrate the impact the program could have had by not
targeting low income households and simply increased incomes to all working individuals. A

final section will summarize the program feedback collected from participants.



Money Allocation Assumptions, the lost impacts of savings and non-local spending
The impact of savings and spending differ and both are important for economies. In an
IMPLAN analysis, which accounts economic impact a single year, dollars that are put into
savings or spent outside the region generate zero dollars of additional impact. The model makes
a set of assumptions as to how and where households of differing income categories spend or
save. This set of assumptions will be used in Scenario 1, for Scenario 2 new assumptions were
created using data collected from the youth surveys.

Table 5: Weekly Savings Rate To address savings first, a comparison of savings

Amount Working End of Work

$0 23%, 17% habits were statistically unchanged from the midpoint of
$1-20 12 I 5 participant’s working experience to the end, except for
$21-50 14 14 '

$51-99 13 13 the number of respondents who estimated they saved
$100 or more 37 46 $100 or more which increased in the final survey (see
Total 772 493 T

No response 273% 51% Table S5). The similarity between the two surveys

Source: Survey of 1,003 TOC/OWA summer  strengthens the credibility of a savings rate among youth
youth employmer program participarts. that far exceeds the savings rate of the general
population. According to the Bureau of Economic Analysis’ National Income and Product
Account data, the savings rate of the nation’s general population rose to 5 percent in the second
quarter of 2009 but the annual average savings rate, while higher than in recent years still stands
closer to 4 percent.

Combining this question with data on internet purchases and other shopping categories,
an estimated 20.4 percent of youth stipends or $417,922 was set aside by participants for savings.
Cars and trucks, college, housing, and future bills were the most common responses listed as the
reason to save. During the work experience, 10.5 percent of participants said they had used some
of their summer funds to purchase a vehicle, at the end of the program an additional 8.6 percent
of participants had purchased a vehicle aided by their ARRA funds. Increasing a region’s savings
will generate additional impacts as individuals make future purchasing and employment
decisions. Scenario 2 removes all savings and assumes none of the funds are used in 2009 and
produces a conservative estimate of economic impacts.

The abundance of goods and services produced and the near ubiquitous access offered by

internet retailers has connected place-based economies more than ever. However, it has also

aided the potential of spending leakages as consumers have more choices. When items



manufactured elsewhere are purchased locally, only the profit margins have the potential to
remain in community to pay salaries, local taxes, and any purchases a business makes locally to
support their business. When a consumer travels outside of their local econofny to make
purchases the profits are retained in another locality and do not generate any additional dollars of
economic benefit for the home economy. The same is true for expenditures made over the
internet. IMPLAN provides estimates of spending leakages by county.

The surveyed youth increased the impact their dollars had on their home economies by
preferring to shop locally while eating out, going to the movies and other recreation and
infrequently shopping online. Youth were more likely to save or share their paychecks with
family members than to go to the local

) ) Table 6: Internet Spending Habits
shopping area to buy sporting goods,

) Amount Pre-Work Working End of Work
music, books, to eat out, or to shop for g 80% 87% 83%
clothing. As many buy-local campaigns ~ $1-20 12% 5% %

) $21-50 5% 3% 4%
advocate, a dollar will generate $51-99 1% 29, 39
additional dollars of economic impact $100 or more 2% 3% 4%
.. . . Total
when it is spent in businesses owned by ota 855 776 491
No response 15% 23% 51%
local families, which employ local Source: Survey of 1,003 TOC/OWA summer youth

: employment program participants.
workers, and which use locally ployment program p articip

produced components or final goods. An average of 83 percent of participants made zero internet
purchases (see Table 6). The estimates of internet spending remained consistent throughout the
three sampling periods, the only statistically significant different occurred among youth spending
$0 to $20, and this percentage decreased over the time of the work experience. As a condition of
the states” geographic position and size most youth who reported going to a larger town, the
preferred destination to do retail and electronics shopping, chose a larger town within the state.
Among the 5.6 percent that shopped outside of the state, one-half frequented the Tri-Cities area
of Kennewick, Pasco, and Richland in the state of Washington. Due to the low degree of out of
state and internet shopping, all youth stipend dollars allocated to spending were included in the
modeling of Scenario 2.

In this study, any purchase made inside the 24 county TOC/OWA area generates
additional dollars of impact for rural Oregon. Purchases made by rural youth in any of the 12

counties outside of TOC/OWA are modeled to represent leakages that do not generate additional



dollars of impact. The model was also run for the entire state to capture spending by program
youth in the 12 Oregonian counties not included in the TOC/OWA service area. Running the
model both ways takes into account the interconnectedness of rural and urban economies, and
provides some information about the location of retail services in the state. The differences
between the amount of purchase expenditures captured by rural versus urban regions accounts
for the differences in economy size and economic completeness. It would be inefficient for a
local economy to attempt to produce every good and service its population needed or wanted.
Instead goods and services are often produced where efficiencies of scale and scope can produce
the greatest profit margin for the producer while competition ensures the best price for the
consumer. The flows out of the region to the urban areas of Oregon, Idaho, and California
represent a loss of multipliers to rural Oregon and also a difference in the comparative advantage
- of these rural and urban economies.
Accounting for a possible government crowd-out effect

Understanding what rural youth do in a typical summer will aid in attributing the impact
of youth spending to the federal program. What access to employment did participants have in
the previous summer and how did they fund personal purchases before this program began? The
state’s high unemployment rates suggest fewer open part-time positions for youth than might
occur in a typical summer. National statistics for youth employment during the summer of 2009
show the lowest rate on record. A mere 28.9 percent of youth ages 16-19 held a job during the
summer of 2009, this is down from a youth employment rate of 45.2 percent in 2000 (Sum et al.,
2009). Furthermore, because of the lower limit on the age qualifications, this program offered a
summer stipend to many participants who were too young and thus ineligible to work for private
businesses. The summer funded program might have been a better alternative for some youth
who had a choice among jobs if the ARRA jobs paid higher wages. However, in many regions
the program did not provide full time employment for the entire summer. The desire in these
regions was to provide a larger number of youth with an opportunity to develop important job
readiness skills and to benefit from the ARRA resources. Also suggesting youth were not
selecting ARRA jobs over other opportunities, for nearly one-half of the program’s participants,
the summer program provided their first paycheck, and only slightly more than one-third of
participants held a job last summer. As an indicator that the program created some new demand

among youth is the finding that before this summer employment program, 43 percent of
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participants reported relying on their parents to buy them what they needed or wanted. Fifty
seven percent of youth reported relying on earned money from a job to buy items they needed or
wanted: half of these youth earned money through formal employment but an equal percentage
had worked odd jobs for family, friends, and neighbors.

The ARRA Summer Youth Employment prbgram was not an example of government
funding crowding out private sector job opportunities for rural youth. The money coming into
the region from the federal government represents new wages and while the program allowed
rural youth to begin saving, 25.6 percent of the program’s stipends were directly shared to
supplement declining family incomes and further reduced family burdens by reaching parent
dependent youth. Without this program, most participants would not have had the opportunity to
earn a summer paycheck from the private sector.

The impact of program administration dollars

The salary, wage, and other costs incurred during the delivery of the program allowed
service providers to augment staff, arrange workforce partners, pair youth participants with local
businesses, and provide leadership training, career

exploration, and community service projects also Table 7: Program Administration

. . . ) Category Amount
generate additional economic impact in the region. Stipends $2.051.080
Slightly over $1.0 million was expended for staffing, ~ Staffing § 734,838

) Business Support Costs $ 303,109
and support services for the expanded program. In a WIA Management $ 118.098
summed total of all nine region budgets $118,097 ARRA Expenditures $3,207,125

listed under WIA management funds were used for Source: TOC/OWA budgets, 2009

accounting and human resources and were added as new commodity demand for accounting, tax
preparation, bookkeeping, and payroll services (see Table 7). The program utilized an additional
$1,037,947 on staffing and miscellaneous program costs. Assuming a typical split of 25 percent
for supplies and 75 percent for salaries, $734,838 was added as a household income change for
households earning $35,000 to $50,000. This income bracket captures the average annual pay
estimate of $39,990 for the state of Oregon in 2009. The supply expenditure of $303,109 was
added as new commodity demand for business and support service which includes purchases
made for rent, building utilities, paper products, and other miscellaneous expenditures.

Estimating youth spending from surveys
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Survey responses were used to allocate youth stipends to a set of retail industries as new

demand. In an initial question, participants were asked to rank order their spending among seven

categories. Separate questions asked participants to estimate the amount they had spent in the last

week on the following categories: sharing, groceries, gas, eating out, clothing, sporting goods,

music or books; electronics; miscellaneous; and non-local spending. A survey-wide total was

produced for each category. A different question format offered participants the choice among

Table 8: Survey Expenditures by Category
Survey 2 Survey3 Allocated

Shared 26% 27.3% 525,616
Saved 20% 26.2% 417922
General 11% 8.5% 233,205
Groceries 10% 8.2% 214,836
Gas 9% 9.0% 191,738
Clothing 8% 6.1% 164,540
Electronics 6% 6.5% 130,200
Eating Out 5% 5.3% 109,215
Sporting 3% 2.9% 63,808
Total 100%  100.0% 2,051,080

Source: Survey of 1,003 TOC/OWA summer youth
employment program p articipants.

five categories for internet spending and savings,
and to determine a total amount respondents in
each category were assigned the midpoint value. A
total number was produced for nine categories and
percentages of this reported weekly spending total
were calculated (see Table 8). The observed
survey wide consistency between sampling
periods indicates youth did not dramatically
change their spending priorities during their work
experience and provides additional confidence in

the reported results. Survey 2 had a higher

response rate and produced more reliable estimates; for this reason, in seven of the nine

categories where the reported averages were not statistically different the response for Survey 2

was chosen. The two categories of percent of income saved and percent spent on miscellaneous

Table 9: Ranked spending priorities

did not have overlapping confidence

intervals. The choice to also use reported

percentages from Survey 2 was made after
considering the difference between
national savings rates and reported youth
savings rates. The expenditure percentages

were then compared to the reported ranked

270 order of spending priorities (see Table 9).

Youth ranked spending priorities among

Survey | Survey2 Survey3

Savings 1 1 1
Eating out/movies 2 3 4
Local shopping 3 4 2
Paying bills 4 2 3
Share income 5 5 5
Non-local shopping 6 6 6
Online shopping 7 7 7
Total 648 469

No response 143 422 636
Incorrect response 212 112 97

Source: Survey of 1,003 TOC/OWA summer youth
employment program participants.

seven categories assigning a 1 to the

activity which received the most money
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and continue in descending order. The ranked orders again show a strong consistency across the
three samples, with only the second, third, and fourth most important priorities changing. An
anomaly between reported weekly expenditure dollars and ranked order was the category of
shared income. Sharing income was indicated as a low priority activity, receiving 5 out of 7 in all
three surveys but this category received the largest total percentage of youth spending. Some
participants already head their own household and would be less inclined to share their income,
in both sampling periods 36 percent of participants reported not sharing any income with family
members. This finding is also supported by the importance assigned to the category of paying
bills further suggesting that many participants behaved more like households and less like
spenders ona completely discretionary budget. Among those who did share, many gave a
substantial amount of their paychecks, with some respondents choosing to write in responses of
“all of it”. The 25.6 percent of stipends or a total of $525,616 that youth estimated sharing with
family members was distributed as additional household income across four different household

income categories according to the distribution of participants by family size and the DOL ETA

Table 10: Participant's Family Size and Household Income Allocations

Family DOL IMPLAN HH Household Spending
Size # income categories percent Scenariol Scenario 2
1 469 8,853 < 10,000 47% $ 963,884 $ 247,008
2 109 14,509 10,000 to < 15,000 11% §$ 224,016 $ 57,407

3 131 19,921
4 100 24,588 15,000 to <25,000 23% $ 474,749 $ 121,661

5 100 29,019
76 90 33,939 25,000 to < 35,000 19% $ 390,486 $ 100,067

Source: Survey of 1,003 TOC/OWA summer youth employment program participants amd
DOLETA LLSIL qualifications.

thresholds for low income eligibility"'. These same thresholds were used for allocating total
stipend dollars under Scenario 1 Household Income Change (see Table 10).
Modeling retail purchases introduces margins and a definition of local

Retail margins and a choice among regional purchasing coefficients (RPCs) are two ways
IMPLAN accounts for household spending leakages. Retail margins are the difference between
what a consumer pays to purchase a good at a local store and the price that the store owner paid.
This margin is the only portion of a retail sales price that can again be spent throughout the

economy and generate additional dollars of economic impact. Households often buy items from a
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retailer and not a producer directly and as a result generate less of a total economic impact. In

Scenario 2 all youth expenditures were allocated to retail categories with the exception of

gasoline sales and the expenditures that went to eating and drinking establishments. If gasoline

sales are allocated to retail gasoline stations, the model assumes that the money spent goes to

purchase not only gas but the food and other items found in gasoline stations. This assumption

does not reflect gasoline only sales and lowers the total economic impact. Instead, this impact

-was directed into the refined petroleum industry and the values for both industries were still

margined to only capture the profit from sales to a final consumer. Scenario 2 represents the

most conservative estimate of program impacts by using a higher savings rate and margins for all

categories. By assuming the majority of purchases were made from retail providers, this scenario

Table 11: Retail margins and spending locations

Initial  Lost to Out of
Industry ' Impact margins Rural Urban  State
Total 915,804 60% 18% 21% 1%
Electronics and appliance retail 130,200 74% 11% 14% 1%
Food and Beverage Retail 214,836 % 15% 13% 0%
Clothing retail 164,540 53% 13% 31% 3%
Sporting goods, hobby, book and
music retail 63,808 61% 16% 22% 1%
General retail 233,205 73% 14% 12% 1%
Food and drinking places 109215 0% 52% 47% 1%

Source: Edited IMPLAN model - 2008 data, IMPLAN, MIG.

spending across a much broader set of industries.

isolates the impact
on local retail
businesses.
Scenario 1, a
change in
household income
will also assume a
savings rate and
use margins, but

will allocate

The questions which targeted non-local purchases, revealed that survey wide, most youth

spent locally or spent in a town within Oregon. Therefore, an estimate of the amount of money

youth spent out of state was not removed from the stipend total but will be accounted for through

the use of IMPLAN’s regional purchasing coefficients. If the RPC is set to 100 percent the

model assumes that all changes to commodity or industry demand are purchased locally. The

model also uses the total local production capacity to determine what percent of purchases could

be satisfied locally assuming all local production first went to local demand. Using this second

option allows for imports and spending leakages and is a more accurate reflection of a local

economy’s capacity. The RPCs for the 24 county region averaged smaller economies such as

Curry County and Harney County with larger and much more complete economies in Douglas
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County and Deschutes County. The TOC/OWA average RPCs were much lower than the state
average RPCs in the seven modeled categories reflecting that most of the state’s capacity in retail
industries can be found in the 12 more metropolitan counties. The difference in RPCs and retail
margins is striking. Allocating $806,589 to five retail sectors resulted in a direct impact of only
$166,769 for the 24 county TOC/OWA model. Modeling the same impact at the state level -
produces a direct impact twice as large of $357,284 indicating that for these particular retail
sectors on average slightly over half of the state’s capacity can be found in the average of the 12
counties not included in the TOC/OWA service area (see Table 11). For the purposes of this
report, impacts reported in Scenario 2 are estimated using the TOC/OWA model as it provides a
consistent geographical region of impacts with the other two scenarios. This choice provides a
conservative estimate by discounting the effect of rural youth shopping in urban centers of

Oregon.

III.IMPLAN Results of Three Scenarios

The IMPLAN modeling software provides estimates of direct, indirect, and induced effects
for the initial modeled change. While these impacts are reported in dollars and cents, all reported
numbers have been rounded to the nearest thousand to reflect the program’s modeling
assumptions and to avoid an over confidence in a reported number that might not be accurate to
the last penny.

Household Spending Scenario Table 12: Output Impact* Summary by Scenario

Scenario 1 Scenario2  Scenario 3
In Scenario 1, which Household Survey Labor
modeled a change in household Modeled Impact $3,207,125 $2,789,203 $3,207,125
) ) Direct Impacts 421,000 785,000 -
income across four low income 1 4ioct Impacts 49,000 107,000 -
categories and the impacts that Induced Impacts 1,044,000 532,000 919,000
Total Additional Impact 1,514,000 1,424,000 919,000
accrued from the program
Total Impact $4,721,125 $ 4,213,203 $4,126,125
administration, the summer Source: Edited IMPLAN model - 2008 data, IMPLAN, MIG.

youth employmént program *Impacts are rounded to the nearest one-thousandth.

generated an additional $1.5 million in economic activity. The program’s total effect on the
TOC/OWA economy was an increase of $4.7 million (see Table 12). The direct effect of

$421,000 reflects an increase in sales to industries that supported the program administration
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including business support services, accounting, other support, management and printing. As the

program administration industries purchased items from other industries in the economy to

support their increased sales this group of industries generated an indirect effect of $49,000 in

economic activity. The induced impact is the largest at $1.0 million and reflects the amount of

economic activity program participants in low income households and the households containing

employees of the program generated by making purchases.

Table 13: Most impacted industries from a change in household

income
Sector Description Total Impacts
0 Total . 725,130
361 Owner-occupied dwellings rent 114,521
360 Real estate establishments 56,634
397 Private hospitals 53,414
Physicians, dentists, and other health
394 practitioners 48,035
413 Restaurants 46,325
351 Telecommunications 17,973
324 Retail Stores - Grocery 17,100
319 Wholesale trade businesses 16,741
354 Banks 16,472
31 Electricity generation and provision 16,008
396 Outpatient and ambulatory care services 15,908
432 State and local government enterprises 15,667
329 Retail Stores - General merchandise 14,690
398 Nursing and residential care facilities 13,450
320 Retail Stores - Motor vehicle and parts 13,086
Retail Stores - Building material and garden
323 supply 10,323

Scenario | modeled an increase of $2,051,080 in household income to four
low income households as well as the impacts from the program’s
administration. This table captures the impacts of the household spending.

Source: Edited IMPLAN model - 2008 data, IMPLAN, MIG.

The effect of
household purchases
generated at least one
additional dollar of
economic output to 311 of
the region’s 354 industries.
Industries receiving the
largest impacts include the
industries involved in the
program’s administration,
rental costs, several health
care industries, restaurants,
telecommunications,
electric power generation,
and four retail stores
including two which were
not modeled in Scenario 2:
motor vehicle and vehicle

parts and building materials

(see Table 13 and Table 15). Modeling a change in household income also generates economic

impact in the wholesale trade industry indicating that some of the items households purchase at

retail will be sourced from wholesalers within the region. Scenario 2 by choosing retail margins

assumes that all products are purchased from wholesale or producers outside of the region.
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Survey Expenditures
Scenario 2 modeled a smaller total amount of economic change by removing savings
from the model. The larger direct effect reflects the same purchases made by industries involved
in administering the program and also includes the value of local purchased margined retail
goods, additional sales to the restaurant industry, and an increase in the demand for gasoline (see
Table 12). The retail sector and restaurant impacts were run separately to focus on the impacts of
Table 14: Isolating Retail and Restaurants spending. For the $118,000 in retail spending

TOC/OWA  Rest of State and $54,000 in restaurant spending that was

Modeled Impact 915,804 201,683

Direct Impacts 172,000 191,000 retained in the 24 county region after
Indirect Impacts 20,000 117,000 accounting for retail margins and non-local
Induced Impacts 21,000 140,000

purchases an additional $41,000 of economic

Total Additional 213,000 448000 . . .
Impact activity was generated in the region through

Source: Edited IMPLAN model - 2008 data, IMPLAN,
MIG. *Impacts are rounded to the nearest one-
thousandith. employees (see Table 14). This program also

the re-spending of the industries and their

had an estimated impact of $448,000 in additional total economic activity from the spending of
program participants’ in retail stores and restaurants located in the 12 more urban counties of the
state that are not included in the TOC/OWA region.

The induced effects reflect the household spending of money shared with family
members and the spending of employees of the impacted industries. Although Scenario 2
targeted the majority of the program’s expenditures to a few industries, the resulting total impact
of $1.4 million in additional economic activity is very close to the household model (see Table
15). Which indicates that the expenditure patterns collected from the survey which include both a
high savings rate and a high household sharing rate but restrict the majority of the funds to retail
and restaurants produces a very similar ratio of re-spending throughout the economy.

Change in Labor Income Counterfactual

Economic impact studies work best in comparing the effects of different scenarios and
policy decisions. To provide one simple comparison of the federal government’s decision to
increase funding to the WIA summer youth employment program, a change in labor income was
also modeled under Scenario 3. This scenario as explained above assumes increasing household
income evenly across all nine household income categories. This scenario does not assume that

any program administration is needed within Oregon to distribute these funds and as such this
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scenario approximates a tax cut to working individuals. If the federal government had decided to
divert the funds administered by TOC/OWA as a tax cut instead the total impact on the
Oregonian economy would have been smaller as the $3,201,125 dollars would have only
generated $919,000 in additional economic activity for the region (see Table 12).

One marked difference between this scenario and the previous two is the lack of direct
and indirect effects. Changes to labor income or household income alone do not generate indirect
effects because

households buy SectorTable 15: Industries Receiving the Largest Impacts from Survey Expenditures

Description Direct Total Impacts
from industries 0 Total 172,032 213,401
for final 413 Restaurants 56,662 58,546
324 Retail Stores - Grocery 34338 34,992
consumption 329 Retail Stores - General merchandise 33,937 34,504
327 Retail Stores - Clothing and clothing accessories 22,042 22,250
and not for the 322 Retail Stores - Electronics and appliances 14,536 14,655
production of 328 Retail Stores - Sporting goods, hobby, book and music ' 10,517 10,633
360 Real estate establishments 0 4,535

other goods and

361 Owner-occupied dwellings rent 0 3,879

" services. The 319 Wholesale trade businesses 0 1,834
. 31 Electricity generation and provision 0 1,420

money received 397 Private hospitals 0 1,367
by an industry 394 Physicians, dentists, and other health practitioners 0 1,345

. 351 Telecommunications 0 1,227
in sales 354 Banks 0 1,155

assumes that a This table captures the 391 35,804 in margined industry demand for five retail sectors and restaurants as a
part of the Scenario 2 model.

pattern of Source: Edited IMPLAN model - 2008 dara, IMPLAN, MIG.

purchases from other industries will increase or decrease proportionally as the initial industry
increases or decreases the inputs of its production. Households do not sell anything and no other
industries are indirectly impacted when a household’s income increases. The level of indirect
impacts under Scenario 1 is attributed to the increased purchases made by the program
administration industries.

The difference in induced impacts, which captures fhe resulting economic activity that
can be attributed to household spending, are lower in Scenario 3 even though the total dollars
reaching households is larger. Households at different income levels make different purchasing
decisions and the purchasing patterns of the four modeled low income households have a larger
impact on the regional economy. Lower income household are more likely to spend their money

on basic goods and services and less likely to purchase luxury goods or to invest.
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Job creation

This analysis emphasizes the income creation capacity of this program, over the
employment creation. Although the program was designed as a summer employment program,
this analysis does not model the impact of increasing the rural workforce for several reasons.
First, the federal government mandated rapid program delivery with a short time horizon; youth
resources were to be utilized for a summer 2009 employment program and therefore funds and
the jobs they created were under contract with sub-grantees to be spent and completed by
September 15, 2009. Secondly, the diversity of summer work experiences meant that youth
worked for varying numbers of weeks, hours per week, and at different government and private
jobs. This diversity of experiences makes it too difficult to construct a meaningful estimate of
employment by different industries. Some regions focused on career exploration and educational
training in a classroom allowing youth to spend the summer earning high school and college

credits. As a temporary employment program in a state with many industries currently

underutilizing their existing workforce by Table 16: Job Creation Summary
reducing hours to avoid permanent layoffs Scenario I Scenario2 Scenario 3
he sh .. 1 federal Household Survey Labor
the short one-time increase 1n federa Direct Impacts 3 9 -
spending did more to stabilize incomes Indirect Impacts 1 1 -
. Induced Impacts 10 5 9
increase long term employment. However, =

Total Additional 17 5 9

the nature of the employment program with Impact
built in educational trainings, job

Source: Edited IMPLAN model - 2008 data, IMPLAN, MIG.
experience, and career exposure brought
about much more than income stabilization alone. Since the ARRA was a federally funded
program and all of the dollars that came into the region represented new economic stimulus the
program did create new jobs (see Table 16).
Summary

The similarities among the total impacts of Scenario 1 and Scenario 2 improve the

confidence in the validity of this analysis. The major difference between the two is not in total
impacts but what industries are affected. Scenario 1 spreads impacts across more industries, and
benefits industries which provide household services including electricity and

telecommunications. The spending patterns of Scenario 1 direct a significant share of income

into the healthcare sector and into additioanl retail sectors. The most significant areas of overlap
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are in purchases made from restaurants, grocery stores, and general retail. The surveys which
were developed to generate the data for Scenario 2 assumed youth would be more likely to be
discretionary spenders. Although paying bills was a highly rated response the survey did not ask
for an estimate of bill expenditures or model that change. Furthermore, among retail, restaurants,
and gasoline, youth estimated spending the most in the two categories of general retail and
grocery spending the same two categories most heavily favored by low income household
spending. Scenario 2 provides an overall estimate that is similar to Scenario 1 but also assumes
an additional $525,616 is still held in savings across the region. By forcing a majority of
expenditures into a few industries this scenario shows the impact of retail sales, margins, and
urban and rural purchases across the state. Scenario 3 provides one counterfactual and shows that
by targeting low income youth through the TOC/OWA providers, the amount of federal dollars
had a bigger impact in the region than if the same amount of money would have been given as a
tax cut to all households. The true impact of the program is most likely close to the estimates of

Scenario 1 or Scenario 2.

IV.Program Impacts Beyond IMPLAN

As stated above, the nature of the summer employment program with built in educational
components, job experience, and career exposure brought about much more than income
stabilization alone. IMPLAN cannot capture these intangible economic benefits that have
accrued to program participants and will be felt in the improved quality of future workforces.

Instead, we rely on participant survey

Table 17: Skill Improvements
responses to capture perceptions of the

Improved
Improved the most  program and perceived benefits.

Leaming a new skill/information 88% 32% Partici found 1 .
Schedule/showing up on time 89% 21% articipants found learning a new
Team and groupwork 7% 17% occupational skill and information to be
Meeting goals and deadlines 73% 9%
Workingggx hours in a day 3% 8% the most valuable part of the program.
Responding to a supervisor 77% 7% Following a work schedule and showing
g:ﬁ::ncuorg:x:}form ziz’ j:j’ up on time and working as a part of a

0 [

Source: Survey of 1,003 TOC/OWA summer youth employment ~ t€@m or group were also highly valued. A

program participants majority of participants felt the program
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helped them improve on many skills simultaneously; fewer participants listed communicating by
phone or email for work and following a dress code or wearing a uniform (see Table 17). During
the course of their employment program, youth worked in a variety of different workplaces and
had access to different equipment. Youth were encouraged to select all responses that applied to
their individual experience (see Table 18). While working, a majority of youth used non-electric
tools including hand tools, rakes, and shovels. One-third of participants used a variety of office
equipment and a slightly smaller percent used a computer and computer programs during their
work experience. As all youth received earnings for their participation in the program, three
questions asked about the use of common financial planning tools for personal use as a result of
receiving a summer paycheck. Financially, the program helped nearly half of participants open a
checking or savings account and develop a budget. A much smaller percent reported balancing

their checkbook regularly during the course of their summer employment program.

Table 18: Use of Work Equipment and Tool Slightly less than one-fourth of participants
fOF Personal Financial Planning felt as if the work experience changed a

Non-electric tools 69%
Power tools 36% previously held long term career interest.
Office phone, fax, or copier 33%  Nearly 8 out of 10 participants plan to obtain
Computer/programs 28% o ) o o
Work- related vehicle 250, additional educational or training opportunities
Opened a checking or savings account 45% in preparation for work. The most common
Developed a budget 44% ) ] ]
Balanced a checkbook regularly 149, DPlans include attending a community college or
Source: Survey of 1,003 TOC/OWA summer youth a trade school; twice as many participants plan

employment program participants. . )
to attend community colleges over attending a

four year university (see Table 19). When asked the likelihood of working in the same county as
they now live, 58.9 percent of participants were likely or very likely, 28.3 percent were unsure,
and only 13.0 percent were unlikely or very unlikely. This response suggests a willingness to
stay in place and optimism about finding work locally. While 14.6 percent of participants’ work
experiences led to an extended or permanent job offer, a majority of participants will seek a full
time job after the work experience concluded or next summer if they are still in high school. Of
those seeking work immediately or for next summer, 72.9 percent prefer to work in their
hometowns.

Ninety-three percent of participants both felt the summer work experience better prepared

them for working full time and would recommend the work experience to a friend. Among those
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Table 19 Future educational and who disagreed, respondents most often stated they had

training plans already worked full time jobs before or felt the
Community college and/or program could have better prepared them by providing
something other than 4 year 258 57% ‘
degree a full time 40 hours a week work experience. Sixty-
4 year college 128 28%  seven of participants were very satisfied with the
Community college and 4 year 0 .
degree 35 8% program and an additional 25 percent were somewhat
Apprenticeship 18 4% satisfied.
Military 7 2%
GED 5 1%
Job Corps 4 1% V. Conclusions and Local Economic

Source: Survey 3 419 responses from
TOC/OWA summer youth employment program
participants.

Development Implications

This analysis of the economic impact of a summer youth employment program used a survey
to characterize youth spending habits, employment history, and perceptions of the value of the
experience. The program was favorably received. Participating low income youth facing
additional barriers to employment were provided access to job skills, local employers, and local
careers in a variety of fields including high growth and high demand industries of health care and
green jobs. Younger participants were offered training to better prepare them for the future by
learning about educational opportunities after high school. For many participants the program
provided the first formal work experience and opportunity to build experience in the soft skills of
showing up on time, following a schedule, working in teams, and following orders, skills that all
firms value. The program also offered many youth the opportunity to earn high school and
college credits while providing a stipend or wages. By partnering with state and local agencies,
federally funded youth employment increased the quality of local recreational and other services,
benefits that will persist even as the program is complete. These are the impacts that are not
captured in this analysis but they are the value added component of this program that cannot be
forgotten.

Programs that increase household spending will not generate large output or job
multipliers because as consumers and not producers household spending does not generate its
own production. As the retail sales piece of this analysis demonstrated household impacts are
frequently further diminished as purchases are made from retailers who may or may not rely on

wholesalers or producers within the region. Rural economies offer a less diverse offering of
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goods and services by nature and as urban economies depend on demand from rural residents,
rural places depend on the ability of their residents to access urban areas for some services while
still choosing to live in rural areas. This analysis showed that the spending of low income
households generates more impact in the wider economy than the spending of upper income
households and the spending of these households affects 90.1 percent of the wider Oregon
economy.

The survey provided additional insight into the ways Oregon families were coping during
a particularly hard time economically. This program would have had a far smaller impact if local
youth would have used their earnings to make purchases online, out of state, or spend all of their
money at retail stores. Instead, a striking finding was that many youth were sharing their incomes
with family members, using the summer employment opportunity to save for future needs like
college, transportation, housing, and children. This particular group of participants were more
self sufficient than expected with many participants highly ranking the importance of paying
bills. From this analysis, youth do not drastically spend differently than low income households
as a whole, they were unlikely to make purchases online, they had a higher savings rate than the
general population, and they were more prone to share with family members and contribute
towards paying bills than to spend in any other consumer good category.

Programs designed to provide paid summer employment experience impact their larger
economies in many ways. However the one time increase in household spending is likely to be
dominated by the lasting impact of improving the local workforce and improving youth access to
and knowledge about local careers particularly in rural areas. The design of these programs
should continue to focus on building the best experience possible to maximize these hard to trace

impacts.

' The Oregon County Monitor is a period update produced by the Rural Studies Program at Oregon State University.
TANF use and food stamp use data are collected from the Oregon Department of Human Services. Utility Shut-offs
data are collected from the Community Action Partnershlp of Oregon. Data is available online at
www.ruralstudies.oregonstate.edu

i Data are the most recently available seasonally adjusted monthly rates for December 2009. Data released by the
Oregon Employment Department (http://www.qualityinfo.org/olmisj/labforce) and collected by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics Local Area Unemployment Statistics. http://www.bls.gov/lau/lavov.htm

i The TOC/OWA network focuses on serving rural regions of the state, but the 24 county area differs from the
official designation of metropolitan and nonmetropolitan county classification set by the Office of
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Management and Budget. The TOC/OWA region excludes the micropolitan Linn county and Josephine county
and includes metropolitan Deschutes county.

 State averages are from the American Community Survey (ACS) which has replaced the decennial census as
the way population and housing data are collected from the public. While many of the questions from the
decennial census were retained on the ACS, the format for data collection has changed. Data are collected for
the ACS every month of every year and released in one year, three year and five year averages depending on
the population size. A three year average for 2006 to 2008 was chosen for this project because the data is taken
from a larger sample size and is more reliable. ACS data can be found online at http:/factfinder.census.gov.

¥ National personal savings rate as a percent of disposable income information from the National Income and
Product Account Tables produced by the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. Data available at:
http://www.bea.gov/BRIEFRM/SAVING.HTM

ViDepartment of Labor, Employment and Training Administration, Workforce Investment Act; Lower Living

Standard Income Level. (March 26, 2009) Federal Register Vol. 74, No. 57. Pg: 13565- 13266. Available
online at http://edocket.access.gpo.gov/2009/pdf/E9-6618.pdf.
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Appendix A
Glossary of Terms

Commodity: All industries are named after the principle commodity they produce. Some
industries also produce other commodities known as byproducts. Economic impacts can be
modeled as an industry change or as a commodity change. Modeling a change on a commodity
basis affects all industries that produce that commodity and do not require knowledge about
which specific industry produced the impacted commodity.

Direct effects: Direct effects capture the local portion of a set of expenditures that are applied to
the predictive model for impact analysis.

Indirect effects: Indirect effects are the inter-industry effects of input-output analysis. They
capture the impact of the direct effects when applied to the Type I multipliers.

Induced impacts: Induced impacts capture the impact of household expenditures.

Industry: All impacts are reported on an industry basis. Economic impacts can be modeled as an
industry change or as a commodity change. Modeling a change on an industry basis direct all of
the program impacts into a single industry.

Regional purchasing coefficients (RPC): The ratios representing the portion of regional demands
purchased from local producers. RPCs are used to estimate the trade flows of the model before
multipliers are generated.

Retail margins: The difference between purchaser prices paid by a consumer of the good or
service at a retail store and the wholesale prices the store owner paid to offer the good or service
for sale.

Scenario: A scenario is the logic behind a set of modeling decisions. Scenarios balance the
known details and available data of an economic impact with the assumptions of input-output
analysis and the capabilities of a given modeling software.

Seasonally adjusted unemployment: Seasonally adjusted unemployment rates are calculated
using a statistical process which removes the effect of typical seasonal events such as summer
breaks for school, or weather-related fluctuations in food processing or construction. Data that
have been seasonally adjusted are more likely to reflect true changes in the economy.

Type I multiplier: The total production requirements of all industries within a given region to
meet the industry demands triggered by one dollar of consumption of the goods and services
produced by a specified industry.

Type II multiplier: The total production requirements of all industries within a given region to
meet the industry and household demands triggered by one dollar of consumption of the goods
and services produced by a specified industry. Household income and expenditures are treated as
an additional regional industry. ’



Appendix B

Snapshot of Summer Youth Employment Program Details

Region 1

All youth completed pre-employment training which included: resume development,
employer expectations, interviewing, labor market information, and career exploration. Work
experiences were typically 30 hours per week for five weeks and focused on jobs in the
following areas: healthcare, science, technology, automotives, and professional services. Youth
also participated in stream sampling and forest recovery in a program that partnered with city
governments, private businesses, and state agencies including the Oregon Department of
Forestry. Some youth found permanent employment from this summer work experience and
others enrolled in community college classes while working. The impact of the program was also
highlighted in the local newspaper (Schroeder, June 24, 2009).

Region 6

A summer camp aimed at 15 and 16 year olds provided career exploration and a
community service project. The three week camp provided a weekly stipend of $150 and lasted
22 hours. A second camp lasted for six weeks, provided 32 hours a week of training and offered
a wage of $8.40 an hour. The camp included career exploration, community service, and
community college exposure. The camps also included field trips to Mercy Medical Simulation
Lab, the Douglas county fire station, and others to introduce youth to local occupations.

A second smaller program placed youth workers in the healthcare industry. The
placements offered seven youth an extended exposure to many facets in the healthcare field from
direct patient care to ancillary support. Work experiences mirrored job opportunities existing
within the medical facility. Youth worked as assistants in the following jobs: receptionists, office
support, medical, custodial, and maintenance and repair. The impact of the program was also
highlighted in the local newspaper (Hawke, 2009).

Region 7

Work readiness workshops provided work experience, field trips and workplace training,
with special programs aimed at 14 and 15 year olds. A majority of work experiences provided 24
hours a week for six weeks in a variety of work sites including a local nursing home, and various
public sector agencies. Work activities included child care, landscaping and brush removal
crews, trail building, habitat restoration, community gardening, energy efficient construction,
and medical assistants. Participants learned about certified nursing assistant training and career
pathways, radiology licenses, and other transitional education opportunities.

Region 9

Youth participated in a two week program that offered 40 hours of education and career
exploration and advising that targeted careers in the renewable energy and health care fields.
Youth were introduced to the college application process, academic offerings, and class work.
Field trips to the Hood River fire department’s EMT area, Bonneville hydroelectric dam, and a
wind farm provided additional career exposure. The program also provided hands-on training
through a partnership with local area hospitals.



Region 11

Program administrators emphasized educational opportunities and included opportunities
for participants to earn high school credit hours during a summer school experience. This
program targeted public sector sites including the county fairgrounds, municipal park and
recreation departments, public schools, and others. Participants learned maintenance,
conservation, and landscaping skills. Other participants were placed in private sector
‘establishments including retail, construction, and food service among others. The program also
provided training and counseling in work ethics, communication, conflict resolution, and other
highly sought after soft skills used in the workplace.

Region 12

A work experience ranging from 20 to 40 hours per week from May 1 to September 30
placed youth in local government and nonprofits, the healthcare industry, parks and recreation
departments and fisheries, and private businesses. The program also included educational field
trips to the Oregon Museum of Science and Industry, the Pendleton Underground Tour, and the
Tamastslikt Cultural Institute and the Heritage Station Museum. Jobs within the conservation
and natural resources included a tree restoration project, work with a native plant restoration
project, and a work crew that provided cleaning and maintenance to parks throughout the region.

Region 13

Youth participants worked four day weeks from six o’clock am to four-thirty pm daily for
six weeks building boat docks for Phillips Lake. The work experience included safety training,
road and boat launch maintenance, education about water and recreational conservation, and
experience in basic construction and carpentry. Participants worked with the US Forest service
and a local private business. The decision to build new boat docks was made to improve
recreational use at Phillip Lake and Union Creek Camp Ground to increase tourism and further
stimulate the local economy. The impact of the program was also highlighted in a local
newspaper (Rautenstrauch, July 8, 2009).

Region 14

Youth participated in training to learn about resume building, money management, and
some were co-enrolled in summer school. Work sites included apartment complexes, school
districts, offices, outdoor sites, city halls, libraries, assisted living facilities, fairgrounds, youth
programs, mental health office, salons, newspapers, and govt. programs. Work employment
activities included for those in office settings included: filing, answering phones, referring
customers and enrolling customers, making phone calls, and preparing paper work. Outdoor job
placements offered grounds keeping duties, maintenance, cleaning, and conservation work. A
focus on the healthcare industry offered youth exposure to child care, elder care, administrative
positions, mental health, and youth outreach. Other jobs offered experience painting offices,
making change, customer service, public relations, and media tools.



Appendix C
IMPLAN Methodology

The input-output (I-O) model makes several assumptions to simplify the way industries
interact in order to create a functioning model. The analysis is based on purchases and sales
between every industry pair in a given economy. Individual firms, the producers of goods and
services in a region, are proportioned to industries based on their primary product. The model
takes a dollar of spending that is used to produce units of an industry’s primary commodity and
apportions it to other industries based on the requirements of the production process.

Industries are assumed to use linear production functions and obtain constant returns to
scale. As the total number of produced units increases, the dollar’s apportioned ratios to other
industries remains unchanged (Lazarus, Platas and Morse, 2002, pp. 34). The model further
assumes an unchanging production function by not allowing for substitutions (MIG, 2004, pp.
103). Determining what industries buy from each other to produce each product requires too
much data to be completed at multiple scales, therefore the model produces a national average.
The use of regional purchase coefficients (RPCs) are used to estimate what percentage of
demand for a particular commodity is satisfied by the local region’s production of that
commodity. All industries are assumed to use the same local percentage of a particular given
commodity (MIG, 2004, pp. 100). This simplification is made in order to allow for leakage, as
firms will not always be able to make their purchases locally, but it cannot account for
differences in quality of commodity. Also the definition of industries requires that each firm be
classified by a primary commodity although the model also includes secondary commodities of
industries, however some industries do not always have a clear single commodity and a firm’s
aggregate production processes across commodities might be quite different than the inputs used
to produce its primary commodity. IMPLAN also assumes a Marshallian market clearing
mechanism that causes quantity supplied to adjust to demand to clear markets instead of allowing
prices to adjust. The IMPLAN model is a static device that cannot be used to make forecasts
(Rickman and Schwer, 1995, pp. 364). To proceed from a direct impact in output to employment
changes, the model assumes a constant amount of dollars of output per worker.

While the model has abstracted itself from reality in order to mathematically operate, the
IMPLAN software remains very useful for an analysis that can incorporate collected data, has
access to agencies that are being modeled, and can interpret its results with caution. Model
interpretation can be made more useful by incorporating a counterfactual scenario, offering the
results of impacts in percentage terms of the total economy, as most impacts while significant in
total dollar terms and are relatively minor contributors to a region’s economy (Chhabra, Sills,
and Cubbage, 2003, 424). Performing a sensitivity analysis of a model’s most uncertain
specifications also aids understanding and decision-making (Low and Isserman, 2009, pp. 84).



Appendix D

Survey Construction

A series of three surveys were sent to Workforce Development Councilors in all nine
TOC/OWA regions. Councilors were asked to distribute the first survey at the beginning of the
internship process. This survey was designed to establish a baseline for participants, including
work experience for the previous summer, sources of income, spending habits including an
estimation of how much and where funds were spent. The second survey was designed to be
distributed after youth had received and had time to spend at least one paycheck. This survey
focused on how and where youth were spending their paychecks and included questions about
savings, sharing income with family members, and internet purchases. The final survey was
designed to be an exit survey and was distributed with the participant’s final paycheck. The exit
survey collected program feedback, including participant views of learned skills and knowledge,
and repeated the spending questions from survey two for a second sampling of how youth spent
their paychecks.

Survey responses varied by workforce region,
by survey number and by question (see Table 4). The
set of three surveys collected data from 1,003 different
participants who completed at least one of the three _
surveys. Although the survey collects data at three Region registered* #__ Percent
different time periods, individual change throughout the 163 153 15.3%

Table 20: Geographic Distribution of
Surveys
Number

1
study was not of interest and at each surveying time all 6 238 237 23.6%
respondents are used only to describe information about 7 162 151 15.1%
the general population of summer youth participants. 9 117 45 4.5%
To accurately capture the true population measurement 10 113 78 7.8%
within a confidence interval of plus or minus 3 11 101 82 8.2%
percentage points in 95 percent of all samples, a total 12 161 142 14.2%
sample size of 572 respondents or 46.6 percent of all 13 101 67 6.7%
program participants was required. All three surveys 14 77 48 4.8%
exceeded the necessary response rate. The number of Total 1233 1,003 100.0%

total respondents declined at each time period and the Source: Survey of 1,003 TOCIOWA summer
entire survey process had a 63.2 percent response rate. youth employment program participants.
The surplus of respondents decreases the margin of

error and strengthens the survey data validity. It also allowed the researcher to discard all
inaccurately completed answers for particular questions while maintaining the minimum
threshold of returned surveys necessary to sustain data reliability.

Survey | has an average margin of error of 1.8 percent, Survey 2 has an average margin
of error of 2.0 percent and Survey 3 has an average margin of error of 3.5 percent.
Geographically across regions of the state the number of collected surveys closely resembled the
size of the participants in the whole program. Region 9 was underrepresented by 5 percentage
points and Region 6 was overrepresented by 4.3 percentage points but the numbers of total
unique respondents in the other 7 regions were within 2 percentage points of their share of
program participation (see Table 20). Examining each survey individually, regions were also
well balanced with the exception of participants in Region 9 and Region 14 who are not
represented in the first survey (see Table 4).
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