
MEMORANDUM 


Date: January 22, 2009 

To: 	 The Honorable Chairman and Members From: C.H. 
Pima County Board of Supervisors 

Re: 	 Economic Impact Analysis of Pima County Capital Investment 

In late 2008, the Bond Advisory Committee asked for an economic analysis of the capital 
bond spending contemplated by the County, both from a past historical perspective, as well 
as one going forward into future years. I then directed our economic and forecasting staff, 
Bruce Basemann and Craig Horn, Financial Projects Coordinators, to  complete an analysis of 
past public bond expenditures and the resultant impact on job creation. Their analysis yielded 
useful and important information, particularly as the nation contemplates the economic 
benefits of an economic stimulus package directed at public works expenditures. The results 
of this study are direct and measurable and they cannot be questioned as they deal wi th 
ongoing, irrefutable data and our experience of public works construction contracting over 
the last several years. 

This information is a direct affirmation of the job growth stimulus associated with public 
works spending, which benefits not only the economy from a jobs perspective, but also the 
long-term infrastructure 'integrity of the nation and state, as well as Pima County. 

Over the analysis period selected, from January of 2005 to December of 2008, Pima County 
reviewed over 245 separate contracts from t w o  different data sources -- the disparity study 
information gathered by the County and actual contracts in fiscal year 2007 and 2008. This 
real world, actual information yields accurate information regarding the economic impact of 
public works expenditures. Questions that were asked by the Bond Advisory Committee dealt 
with contractor location of employment, subcontractors, and total employment generated by 
these expenditures. In the data reviewed, 245 contracts issued to  120 prime contractors 
over the analysis period indicated that over 73 percent of the prime contractors had a local 
affiliation or local office, with 1 8  percent having state offices and the balance of 9 percent 
either being national contractors or regional contractors. Hence, almost all of the public 
works contracting has been performed by local contractors wi th local employees. The 
analysis period indicated that from the total contract value reviewed, nearly $443 million 
(bond funding expenditures of $367 million) from January of 2005 to  December of 2008, 
these prime contractors employed approximately 852 subcontractors. The analytical results 
of the evaluating contracts indicate that this construction spending sustained prime contractor 
and subcontractor firms w i th  nearly 28,000 employees. These results are particularly 
encouraging wi th regard t o  the well known and long-term established principle of public 
sector spending on construction improvements and the generation of local employment. 
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The most important outcome of this technical analysis is the inputloutput economic model 
developed for local job impacts associated with public works construction spending. Staff 
developed a very specific analysis of the economic job impacts associated with the bond 
funding of capital improvement projects ranging from open space to  wastewater treatment 
facilities. This analysis is attached. The input/output analysis is based on actual contracts 
and spending by the County for these public sector improvements. The table below is an 
indicator of the job development opportunities associated with future construction spending 
programs, including the federal stimulus funding now under consideration by Congress. 

Full-Time and Part-Time Local Jobs per 
-$10million ($2008) of Construction S~end ing  

Sector Total Jobs 

Residential Structures 1 29.4 
Multifamily Residential Structures 142.3 
Manufacturing arid Industrial Buildings 151.4 
Commercial and Institutional Buildings 1 49.4 
Highway, Street, Bridge and Tunnel Construction 115.5 
Water, Sewer and Pipeline Construction 121.5 
Other New Construction - Sewage and Water Treatment 155.3 

Based on this attached analysis, continued public sector construction expenditures will 
stimulate the local economy and create jobs, particularly in a sector that has been significantly 
depressed based on current economic conditions. 

Attachment 

c: 	 Martin Willett, Chief Deputy County Administrator 
Tom Burke, Finance end Risk Management Director 
Thomas House, Budget Manager, Finance and Risk Manage 
Bruce Basemann, Financial Projects Coordinator, Finance and Risk Management 
Craig Horn, Financial Projects Coordinator, Finance and Risk Management 



To: Chuck Huckleberry 
County Administrator Financial Projects Coordinators 

Phone: X4278 

Subject: Local Job Impacts of Bond-Funded Capital Improvement Projects -FY05106 to FY07108 

Spending on voter-approved bond-funded capital improvement projects was $366.7 million during 
the last three fiscal years (FY2005106 through FY2007108), with $83.9 million expended during 
FY2005106, $145.6 million expended during FY2006107 and $137.1 million spent during FY2007108. 
Included in the three-year total was spending on projects fully funded by voter-approved bonds 

along with the voter-approved bond portion of projects also financed with other revenue sources 
such as state and federal grants, ADOT HURF monies and RTA excise tax revenues, 
intergovernmental agreements and County general and departmental funds. 

To measure the job-related impact associated with these bond-funded capital improvements, 
information about spending on bond-funded projects was gathered from the County's financial 
reporting system for each of the last three fiscal years. The financial system maintains detailed 
spending information by the phase of each project: administration, planning, design, landlright-of- 
way acquisition, utilities relocation, construction, public art and contingency. The job impact analysis 
is simplified by combining administrative and contingency costs (only $66,000 during the last three 
years) with planning and design spending and by combining utilities relocation costs with 
construction spending. The result is detailed spending information for four project phasesshown in 
the table below -- Administration, Planning & Design Phase, LandlRight-of-Way Acquisition, 
Construction Phase and Public Art spending. 

LOCAL JOB IMPACTS ASSOCIATED WITH BOND-FUNDED CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS 
(Bond-Related Spending on Bond-Approved Projects 8 Bond Portion of Projects 

With Other Fundlng Sources - FY2005106 through FYZOO7108) 

Average Annual Average Annual Total 
3-Year Total Average Annual Direct Full-Time Full-Time 8 Part-Time 

All Bond-Funded Projects by Phase of Spending (FY05106 - Spending Each (L Part-Time Jobs (includes direct, 
Project (MOW06 through 07108) FYO7108) Fiscal Year Jobs indirectB inducedjobs) 

Admin. Planning 8 Design Phase $47,244.030.89 $15,739,389.22 132.2 261.7 
LandlRight of Way Acquisition 70.751.164.12 23,583,721.38 0.0 0.0 
Construction Phase 248.015.486.55 60,665,78897 751.1 1,203.2 
Public Art 684.749.04 228,249.69 3.1 4.1 

Total $366,695,430.60 $120,217,149.24 886.5 1,469.1 

Job estimates shown in the table were derived from the nationally recognized IMPLAN input-output 
model for the local economy, which consists of Pima County-specific data for employment, income 
and output during the 2006 base year. Number of jobs by phase reflects "bottom-up" totals from 15 
different analyses in which similar projects within each "department" were grouped together and 



analyzed separately using the closest comparable economic activity in the IMPLAN model. For 
example, projects implemented by the County's Parks & Recreation Department were aggregated 
into two groups and analyzed separately using the most comparable sector of economic activity in 
IMPIAN for that group of projects (i.e., construction of community center-type projects comprised 
one group, while the development and construction of typical parks and other recreational facilities 
comprised the second group). Wastewater projects were similarly aggregated into separate groups, 
with treatment plant-specific projects in one group, while pipeline and interconnector projects 
comprised a second group. Results from each of the 15 separate project-group evaluations are 
presented in Exhibit 1. 

A "bottom-up" method of analysis would conceptually provide for more precise estimates of local job 
impacts associated with the wide range of bond-funded improvement projects implemented during 
the past three years. Such precision is offset in practice, however, by the fact that spending 
occurred for a more varied mix of project types than the number of new construction-related sectors 
available in the IMPIAN model, as data limitationstypically require input-output models to aggregate 
multiple "miscellaneous" types of construction-related activities into only a few separate sectors. 
Also complicating the analysis is the fact that 2006 is the base year for the IMPIAN Pima County 
model. Because of inflation in project costs, spending in any particular year would not be expected 
to generate the same number of jobs as the same level of spending in another year. This problem 
is normally rectified by adjusting or deflating each year's spending by use of a comparable price 
index so the result reflects what spending would generate in equivalent 2006 dollars ($2006), the 
base year for the IMPIAN model. The local job impacts shown in the 15 separate project-group 
evaluations (Exhibit 1) reflect spending being deflated each year to $2006. The results also suffer 
from the fact that there was a more varied mix of project types than there are available comparable 
price deflators. A further complication is the 2006 base year for the IMPLAN Pima County model, a 
period of strong economic growth. Spending on new construction projects today, with the economy 
in a much weaker condition, could result in somewhat different actual local job impacts than what 
the IMPLAN model indicates. 

Job impacts generated by IMPIAN apply only to the period during which the capital improvement 
project is implemented, which means they are not long-term, ongoing impacts. Jobs reflect the 
equivalent of a "man-year" of employment for both full-time and part-time workers, assuming the 
same mix of full- versus part-time employment in each sector of the economy as existed during the 
2006 base year. Conforming to this "man-year" concept means thejob impacts are computed using 
average annual spending ($2006) for each of the 15 project-groups and not total spending during 
the three-year period. Use of average annual spending provides a snapshot of all projects over the 
three years, with some projects in their initial planning phase, others undergoing construction, and 
others being completed during that time. 

The 15 project-group "bottom-up" analyses provide reasonable estimates for local direct and overall 
total jobs, subject to the price-deflator index and model limitations noted above. The job estimates 
are somewhat conservative in that no job-related impact associated with a project's land or right-of- 
way acquisition is assumed, even though such acquisitions likely support some unknown number of 
jobs in the legal services and real estate sectors of the local economy and the fact that we cannot 
readily quantify the job impacts associated with the quality of life issue related to additional open 
space and enjoyment of that space. To ensure project-related architectural and engineering (A&E) 
jobs are not double-counted, the analyses deduct A&E jobs typically generated by a specific 
construction sector spending and substitute the project's actual planning and design spending to 
determine the number of direct and total A&E-related jobs. 

The input-output model indicates that 886.5 direct local jobs were generated on average during 
each of the past three fiscal years by the $120.2 million in average annual project spending, with 
another 582.6 jobs being generated by the indirect purchases of local businesses associated with 
these projects and their suppliers and the local spending from the income earned by the 1,469.1 
total overall employees who were employed as a result of spending on these projects (see table). 



The previous discussion analyzed local job impacts from historical capital improvement spending 
during the past three years. Because of the varied nature of the improvement projects implemented 
during that time, it can be difficult to ascertain how a particular type of spending activity might affect 
future jobs. In order to put this issue in context, the table on the following page shows what IMPIAN 
indicates for the number of local full-time and part-time jobs generated by annual spending on 
different construction-related activities and on annual spending for architectural and engineering- 
related services. All job impacts are based on $10 million of spending in 2008 dollars, adjusted to 
their $2006-equivalent by the price-deflator indexes to match the base year of the IMPIAN input- 
output model. 

To provide additional support for local job impacts indicated by the input-output methodology, 
construction contract information regarding capital improvement projects was gathered from the 
County's Procurement Department to analyze the location and size associated with the contractors 
and sub-contractors associated with these projects. Numerous sets of data about construction 
contracts were provided, including the Procurement Department's "Disparity Study," which contained 
detailed information about contractors and sub-contractors from January 2005 through September 
2007, and a database of prime contracts, prime contractors, sub-contractors and architectural and 
engineering contracts from November 2006 through December 2008. The individual databases 
were subsequently integrated to create two combined datasets: one for prime contracts and the 
other for sub-contracts. 

The combined dataset indicated 245 prime contracts, for a total of $443.6 million, were awarded to 
120 prime contractors from 2005 to mid-December 2008. Local prime contractors (i.e., Pima 
County-based) were awarded 73% of these prime contracts; 21 % of prime contracts were awarded 
to other Arizona-based contractors; and the remaining 6% were awarded to out-of-state companies. 
There were 852 sub-contracts awarded during this nearly 4-year period to 434 sub-contractor 
companies. Although information about the location of these sub-contractor awards is not available 
for the full 4-year period, the "Disparity Study" indicated 72% of sub-contract awards went to local 
Pima County companies between January 2005 and September 2007, while 20% were awarded to 
other Arizona-based sub-contractors, 6% were national, and 3% had unknown headquarter 
locations. Details about the all of the findings from this study are presented in Exhibit 2. 



LOCAL JOB IMPACTS FROM IMPLAN INPUT-OUTPUT MODEL FOR PlMA COUNTY 

Full-Tlme 8 Part-Time Local  Jobs  pe r  $10 Mil l ion ($2008) of  Spending 

Industry Sector Direct Jobs  Indirect Jobs  Induced Jobs  Total Jobs 

Construct ion Spending o n  New Structures b y  Type 
New Non-Farm I -Un i t  Residential Structures I 1  
New Non-Farm Multifamily Residential Structures 21 
Manufacturing and  Industrial Bui ldings (includes manufacturing B light industrial 

buildings and warehouses) 
Commercial and  Inst i tut ional Bui ldings (includes oRica, educati~nal, health care, 

institutional B other commercial buildings, amusement, social 8 recreational buildings, 
hotels & motels, public safety, religious and farm buildings) 31 

Highway, Street, Bridge 8 Tunnel Construct ion (includes highways, streets B related 
work, private driveways & parking areas, bridges, tunnels B elevated highways, airport 
runways & related work) 41 

Water, Sewer and  Pipeline Construct ion (includes sewers, water mains B related 
facilities) 51 

Other New Construct ion (includes conservation & development construction, drylwaste 
disposal, sewage & water treatment plants, recreational facilities, fencing, dam 8 
reservior construction, mass transit construction, pipelines other than water B sewer, 
power plants, power B communication transmission lines, billboards, marine & harbor 
port construction, heavy military construction, oil fields B petroleum refining, blast 
furnaces, chemical facilities, ships, water storage, etc.) 61 

Architectural and Engineering Services 71 

Notes regarding calculation of loca ljob impacts: 
Local full-time and part-time jobs by type of construction-related activity are based on $10 million of spending (in 2008 dollars) as reported by IMPLAN input-output model 
for Pima County (base year 2006). Spending by activity is deflated to $2006 using a price index (shown below) to match IMPLAN's 2006 base year for Pima County employment. 
11 Spending adjusted by chained price deflator for U.S. gross private investment in new single-family houses. U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis 8 IHS Global Insight. 
21 Spending adjusted by chained price deflator for U.S. gross private investment in multifamily structures, U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis & IHS Global Insight. 
31 Spending adjusted by chained price deflator for U.S. gross private investment in comercial buildings, U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis & IHS Global Insight. 
41 Spending adjusted by chained price deflator for U.S. state 8 local government gross investment in highways &streets, U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis 8 IHS Global Insight. 
51 Spending adjusted by chained price deflator for U.S. state 8 local government gross investment in sewer 8 water systems, U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis & IHS Global Insight. 
61 Spending adjusted by chained price deflator for U.S. state 8 local government gross investment in other structures, U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis 8 IHS Global Insight. 
71 Spending adjusted by chained price deflator for U.S, gross private investment in construction building, US. Bureau of Economic Analysis 8 IHS Global Insight. 



Exhibit 1 

LOCAL JOB IMPACTS ASSOCIATED WITH BOND-FUNDED CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS 

(Bond-Related Spending on Bond-Approved Projects 8 Bond Portion of Projects 


With Other Funding Sources - FY2005106 through FY2007108) 


Average Annual Total 
3-Year Total Average Annual Average Annual Full-Time 8 Part-Time 

Spending (FY05106 - Spending Each Direct Full-Time Jobs (includes direct, 
Type of Project by Phase FY07108) Fiscal Year 8 Part-Time Jobs indirect 8 induced jobs) 

Open Space Acquisition 
Adrnin, Planning 8 Design Phase ($3,798.55) ($1,266.18) 0.0 0.0 
LandlRight of Way Acquisition 42,633,989.77 14,211,329.92 0.0 0.0 
Construction 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.0 
Public Art 0.DC 0.00 0.0 0.0 

Total $42,630,191.22 $14,210,063.74 0.0 0.0 

Community Resources - Open Space Preservation 
Adrnin, Planning B Design Phase $832,700.37 $277,566.79 2.4 4.7 
LandlRight of Way Acquisition 1,660,513.85 553,504.62 0.0 0.0 
Construction 2,527,764.67 842,588.22 8.2 13.2 
Public Art 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.0 

Total $5,020,978.89 $1,673,659.63 10.6 17.9 

Community Resources - Historic Building Rehab 8 Preservation 
Adrnin, Planning 8 Design Phase $736,705.34 $245,568.45 2.1 4.2 
LandlRight of Way Acquisition 4,537,168.16 1,512,389.39 0.0 0.0 
Construction 2,676,198.60 892,066.20 13.2 19.2 
Public Art 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.0 

Total $7,950,072.1 0 $2,650,024.03 15.3 23.4 

Parks 8 Rec - Parks 8 Recreational Facility Projects 
Admin. Planning 8 Design Phase $3,984,225.97 $1,328,075.32 11.4 22.5 
LandlRight of Way Acquisition 1,152,209.92 384,069.97 0.0 0.0 
Construction 19,465,196.30 6,488,398.77 64.9 104.4 
Public Art 79.585.1 1 26,528.37 0.4 0.6 

Total $24,681,217.30 $8,227,072.43 76.7 127.5 

Parks 8 Rec - Community Center-Type Projects 
Adrnin, Planning 8 Design Phase $100,951.08 $33,650.36 0.3 0.5 
LandlRight of Way Acquisition 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.0 
Construction 3,652,154.12 1,217,384.71 11.2 18.1 
Public Art 38,000.00 12,666.67 0.2 0.3 

Total $3,791,105.20 $1,263,701.73 11.6 19.0 

Note: LandlRight-of-Way Acquisition assumed to have no local employment impact, as acquisition is transfer of cash for real property - likely understates true jobs impact. 



Exhibit 1 

LOCAL JOB IMPACTS ASSOCIATED WITH BOND-FUNDED CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS 

(Bond-Related Spending on Bond-Approved Projects & Bond Portion of Projects 


With Other Funding Sources - FYZ005106 through FYZ007108) 


Average Annual Total 
3-Year Total Average Annual Average Annual Full-Time & Part-Time 

Spending (FY05106 - Spending Each Direct Full-Time Jobs (includes direct, 
Type of Project by Phase FYO7108) Fiscal Year & Part-Time Jobs indirect 8 induced jobs) 

Neighborhood Redevelopment - Multifamily 1L High Density Housing Projects 
Admin, Planning & Design Phase $0.00 $0.00 0.0 0.0 
LandlRight of Way Acquisition 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.0 
Construction 1,883,834.74 627,944.91 5.1 8.6 
Public Art 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.0 

Total $1,883,834.74 $627,944.91 5.1 8.6 

Neighborhood Redevelopment - Other Neighborhood Projects 
Admin, Planning & Design Phase $25,863.21 $0.00 0.1 0.1 
LandlRight of Way Acquisition 171,067.00 57,022.33 0.0 0.0 
Construction 9,110,115.38 1,030,665.25 29.5 47.5 
Public Art 35,000.00 11,666.67 0.2 0.3 

Total $9,342,045.59 $1,099,354.25 29.8 47.9 

Wastewater Treatment Facility Projects 
Adrnin, Planning & Design Phase 11,511,152.31 3,837,050.77 32.0 63.3 
LandIRight of Way Acquisition 1,054,035.74 351,345.25 0.0 0.0 
Construction 48,844,997.47 16,281,665.82 153.9 247.4 
Public Art 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.0 

Total $61,410,185.52 $20,470,061.84 185.9 31 0.7 

Wastewater Pipeline 8 Interconnect Projects 
Admin, Planning & Design Phase 2,373,473.01 791,157.67 6.5 12.9 
LandlRight of Way Acquisition 1,325,419.34 441,806.45 0.0 0.0 
Construction 32,451,357.97 10,817,119.32 79.0 131.7 
Public Art 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.0 

Total $36,150,250.32 $12,050,083.44 85.5 144.6 

Transportation Projects 
Admin, Planning & Design Phase $5,573,311.87 $1,857,770.62 15.6 31.0 
LandlRight of Way Acquisition 2,774,246.16 924,748.72 0.0 0.0 
Construction 54,885,203.57 18,295,067.86 154.0 237.6 
Public Art 305,562.98 101,854.33 1.3 1.4 

Total $63,538,324.58 $21,179,441.53 171.O 269.9 

Note: LandIRight-of-Way Acquisition assumed to have no local employment impact, as acquisition is transfer of cash for real property - likely understates true jobs impact. 



Exhibit 1 

LOCAL JOB IMPACTS ASSOCIATED WITH BOND-FUNDED CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS 

(Bond-Related Spending on Bond-Approved Projects 8 Bond Portion of Projects 


With Other Funding Sources - FY2005106 through FY2007108) 


Average Annual Total 
3-Year Total Average Annual Average Annual Full-Time 8 Part-Time 

Spending (FY05106 - Spending Each Direct Full-Time Jobs (includes direct, 
Type of Project by Phase FYO7108) Fiscal Year & Part-Time Jobs indirect& inducedjobs) 

Solid Waste Projects 
Admin, Planning 8 Design Phase 821,856.09 273,952.03 2.4 4.7 
LandlRight of Way Acquisition 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.0 
Construction 6,316,361.57 2,105,453.86 20.6 33.1 
Public Art 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.0 

Total $7,138,217.66 $2,379,405.89 23.0 37.8 

Flood Control Projects 
Admin, Planning & Design Phase $4,116,103.15 $1,372,034.38 11.6 22.9 
LandlRight of Way Acquisition 4,044,795.34 1,348,265.1 1 0.0 0.0 
Construction 12,824,205.64 4,274,735.21 41.5 66.8 
Public Art 56,058.87 18,686.29 0.3 0.4 

Total $21,041,163.00 $7,013,721.00 53.4 90.1 

Sheriffs Department Communications Projects 
Adrnin, Planning & Design Phase $396,370.96 $132,123.65 1.1 2.2 

LandlRight of Way Acquisition 6,034,190.39 2,011,396.80 0.0 0.0 

Construction 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.0 

Public Art 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.0 


Total $6,430,561.35 $2,143,520.45 1.1 2.2 


Facilities Management - HospitallHealth Facilities Projects 
Adrnin, Planning & Design Phase $7,572,997.84 $2,524,332.61 20.9 41.4 
LandlRight of Way Acquisition 677,253.29 225,751 . I0  0.0 0.0 
Construction 23,160,587.39 7,720,195.80 76.3 123.9 
Public Art 91,846.63 30,615.54 0.4 0.7 

Total $31,502,685.16 $10,500,895.05 97.7 166.1 

Facilities Management - Non-HospitallHealth Facilities Projects 
Admin, Planning & Design Phase $9,202,118.24 $3,067,372.75 25.9 51.2 
LandlRight of Way Acquisition 4,686,275.16 1,562,091.72 0.0 0.0 
Construction 30,217,509.13 10,072.503.04 93.5 151.8 
Public Art 78,695.45 26,231.82 0.4 0.6 

Total $44,184,597.97 $14,728,199.32 119.8 203.6 

Note: LandlRight-of-Way Acquisition assumed to have no local employment impact, as acquisition is transfer of cash for real property - likely understates true jobs impact. 



EXHIBIT 2 




I. 	 Purpose of the study was to determine the construction contracts, contractors, sub-contractors, 
and their firm employment levels of Pima County's Capital Improvement Projects over the last 3 
years. 

II. 	 Data came from Pima County Procurement Department. They provided numerous datasets on 
construction contracts that had been initiated over the last three years. The most useful 
datasets provided were: 

a. 	 Data from the Procurement Department's 'Disparity Study". Contract award dates were 
from January 2005 to September 2007. There were two datasets used; one regarding 
Prime Contractors and the other pertained to Sub-Contractors. Although architectural 
and engineering firms make a contribution to the County's economy and data was 
available on A & E projects it could not be attached to corresponding prime contracts so 
A & E data is; not included. 

b. 	 2007 to 2008 data was provided about prime contracts, prime contractors, Sub- 
contractors and Architectural & Engineering contracts. Contracts in these datasets 
started in November 2006 and ended in December 2008. The information in these 
datasets was very similar to that from the Disparity study datasets. The data was edited 
to make contractor name spelling uniform with the Disparity Study. The sub-contractor 
dataset did not include the firm size data that the Disparity sub-contractor data did. The 
Architectural & Engineering data was not used. 

Ill. 	 The two datasets were joined to create two combined datasets. One was of prime contracts and 
the other of the sub-contracts. The sub-contractor dataset was linked to the prime Contractor 
list through a common "CPO" number. When the two prime contract datasets were combined it 
was found that some contracts were in both datasets because of overlapping time periods. The 
extra records were edited out. 

IV. 	 Findings are represented in the following tables. 
a. 	 TABLE I;SUMMARY OF CONTRACT & CONTRACTOR DATASETS: 

This table gives a summary of the number of contracts, number of prime contractors and 
the sub-contractors in the datasets. The contractor and sub-contractor data were further 
broken down by their location to see the proportion of work that was by local, regional. 
state and national firms. Additional information is provided about the value of the 
contracts by the prime contractors and sub-contractors. 

b. 	 TABLE II; PRIME CONTRACTOR'S LOCATION, CONTRACTS, FlRM SlZE & SUB- 
CONTRACTS: 
This is a listir~g of the prime contractors, their location, the number of contracts they were 
awarded over the period of the study and the number of sub-contracts awarded to those 
prime contracts. 

c. 	 TABLE Ill; CONTRACTS, wl PRIME & SUB CONTRACTOR FlRM SlZE (Disparity Data 
only): 
This table lists all the prime contractors and the number of sub-contractors appearing in 
the Disparity Study data. The "total number of sub-contractors" includes the sub- 
contracts appearing in both datasets. The "# of reporting Subs" was derived from the 
Disparity dataset. The table breaks out the firm size as a range in the number of 
employees. The prime contractor data was added to the sub-contractor data to derive a 
total range of firm sizes working on the particular project. 

d. 	 TABLE IV; COMBINED PROJECT LIST wl PRIME & SUB CONTRACTOR FlRM SlZE & 
CONTRACT $ AMOUNTS: 
This table provides a listing of all the contracts in the combined dataset with the contract 
size, firm size ranges and sub-contract firm size ranges and construction value. 



O:\Divisions\Budget\Econ Fin Data\Special Projects\County Bond Program Impact 
Analysis\BruWrk\CombinedData.xls. 1/20/2009,1058AM. 1 of I. 
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TABLE II: PRIME CONTRACTOR'S LOCATION, CONTRACTS, FIRM SIZE & SUB-CONTRACTS 
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A & s PAVINGINC -----

AMTECH CORP 1 
t-
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DURAZO CONSTRUCTION CORP 6 10 19 

E S B MODULAR MFG INC DBA E/\STERN 

STYLE BUILDERS 20 49 


9 
1 4 

EFFEcTWFSIGNSLTD Not Avail. Not Avail. 0 
ENVIRONMENTALSTRATEGIES l l E  3 20 
ESB MODULARMANUFACTURIN(; MARANA 3 20 
FALCONE BROTHERS & ASSOC~NC 4 5 
FARWEST P U M P ~ N C  TUCSON 1 
FIRESTOP SOUTHWEST INC 
t ~ u o R ~ s c oLIGHTING SIGN M A I ~ N C E  
G CALLAHAN BUILDERS INC 
GNCONSTRUCTIONco INC 

GALE c ~ T ~ T O R  SERVICES - ---

GANTRY CONSTRUCTION 
=BERT ELECTRIC CO INC 
GILBERT PUMP OF TUCSON INC -

GRANITE C O N S T R U C T I O N E  TUCSON 

GRlMM INC LITCHFIELD I 1 T
-- PK 5 
HICKAM CONSTRUCTION I 1TUCSON 

O:\Divisions\Budget\EwnFin Data\Speclal Projects\County Bond Program Impact Analysis\BruWrk\CombinedData.xls. 112112009, 8 5 2  AM. I
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I TABLE Ill:CONTRACTS. With PRIME8 SUB CONTRACTOR FIRM SIZE 1 
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-- - - - 

-- 

TABLE Ill:CONTRACTS. With PRIME & SUB CONTRACTOR FIRM SEE 
(From Pima County Disparity Study data) 

OC: 211512006 $1,500,000 TUCSON COMMERI~CAL CARPET INC 
B O B w e r  Casing at Desert Stone;Ubdi~~ion W ? E f -$35.750LK E & G DEVELOPMENT LLC 
&Cpuunt Administration Building 6th Floor TI 3/7/2006 $642,284 DNlSlON I1CpSTRUCTDN co 5 0  99 1 1 5 0  99 I O U 9 8  
outh 12thAve., Phase II - 12thAve & 44th St Int 3/8/2006 $2,701.367 SOUTHERN ARIZONA PAVING & TUCSON 10 9 210 491 210 491 

CONSTRUCTION -
~~ p~ 

~ 

7 E Congress~orizontal and Vertical Cabling .3/13/20* $39,850 T L c COMMUNICATIONS INC 1 T U C S S  20 49 0 0 0 0 20 49 
7 E Congress Chiller Replacement Installatin 3/24/2006 $148,556 QUALIFIED MECHANICAL SERVICES TUCSON 50 99 1 ,  1 50 99 100 198 

CONTRACTORS INC ~- -
lowing Wells WIC Fire Alarm Eqpt, & Installation 3/29/2006 ~-

$5.737 CLIMATEC~C 
.. 

TUCSON 20 49 o o 0 0 20 49- ~ 

a m i n E A g u a  Improvement District 4 / 1 / 2 0 0 6  $132,806 A & S PAVING I N C - ~ ~ ~  TUCSON 5 9 1 1 201 49 2 5 58 
Sports Lightinqlsecurity Lighting Installation 4/4/2006 $3,000,000.SELLERS &SONS INC TUCSCN 20 49 6 8 107 222 127 271 

spha!!k Cnncrete Paving nnPa.%ed FC'DS?Cecr! 0 0 0 3 99
heriff's Administration Building Air Handlers VAV 0 01 0 50 99 

-
arrillo Neighbohooeewer Rehabilitation - Reed 5 9 25 58 
io Decimo CommunityGardee-Bid ! P  19 1 10. 19 20 38 
!oy:ng Wells Community Cenler- . -- T U C g  10 1 9  20 443 1005 453 1.024 

-

~ 

TUCSON 
~p 


3C - ~oadway~av ingand Surface Treatmenls TUCSON 0 
0 ;  0 

.- -~-

urtis Park Project 
a n o a ~ h a b i l i t a t i o nBuildings 103-105 TUCSON 20, 49 
e m o m b 101~ 19 0 0 0 0 1 0  19 
idtown Library Exterior Canopies TUCSON- 2 0  49 1 ,  1 10 19 30 6 8~ 

TUCSON 201 49 21 2 25 58  45 107 
PHOENIX 10; 19 6!  2 21' 53 31 72 

~- -
19 Southbound Frontage Road Project (41SNFC) - $$JO.l37'SOUTHERN ARIZONA T ~ O N  3 3 90 197 90 

--

PAVING 8 197 
p~~~ 


~~ ~ 

P n t e n t i o n  Basf iPhaseL TUCSON 9 9 ~ 7 7 76 178 8  1 187 
PHOENIX 3 30 67 40 86-

5 0 

TUCSON - -a 99 - .0 0 
TUCSON 0 0 0 0 

ipmvements: Omni Tucson National - Magee Road to 
gho l la  Boulevard ~ 

- - ~  

no Public Heallh Center ~orizonlal &Vertical Cabling 8/21/2006' $315.246 CORPORATETECHNOLOGY SOLUTIONS TEMPE~ 0 0 10 19 
-~- INC 

~ -.
mergency Soil Nailing - MI. Lemmon Retaining Wall 8/25/%6 SPECIALISTS 5 9$506.918 EARTH~~INFORCEMENT 0 
I C  for FlgodControI and Drainage Improvements 8/28/2006 $10.065.000 K E & G DEVELOPMENT L L C - ~  SIERRA VISJ 6 4 55 126 

~

MAR Avra Va!.?yWTF Biological~ u . v ~ 9 / 1 / 2 0 0 6$46.319,274 S U N D T C ~ C E  -- 5 6 2 

~ n t r yClub: Milber Street to 36h Slreet 9!5/2006 $7,999,420 ASHTON CO INC CONTRACTORS T U W  
ma Co Juvenile Court HVAC Upgrade,,. TUCSON 

5 
5 4 106 211 116 1 230 

- - RESIDENTIAL 8 REST-6~~T10~?TUCSON9 l 2 1 1 2 ~ ~ ~ Q U A L l M  -
p~

nergency Restoration &Clean Up Services 0 0 0 0 
~wlreplacementd blanket B500178 . ~- SERVICES A~-7 -p~ 

,rego Trailhead Construction 11/14/2006 $664,166 F~ROOF & ASSOC C O N S T R U C T I O N ~ ~ C S O N/ 20 49 
-

13' 10 236 495 256 544 
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TABLE Ill:CONTRACTS, With PRIME 8 SUB CONTRACTOR FIRM SIZE 
(From Pima County Disparity Study data) 

I 

Pima County Juvenile h u r t  Center: HVAC Controls 

-Modifications 
~ 

A-7 Ranch Pipeline m a t i o n  -~ 

Job Order Contract for Remodeling and Conslruction 

1 5 f 7 1 2 0 0 1  $199.675 CLIMATEC INC 

?6b71 - T ? & R ~ K ? ~ ~ 5/25/2007 $1,008.5MI(B C CONSTRUCTION CO INC 

-- 
- - 

49 

9 

Job Order Conlract for Remodeling and Construction 
~ 

Job Order Contract For Remodeling and 
-

Job Order Contract for Remodeling and Construction 
- -  

Job Order Contract for Remodelina and Const~ction -
S e N i c e L - - ~~. ~-

7 I 
! -- 

Construction Servicesfor the Flowing Wells Public 

-
Ch@e_n's ~dvocacy en te r  prole& -
164 

-
I 

9/28z004 $ ~ . ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ' T R I u M P ~ ~ D E R sS%T_HWEST L ~ C  
$372,341,q 

TUCSON 
-

3.979 8,783 
24 

632 
-
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