
July 7,2005 

Mr. Ken Small 
Air Force Team Leader 
Defense Base Closure 
& Realignment Co~n~nission 

2521 S. Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202-3920 

Dear Mr. Small: 

The coin~nunity orClovis, New Mexico is pleased to provide you with our 
certified data, analysis, and a description of the methodology used to analyze the Air 
Force's recommendation to close Cannon Air Force Base. It is our intent to be a partner 
with you and your staff as you analyze the Air Force data. All o f  our analysis is, and will 
continue to be, provided in a complete, transparent, and time-sensitive manner. 

Our analysis team is comprised of superb cost and ;accounting analysts with 
specific Department of Defense infrastructure experience. 'They understand BRAC and 
the Department of Defense's data collection process and are prepared to discuss their 
findings at any time. Specifically, we encourage you to review not only our findings 
regarding data inconsistencies, but the failure to adequately take into account Cannon's 
range, air space, and its complete freedom from encroachment. 

We understand the incredible time challenge you are under and immense volumes 
of  data you are responsible for analyzing. Your staff has been generous with their time 
and we have confidence that they are reviewing the facts fairly and thoroughly. 
Similarly, we appreciate your dedicated service and your commitment to the defense of 
the nation. 

Sincerely, 

I A-; 
Randy Harris 
Chairman, Committee of Fifty 

Attachment ( I )  MCI Calculation Methodology 
Attachment (2) Economic Value Methodology 

DCN 4290



Attachment 1 
Methodology For Community MCI Scoring Cadculations For Cannon 

June 24,2005 

The Clovis community support team reviewed data released by DOD and the BRAC 
Commission prior to the June 24, 2005 regional hearing and prepared an alternative 
scoring analysis for some of tlie Military Capabilities Index (MCI) reported scores. 
While we questioned the overall weighting process, especially for issues such as 
encroacliment, we concentrated principally on whether the data available accurately 
reflected the true situation at Cannon. This effort has been hampered by the lack of 
access to detailed infonnation on the data call reporting and scoring of individual 
elements within each MCI question. However, we followed the AF's fonnula to the 
extent possible to highlight errors and ambiguity. Following is our methodology for 
scoring the various MCI questions: 

Ouestion 1242: ATC Restrictions to Operations 

Maximum Points 5.98 
Air Force Score 3.99 
Colninunity Score 5.98 

Data was taken from the computerized aircraft maintenance system (CAMS). This 
system measures maintenance not ATC restrictions. Thus tlie measurement process was 
inappropriate for tracking ATC delays. Cannon controls its own departures, arrivals and 
airspace and thus has no ATC restrictions at all. Cannon should have received maximum 
points. 

Effective Points: 100% X 5.98 = 5.98 

Ouestion 1245: Proximity to Airspace Supporting Missiolrj 

Maximum Points 22.08 
Air Force Score 6.04 
Community Score 15.12 

Detailed scoring for each of the 12 elements of this question is not yet available to the 
community. Supporting data that was available is scattered throughout various files in 
the BRAC database and is inconsistent, particularly for airspace volume and operating 
hours. Therefore, the community applied the following evaluation: 

Element ('YO of Total] Coinmunitv 910 Attributed 
Volume (1 5%) 7.5% (Unclear if all available 

airspace volume was reported. NMTRI not 
considered. We conservatively assumed 
50% of total 'Yh available) 



Operating Hours (1 5%) 15% (Hours reported range from 1 2 
to 24. Anything less than 24 is by local 
authorities making decisions related to 
manpower and community convenience. 
Cannon should get full points) 

Scoreable Range ( 1  0%) 10% ( Melrose was ranked first in 
ACC in tenns of range utilization. Cannon 
should get fiill points here.) 

AGWD (1 1.25%) 0.0%~ (Melrose has full capabilities 
to train in Air to Ground Weapons Delivery 
and should get hll points here. However, 
because of uncertainties in the definition of 
AGWD, we have assumed 0 points for this 
element) 

Low Angle StrafeILive Ordnance 
IIMC Weapons Release1 
Electronic CombatILaser Use Auth 
/Lights Out Capable1 
Flare AutIdChaff Auth- 
(43.75% Combined) 36% (Melrose has full  capability for 

all except Live Ordnance and IMC Weapon 
release, and thus should get max points for 
all except these (36%) 

Total Available (95%) Total Community (68.5%) 

Effective Points: 68.5% X 22.08 = 15.12 

Ouestion 1246: Proxi~nitv to Low Level Routes 

Max Points 7.25 
Air Force Score 2.64 
Community Score 7.25 

Cannon should receive maximum points because it has four low level route entries and 
eight low level route exits less than 50 miles from the base. Cannon was apparently 
penalized for having multiple legacy routes which have been used in the past and may be 
available in the future if needed, but are not used currently. 

Effective Points: 100% X 7.25 = 7.25 



Question 1270: Suitable Auxiliary Airtields Within 50 NU 

Max Points 5.18 
Air Force Score 0 
Colnlnunity Score 3.89 

The fonnula used by the AF called for points to be awarded for auxiliary airfields within 
50 NM. The reported data did not consider either the second, fully equipped, crosswind 
runway at Cannon or the Clovis Municipal Airport less than 20 miles fi-om the base. 
Those 2 runways should have given Cannon 75% of lnaxilnum available points 

Effective Points: 75% X 5.18 = 3.89 

Question 1203: Access to Adequate Supersonic Airspace 

Max Points 6.72 
Air Force Score 1.34 
Coinmunity Score 5.04 

We believe the available data mistakenly showed operating hours of less than 24/7 and 
did not consider all of the accessible supersonic airspace available to Cannon. In 
addition, the additional airspace made available by the Nesw Mexico Training Range 
Initiative (NMTRI) was not considered at all. Our methodlology gave Cannon f i l l  credit 
for operation hours (50% of the score) and half value for airspace exceeding 150 NM X 
80 NM (50% of the score). 

Effective Points: 75% X 6.72 = 5.04 

Question 1266: Range Complex (RC) Supports Mission 

Even though the question context is different, the elements scored for this question are 
the same as for question 1 245. Therefore, even though the: maximum number of points 
available is different, our analysis applied the same methodology as for the answer, i.e.: 

Max Points 1 1.95 
Air Force Score 7.45 
Corninunity Score 8.19 

Detailed scoring for each of the 12 elements of this question is not yet available to the 
community. Supporting data that was available is scattered throughout various files in 
the BRAC database and is inconsistent, particularly for airspace volume and operating 
hours. Therefore, the community applied the following evaluation: 



Element (% of Total) 
Volulne ( 15%) 

Operating Hours (I 5%) 

Scoreable Range (1 0%) 

AGWD (1 1 . Z % )  

Community 'YO Attributed 
7.5% (Unclear if all available 

airspace voluune was reported. NMTRI not 
considered. 'We conservatively assumed 
50% of total % available) 

15% (Hours reported range from 12 
to 24. Anything less than 24 is by local 
decision related to manpower convenience. 
Cannon should get full points) 

10% (Melrose was ranked tint in 
ACC in terms of range utilization. Cannon 
should get full points here.) 

0.0% (Melrose has full capabilities 
to train in Air to Ground Weapons Delivery 
and should get full points here. However, 
because of uncertainties in the definition of 
AGWD, we have assumed 0 points for this 
element) 

Low Angle StrafeILive Ordnance 
IIMC Weapons Release/ 
Electronic CombatILaser Use Auth 
/Lights Out Capable/ 
Flare AutldChaff Auth- 
(43.75% Combined) 36% ~(Melrose has full capability for 

all except Live Ordnance and IMC Weapon 
release, and tlhus should get max points for 
all except these (36%) 

Total Available (95%) Total Community (68.5%) 

Effective Points: 68.5% X 11.95 = 8.19 

Question 1205: Buildable Acres of Air/Industrial Operations 

Max Points: 1.96/1.96 
Air Force Score: 0.0710.05 
Community Score 1.96/ 1.96 

The data available to the coininunity indicates that total unconstrained acreages for 
industrial and air development operations were reported as 9 and 10.5 acres respectively. 
This is erroneous, as Cannon has over 150 acres available (figure needed to get maximum 
points) according to our understanding of the data. (In fact, Cannon has 368 buildable 
acres for air/industrial operations.) Cannon should get maximum points here. 

Effective Points: 100% X 1.96 = 1.96 



Question 1250: Area Cost Factor 

Max Points: 1.25 
Air Force Score .74 
Colnmunity Score 1 .Z 

The community understands that Area Cost Factor per se is a plug number taken from a 
DOD document and therefore not necessarily produced by the Air Force. However, 
when numerous cost elements such as Per Diem, Base Allowance for Housing (BAH), 
Sustainment, Base Operating Support (BOS) costs and others for Cannon are compared 
to other fighter bases, the numbers for Cannon are almost always lower, in many cases 
signiticantly lower. Tllus, the community believes that Cannon should get lnaxilnuln 
points in any cost comparison exercise. 

Effective Points: 100% X 1.25 = 1.25 



July 2005 

Regional Economic Impact 

Of Cannon Air Force Base 
(Attachment 2) 

INTRODUCTION 

On May 13, 2005, the U.S. Department of Defense (DoD 

and realignment recommendations to the Defense Base 

) released its 

Closure and 

list of closure 

Realignment 

(BRAC) Commission. The State of New Mexico leanled that Cannon Air Force Base, 

eight miles west of Clovis on the high eastern plains of the state, was recommended 

for closure. Within days, the state's congressional delegation and its governor, Bill 

Richardson, vowed to combat the recommendation and offered assistance to 

community leaders to mount a review of the criteria that led to the recommendation. 

This report addresses the impact of Cannon AFB on local employment oobs), labor 

income (payroll), and total industry output (materials, services, labor, and inter- 

industry dependencies). The report responds to an analysis conducted by the U.S. Air 

Force and published by DoD as part of the BIRAC recommendations showing a 

potential loss of one in every five local jobs if Cannon were to close. 

The objective of the report is to provide infonlnation on the economic impact of 

Cannon AFB on the communities of Clovis and Portales (Curry and Roosevelt 

counties) and compare the employment findings with those of the Air Force as 

published in DoD's May 13 Base C1oszr1-e and Realig~1mcnt Report. 

BACKGROUND 

The 2005 BRAC process represents the fifth round of military realibmments and 

closures. It is the latest round in a process that began in the early 1960's when then- 

Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara detennined it was necessary to downsize the 

nation's inventory of military installations created during World War I1 and the 

Page 1 



July 2005 

Korean Conflict. Witliout consulting Congress, the Office of the Secretary of Defense 

established the criteria for the selection of bases, and closed 60 installations. 

In the 1970's, Congress intervened in the process. In August 1977 President Jimmy 

Carter approved Public Law 95-82. I t  required DOD to notify C0nb.g-ess when a base 

was a candidate for reduction or closure; to prepare studies on the strategic, 

environmental, and local economic consequences of such an action; and to wait 60 

days for a conb~essional response. 

Congress has enacted two laws since 1988 that provide for closure of military 

installations within the continental United States. The laws allow the realignment of 

facilities, in part or in whole, and provide guidance: on the process. 

Since 1988, there have been four bipartisan Defense Base Closure and Realignment 

Commissions (BRAC) that recolnmended the closure of 125 major military facilities 

and 225 minor military installations and the realignment in operations and functions 

of 145 others. By another accounting, the four BRAC rounds achieved 97 base 

closings and 55 major realignments. This has resulted in net savings to taxpayers of 

more than $16 billion through 2001 and more than $6 billion in additional savings 

annually. ' 

The principal mechanism for implementing base closures and reductions in both 

statutes has been an independent, bipartisan cornmission, nominated by the President 

and continned by the Senate. Under the BRAC process, the Secretary of Defense 

makes recolnmendations to the commission. The colnmission reviews these 

recommendations and makes its own reco~nmendations to the President. The 

President then reviews the recolnmendations and either sends those back to the 

commission for additional work or forwards them, without changes, to Conb~ess. The 

recommendations then go into effect unless disapproved by a joint resolutio~i of 

Congess. 

I Reference found at wm~w.globalsecurity.orgi~~ilitary~'facility~brac.l~tn~~ 
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Although the 2005 BRAC process is similar in many respects to previous rounds 

(1988, 199 1 ,  1993, and 1995), the legislation aulhorizing the 2005 BRAC made a 

number of  changes. Significant to this report, the law obligates the Secretary of 

Defense to provide an economic analysis of the impact to the local community when 

a base is considered for realignment or closure. The new law narrows the guidance on 

economic analysis to detennining the impact "on existing communities in the vicinity 

of the military installations.'' 

The law authorizing the 2005 BRAC provides guidance on a number of other issues, 

many o f  which are reflected in the current BRAC criteria for evaluating military 

installations (See Attachment A). A comparison of the 2005 BRAC criteria to earlier 

rounds is provided in Table 1. 
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Table 1. Comparing 2005 BRAC Criteria to1 Previous Criteria 

2005 Criteria 

The current and future mission 
capabilities and the impact on 
operational readiness of the 
Department of Defense's total force, 
including the impact on joint 
warfighting, training, and readiness. 

The availability and condition of 
land, facilities and associated 
airspace (including training areas 
suitable for maneuver by ground, 
naval or air forces throughout a 
diversity of climate and terrain areas 
and staging areas for the use of the 
Armed Forces in homeland defense 
missions) at both existing and 
potential receiving locations. 

The ability to accommodate 
contingency, mobilization, and 
future total force requirements at 
both existing and potential receiving 
locations to support operations and 
training. 

The cost of operations and 
manpower implications. 

The extent and timing of potential 
costs and savings, including the 
number of years, beginning with the 
date of completion of the closure or 
realignment, for the savings to 
exceed the costs. 
The economic impact on existing 
communities in the vicinity of military 
installations. 
The ability of both the existing and 
potential receiving communities' 
infrastructure to support forces, 
missions, and personnel. 
The environmental impact, including 
the impact of costs related to 
potential environmental restoration, 
waste management, and 
environmental compliance activities. 

Previous criteria2 

The current and future mission 
requirements and the impact on 
operational readiness of the 
Department of Defense's total 
force. 

The availability and condition of 
land, facilities and associated 
airspace at both existing and 
potential receiving locations. 

The ability to accomnlodate 
contingency, mobilization, and 
future total force requirements at 
both existing and potl~ntial 
receiving locations. 

The cost and manpower 
implications. 

The extent and timing of potential 
costs and savings, including the 
number of years, beginning with 
the date of completion of the 
closure or realignment, for the 
savings to exceed the costs. 

The economic impact on 
communities. 

The ability of both the existing and 
potential receiving communities' 
infrastructure to support forces, 
missions, and personnel. 

The environmental impact. 

Change 

Replaces "requirements" 
with "capabilities." 

Emphasizes the 
importance of jointness. 

Explicit recognition of the 
need for staging areas for 
homeland defense 
missions. 

Explicit recognition of 
training areas as an 
important criterion and 
greater detail on the need 
for diversity in training 
areas. 

Clarifies need for future 
options for both operations 
and training. 

Sharpens the distinction 
between the cost of 
operations and manpower 
implications. 

No change. 

Narrows the definition of 
economic impact. 

No change. 

Explicit recognition of the 
costs of environmental 
cleanup activities. 

' The criteria was identical for the 199 1,  1993, and 1995 BRAC rounds. 

Page 4 



July 2005 

Also of note, the 2005 BRAC legislation authorizes an increase from eight to nine in 

the number of individuals serving on the BRAC Commission. The new law allows for 

bases to be added to the closure list, but requires at least two commissioners to visit 

the installation prior to making such a recommendation. The law also permits the 

Secretary of Defense to propose to place a military base into caretaker status if the 

installation is deemed important for future natio~lal security. 

As of this writing, the 2005 BRAC process is well under way. Nine individuals have 

been appointed to serve on the Commission: 

Anthony J. Principi, chairman, fonner Secretary of Veterans Affairs (2001 -05) 

James H. Bilbray, former Democratic House member from Nevada (1 987-95) 

Philip Coyle of California, fonner Assistant Secretary of Defense 

Ret. Adm. Harold W. Gehman of Virginia, a fonner NATO Supreme Allied 

Commander 

James V. Hansen of Utah, a fonner Republican House member ( 1  981 -03) 

Ret. Army Gen. James T. Hill of Florida 

Ret. Air Force Gen. Lloyd "Fig" Newton, fonner Air Force Vice Chief of 

Staff 

Samuel Knox Skinner of Illinois, fonner Secretary of Transportation 

Ret. Air Force Brigadier General Sue Ellen Turner of Texas 

A list of upcoming key dates and deadlines: 

Sept. 8: BRAC Commission to make its own base closure recommendations 

Sept. 23: Presidential decision on whetl-~er to accept or reject the BRAC 

recommendations in their entirety, the White House's only options. If Bush 

accepts the plan, it becomes final within 45 legislative days, unless Congress 

passes a joint resolution to block the entire package. 

Oct. 20: If Bush rejects the BRAC recotnmendations, the colnmission has 

until this date to submit a revised list of proposed closures. 

Nov. 7: President to approve or disapprove the revised recommendations 

April 1 5, 2006: The comlnission tenninates. 
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UNDERSTANDING THE AIR FORCE IMPACT il,VAL YSlS 

To generate the employment consequences of a base realignment or closure, DoD 

provided to the Air Force and other review goups  (3 military and 7 cross-service 

groups) with what is known as the "calculator," or the Economic Impact Tool (EIT). 

According to DoD, the EIT measures total potential job change--direct, indirect and 

induced-for a base realignment or closure "sceni~rio." For the ClovisICurry County 

region, the EIT identities the loss of 2,824 direct jobs and calculates an 

indirectlinduced loss of 1,956 additional jobs, if Cannon were to close. 

The EIT generates indirectlinduced employment impacts for Cannon AFB using a 

cumulative multiplier of 1.6926. The impacted community is defined by the Air Force 

as the Clovis Micropolitan Statistical Area, which is identified in the EIT model as 

Curry County. The potential community job change is calculated as -20.47% of the 

area employment, a percentage reached by dividing the number of potential job losses 

(-4,780) over total area employment (23,348). 

Air Force-generated employment and output data are shown in Tables 2 and 3. 

Table 2. Employment Impact Data for Cannon AFB 

Year 2007 

Direct Military 

Direct Civilian 

Direct Student 0 

Direct Contractor -55 
Cumulative Direct -2,824 

Cumulative Indirect/lnduced -1,956 

Cumulative Total -4,780 

Sowcc: Close Calmon Scenario, EIT RIIII. USAF Deliber-ati\v Doczrnlerzt 01 14\13, 
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Table 3. Economic Output Data for Cannon AFB 
Clovis, NM Micropolitan 

Economic Region of Influence (ROI) Statistical Area 

Overall Economic Impact of Proposed BRAC-05 Action: 

ROI Population (2002) 44,921 

ROI Employment (2002) 23,348 

Authorized Manpower (2005) 3,919 

Authorized Manpower (2005) / ROI Employment (2002) 16.79% 

Total Estimated Job Change -4,780 

Total Estimated Job Change / ROI Employment (2002) -20.47% 

Sour-cc: Closc Cr7rlr1011 Scerznr-io, EIT R ~ I ,  USA.F Deliber.nri~v Docwtwrt 01 14\13, 
fumd in ai-c4i1.c dir-ccrory ar 1i~~t*1t~.tlc;fi~rlseli1lk.mil/b1-ac 

In regard to Cannon AFB, the BRAC evaluation process requires the Air Force to 

deter~nine the economic impact (positive or negative) of dispersing Cannon's 60 F-16 

fighter jets to other locations. Using the EIT tool, these bases demonstrate positive 

employment impacts as a result of Cannon's closure (See Attachment B). 

ME THODOLOG Y FOR THIS ANAL YSIS 

Data Collection 

Table 4 provides federal FY2004 employment and payroll data (input) for Cannon 

AFB. 

Table 4. 2004 Employment and Payroll at Cannon AFB 

Job Number payroll3 

Active Duty 3,846 $1 25,669,337 
Appropriated 

Other Civilian 

Private Sector 349 2,364,345 

TOTAL 4,885 $1 47,203,288 

Source: Ecorminic Impacr Asscss1~1er~r FYU4, 27"' Fighter Wing, Cannon AFB 

Table 5 identities 2004 construction and procurement spending (input) at Cannon on 

contractors with a presence in the local area or on contract awards requiring the use of 

locally supplied goods and services. 

' Excludes federal and private sector employment benefits 
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Table 5. 2004 Construction and Procurement Spending at Cannon AFB 

Dollar Amount 

Construction Contracts 

Operations 8 Maintenance 

Military Family Housing 

Nonapropriated Fund 

AAFES 

Military Construction Program 

Subtotal 
Procurement: Services, Materials, Equipment 
and Supplies 

Service Contracts 

Utilities and Energy 

Telecommunications 

Subtotal 
Commissary, Base Exchange, Health and 
Education 

Defense Commissary Agency 

Health CHAMPUS & Tri-Care 

Tuition Assistance 979,000 

Per Diem (Off-Base Meals) 273,000 

Lodging 471,900 

Subtotal $8,931,663 

TOTAL PROCUREMENT, CONSTRUCTION $35,307,331 

Source: Eco~zo,~ric l ~ q ~ n r r  Assesst~lm FY04, 27"' Fighter Wing, Cannon AF 

Data Analysis 

This report uses the method of input-output (I/O) modeling, a scientifically reliable 

method for measuring the economic consequences of spending. Two databases are 

secured for this purpose: (1 )  The IMPlan Pro (v 2.0.125) database, adopted by the 

New Mexico Department of Labor for economic analyses, is employed to determine 

the impact of military contract and procurement spending and the impact of 

housel~old spending by military and civilian employees. (2) The Regional Industrial 

Multiplier System (RIMS 11) database, generated by the Bureau of Economic 

Analysis o f  the U.S. Department of Commerce, is used for verification and generating 

employment impacts in the education sector, a sector that was modified for local 

conditions. 
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Two analyses are conducted: The first detennines impacts to employment, labor 

income and industrial output in Curry County (Clovis) only. This analysis follows the 

2005 BRAC guidance - to identify impacts in existing communities in the vicinity of 

the military installation. A second analysis calcu1ai.e~ impacts to the combined region 

of Curry and Roosevelt counties. This second analysis more accurately accounts for 

the impact of residents of a 150-unit military housing complex located in Portales 

(Roosevelt County), west of the campus of Eastern New Mexico University. 

For both analyses, employment at Cannon is divided into manpower categories for 

military personnel, civilian military employees, and base contractors. Some 349 

private sector jobs are deemed residentiary and are removed from the input data to 

prevent the positions from being counted twice (i.e., bank tellers, credit union 

employees). 

Whenever possible, FY 2004 data is used for the analysis. A GDP Price Index 

deflation factor 01'0.96 17 is applied \vhen calibrating dollars between 2004 and 2002. 

The IMPlan and RIMS I1  databases allow tbr the calculation ofeconornic impact or, 

tiom another perspective, the loss to the cotnmunity should Cannon be closed or 

realigned to a location outside the state. Under no circumstance do the models predict 

or encourage the closing of Cannon AFB, nor do they predict the expansion or 

consolidation of the base. 

Below are several assumptions of 110 modeling that should be taken into account 

when interpreting the results: 

Impacts are calculated as numerically linear and proportional; 

Each industry is assumed to have unlimited access to the materials 

necessary for its production; 

Changes in the economy are assumed to affixt an industry's output but 

will not alter the mix of materials and services that are required to make an 

industry's products; and 
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Each industry is treated as if it provides a single, primary or main product, 

and all other products of that industry are viewed as byproducts. 

FINDINGS 

Tables 6 shows sulnlnary data on the econornic impact of Cannon AFB on 

e~nploy~nent uobs), labor income (payrolls), andl total industry output (materials, 

services, labor, and inter-industry dependencies) in Curry County. Table 7 provides 

details of the sum~nary data. 

Table 6. Economic Impact Summary - Curry County Only 
Direct Indirect Induced4 Total Area Impact 

Employment 
Employment (number of jobs) 5,058 66 1,608 6,732 22,015 30.58% 
Payroll (thousands of $) 313,040 1,680 36,030 350,750 1,077,395 32.56% 
Industry Output (thousands of $) 330,460 4,450 114,790 449,700 1,660,180 27.09% 
Source: Economic Impact Assessment FY04, Cannon AFB 

Table 7. Summary Details - Curry County Only 
Construction & Military & Civilian Totals 
Procurement Appropriated 

Payroll 
Employment (number of jobs) 

Direct 522 4,536 5,058 
Indirect 66 0 66 
Induced 86 1,522 1,608 
Total 674 6,058 6,732 

Payroll (thousands of $) 
Direct 15,000 298,040 313,040 
Indirect 1,680 0 1,680 
Induced 1,920 34,110 36,030 
Total 18,600 332,150 350,750 

-- - 

Industry Output (thousands of $) 

Direct 32.420 298.040 330.460 
Indirect 4,450 0 4,450 
Induced 6,120 108,670 114,790 
Total 42.990 406.710 449.700 

Source: Economic Impact Assessment FY04, Cannon AFB and Procurement Guidance and Data, 
http://www.dior.whs.millpeidhomelguide/procoper.htm 

Generated by consumer spending of those employed by Cannon AFB and its vendors 
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Tables 8 shows summary data on the economic impact of Cannon AFB on the Curry- 

Roosevelt area. Table 9 provides details of the summary. 

Table 8. Economic Impact Summary - Curry and Roosevelt Counties Combined 
Direct Indirect Induced5 Total Area Impact 

Table 9. Summary Details - Curry and Roosevelt Counties Combined 
Construction & Military & Civilian Totals 
Procurement Appropriated 

Payroll 
Employment (number of jobs) 

Direct 535 4,536 5071 
Indirect 63 0 63 
Induced 82 1,540 1,622 
Total 680 6,076 6,756 

Payroll (thousands of $) 
Direct 14,830 290,070 304,900 
Indirect 1,660 0 1,660 
Induced 1,800 35,140 36,940 
Total 18,290 325,210 343,500 

Industry Output (thousands of $) 
Direct 32,360 290,070 322,430 
Indirect 4,570 0 4,570 
Induced 5,840 101,860 107,700 
Total 42,770 391,930 434,700 

Source: Economic lmpact Assessment FY04, Cannon AFB and Procurement Guidance and Data, 

Generated by consumer spending of those employed by Cannon AFB and its vendors 
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Based on the RIMS I1 multipliers for local and state education, some 32 direct and 

induced employment impacts were identified as missing from the education sector in the 

Curry-Roosevelt impact area. The positions were added inanually to the impact tables 

with their added salary and output measures. 

Cannon AFB is responsible for $917,500 in federal impact aid to the State of New 

Mexico. This spending is not included in the current analysis because impact dollars for 

education are reallocated to schools throughout the state. 

COMPARISON It'l TH AIR FORCE FINDINGS 

Table 10. shows a coinparison of employment impacts generated for Curry County, the 

Curry-Roosevelt area, and for Curry County, using the Air Force EIT calculator. 

Table 10. Employment Impact Comparison - Curry County, Combined Curry-Roosevelt, Air Force 
Direct Indirect Induced7 Total Area Impact 

-- - - 

Curry County only 5,058 66 1,608 6,732 22,015 30.58O/0 
Curry and Roosevelt counties 5,071 63 1,622 6,756 29,820 22.66% 
Air Force EIT 2,824 0 1,9!56 4,780 23,348 20.47% 

In comparing employment impacts, the Air Force defines its impact area as the Clovis 

Micropolitan Statistical Area, or Curry County. No analysis is perfonned by the Air 

Force for Portales or Roosevelt County. The Air Force EIT uses a cuinulative multiplier 

of 1.69 in generating indirectlinduced einployment impact for the possible closing of 

Cannon. By comparison, the IMPlan and RIMS I1 databases generate several hundred 

multipliers, each coded specifically to one of more than 400 industry sectors. 

The Air Force uses FY2007 authorized manpower statistics to detennine employment 

impact, which until recently were considered classifiecl and unavailable to the public. The 

new information highlights what appears to be a planned downsizing from 2005 staffing 

levels of 1,534 military employees. This apparent reduction in active duty personnel 

would occur regardless of BRAC. For the Air Force economic impact analysis, the lower 

stafting level has the effect of reducing the employnnent impact. The IMPladRIMS I1 

7 Generated by consumer spending of'those employed by Cannon AFB and its vendors 
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analysis, on the other hand, works from 2004 manpower data, providing perhaps a more 

realistic picture of the potential for regional job losses. 

Walker Air Force Base 

The closing in 1967 of Walker AFB in Roswell, New Mexico, offers an historic 

precedent when reviewing the potential impact of closing Cannon AFB. Located 96 miles 

south of Clovis, Roswell is among the leading cities in east-central New Mexico. Like 

Clovis, Roswell is surrounded by large tracts of public lands and maintains colnlnercial 

businesses that support a substantial farm and ranch community. In the year prior to 

closure of Walker AFB, the city of Roswell recorded a population of some 48,000 

people. Three years later, after the air base was closed, the city's population had fallen 

30%. The 2000 Census-taken 33 years after Walker AFB's closure--places Roswell's 

population at 45,293, still somewhat smaller than its population in the mid-1960's. If 

Roswell's experience is a guide, the IMPlanIRIMS 11 calculation of the potential loss of 

30.58% of all jobs in ClovisICurry County appears realistic. 

Lack of a Weighted Factor 

The potential impact of Cannon AFB to local jobs, payrolls and industrial output is 

considerable. Althougli economic impact is one of the eight BRAC criteria and is 

included \vithin the evaluation data elements, it is not calculated as an independent or 

weighted Factor in assigning final value to any military installation. In the case of Cannon 

AFB, regional economic impact is a significant factor. 

SUMMARY 

Among bases listed by DoD for potential reduction or closure under BRAC, the 

recommendation to close Cannon AFB appears the harshest of all in tenns of its impact 

on the nearby community. The Bnsc Closwc ntld Rca1i;gntnent Rcport stated: 

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 4,780 jobs (2,824 direct jobs and 1,956 indirect jobs) over the 
2006-201 1 period in the Clovis, NM, Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 20.5 percent 
of economic area employment, 
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This estimate poses the largest single job loss as a percentage of community employment 

of all the BRAC recommendations. Among bases recommended for realignment or 

closure, Cannon's potential impact in area jobs exceeds the second largest impact by 

nearly twice. 

This report makes an argument that the full impact of Cannon AFB on the local 

community may, in fact, be greater than estimates generated by the Air Force. Impact 

analyses using IMPlan and RIMS 11 multipliers find a larger 30.58% potential loss in 

local jobs, or the potential loss of one in every three existing jobs in Curry County alone. 

A combined study area that included Curry and Roosevelt counties identities a potential 

employment loss of 22.66% of the area's jobs. 

While arguments can be made regarding the validity of the Air Force employment 

numbers, it is fair to say, no matter which analysis is adopted, that the potential impact to 

the Clovis-Portales community is sizable. Impacts that reach more than 5-10% of 

regional jobs are rare. A cursory review of New Mexico history finds that, if Cannon 

were to close, the potential economic impact would likely be among the worst ever to 

occur in the state. If Cannon were to close, it is also likely that the nearby communities of 

Clovis and Portales might never fully recover within the lifetimes of the current residents. 
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ATTACHMENT A 

BRAC 2005 Selection Criteria 

Military Vulw 

(1) The current and future mission capabilities and the impact on operational 
readiness of the total force of the Department of'Dete~lse, including the impact on 
joint wartighting, training, and readiness. 

(2) The availability and condition of land, facilities, and associated airspace 
(including training areas suitable for maneuver by b~ound, naval, or air forces 
throughout a diversity of climate and terrain are,as and staging areas for the use of 
the Anned Forces in homeland defense missions) at both existing and potential 
receiving locations. 

(3) The ability to accoln~nodate contingency, mobilization, surge, and future total 
force requirements at both existing and potentiall receiving locations to support 
operations and training. 

(4) The cost of operations and the manpower implications. 

(5) The extent and timing of potential costs and savings, including the number of 
years, beginning with the date of completion of the closure or realignment, for the 
savings to exceed the costs. 

(6) The economic impact on existing communities in the vicinity of military 
installations. 

(7) The ability of the infrastructure of both the existing and potential receiving 
communities to support forces, missions, and personnel. 

(8) The environmental impact, including the impact of costs related to potential 
environmental restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance 
activities. 

From the Base Closure and Realignment Report, Vol. 1, Chap.3, p. 18. 
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ATTACHMENT B 

COBRA PERSOIJ1JEL/SF/SUSTAIt~~lENT/RECAP/ECS DELTAS REPORT (COBRA ~ 6 . 1 0 )  
D a t a  As Of 5 / 4 / 2 0 0 5  4:25:12PPM, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  5 / 2 U / 2 0 0 5  8 : 3 6 : 2 6  AM 
D e p a r t m e l l t  : USAF 
S c e n a r i o  F i l e  : C: \Docurnen t s  a n d  S e t t l r ~ g s \ C O B P . A  Working\COBRA USAF 0114V3 ( 1 2 5 . 1 ~ 2 )  C l o s e  
C a n n o n .  CBP. 
O p t i o n  Pkg Ilame: COERA USAF 0114V3 1 1 2 5 . 1 ~ 2 )  C l o s e  Cannon  
S t d  F c t r s  F l l e  : C:\COBRA 6.10\BRAC2005.SFF 
P e r s o n n e l  
B a s e  S t a r t '  F l n l s h '  C h a n g e  C h a n g e  
---- ------------- ------------- ------------- ------- 
C a n n o n  AFB 2 , 7 i 9  0  - 2 , 7 6 4  - 1 0 0 .  
h n d r e w s  AFB 8 , 0 5 7  6 , 1 7 0  1 1 3  1 
Dane C o u n t y  R e g l o n a l  'a4 342 58 2 0  
K l r t l a ~ ~ d  hFB 6 , 7 0 2  t , 7 1 7  1 5  U'  
J o e  F o s s  F i e l d  AGS 2 6 4  313 5 9  2 1 .  
N e l l i s  AFE b , v b ~ I  n, 330  2cLl 3 
BASE 1,: . h I P  FURCE) Z ,  940 2 , 9 7 8  38 1 
H l l l  hFB 1 6 , 5 0 1  1 6 , 7 2 3  222  1 ,  
----- ------------- ------------- ------------- ------- 
TOTAL 4 5 , i l :  4 3 , i 1 3  -2 ,C04  -4 ' ,  
S q u a r e  F o o t a g e  
B a s e  S t a l t  F i n l s h  Change  ' C h a n g e  C h g / P e r  
---- ------------- ------------- ------------- ------- -------- 
C a n n o n  hFB 2 , 1 5 4 , ~ l U O  0  - 2 ,  154,0011 -1ciO 754  
h n d r e w s  hFB 4 , 6 9 , 0 0 0  4 , t 4 3 , 3 5 0  2 , 3 5 0  0 .  21 
Dane C o u n t y  K e g l o n a l  7 2 5 , 0 0 0  7 '7 ,000 O 0 .  0 
E i r t l a n d  AFB 6 , 1 3 7 , 0 0 0  f , 1 3 7 , 1 5 2  1 5 2  0.. 1 0  
J o e  F o s s  F l e l d  AGS 4ll,ClOO 4 1 1 , 0 0 0  U 0  0 
I J e l l i s  AFB 4 , 5 5 8 , 0 0 0  4 , t , 7 4 , 7 5 6  2 1 , 7 5 6  0  84 
BhSE Y. (AIR FORCE) 1 ,  5147,403 1 , 9 4 7 , 4 0 3  0  0  0  
H i l l  AFB 9 , 1 2 4 , 0 0 0  5 , 1 3 3 , 5 1 3  9 , 5 1 3  0 4 3  
----- ------------- ------------- ------- -------- 
TOTAL 2 5 , 8 5 4 , 4 0 3  2 7 , 7 2 9 , 1 7 4  -2 ,165, :2<,  - 7 .  1 , 0 U 0  
B a s e  O p e r a t i o n s  S u p p o r t  ( 2 0 0 5 5 )  
B a s e  S t a r t *  F i n i s h '  C h a n g e  , C h a n g e  C h g / P e r  
---- ------------- ------------- ------- -------- 
C a n n o n  AFE 1 4 ,  € 6 2 , 1 4 4  0  - 1 4 , 6 6 2 , 1 4 4  - 1 0 0 -  5 , 2 5 5  
A n d r e w s  AFB 4 2 , 0 3 8 , 0 2 8  4 2 , 4 6 6 , 4 0 8  4 2 8 , 3 7 5  1: 3 , 7 5 1  
Dane  C o u n t y  R e g i o n a l  2 , 4 8 6 , 8 3 6  3 , 0 3 4 , 0 7 5  5 2 , 2 4 3  2  ,, 5 0 1  
E i r t l a n d  AFB 6 8 , 7 0 5 , 4 2 0  6 8 , 8 1 1 , 2 9 5  1 0 5 , 8 7 4  0 ;  7 , 0 5 8  
J o e  F o s s  F i e l d  A G S  2 , 0 1 7 , 4 1 8  2 , 0 5 3 , 3 1 3  3 5 , 6 4 5  2 ,  608  
[ J e l l i s  AFB 3 6 , 5 3 8 , 6 0 3  3 7 , 3 9 3 , 5 3 8  8 5 4 ,  535  2 . .  3 , 2 8 8  
EASE >: (AIR FORCE) 1 8 , 3 8 0 , 1 5 6  1 8 ,  4 9 7 , 1 0 4  1 1 6 ,  9 5 3  1. 3 , 0 7 0  
H i l l  AFB 6 9 , 3 9 0 , 8 1 3  7 0 , 1 7 5 , 4 6 6  7 8 8 , 6 5 3  1: 3 , 5 5 7  
----- ------------- ------------- ------- 
TOTAL f 5 4 , 7 1 4 , 4 1 9  2 4 2 , 4 4 0 , 2 0 8  - 1 2 , 2 7 9 , 2 1 1  - 5 ,  6 , 1 2 7  
COERA PERSOl~lldEL/SF/SUSTIIIIiMEIIT/RECF;P/BOS DELTAS REPORT (COE1RA v 6 . 1 0 )  - P a g e  2  
D a t a  As Of 5 / 4 / 7 0 0 5  4 : 2 9 : 1 2  PM, P . e p o r t  C r e a t e d  5 / 2 0 / 7 0 0 5  8 : 3 6 : 7 6  AM 
D e p a r t m e n t  : USAF 
S c e n a r i o  F l l e  : C: \Docurrients a n d  S e t t i n g s \ C O B R A  Working\COE\RA USAF 0114V3 ( l 2 5 . l ~ : )  C l o s e  
C a n n o n .  CBR 
O p t l o n  Pkg Name: COBRA IJSAF 0114V3 ( 1 2 5 . 1 ~ 7 )  C l o s e  Cannon  
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA 6 .10 \BRAC2005 .SFF  
S u s t a i m i e n t  ( 2 0 0 5 $ )  
B a s e  S t a r t  F l n i s h  C h a n g e  " C h a n g e  C h g / P e r  
---- ------------- ------------- ------- 
C a n n o n  AFE 1 0 , 0 4 8 , 1 2 3  0  - 1 0 , 6 9 8 , 1 2 3  -100 3 , 8 6 3  
Andrews  AFB 1 6 , 4 7 4 , 2 4 1  1 6 , 4 7 7 , 8 5 8  3 , 6 5 7  0: 32 
Dane  C o u n t y  R e g i o n a l  2 , ' 3 7 9 , 7 6 7  2 , 5 7 9 , 7 6 7  0  0 .  0 
E i r t l a n d  AFB 3 0 , 3 6 5 , 7 0 5  3 0 , 3 6 6 , 0 3 1  322 0 .  2 1  
J o e  F o s s  F i e l d  AGS 1, 5 5 3 ,  5 7 1  1 , 5 5 4 ,  5 7 1  0  0  0 
I d e l l i s  AFB 2 5 , 0 9 4 , 1 0 5  2 5 , 1 5 7 , 4 2 4  6 3 , 3 1 5  0': 2 4 3  
BASE X (AIR FORCE) 8 , 1 6 1 , 6 0 4  8 , 1 6 1 , 6 0 4  0  0 ,  0  
H i l l  AFB 33 ,  9 3 5 , 3 0 3  3 3 , 9 6 4 , 6 6 5  2 5 , 3 6 2  0 :  1 1 4  
----- ------------- ------------- ------------- ------- 
TOTAL 1 2 8 , 8 6 7 , 4 2 3  1 1 8 , 2 5 1 , 9 6 0  -10 ,  i 0 5 , 4 6 2  -8: 5 , 2 5 2  
R e c a p i t a l i z a t i o n  ( 2 0 0 5 $ )  
B a s e  S t a r t  F i n i s h  C h a n g e  ' . C h a n g e  C h g / P e r  
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---- ------------- ------------- ------- 
Can11u11 h F b  1 0 , 4 3 3 , 4 9 5  0  - 1 0 , 4 3 3 , 4 9 5  - 1 0 0  3 , 9 4 8  
A n d r v w s  AFB 1 5 ,  5 5 1 , 0 5 7  1 5 ,  5 5 4 , 6 0 2  3 , 5 4 5  0  3 1  
Ddrle Cou l i t y  ' e g i o n a l  1 , 1503 ,688  1, € 0 3 , 6 8 8  0  0 . .  0 
K i r t l d n d  hFE 2 0 , 4 0 8 , 5 3 0  N , 9 0 8 , 7 3 5  264  0 .  1 8  
J o e  F o s s  F i e l d  hGS 4 0 3 , 0 2 5  903,0 '5  0  0: 0  
I d e l l i s  AFB 1 4 , 9 1 5 , 3 1 5  1 ' 3 , 9 7 5 , 8 ? 7  G O ,  512 0 2 3 3  
BASE Y (AIR FORCE) € , 9 0 9 , 6 0 8  6 , 5 0 9 , 6 0 8  0  0 .  O 
H i l l  AFB 2 8 , 0 0 9 , 1 1 5  2 8 , 0 2 9 , 4 2 1  2 0 , 3 0 6  0: 9 1  
----- ------------- ------------- ------- 
TOThL 1 0 4 , 7 3 3 , 8 3 €  5 3 , 8 8 . 3 , 4 6 5  - 1 0 , 8 4 8 ,  8 7 1  - lo ' ,  5 , 4 1 4  
S u s t a i n  + K e c d p  + BOS (2005 ; )  
B a s e  S t a r t  F i n i s h  C h a n g e  ' C h a n g e  C h g / P e r  
---- ------------- ------------- ------------- ------- 
C a n n o n  AFB 3 6 , 2 5 3 , 7 6 6  0  - 3 6 , 1 9 3 , 7 6 6  - 1 0 0 .  1 3 , 1 0 7  
A n d r e w s  AFB 7 4 , 0 6 3 , 3 2 6  7 4 , 4 4 8 , 9 0 8  4 3 5 , 5 8 7  1 .  3 , 8 5 5  
D a n e  C o u ~ ~ t y  R e g i o n a l  7 , 1 7 0 , 2 9 1  7 , 2 2 2 ,  534 5 2 , 2 4 3  1. 5 0 1  
k : l r t l d l l d  AFB 119 ,575 ,6683  1 2 0 , 0 8 6 , 1 1 1  1 0 6 , 4 6 1  0'. 7,OSi7 
J o e  F o s s  F i e l d  hGS 4 , 4 7 5 , 0 1 4  4 , 5 1 0 , 9 0 9  3 5 , 8 4 5  1: 608  
N e l l i s  AFB 8 1 , 5 4 8 , 0 2 3  8 3 , 5 2 6 , 7 8 5  9 7 8 , 7 E 6  1 .  3 , 7 6 4  
BASE Y (AIR  FORCE) 3 3 , 4 5 1 , 3 6 8  3 3 , 5 6 8 ,  321  1 1 6 , 5 5 3  0 .  3 , 0 7 6  
H i l l  hFB 1 3 1 , 3 3 4 , 2 3 1  1 3 1 , 1 7 3 ,  552  8 3 4 ,  3 2 1  1 3 , 7 5 8  
----- ------------- ------------- ------------- ------- 
TOTAL 4 8 8 ,  3 2 0 ,  C78 4 5 4 , 5 5 7 , 1 3 4  - 3 3 , 7 3 3 , 5 4 4  -7: 1 6 , 8 3 3  
P l a n t  P e p l a c e m e n t  V a l u e  I 2OU5j i 
E a s e  S t d r t  F l n ~ s i ;  Charigz C h a n g e  C h y / P e r  
---- ------------- ------------- ------------- ------- 
C a n n o n  AFB 1, 322 ,  9 5 3 ,  3.13 0-1 ,  32?,  4 5 3 , 3  J - 100  4 7 7 , 7 7 3  
A n d r e w s  AFB 1 , 8 8 1 ,  6 7 7 , 8 6 2  1 , 8 8 2 ,  1 0 6 , 8 6 2  3 2 4 , 0 0 0  0 .  3 , 7 5 6  
D a n e  Count:; P e g i o n d l  1 5 4 , 0 4 6 , 2 4 7  1 9 4 , 0 4 5 , 2 4 7  0  0 .  0  
K i r t l d ~ i J  AFE 2 ,  5 2 9 ,  5 3 ? , 1 8 6  2 ,  5 2 9 , 4 6 4 , 1 8 6  3 2 , 0 0 0  0 1 , 1 3 3  
J o e  F o s s  F i e l d  AGS 1 0 9 , 2 € 5 , 9 a 0  1 0 4 , 2 5 5 , 9 8 0  0  0  O 
L l e l l l s  AFB : , 4 0 4 , 7 5 3 , 0 7 1  2 , 4 1 7 , 0 7 5 , 0 7 1  7 , 3 2 2 , 0 0 0  O 2 b , l E l  
BASE :,: (AIR  FC!hCEJ 8 3 6 , 0 6 2 ,  557  8 3 6 , 0 6 2 , 5 5 7  0 0: 0  
H i l l  hFE 3 , 3 8 9 , 1 0 2 , 5 1 8  3 , 3 3 1 , 5 5 3 , 4 1 8  2 . 3 5 7 ,  U00 0  1 1 , 0 6 7  
----- ------------- ------------- ------------- ------- 
TOTAL l 2 , 6 7 > 7 ? 4 , l 7 O l l ,  3 6 0 , 0 8 0 , 8 2 1 - 1 , 3 1 3 3 ,  3  -10 6 5 5 , 0 4 6  

ATTACHMENT C 
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Cannon AFB Largest Contract Awards to New Mexico Companies, 2004 

Business Location Amount Code Name of ~roductl~ehic'&"' 
Nick Griego & Sons Construction Clovis 6072 Y 119 Other Administrative & Service Buildings 
Gerald A. Martin LTD Alb 8622 Y119 Other Administrative & Service Buildings 
Nick Griego & Sons Construction Clovis 4426 Y 119 Other Administrative & Service Buildings 
Nick Griego & Sons Construction Clovis -68326 Y 11 9 O~ther Administrative & Service Buildings 
Nick Griego & Sons Construction Clovis 4606 2199 WlaintlOther Miscellaneous Buildings 
Nick Griego & Sons Construction Clovis 5588 Y299 All Other Non-Building Facilities - - 
Nick Griego & Sons Construction Clovis -1 3269 Y 199 Clther Administrative & Service Buildings 
Gerald A. Martin LTD Alb 1648 Y 11 9 Clther Administrative & Service Buildings 
Albuquerque Surveying Co. Inc. Alb 26212 R404 Land Surveys, Cadastral Svcs (non-construction) 
Nick Griego & sons Construction Clovis 5786 Y199 Other Administrative & Service Buildings 
Gerald A. Martin LTD Alb 57678 Y 199 Other Administrative & Service Buildings 
Nick Griego & Sons Construction Clovis 4837 Y 1 19 Other Administrative & Service Buildings 
Nick Griego & Sons Construction Clovis 25592 Y 11 9 Other Administrative & Service Buildings 
Albuquerque Surveying Co. Inc. Alb 20883 R404 Land Surveys, Cadastral Svcs (non-construction) 
WT Denton Mechanical Inc. Clovis 26557 J045 Maint & Repair of EqlPlumbing & Heating Equipment 
Nick Griego & Sons Construction Clovis 25761 Y119 Other Administrative & Service Buildings - 
Gerald A. Martin LTD Alb 9642 Y 11 9 Other Administrative & Service Buildings 
DMJMHtN Inc. Alb 10000 C211 Architect-Engineering Services 
DMJMH+N Inc. Alb 16037 C211 Architect-Engineering Services 
Nick Griego & Sons Construction Clovis 2720 Y 1 19 Other Administrative & Service Buildings 
Nick Griego & Sons Construction Clovis 9328 21 99 h4aintlOther Miscellaneous Buildings 
Gerald A. Martin LTD Alb 7240 Y 11 9 Other Administrative & Service Buildings 
Nick Griego & Sons Construction Clovis 1473 Y119 Other Administrative & Service Buildings 
DMJMH+N Inc. Alb 2690 C211 Architect-Engineering Services - 
Nick Griego & Sons Construction Clovis 2567 Y119 Other Administrative & Service Buildings - - 
MV Industries, Inc. Alb 0 Y299 All Other Non-Building Facilities 
Geo-Test, Inc. Santa Fe 8794 F015 Well DrillingIExploratory Services 
Gerald A. Martin LTD Alb 2029 Y 1 19 Other Administrative & Service Buildings - 
Nick Griego & Sons Construction Clovis 3559 Y119 Other Administrative & Service Buildings 
Geo-Test, Inc. Santa Fe 1651 1 F015 Well DrillinglExploratory Services 
Nick Griego & Sons Construction Clovis 821 3 Z199 MainVOther Miscellaneous Buildings 
Gerald A. Martin LTD Alb 1671 1 Y119 Other Administrative & Service Buildings 
Gerald A. Martin LTD Alb 21 763 Y 119 Other Administrative & Service Buildings 

Nick Griego & Sons Construction Clovis 2991 Z199 FAaintlOther Miscellaneous Buildings 
Nick Griego & Sons Construction Clovis 2437 2299 All Other Non-Buildinq Facilities - - 
Nick Griego & Sons Construction Clovis 3101 Y299 All Other Non-Building Facilities 
Nick Griego & Sons Construction Clovis 11 17 Y119 Other Administrative & Service Buildings 
Gerald A. Martin LTD Alb 1485 Y 11 9 Other Administrative & Service Buildings - 
Gerald A. Martin LTD Alb 31 382 Y119 Other Administrative & Service Buildings 
Nick Griego & Sons Construction Clovis 936346 Y 124 Airport Runways 
Nick Griego & Sons Construction Clovis 12035 Z199 FdainVOther Miscellaneous Buildings 
Gerald A. Martin LTD Alb 8046 Y119 Other Administrative & Service Buildings " 

Nick Griego & Sons Construction Clovis -1 1592 Y 1 19 Other Administrative & Service Buildings 
MV Industries, Inc. Alb -1 6861 3 2249 FdaintlOther Utilities 
United Enterprise Builders, Inc. Clovis 158000 Y300 Restoration Activities 
United Enterprise Builders, Inc. Clovis -1444 21 19 MainVOther Administrative & Service Buildings 
Nick Griego & Sons Construction Clovis 679346 Z1 19 lvlaintl Other Administrative & Service Buildings 
Curnbre Construction Inc. Alb 401 20 221 3 IvlainVMine Fire Control Facilities 
Cumbre Construction Inc. Alb 39558 21 24 IvlainVAirport Runways 
Nick Griego & Sons Construction 2 IvlaintlHighways, Roads, Streets & Bridges 
Nick Griego & Sons Construction 22 I\ilainVHishways, Roads, Streets & Bridges 
Dick's Electric, Inc. Melrose 1999 21 19 I!AaintlOther Administrative & Service Buildings 
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