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Secretary of the Air Force ",.ﬁa WLl 151993 g? 13
Manpower, Reserve Affairs and Installations & b s A qi
Department of the Air Force €@4? o) V800
The Pentagon # %

Washington, D.C. 20330

SUBJECT: Joint FCRC Utah-Nevada MX Missile System

Dear Mr. Meis:

Enclosed is the Commission's 3rd Quarterly Administrative Report. ¢
A11 grantees are now reporting in the format set forth in the original
Department of Defense funding guidelines. Therefore, we are herewith

forwarding a duplicate set of the reports which were prepared pursuant
to those guidelines.

‘!’ The administration of the grant funds is progressing satisfactorily.
Based upon our review of the reports, in the judgement of this office,
work efforts of the various grantees is in accordance with the grant }
requirements.

The one exception is the previously referenced problem of assignment
of costs among the various tasks.

If you have any questions in regard to the above, please contact this
office and we will assist in any manner.

Best regards,

m r Ve derrmnant nos oo apaoved
.h"mis on B T PR S R !
Senior Program Officer CoMETIo L e :

GDO:cc

Attachements: Status of Funds - 9/22/80
Nevada Field Office Report
Utah Field Office Report
Nevada Oversight Report
Utah Policy Board Report

cc: Federal Cochairman
@ Col. Richard Bennett

Bob Hill
Reed Searle

93-24146
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STATUS OF MX FUNDS

September 22, 1980

Amount
FCRC Obligated Uncommitted
Account # Account Name Amount Budgeted to date Balance
5281-10 DOD FUNDS
(a) Mgt. Committee 100,000 $ 25,677 $ 74,323
(b) FCRC Admin, 50,000 27,865 22,135
Total $150,000 $ 53,542 $ 96,458
5281-20 DOD Nevada
Operations $425,000 $415,043 $ 9,957
5281-30 DOD Utah
Operations $425,000 $415,444 $ 9,556
5281-40 FCRC Regional
Study £200,000 $ 77,601 $122,399
5281-50 FCRC Nevada
Operations $100,000 $ 99,360 $ 640
5281-60 FCRC Utah
Operations $100,000 $100,000 -0- e :3'~-~~
Total $1,400,000 $1,160,990 $239,010
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NEVADA MX FIELD OFFICE

THIRD QUARTER PROGRESS REPORT
Septerber 15‘., 1980

Prepared for
FOUR CORNERS REGIONAL COMMISSION

2350 Alamo, S.E., Suite 303
Albugquerque, Wew Mexico 87106

By the

State of Nevada MX Project Field Office
1100 B. williams, Suite 200
Carson City, Nevada 89710




NEVADA MX FIEID OFFICE
THIRD QUARTER PROGRESS REPORT

Septer ver 15, 1980

SECTION I: INTRODUCTION

In June 1979, President Carter authorized the Air Force to develop the
MX Missile (New Intercontinental Ballistic Missile). In September the
President selected a basing mode for deployment of the Missile. Each
Missile is to be road-mobile and to be based in a horizontal position in
- one of twenty-three possible shelters. Potential deployment sites were
identified with the States of Nevada and Utah as the primary deployment
sites. The President's decision set in motion the preparation of an MX .
Deployment Area Se.ection/Land Withdrawal Environmental Impact Statement.
This Statement will be used by the Executive Branch of the Federal
Covernment to make a siting decision in 1981.

When it became evident the Department of Defense was indeed serious about
deploying MX in Nevada and Utah, the Governors (List and Matheson) of

these States took an.active role in MX planning in order to protect the
interests (health, safety and welfare) of their constituents. But, Nevada
and Utah State Agencies were already operating at maximum capability and
did not have the requisite staff to devote full-time to MX. Hence, the
Governors requested Federal assistance (funds) to develop staff capability, to
interface with Federal planners, analyze MX impacts and prepare contingency
plans.

Covernors Robert IList (Nevada) and Scott Matheson (Utah) appeared before
Congress November 2, 1979 and requested assistance. Congress passed
Public Law 96-130 (Section 115} "To assist states and local governments
in potential MX basing areas in meeting costs of establishing a planning
organization to conduct studies on and develop plans with respect to
possible community impacts of the MX program, including studies and
plans with respect to environmental and socio-economic impacts, state

and community land use planning, and public facility requirements".
Congress appropriated one million dollars to be evenly divided between
the two States and administered by Four Corners Regional Commission
(FCRC). The Commission also appropriated $400,000. The Commission
delegated fiscal and management authority to the Governor's MX Task Force
composed of Nevada Governor Robert List, Utah Governor Scott Matheson and
Four Corners Regional Commission Executive Director, Louis Higgs. The
Governor's MX Task Force delegated limited fiscal and management authority
to a Nevada and Utah MX Management Committee. The primary tasks of the
Nevada MX Field Office are as follows:

1. Coordination and Program Management -~ Develop coordination
mechanisms among local govelr.iemnts and between local, State
and federal governments; and build staff capability to address
the rualti-faceted MX Project.




2. Impact Bnalysis - Assess the impact (positive and negative) of
MX on the human, financial and natural resources of the State
and Region.

3. Contingency Planning - Prepare State and local jurisdictions
for the possibility of MX. Contingency planning includes
preparation of baseline data, fiscal impact reports, comnunity
plans, etc.

The Nevada MX Field Office is headed by Stephen T. Bradhuvrst and functions
under the direction of Governor Robert List and the Nevada MX Management
Committee (Robert Hill, State Planning Coordinator; James L. Wadhams,
Commerce Department Director; and Roland Westergard, Department of Con~-
servacion and Natural Resources Director).

The terms and conditions of the Four Corners Regional Commission contract
(FCRC No. 6(MS) 01-899-09~2) with Stephen T. Bradhurst calls for a Third
Progress Report/Expenditure Report for the perind June 15, 1980 to
September 15, 1980. This Report is submitted to fulfill that: contract.
The format of this Report is in conformance with Four Corners Regional
Commission Administrative Guidelines (2/15/80). Said Guidelines identify
three tasks of the Field Office and the Progress Report provides the
following information regardirg each task:

. Work performed durirg the quarter;
Problems identified;

Future work plans; and

Funds spent.
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SECTION II: COORDINATION AND PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

1. WORK PERFORMED DURING THE THIRD QUARTER

The coordination task became more substantive during the Quarter
as working relations were developed at the federal, State and
local levels. Activities of the State MX Office included inter—
facing with Federal agencies and developing and lmplement-mg a

a coordination mechanism between States (Nevada and Utah) and
State and local governments. The following is representative of
this effort: '

a. Interface with the Department of‘Defense:

The MX Project Field Office has had regular contact with
representatives of various agencies within the Dept, of
Defense, responsible for MX plannine and implementation.
Contacts included the following people: William Perry,
Undersecretary of the Air Force at the Pentagon; General
James McCarthy, Director of the Air Force MX Project;
Ceoneral Forest §. McCartney, who is in charge of the
Ballistic Missile Office MX activilies at Norton Air
Force Base; Col. R.S. Coodwin, who is in charge of the MX
activities at Strategic Air Cammand feadquarters; Col.
William D. Ecrum, hcad of the U.S. Armmy Corps of Engineers,
South Pacific Div., MX activities; and Paul Sage, who is
Project Director for the Office of Economic Adjustment.




b.

k! C.
d.

. ..

f.

‘Interface with Congressional Committees Concerned with MX
- Assessment, Planning and Implementation:

 portant the State continually remind the decision makers

‘Interface with all Federal Agencies Involved in the MX Program

Interface with the Bure au of Land Management:

The MX Office has interacted with the Bureau on several

issues this quarter. First, the BIM has shared their

comuents relative to their review of the Preliminary

Draft EIS. Second, MX Office staff have worked closely with the
Bureau and the Air Force as the Land Withdrawal Application
Requirements and Procedures are developed. Finally, BIM and

the Nevada State and local MX Offices have evaluated

preliminary proposals for transferring land from public

to private ownership. :

The State of Nevada recognizes the Federal Government will
be the major decision maker regarding MX, and it is im-

of the States' concerns; hence, staff communicated with
Nevada Congressional representatives, their staff and key
Congressional Committee members and staff. The focus of
State/Congressional communication during the Quarter was
Fy8l federal planning assistance (funds) and federal
impact assistance legislation.

During the Quarter, the Nevada MX Intergovernmental Working

Group was formed to respond to MX. The primary purpose of

this Organization is to provide a vehicle for coordination between
Federal (BLM, COE, 'OEA, A.F. and WFRC), State (MX Office

and Legislative Council Bureau) and local (LOC, Clark County,

City of Las Vegas and white Pine County) agencies involved

in MX assessment, planning, construction and operation. 1

Interface with the State of Utah - 1

buring the Quarter, MX Office staffers have been in

constant communication (phone, meetings and correspondence)
with its parallel organization in Utah (Utah MX Coordination
Office). Communications have addressed topics such as

a Bi—-State review strategy for the Draft EIS, FY81 Mil/Con
Bill language and budget requests, federal impact assistance
legislation, etc.:

fjtate/Local Coordination:

Duri :j the Quarter, State and local technicians involved

in M assessment and planning have been in constant communi-
cation. State MX staffers have attended the I0C MX meetings
and the State legislative meetings regarding MX. Also,
during the Quarter the Nevada MX Working Group was formed

to respond to MX. The primary purpose of this organization




is to provide a vehicle for coordination between State

(MX Office and Legislative Council Bureau) and ILocal (LOC,
Clark County, White Pine County and City of Las Vegas) agencies
involved in MX assessment and planning.

g. Public Information Dissemination:

buring the Quarter the MX Office has continued to disseminate

MX information to federal, State and local organizations and

the general public. Staff members find at least 10 percent

of their time devoted to data dissemination (phone, meetings and
correspondence) .

h. MX-Related Business Opportunities:

The MX Office received numerocus requests from Nevada firms

and workers interested in MX-related business opportunities.
Field Office staff provided available information regarding
the program and federal government (A.F. and COE) contracts.

Program management efforts have been directed toward increasing staff
capability through hiring new staffers (Levin, Weathers and Clark) and insti-
tuting new Office operating and accounting procedures. Also, work continued
cn the refinement of the State/Land FY81L MX Work Plan and Budget, Said
document was refined and subiuitted to Congress as support documentation

for the State/local FY81 MX budget request (See Exhibit A).

2.  PROBLEMS IDENTIFTED

As noted in the previous Quarter» Report, the primary problem
was the acquisition of substantive MX deployment data. Data
such as construction labor force numbers, profile and location
could provice State and local MX planners a picture of the

. primary MX impact. Since planning and implementation

time is limited, said information is needed imuediately.

3. WORK PROGRAM ANTICIPATED FOR THE NEXT QUARIER REPORT (See
Section V — Work Plan for Fourth Quarter).

4, SUMMARY OF FUNDS EXPENDED (See Table I regarding MX Office re-
sources and expenditures for the period ending September 15, 1980.

SECTION IIL: IMPACT ANALYSIS

1. WORK PERFORMED DURING THE THIRD QUARTER

work during the Quarter focused on the content and review of
the Draft MX Deployment Area Selection/Land Withdrawal Environ-

mental Impact Statement o be released in the Fourth Quarter.

Unfortunately, the OfLfice was unsuccessful in obtaining sub-
stantive information (ETS table of contents, missile and base
locations, demoqgraphics, base design criteria, etc.). The Air
Force and BIM did provide some technical information in reports
and at meetings relative to the BIS content. Such information




SECTION

addressed current conditions (population, housing, financing, land
use patterns, community facilities, etc.), siting investigations, etc.
Staff prepared veports summarizing the salient issues and concerns
that surfaced at the meetings and in the reports. Other MX impact
analysis efforts by staff included: '

a. Meetings with special interest groups (miners, cattlemen,
utility companies, etc.) to provide available MX data, formulate
scope of work for federal impact studies and ascertain their
concerns.

b. Meetings with State agency versomnel to provide MX update
and to prepare them for the task of EIS review and comment.

c. DBssess State agency prograrré for possible MX impact.
d. Meetings with State Air Quality, Wildlife and Historical
Preservation personnel to formulate Memorandums of

Agreement. and scope of study for Air Force EIS work.

e. Assist IOC in acquiring baseline data for apparent MX
deployment area.

f. P'repare MX DEIS State/Iocal review process (See Exhibit B).

g. Prepare rough net population increase estimates based
on Air Force data.

PROBLEMS ICENTIFIED

Impact analysis is predicated on data availability; hence, the
primary problem encountered has been lack of substantive data
from the Air Force regarding MX deploynent. Other problems
include the following:

Lack of baseline data necessary to analyze MX impacts,

Air Force unilaterally contracting with the HRS £ixm
to prepare a fiscal impact report.

WOQK PROGRAM ANTICIPATED FOR NEXT QUARITR REPORT (See Section
V — Work Plan for Fourth Quarter)

SUMMARY OF FUNDS EXPENDED (See Table I regarding MX Office
resources and expenditures for the period ending September
15, 1980).

IV: IMPACT MITTGATION AND DEVELOZMENT PLANN ING

1.

WORK PERFORMED DURING THE THIRD QUARTER

This work task is, of course premature until the Alr. Force
provides substantive data regarding the deployment of MX in
Nevada. This information has to be site specific in cuder to




identify impacts and prepare mitigation plans. In lieu of the
requisite data, the Office focused on contingency planning.
Said planning included the following:

a. Commented on the Draft Phase 1 . .eliminaxy Impact
Planning Report prepared by A.T. Kearney, Inc., a
Consultant to O0.E.A. also recommended Scope of Work revisions
for Fhase II.

b. Reviewed and recommended Congressional impact assistance
legislation. '

c. Continued to develop a preliminary list of MNevada 1egislétive
action to respond to MX.

d. Prepared FY81 Budget which focuses on the identification
and mitigation of the adverse MX impacts.

e. Provided input and comment at the joint Air Force and
BIM discussions of Land Withdrawal Application requirements
and survey procedwres.

f. Worked with the local MX staff and BIM to develop an
‘efficient and economically feasible mechanism L0 transfer
public land to private ownership for MX related development.

PROBLEMS IDENTIFIED ‘

As previously stated in the Second Quarter Progress Report, impact r
mitigation and development planning is a function of relevant

and substantive data. 7o date said data has not been provided.

If the State/local FY81 Budget request is approved by Congress.

then it wiil be seed money to initiate mitigation and develop-

‘ment planning. It is likely these funds will not be adequate to
accomplish the desired end product, but will at least initiate

the State/local planning program. Also, the slow progress to re—
vise the Scope of Work for Phase Two of the Office of Economic
Adjustment's preliminary economic impact study has delayed the study
considerably. Continued lack of detailed project data may still
impede completion of this project even if the agreement is reached
in the Scope of Work.

WORK PROGRAM ANTICIPATED FOR THE NEXT QUARTER REPORT (See
Section V — Work Plan for Fourth Quarter)

SUMMARY OF FUNDS EXPFNDED (See Table I regarding MX Office

Resources and Expenditures for the period cnding September 15,
1980.




SECTTON V: WORKPIAN FOR FOURIH QUARTER

IT. CQOORDINATION AND PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

TASK 1: Obtain information from and provide MX Project information
to the Air Force and other federal agencics on a timely
basis.

Objectives:
a. To identify and assemble all data relevant to the project.

b. To maximize the time allowed for state experts to review
Air Force data and to develop impact mitigation plans.

c. To eqtabllsh a cooperative plannxng spirit with the.Alr
Force.

d. 1o improve the resbonsiveness of Air Force MX planning to
State and local concerns and recommendations.

e. To identify significant issues requ;rlng a State response
as soon as possible.

f. To reduce the number of misconceptions arising from mis-~
leading, incorrect, or incomplete data.

Description:

The Nevada MX Project Field Office will regularly transmit data
and data requests to the Air Force, the Corps of Engineers, Office
of Economic Adjustment, Bureau of Land Management, and other
federal MX planners. Meetings will be scheduled as required with
Alr Force representatives to discuss specific impact topics,

Monthly Intergovernmental Working Group Meetings will be held to
facilitate inftormation sharing between State and local

MX planners, Region 9 Offices of the federal agencies, the Air
Force, the Corps of Engineers, the Office of Economic Adjustment,
and the Bureau of Land Management.

ProJucts~

Data files and information transmitted to State MX planners during
technical by iefings.




TASK 2:  Report on MX Project Office Activities Lo Nevada Residents

Objectives:
0 a. To provide up-to-date, accurate and understandable informa-
tion to govermmental entities, private firms and the
public.

b. To encourage a cooperative spirit for impact analysis and
planning within the State of Nevada.

c. To provide adequate opportunity for feedback to State and
local MX plannexs.

The MX Project Office will make regular presentations to the
Local Oversight Comuittee, the lLegislative Oversight Comuittee,
the Governor's MX Task Force, and as required, to public

groups. 'The Nevada Working Group is composed of representatives
from the State and local MX Offices, the Legislative Counsel
Bureau, and counties and cities in the MX Deployment Area.

This group will meet at least once a month, and will

enable the representatives to share information and develop a
coordinated MX impact identification and planning program.

The Office will also develop a newsletter describing the
) Nevada MX Project Field Office, and other written rcports to
0 be distributed to intercsted parties. Finally, the Office
personnel will meet with individuals seeking information to
assess the project inpacts and plan in anticipation of MX
deployment.

Products:

Speeches, written reports, newsletter, and a leaflet describing
the office. )




TASK 3:  Washington D.C. Liaison

Objectives:

@ a. Insure that the mtpacts of the MX Project on Nevada are
percelved accurately in Washington.

b. Develor an efficient and economically feasible mechanism
for channeling federal MX impact mitigation funding to
Nevada.

C. Obtain information concexrning MX proposals for swift
conveyance to Carson City.

d. Maintain a visible presence in Washington, n.C.
Tasks:

The MX Office will follow the course of Congressional and
federal agency Washington activities related to MX Office
functions. - The MX staff will maintain regular contact with
Nevada's Congressional representatives and make periodic phone
calls and visits (perhaps once or twice a quarter) to present
impact data analysis and mitigation plans to Congressional
Legislators, Pentagon Officials, and other MX decision makers
and their staffs. Contacts with Washington will be coordinated
with the local MX planrers threcugh the Nevada Working Group
, and with the Utah MX Coordination Office through the Bi-State

@ Manejement Committee. Issues of primecy concern this quarter
include: The FY82 Budget, Iand Withdrawal Legislation, and
Federal Impact Assistance Legislation.

g_@ucts :

Briefing papers on impact issues, Bi-State white paper regarding
impact assistance legislation, and coordination of Nevada's MX
impact identification and contingency planning activities with
federal MX planning activities.




TASK 4: Identify Funding Sources

Q Qplclctives :

a. Provide added capability to carry out the responsibilities
of the MX Office, including the hiring of Consultants.
b. Provide adeguate funding for FY81.

c. Secure impact mitigation funding in time to avoid unnecessary
' severe negative impacts to Nevada's citizens and its
environment.

Description:

The X Project Office will seek funding in the form of grants
from the Department of Defense and other federal agencies.
These funds will ke used to supplement the FY81 funds available
from Congress for impact identification, and for contingency
impact mitigation planning, construction, and operations
expenditures.

In nrder to secwe funding and assistance from the Region 9
federal agencies, the MX Office Staff will participate in the
activities of the Intergovernmental MX Working Group. The
Office will also support efforts by individual State and local
agencies seeking MX planning funds.

G Products:

Additional funding for FY8l, and cooperation from federal
agencles for providing MX impact mitigation funding assistance.




TASK 5: Define State Role for MX Planning

Objectives:
a. Begin to ° .elop detailed workplan for FY81 activities.
b. Prepare for the 1981 Nevada State Legislative Session.

c. BAssist State agencies which must increase their budgets
to accommodate MX related population growth.

d. Identify State funding requirements for FY82.
Description:

The State MX Office will refine its FY81 Workplan as additional
MX Project details become available from the Air Force. Pre-
liminary FY82 Budget requirements will also be projected for
inclusion in Air Force FY82 budget planning. These estimates
would indicate increased funding requirements as the MX Office
and State agencies move from a role of impact identification
to a role of impact mitigation and development planning.

As the State MX Office refines its FY81l and FY82 Workplans and
budgets, the staff will work closely with the Local Oversight
Conmittee staff on issues which can be addressed most successfully
through a combined effort.

As new required programs, agencies, or legislative initiatives
are identified, the MX Office staff will work with the responsible
State agency or the legislative Counsel Bureau to prepare

written proposals and documentation for authorizing legislation
to be introduced to the 1981 State legislature. MX staff will
also assist State agencies which are preparing for legislative
approval FY81 and FY82 MX related budget increases for capital
programs and/or staff expansion.

groducts :

Preliminary FY82 MX Project Office Workplan and Budget; refined
FY81 Workplan for the MX Office and State agencies, and written
proposals and documentation for legislation and agency budget
increases to be introduced to the 1981 State Iegislature.




TASK 6: Provide Forum for Public Review and Critique of Air
Force DEIS

Objectives:

a. Provide factual information to Nevadans and State decision
makers which can be used to evaluate the effect of locating
part of the MX Project in Nevada.

b. Create an opportunity for Nevadans to critique the Air
Force MX Project design, site selection, construction
managenent iipact analysis, and impact mitigation plans., |

c. Bring to public attention the impact analysis work completed
by the Air Force, the State and local MX Offices, the

State agencies, and other experts from Nevada and across
‘the nation. :

Description:

The MX Project Office will disseminate information through
public presentations and written reports to Nevadans. (See
Task 2) Forums will be provided for public comment through the
Technical Advisory Committees, the Covernor's MX Task Force,
and open public forum(s), sponsored perhaps by the Resource
Action Council. These forum(s) will be held near the end of
the DEIS public comment period. The location and number will
be determined in part by the number and sufficiency of the Alx
Force sponsored DEIS public hearings.

ProducEg:

Public awareness of the MX Project impacts, benefits, and
possible impact mitigation alternatives; and input to the MX
decision process by the private citizens of Nevada.

.




ITI. IMPACT ANALYSIS

TASK l: Prepare Coordinated State/Local Response to the MX
0 DEIS for Site Selection and Land Withdrawal

Objectives:

a. Insure that the Final Environmental Impact Statement
evaluates correctly and in sufficient detail all of the
major impacts the MX Project will have on the State of
Nevada.

b. Improve the MX System design and location such that the
negative impacts will be minimized and the positive
benefits will be maximized. :

¢. Determine whether or not constructing the MX System in
Nevada would be an overall benefit for the State.

Desoription:

The MX Project OEffice will review the Air Force Draft Environ-
mental Impact Statement to ascertain which impacts have been
accurately and sufficiently evaluated by the Air Force Con-
sultants and which have not. This review will be completed
with the assistance of experts from the State agencies, Univexr— .
sities, private industry, and private organizations. Technical
‘ Advisory Committees, chaired in most cases by someone from a
State agency, will be organized for major impact issues. Each
Technical Advisory Committee menber will prepare individual
conments which will be sumarized by the Committee Chairman.

An BEIS Steering Committee, consisting of representatives of the

'MX Project Field Office, local MX planning staff, and the Director
of the Derartment of Conservation and Natural Resources, will
oversee t:.2 coordinated State/Iocal DEIS Review. The MX Project
Office staff will coordinate the activities of the various =
Comnittees with each other and with Utah. The MX Office staff

will also serve as liaison with the Air Force to obtain information
and answers to Committee questions, to arrange meet:mgs with the
Adr Force as required, and to clarify the Air Vorce's project
description and other information.

Review of the Draft EIS will be the Office's primary activity

dAuring the Fourth Quarter—as long as the Air Force releases the
document early this fall, the Draft EIS responses prepared by the
Technical Advisory Comuittees (TAC's) will be distributed to the

Local Citizens Committees for comment and the TAC's will have an
opportunity to corment on the local response document. DEIS responses
miy include the following types of comments:

Impact A~alysis

Gegn a. Assessment of accuracy and adequacy of Air Force assumptions,
y data, methodology, and analysis.




a b. Suppleamental data or references whenever the Alxr Force
data is erroneous, inadequate, out-of-date, etc.

5

y 0 ¢. Results of independent impact analyses. (See Task 7)

Impact Mitigation

d. Proposed project design or location altermatives which
would increase the project's potential benefit to Nevada
or reduce the potential negative impacts (See Task 7).

This Nevada State/Local DEIS Response Document will be widely
circulated to Congressional representatives, federal and State
agencies, and Nevada residents.

Products:

Nevada State/Iocal. DEIS,Response Document.




TASK 2: Prepare Independent Analyses cf MX Project Impacts

a. Provide alternative MX Project impact assessments for
issues which the Air Force assessed inaccurately or in-—
adequately.

b. Protect the interests of Nevadans.

c. Insure that MX decision makers in Washington and Nevada
' have sufficient and correct potential impact data.

d. Develop project alternatives which the Air Force could adopt.
Description:

If the EIS Steering Committee determines that certain MX Project
impacts have been inadequately or inaccurately analyzed by the

Air Force, the MX Project Office staff will initiate an independent
study which would be completed by a Technical Advisory Committee
menber (s), by an unpaid expert, or, if sufficient funding can be
obtained (see Task 4), by a consultant.

‘The purpose of the study could be to:

a. Collect additional data;

b. Independently analyze existing data available from the
Air Force or other sources;

¢. Analyze new data obtained for the study, or

d. Develop altemmative impact mitigation proposals.

The MX Office has only limited funds remaining for consultant
studies in FY80. 1Two impact studies whidh have the highest
priority are 1) At preliminary assessment of the main operating
base fiscal impacts, and 2) preliminary assessments of the deep
carbonate acquifer based on existing data sources.

Products:

Alternative data, analyses, and or impact mitigation proposals
to those contained in the Air Force DEILS.




TASK 3:  State Agency Fiscal Impact Study

Objectives:

a. Identify the projected inpacts of the MX induced population on
facilities & services provided by the State of Nevada.

Description:
The fiscal impact study will utilize two methods. The first, a
fiscal flow of state tax revenue and expenditures, will be .,:unulated
for the incoming population. This process will identify economic
di.fferences between MX related population and the averadge statewide
populatlon. Second, -a review of present services and facilities
in the impact area will be conducted. As a result potential deflclenceo
will be projected and compcu:ed to available revenue. :

Assuming this study derronstrdtes the need for out.s‘lde funding, our
findings will sexve as evidence on which to base requests for funding
assistance for capital construction and/or operating funds. A more
refined fiscal impact analysis will be completed as part of the
overall fiscal impact study in 1981.

g._mducts :

Preliminary State Agency Fiscal Impact Study.




IV. TImpact Mitigation and Development Planning.

TASK 1: Fiscal “mpact Study

Objectives:

a. Identify the projected impacts of the MX induced population
on State and local governments and taxing jurisdictions.

b. Support Nevada's requests to Congress and various federal
agencies for impact funding. )

Description:

The MX Field Office, working closely with the Local Oversight
Committee, will develop a mechanism for conducting an indepth

fiscal impact study. This study will identify the total cost to

State taxing districts for accommodating the new MX related growth.
(This study will also identify the additional revenues brought into the
State/local govermments and special taxing districts by the new
residents). The gap between the expected increase in expenditures

and anticipated revenues will be the amount for which outside funding
will be needed. The fiscal ‘impact study will become the primary i
justification for impact assistance funds from Congress each vear

both through the life of the construction program as well as for

any funds required for operation and maintenance once construction

is completed. '

During the fourth quarter, the State will develop a fequest for
proposals and selection criteria for firms to conduct the fiscal
impact study. '

Final consultant selection will occur during 1981 once FY81 funds
become available and sufficient site specific detail on MX project
constriction is available. '

Products:

Request for Proposals; Consultant Selection Criteria.




TASK 2: Participation in the Air Force ILand Withdrawal Process

Objectives:

a. Avoid land use conflicts with current land users including
grazing leaseholders, mining interests, Indian trlbes etc.

b. Insure that the public has an opportunity to review each site
: and point out potential conflicts prior to final Department of
Interior approval.

Description:

The Air Force is conducting a "test run" Land Withdrawal Survey
durlng the fourth quarter of 1980. With the assistance of State
agencies, the MX Office will provide input to survey procedure

- developnent and monitor the test surveys. A primaxy focus will be
ensuring that the Land Withdrawal procedures require the Air Force
to: 1) Notify parties directly affected prior to commencing the
surveys, and 2) Hold public hearings for each withdrawn parcel or
easement prior to Congressional approval of the Land Withdrawal
Iegislation and Construction Permit approval by the Department of
Interior,

The Air Force is proposing that the Land Withdrawal Leglslatlon

will allow the Air Force to resite any missile shelter in order to
"minimize environmental impacts". The MX Office staff will pursue
wording in the Land Withdrawal Legislation that will place reasonable
limits on resiting flexibility, indicate environmental conditions
that would dictate mandatory resiting, and specify "trigger points"
which would require another public review and comment- period.

Products:

Inputs to Air Force/Bureau of Land Management MX Land Withdrawal
Legislation.




TASK 3: Development of MX Land Transfer Procedures

a. Provide adequate land for required State and local government
facilities and private sector development induced by MX.

b. Ensure that land will be available in time to complete impact
mitigation capital construction projects prior to major population
increases.

¢c. Tdentify a funding source for interim transfers from the
federal government to the State or local governments,

d. Minimize potential adverse impacts due to land speculation.

Description:

The MX Project Field Office will work closely with the Nevada
Working Group, the Iocal Oversight Committee and the Bureau of Land
Management to develop special MX land transfer regulations meeting
the objectives outlined above. The proposed MX land transfer
legislation may be submitted to Congress in conjunction with the
federal impact assistance legislation.

Products:

"

Proposed MX Iand Transfer Regulations.




TASK 4: Initiate MX Planning Studies

objectives:

a. Initiate the contingency planning studies and programs required
to mitigate potential MX impacts.

b. Develop overall inpact mitigation plan containing a "year-by-
year” timeline fo required studies, programs, and capital
construction.

Description:

In order to prepare for the possible commencement of construction

in 1982, it is necessary for the MX Project Office to initiate
contingency planning ‘as soon as possible. The Office's planning
efforts will be hampered until site specific information 1s available
from the Air Force. Nevertheless, staff will begin working with

the State agencies during the fourth quarter to develop mechanisms

to reduce likely negative MX program impacts

A first step will be tn prepare briefing papers describing the
current State planning programs and activities and their adequacy
for MX impact mitigation. The Office staff will consider planning
activities by State and local agencies, private business, and
volunteer organizations.

The second step will be to identify any new programs, regulations,
or agencies needed to prepare for MX related growth. Cost estimates
developed jointly by MX Office and affected agency staff will feed
into the State agency fiscal impact study (III, Task 3).

Products:

Briefing papers on current Nevada planning activities.




- TASK 5:  Prepare ILegislative Package for the 1981 State legislative
Session

0 Objectives:

a. Have MX State legislative package ready for the 1981 Iegislative
Session.

i b. Prepare enabling leglo]atlon for implementing ‘the MX impact
' mitigation plan developed in Task 4.

Description:

New State Legislation or legislative approvals will be required to
initiate programs, establish special agencies, create expanded
local powers, or allow exemptions from existing statutes to cope
with the unusual boomtype growth impacts associated with MX de—
pl.yment, During the fourth quarter, MX Office staff, consultants
s and Legislative Counsel Bureau staff will draft a comprehensive MX
b legislative package for the Governor to introduce to ‘the 1981
5 Nevada lLegislature.

Products:

Comprehensive MX State Iegislative Package.




TARLE T

FOUR CORNERS REGTONAT, COMMISS TON
NEVADA MX PROJECT FIFID OFFICE
STATFMENT OF RESOQUPRCES AMD EXPENDULTRES
FOR TIE PHRIOD ENDED SEPIFMBER 15, 1980

Over
Budget (Under)
Note 4 Actual Budget
RESOURCES :
Four Corners Regional Commission $ 213,694 $ 126,341 $ (87,353)
EXPENDITURES ‘ o |
Personnel 147,500 11.0,558* (36,7353) \
Office Rent 6,212 6,193*  ( 0,019) 3
Office Furniture 6,939 3,815 ( 3,121) |
Office Equipment 12,801 7,092 ( 5,709)
Office Supplies 2,000 3,870 1,870
Equiprent Repair 360 136 (  224)
Printing & Duplicating 720 2,472 1,752
Publications 1,365 308 { 1,057)
Telephone 7,200 6,430 ( 770)
Postage 3,600 416 ( 3,184)
Travel 30,000 18,770 (11,230)
Advertising 287 287
Technical Services 5,000 5,000
Miscellaneous 208 268
$ 218,694 $165,615 $ (53,079

*  See BExhibit C i 4
** Total Office ront for calendar year 1980: $8,465.




UTAH MX COORDINATION OFFICE
THIRD PROGRESS REPORT
UNDER CONTRACT #6 (MS) 01-899-060-6
RICHARDS-OLSON ASSOCIATES

Septemher 15, 1980

INTRODUCTION

This Third Progress Report is submitted pursuant to the terms and conditions
of the above referenced contract and describes the major activities of the
Utah MX Coordination Office for the period June 1, 1980 through August 31,
1980. The description of activities, problems and future plans contained
herein is intended to assist all interested reviewers in understanding the
activities, tasks and functions of the MX Coordination Office during the

period.

The format of this progress report has been specified by the Four Corners
Regional Commission, which administers this project, and cails for basic
reporting under each of three fundamental work tasks identified as f..lows:
Task I - Liaison, Coordination and Program Management
Task Il - Impact Analysis

Task TII - Impact Mitigation and Development Planning

Under each task, this report provides a review of work performed during the
reporting period, describes problems encountered and outlines work planned

or anticipated to be undertaken during the next ieporting period.

Again, this report notus the difficulty of assigning specific costs to each

the major tasks specified above. The MX Coordination Office has undertaken




to report previously on the basis of the project budget using a 1ine item
and object of expenditure reporting system rather than undertake the time
consuming and ultimately inaccurate and meaningless process of attempting
to allocate specific costs for personnel, rent, communications and travel
by task. However, the report does provide a judgemental estimate of the

overall percentage of total staff time and resources which has been

allocated within each of the major task areas.

It is recognized that a summary progreés report such as this may not p ~-
vide all of the information which any specific reviewer might wish to

have in relationship to some item of activity which is of particular con-
cern or interest. Once again, the Utah MX Coordination Office wishes to
offer to furnish additional items of information to any appropriate reviewer

of this report.

DISCUSSION OF SPECIFIC WORK TASKS

In the sections which follow, each of the major tasks defined in the original
work program submitted by the States of Utah and Nevada to the Department

of Defense are specifically reviewed and discussed. Please note that this
progress report builds upon the previous reports submitted and a reviewer
wishing to have a sense of the overall chronology of activities may wish

to examine pricr reports. This repcirt only deals with activities undertaken
during the reporting period. No attempt is made to summarize activities

undertaken in prior p--i0ds.

Task I - Liaison, Coordination and Program Management

This task has bisically to do with the structural, procedural and managerial




activities of the Utah MX Coordination (ffice. It has to do with the develop-
ment of planning capabilities and structures, the formulation of processes and
procedures for performing impact analysis, the continuation of liaison and
coordination activities at the bi-state, state and local levels end.coor—

dination of project activities with pertinent federal agencies.

A. MWork Performed During the Report Period

The Jtah MX Coordination Office has remained fully staffed during
the reporting period. Limited turnover has occurred in part-time
support staff but all full-time professional and support staff

persons remain as in the previous reporting periods.

During this reporting period, emphasis has been given to bringing

the MX Intergovernmental Working Group to full operational capacity;
developing further working relationships with the Four County MX
Missile Policy Board staff which became operational on July Ist;

working on development of a framework for community impact assistance
for MX impacts; continuing liaison with the various agencies of the
federal government; organizing the State MX Task Force into appro-
priate review teams for the still to be delivered MX Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (MX DEIS); and carry out other regular coordination
activities of the office. Each of these items is discussed, in

turn, below.

1. Utah MX Intergov-rnmental Working Group

During the reporting period, the specific composition of the
Working Group has been finalized. In addition to the local and

state government representation described in the last progress

report, the United States Air Force, the Army Corps of Engineers




and the Office of Economic Adjustment have now made formal
designations of their representation on the Vorking Group. A
roster of the present compostion of the Working Group is attached
as Exhibit A. The only addition to the Working Group now contem-
plated is representation from the appropriate Federal Regional
Council (FRC). However, as indicated in earlier reports, Utah

is not fully satisfied with the concept of having MX matters
dealt with by two separate FRCs. We have been continuing discussions
at the bi-state level as well as with the Office of Management
and Budget in an attempt to determine the appropriate representa-
tional role of FRCs. This item will be further discussed later

in this report.

The groundrules under which the Working Group has been operating
remain the same as specified in the second progress report with
two additions which will be outlined below.
¢ The local and state members of the YWorking Group will allocate
and program for expenditure any funds received by the State of
Utah for MX planning purposes. A specific work program will
be developed for each fiscal year, apportioning funds between
local and state coordination entities as approved by the state
and local members of the Working Group as the official allocating
body for such funds. Working Group members have agreed, as
a matter of policy, that not less than 50 percent of any such
funds will be allocated to units of Tocal government for expen-

diture.

¢ The Working Group will be the policy making body which deter-




mines the appropriate combined local/state responses to any
federal study initiative which has special pertinence to MX

related planning for fiscal impact assessment.

In a new development and to facilitate the efforts of the
Working Group, an MX Planning and Technical Committee of planning
staff from all interested units of local and state government,
multi-county associations of government, planning commissions
and the Tike has been formed to facilitate exchange of infor-
mation between the technical staffs of the state, cities and'
counties relative to MX matters. In addition to keeping all
potentially impacted jurisdictions informed, the Technical
Committee will also receive prior notice from all members
regarding their intentions to seek any federal assistance
which may have a relationship to MX impacts. It is intended
that this committee, thus, will aid in eliminating duplicative
effarts or mu]tip]e'contacts of federal funding agencies by
Targe numbers of jurisdictions and will also facilitate the

development of well-coordinated planning work programs.

The Working Group has dealt with several substantive palicy
issues which are described under Task II below. In the judgement
of the Utah MX Coordination Office, the establishment of the MX
Intergovernmental Working Group as the single coordinating mech-

anism to facilitate the timely response of the State of Utah and

jts political subdivisions to MX initiatives is a central and

¢ritical achievement.
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Working Relationships with the Local Policy Board Staff

As indicated in the prior report, Dr. Ralph Staff began his
work as Local Coordintor on July 1, 1980. He has opened an
office in Cedar City, Utah and hired support staff. The Utah
MX Coordination Office has jointly undertaken with br. Starr
to staff the Utah MX Intergovernmental Working Group. Under
this arrangement, the state office provides staff support in
distributing agendas, settjng meetings in Salt Lake, taking

and reporting minutes of meetings, etc. Content of meeting

agenda is mutually determined by both offices. The Local Coor-
dination Office arranges meetings held in the deployment area.
Specific staff support on any agenda topic or work task assigned
by the Working Group is handled by mutual agreement but basically
is assigned to the local or state office according to who has pri-

mary responsibility for the task in question.

Operationally, each office, state and local, notifies the other
of all meetings which are conducted by either entity unless any
given meeting has solely to do with the interest of state or
Tocal concern. The schedule of such meetings is a matter of
mutual determination. The basic groundrule is that the Local
Coordination Office invites state staff representation to all

meetings which it initiates and vice versa.

During August, Dr. Starr and Mr. Olson of the state office
visited Washington, D. C. together to make contact with all

aphropriate executive branch and legislative staff officials

that have primary roles to play with regard to MX. The primary




purpose of this meeting was to work on MX impact aid legislation,
and is discussed below. The secondary purpose of this visit was
to introduce Dr. Starr to federal officials as well as to make
clear to all federal agencies that Local and State MX Coordina-
tion Offices in Utah are working harmonously and together on

matters related to the deployment of MX should that occur in Utah.

Developing Specifications for Community Impact Aid for MX

During the reporting period, the United States Congress has been
considering a va. iety of proposals under which community impact
assistance would be provided to local and state entities affected
by MX deployment. Communication between the Utah MX Coordination
Office and Congress has been in full cooperation with the Local
MX Office. Such communications have been carefully structured

to provide information to the members of Congress and the appro-
priate subcommittees of Congress regarding the potential problems
which MX deployment will pose and provide possible resolution of
those problems through community impact assistance legislation.
Provisions of information to the Congress has also been coor-
dinated on a bi-state basis with both the State and Local MX
Offices in Nevada. The objective has been to provide the legis-
lative branch of the federal government with a clear-cut delineation
of the characteristics of the impact assistance legislation which
state and local governments in Nevada and Utah believe will be

required to properly address MX induced impacts in a timely fashion.

Because there is still substantial uncertainty as to the final

shape of any impact assistance program and given the high 1ikeli-




hood that any action undertaken by Congress in this session will

be of a temporary or transitional nature, the Utah MX Coordination
Office has also conducted a dialogue with the executive branch

of the federal government in cooperation with its local and state
counterparts in both Utah and Nevada. An ad hoc task force on

MX impact aid has been established under White House staff direc-
tion including representation from OMB, OEA and the Air Force.

This task4force has indicated its willingness to respond to bi-
state specifications of thé characteristics of impact assistance
needs. Accordingly, the two states and their local government
counterparts are mutually involved in developing the specifications
of such an impact assistance program. A so-called "white paper"

on impact aid has been developed for discussions between these
state and local jurisdictions. An initial meeting on impact aid
with representation from both local and state entities in Nevada
and Utah was held in late August and follow-on meetings to finalize

this process will take place during the next project period.

Federal Liaison

In addition to the specific activities described above, the Utah

MX Coordination Office is maintaining a continuing dialogue with
other federal agencies on MX assistance. These agencies include
federal domestic agencies such as the Department of Housing and
Urban Development, the Department of Education, the Department

of Health and Human Services as well as quasi governmental agencies
such as the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations.

A continuing dialogue is taking place between the Utah MX Coor-

dination Office and the Bureau of Land Management primarily




focusing on preliminary land withdrawal procedures, temporary
permits for exploration and data gathering, environmental assess-
ments related thereto and the like. Such contacts require a
considerable amount of time but are absolutely essential given

the increasing levels of interest and activity being generated

within most entities of the federal government regarding MX impacts.

State MX Task Force

During the reporting period, the State Task Force has met once

for the purpose of listening to state agencies' technical reports
regarding the relative merits of alternative operating base sites
within Utah. These technical reports were developed at the request
of the State Coordination Office to guide the Working Group in its
deliberations leading to a recommendation for an operating base
site in Utah. These technical reports are on file in the State
Coordination Office for the interested reviewer. Of primary
importance during this reporting period has been the use of

State Task Force members as the nucleus of the State review teams
which have been formed to analyze the MX deployment draft EIS.

This effort, which has consumed a substantial amount of time

during the current reporting period, is designed to assure the most
objective, rigorous and technically sound EIS review ever per-
formed within Utah. Copies of the review procedures which have
been developed for the review teams, the time Tine for the review,
composition of the review teams, etc. are appended to this report

as Exhibit B. It should be noted that the state agencies' tech-

nical review will be supplemented by two additional EIS review
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efforts. In the first, the Utah University Consortium has been
requested by Governor Matheson to conduct an independent evaluation
of the draft EIS. This review will be "self-contained" in the
sense that a finished, concolidated review document will be
presented to the MX Working Group staff by the University Con-
sortium to consider in preparing its formal review comments.
Similarly, a local EIS review effort is being undertaken under
which local citizens, officials and agency technicians will review
the EIS from a local perspective. It is anticipated that all
three reviews will be consolidated into a single set of review
comnients which will be the formal and official comments of the

Utah MX Working Group.

General State Agency Coordination and Public Information Activities

During the reporting perijod, the Utah MX Coordination Office has
continued to respond to the needs of state agencies for infor-
mation regarding potential MX impacts. This office has begun
arranging a number of informal meetings aimed at bringing Aiv
Force professionals and line agency technical staff into direct
contact with e&ch other. During late August, for example, a
meeting was conducted with staff from the Ballistic Missile
0ffice regarding transportation plans for MX deployment. They
met with transportation officials from Utah and Nevada in Salt
Lake City. A copy of the summary comments of that meeting are
attached as Exhibit C. Similar meetings have been held in the
area of historic preservation, wildlife resources, mineral devel-
opment, land use, ranching and livestock activities and the like.

These meetings are designed to facilitate communication and to
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provide specific information to state line agencies’' staff who
have the responsibility to carry out programs in the event of
MX deployment or who will need to respond in some way to that

depl- ment.

In addition, the Utah MX Coordination Office tasks line agencies
to respond to technical data received from the Air Force. The
office also requires informal updates from line agencies on direct
Air Force or Air Force contractor contacts. In this fashion, for
example, the State Engineer's 0ffice keeps the Utah MX Coor-
dination Off<.e posted on all water filings undertaken by the

Air Force.

Finally, the Cvuordination Office continues to respond to many

requests from the general public for information.

Problems Encountered

R R e T e e e
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A candid assessment of the activities undertaken above suggests that
the primary continuing problem, as was the case in the last report,

is in the timely acquisition of MX specific data from the United

States Air Force. Reviewers will recall that the Tast progress report
anticipated the release of the draft EIS during this present reporting
period. The DEIS has not yet been released. Indeed, it may yet be
several months off. This information gap has posed a number of serious
problems for the Coordination Office. Without reasonable site specific
ccenarios of potential deployment, it is impossible to begin site
specific fiscal impact planning. The Utah MX Coordination Office has
requestea the Air Force to furnish the most plausible scenarios of

deployment in advance of the release of the DEIS so that impact planning
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efforts might begin in a preliminary <ense, without delay. We have

no assurance that these plausible scenarios will be forthcoming.

As a second problem, we have found the executive branch of the
federal government to be remarkably i1l-prepared to seriously discuss
community impact aid mechanisms. The position taken by the Admin-
istration has been that they will stay with the current intergovern-
mental aid system and react to state and local initiatives rather
than proposing any serious aftérnatives of their own. The Utah
Coordination Office believes that it will be possible to move this
discussion off dead center by submitting the "white paper" referenced

above to trigger substantive discussions on impact aid alternatives.

Finally, the problem outlined in the last progress report of under-
estimating certain budget categories relative to the provision of
information to governmental agencies and the public continues. We
anticipate revising the total budget and work program for the Utah MX
Coordination Office during the next reporting period based upon
actual cost experience during this reporting period. We recognize
this is a deferral of the action proposed in the last progress report
but believe more accurate revisions can be made based upon the

additional experience of the last three months.

Work Planned During Next Period

1. Utah MX Intergovernmental Working Group

During the next period, the Working Group will focus its primary

attention upon fi:cal impact planning. The Working Group has taken
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the position that this activity is the single most important
task facing local and state governments in Utah. It is anti-
cipated that deployment scenarios will either be furnished by
the Air Force or generated internally to drive this effort.
Secondary but very high levels of attention, as needed, will be
given to review of the draft EIS when it is released. However,
given the uncertainty of the release date, it is difficult to

project how much time will-be required.

The Working Group will continue dialogue with the Air Force
regarding its recommendation for a preferred location for an
operating base and intends to involve itself in discussions with
the Air Force and its contractors on base and community support

system design.

Working Relationships with the Local Policy Board Staff

We anticipate a simple continuation of the very straightforward
relationship between the Local and State MX Coordination Offices.
Emphasis will be given to joint staffing of the fiscal impact
planning process deszribed above. It is very 1ikely that this
work will be done primarily through contract resources with
appropriate monitoring and control by local and state staff and

by the Workirg Group. Joint staff visits to the Ballistic Missile
Office and to Washington, D. C.,on an as needed basis, are planned
during the next period as well as working sessions with Nevada

counterparts.

Developing Specifications for Community Impact Aid for MX

Congress will 1ikely take some action with regard to impact aid




legislation during the next reporting period. The Utah MX
Coordination Office will continue to provide information to per-
tinent committee and legislative staffers in this process. Irres-
pective of the outcome of legislaliive processes this year, it is
anticipated that the Coordination Office will contiﬁue to work

with Nevada counterparts in developing the detail of an MX

specific community impact aid program. Substantial staff attention
will be given to this task since it is essential to the timely

working of impact mitigation mechanisms.

Federal Liaison

In addition to the activities described above, it is anticipated
that discussion will go on regarding the role of federal regional
councils in handling impact assistance. We will also be engaged
in a joint effort with BLM in reviewing the initial Air Force I0C

valley layouts in Pine and Wah Wah,

State MX Task Force

If the draft EIS is released during the next reporting period,
the State Task Force will concentrate its efforts on analysis
of the same. We also anticipate that the Task Force members will
be thoroughly involved in representing agency responses to MX

fiscal impacts stemming from the analysis outlined in Task I above.

General State Agency Coordination and Public Information "ctivities

We anticipate that this item of activity will remain very much as
during the present reporting period with the possible addition of

a junior level professional ovr support person to assist during the
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review of the draft EIS.

D. Funds Expended

It is estimated by the MX Coordination Office that during the period
covered by this report, approximately 65% of total resources were
committed to support of this basic task. We again wish to point out
that this is entirely due to the fact that the draft EIS has not been

released and direct impact analysis has not been possible.

Impact Analysis

Work in this task area during the reporting period has dealt primarily
in three areas. The first is review and comment on the base line data
gathered for the four county impact area. The second has to do with
state level review and comment on special studies being undertaken by
Aiy Force or OEA contractors relative to the preliminary impact assess-
ment of MX impacts. The third deals with Utah recommendations for an

operation base location.

A. MWork Performed During ihe Report Period

1. Base Line Data Gathering

The base line report was completed during the current reporting
period as projected in the last progress report. A copy of this
base Tine report is attached as Exhibit D and we assume will also
be submiti.d in the Local MX Coordination Office report. This
report will be extremely useful and represents a vase 1line which

will drive the fiscal impact planning effort referred to in Task

1 above.
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0 2. Major Air Force and OEA Studies
During this reporting period, the O0ffice of Economic Adjustment
has responded to the concerns of state and local governments
regarding the Hammer, Siler, George Associates study. The
response of OEA to our earlier concerns is contained in attached
Exhibit E. It is our judgement that the revisions proposed are
a reasonable response to our concerns. Both the local and state
stafts have been working with the contractor in finalizing this
analytical framework. We have requested that OEA furniéh a

current update on the status of the Hammer, Siler, George project

including an outline of the project report and the timetable for

| completing the work. To date, that update has not been received.

: QID Also during this reporting period, the Air Force unilaterally
informed us that it had retained the firm of Hamilton, Rabinovitz
and Szanton (HRS) to conduct preliminary fiscal impact assessments.
The scope ot work of that effort has raised substantial and deep
concerns on the part of the State Coordination Office. Those
concerns are expressed in Exhibit F, a joint letter from Kent
Briggs and Chad Johnson to Antonia Chayes. Perhaps no issue is
as central to the delineation of an overall fiscal impact pro-
blem as the preliminary setting of parameters for the costs of
that aid program. The concerns which have been expressed are so
fundamental that we have instructed state agency personnel to
cooperate verbally without releasing all requested data to HRS

ﬂﬂb until the conflicts are resolved. We understand that an Air

Force response to this letter is in transit to this office but,
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as of this date, has not been received.

3. Basing Recommendation

The Local MX Policy Board responded to the state agency tech-

nical reports and the basing site selection matrix report discussed

in our last report by adopting a recommendation that the operating
basing site at Miiford be designated as a local preference. The
Governor has indicated his basic support of whatever basing

re ‘ommendation can be agreed to by the Four Coutity Policy Board.

See Jetter from Governor Matheson as Exhibit G.

4. Other Studies

We have been informed that other Air Force studies may be in
progress relative to MX impacts about which we have no infor-
mation. Specifically, we have been informed that Professor
Charles Haar of the Harvard Law School has a contract to delin-
eate alternative debt financing mechanisms which might be used
by local and state government in handling MX impacts. However,
inadequate information is in hand to discuss this issue. This

effort may pose the same problem delineated under the HRS study.

Problems Encountered

The central problem in the entire area of impact analysis is,again,
the lack of data from the Air Force. This has been compounded by
the failure of the Air Force to involve local and state officials in
planning for special studies such as the HRS analysis. These
unilateral contracts fail to assess the interests of the local and

state governments. We have attempted to make these concerns very

clear. With the delay of the environmental impact statement, provision
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of preliminary scenarios of deployment are absolutely critical to
beginning the contingency planning process for handling MX impacts.
Air Force contractors such as HRS have, apparently, been given such
scenarios to facilitate their work, but those scenarios have not
been given to state or local MX offices. This poses serious equity

problems. In addition, any study undertaken which directly affects

the interests o' prercgatives of local or state government simply
must involve representation of local and state government at the

outset.

C. Work Planned During the Next Period

As indicated in Task I above, the primary emphasis during the
next period will be the.beginning of the fiscal impact analysis.
As was also indicated, in the absence of Air Force scenarios of
Air Force deployment, the State MX Office will develop its own

scenarios, possibly in alternate forms, and begin the impact

planning process in cooperatioh with the Local MX Coordination
Office. These scenarios wiil generate their own population pro-
jections and descriptions and will result in the development of |
site specific capital programs for community facilities and service i
budgets for public services which will be driven by such population i

increases. As indicated in the last report, standards for level

" of services have been derived from data regarding services in Utah

communities of comparable size.

During this next period, the Coordination Office also hopes to under-

stand and have an impact on the work of the HRS study team which has

developed preliminary data on fiscal impacts. In the absence of full
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cooperation in accessing this study and its methodology, the State
Coordination Office, in cooperation with the Four County Policy Board,
has discussed the option of developing its own preliminary fiscal
impact assessment prograh using consultant resources. We recognize
this will essentially result in present conflicting impact estimates

to the Congress but such an outcome may not be avoidable.

Finally, if the draft EIS is issued during the next reporting period,
the review process described above will be fully implemented. We

also anticipate a continuing and more thorough dialogue with the Air
Force, particularly at Strategic Air Command on basing site selection

and basing design during the reporting period.

D. Funds Expended

With the same reservations as expressed in Task I D above, the Utah
MX Coordination Office estimates the total Tevel of resources expended
on work related to this task during the last report period was 35%

total expenses.

Impact Mitigation and Development Planning

Due to the delay in the release of the draft EIS, the fact that no deploy-
ment scenarios have been released by the Air Force and failure to release
any preliminary data on impacts by any Ajr Force sources, no impact miti-
gation work or specific development planning has been performed during
this reporting period. Work which operationally relates to this task has
been initiated as outlined above. We do anticipate that substantive

work in the task will begin during the next reporting period, driven

by Air Force provided or self-generated deployment scenarios.
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FINAL COMMENTS -

In addition to the exhibits required to illustrate the narrative of this
progress report, other exhibits are appended including the chronology of

the activities of the Project Manager and a report of accumulated expenditures

for the project through August 31, 1980.
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MX FRCJECT
30100 FCRC CONTRACT
TOT AL MX REVENUES

CTFER REVENUES
TCTAL CTHER REVENUES

TOYAL REVENUES
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. SALARIES & WAGES
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33200 ASSCC DIRECTOR
33300 PROJECT ECCNOMIST
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TCTAL SALARY EXPENSE
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' TOTAL FRINGE BENEFIT

STAFF TRAVEL
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34900 LCDGING-WASH C C
35300 AIR-NEVACA

35400 CRCUND-NEVADA
35500 LODGING-NEVADA
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36000 GROUNC~-ACRTCN AFE
36100 LODGING-NCRTON AFE
37100 AIR-UTAF

37200 GRCUNC-UTAF

37300 LCDCING-UT AN

37600 AIR-CTFER

37700 GRCUND-CTHER

37800 LCDGING~CTHER
TOTAL STAFF TRAVEL

MANAGEMENT TRAVEL
38100 AIR-WASK C C
2§200 GROUNC-WASE C C
38300 LCDGING-WASH C C
36700 AIR-NEVACA

€800 GRCUNC-NEVADA
38900 LCOGING-NEVADA
35300 AIR-NCRTCN AFB

R e R O A SR e e

RICKARLS OLSCN ASSGCIATES

2 INCCME

Y-7-D BUDGET
INCOME STATEMENT

BUDGET

201,452.00
201,492.00

201,4%2.00

40,000.00

1€, 800.0C0

11,43€.00

11,500.00
£€0,12€.00

1,000.0C0
47585-00

11,585.00

£,355.00

465.00 °

3,150.00
1,841.00

465.00
1,575.00
1,540.00
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1,050.00

16,814.00

1,785.00
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SEE ACCCUNTANTS COMPIULATICN REPGRT
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ACTUAL

201+492.00
201,492.00

201+492.00

40,000.00
15+995.45

114786436

11,490.92
19,272.73

44755487
204S51.44
7+247.31

4,131.28
233.49
44¢245.16
24214.64
133.06
261.00
2,580.00

3+601.50
1,509.52
669.97
1,433.10
36.85
$589.50

22+039.87

§92.00

107.48

8-31--80

2,244.1]

PAGE

VERIANC

804.5.
350.3
409.0.
863.2°

2'093-5(
4'337-6“

1,223.7]
235.5]
1,095.14
373,64
335.64
1,314.0(
1,040.0(
315.0j
1,050.0
35601 .9¢
459.5]
£69.9]
1,433.14
36.8]
989 .5
5+225.8]

793 .04
161.0¢
942 < 5]
917 .0¢
238 .01
791 . 0¢
385 .04
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36400
36500
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cF
41100
41200
41300
41400
41500
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42000
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FOSTAGE
PRINTING®
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MAP & FREFORTS
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TCHN MEETING
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43600
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43900
44000
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46800

G
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50200
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21400
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EATE -
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CENERAL/ADMIN MX
TCTAL CCMTFRACT CCSTS
ENERAL & ALMIN
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LEGAL .
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£,14€.00

3.500.00
1,050.00
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1€£+€40.00
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¢¢531.00

465.00
Z2,006.00
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13,328.00~

UNAUDITED

CATE
ACTUAL

1,069.48

4+000.00
801 .89
2+282.76
168.90
1,451.66
44482.50
2+511.11
10,945.10
1,899.58
1,049.85
155.29
127 .48

427.60

220.00
32.55
30;556-27

1,$86.10

1+686.10

4,638.36
1'023.78
384.30
247.05
571.50
6+ 864 .56

9+269.89

158,236.64

4+586.00
359.10
388.25
1.550.00
37.20
€69.20
324.03
1,161.00
195.11
S¢269.89

$+269.89

SEE ACCCUNTANTS COMPILATICON REPCRT
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PAGE
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476.0
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500.0
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SECPTON. T

INTRODUCTION

The Local Oversight Committece (LOC) 1s a cooperiative
effort by Nevada Countics to develop coordinated policies
and plans in one specific project, the proposed MX Missile
System. Local Oversight Committee during the past three
nonths has matured as an institution, developing into a
respected organization. The specific responsibilitices of
Committee as delineated in the Interlocal Agreement are as
follows:

1. To serve as an areawide body to identify, discuss,
study and bring into focus arecawide challenges and
opportunities presented by the MX Missile System.

2. To develop a comprehensive regional plan encompassing
the wreas of natural resources, housing, land use,
transportation, environmental management, recreational
and open space requirements, economic development
strategies, and public services and facilities.

3. "To develop a capital improvement program which will
identify the cost and number of now public facilitics
neoded to accommodate the growth resulting from MX.

4. "Moo provide Air Force with local input regarding the
siting and development of the MX program.

5. To work with the state of Nevada and the Congressional
Delegations of Nevada and Utah in getting a special
appropriation through Congress for MX community impact
aid assistance.

6. To supervise the preparation and implementation of
Federal gr ab applications impacting the communitices.

7. To hire and retain the necessary technical staff to
accomplish the work of the Comuitten.

8. 7o report to the public and the affected county

comimicsioners the progress being nade in dealing with

@ the local impacts ol the MX program.




The JTocal Oversight Committee,in conjunction wilh the

Al

State MY IMietd Office,has prepared a proposced FY Yol o,k ‘
Program and Budgelt as a justification for its reguest for ‘
federal funding for the 1981 [ederal fiscal year. The re--
quest itdentifics a program for developling compreh anive
plans to manage Lhe MY growth. The identification of foderal
community impact assistance 1 an lmportant eolement of this
overall wvork prograw. A preliminary budget for 'Y 198, for
the Local Oversight Committee is approximately $1,500,000.

During the sccond quarter the Local Oversight Committee

has made substantial progress on lts three major tasks:

o Task 1 - Lialson, coordination, and program

managoement;

o Task 2 - Impact analysis; and
o rask 3 - Impact mitigation and development
‘ planning. .

The progress and accomplishments of the Local Oversight
Committee are described in Scection II.  No problens were en-
@ countered.  Budget and work plans arc also presentoed.

Sccetion 1TT provides a detailed budget for the quarter.

The appendicies provide additional background information.




SECTION 1T

LOCAT, OVERSIGHT COMMTTTEE
fjlf\é)l’\ })1\0(1}\}:5‘-

The Local Oversight Cumittee under terms of the Tntor-
tocal Agreement and the FCRC grant is emnowercd and Funded
to conduct MX-relatced planning activitics for Nye, Lincoln
and Clark Counties. Genecrally the activities and tasks of
the Committce are broken down into three categorics:

TASK 1 - ILiaison, Coovdination and Program
Management

TASK 2 -  Impact Analysis

TASK 3 - Impact Mitigation and Development
Planning

Though, somewhat arbitrary,the three broad tasks defince

the range of activities of the Local Oversight Committee.

During the past quarter (Junc, July, August) all three tasks

have extensively been applied, enablind the Committce to
formulate policies regarding the proposed MX Micsile System

deployment in Nevada and Utah.

Table I1 - 1 presents the three tasks budgets and expendi -

turces for each task to date.
A detalled listing ol past workx porformed, problems on-
counterced, future work plans, and funds spoent are discussed

Lelow., A detalled navrative and line item budget for the

Comnittee is presented in Section II1.




TAGH 1 = LIATSON, COORDITATION, AND PROGRAM HANAGHMLUT

The Local Oversight Commitlee as an arcawide advisory
policy board serves primarily as a coordinating function
to local governments. As such Task 1 represaants a major
activity of the Committece to identify, discuss, study and
bring into focus arcawide and local issues regarding the
MY Misolle SHystem.
(1) viork Performed

During the past quarter the Local Oversight Committee
met once in each month discussing and taking action on
significant issues regarding MX. The Committee to foster
communications has working notvbooku for easy rcference of
MY materials. Staff progress reports prepared prior to
cach meeting summarize staff activities during the previous
month (sece Appendix B for Stalf Progress Reports 3, 4,5).

Other major coordinating and program management activities
have included the attendance at Nevada Working Group and the
Intergovernmental Working Group meetings plus additional
meetings on particular MX issucs {(e.g. grazing, highways;
social services delivery problems). Such meetings occur
regularly and fostor local coordination regarding MX needs
(31) Problems Encountered

None to dateo.
(111) Work Plans

Sce 'Y 1960 Granit for listing of plannced activities and
First Quarlerly Report Appendix A, the I'Y 1981 Work Program
and Budgol.
Liv) Fundg Spent

See Table Il-1 and Section TIT for the delailed budget.
TASK 2 - TMPACT ANATYSLS

The local Oversight Committecr stalf has spent a great
deal of time this summer in analyzing the potential boomtown
impacts and the possible strategics for mitigating those impacts.
Phe ddentification and understanding of these boowmlown impacty
ie the basie thrust of the current activitices of Lhe Committeo.

The rovicow and commoent of Lhe Adry Foree DETS 1a the formal

nochanicm for the Committee in ldentifying the dmpacts.  To




date much work has been performed in preparing for this roview.
i) Work Performed
The Comnitiee stalf with the addition of the two summoer
interns and the services of a lawyer/planncer (David L. Poterson)
have developed issues regarding the poFential MX boomtown impacts.
These papers inclicde: ‘

o MM DELS Local Review Strateqy;

o Public TLand Transfer Concopt Papor;

o Boomtown Housing Problems;

e DPublic Infrastructurce Requirements; and

o Social Problems with Boomtowns.
(ii) Problems Encountered

Nonge to date.

(iii) Work Plans

Other issuc papers are contemplatod on fiscal effects,
development strategies and growth management systems, and
the cvaluation of the main operating base sites (in conjunction
with the State).

{iv) PFunds Spent

Scee Table TI-1 and Scction ITT for detailed line item
budget,

TASK 11T = TMPACT MITIGATION AKD DEVELOPMENT PLANMING

Task 111 is the ultimate goal of the Local Oversight
Committ. 2, Lo help mitigate the adverse impacts associatea
with MX 1f deployed in Nevada.

(1) Work Performed
The major activities under this tagk have been:
o the development of a local planning capability;

o identification of federal community impact
assistance legislation neceds; and

o development ofnext years work plan for local
comprehensive planning.

The local planning capability will be extremely critical
over the next few years tf MX proceeds on schedale.  The
contracl for MNye County lTor MHM-related planning activities
e an exanple of the types ol approaches the TLocal Oversight
Conmilter is utilizing in developing the local planning cap -
ability .  Other activiticer include working with the Lincoln

County Commissioners in hicing a new counly managern.



The federal community impact legislation is the focus

of efforts and discussions this gsummer between the various

Novada and Utah agencics working on MX.  Needless to say
federal aid will be nceded if the communitics are going
to be able to accommodate the MX growth.

Next ycars federal planning technical assistance request
represents the initial effort at federal conmunity impact
assistance. Although, in the last quarterly progress roport
a FY 1981 Work Program and Budgct was prepared it has over
the past three months been revised to refleoct new needs and
a better understanding of the planning requircments for next
year. When the FY 1981 work plan is completely revised it
will be forwarded to ICRC.

(ii) Problems Bncountered , . :

None to date.

(1ii) Work Plans

See FY 1981 Work Program and Budget in Appendix A of
IFirst Quarterly Progress Report,

{iv) Funds Spent

See Table 11--1.




TASK EXPENDITURES TO DATE - BUDGET

L $1L0,279.64 $40,000.00
2 $22,347.06 $90,000.00
3 $12,067. 4% o '$50,000.00

TOTAL $44,694.11 ' . $180,000.00




SECTION IIT

BUDGET

The following is a detailed financial breakdown of this
office's 2nd quarter expend tures. This quarter marks the
first report which presents complete information on all bud-
get activities. Past quarterly reports did not reflect com-
plete expenditures in that funding for the Local Oversight
Committee office was not received until late in that lst
quarter. '

Please find the following tables (tables 3-I, 3~II, 3-III)
which present the detailed expenditures for the month of June,

July, and August of this year. This detailed breakdown will

enable you to review specific expendftures by line item, and
recognize the cash-flow situation on a monthly basis.

Also, not included in this report, the Local Oversight
Committee office retaing a complete check disbursment journal
which records the recipient, date, check number, and amount
of cvery voucher paid. Carbon copices of all financial trans--
actions are also relained to provide for good bookkeeping and
audit availabllity. ,

The total cxpenditurces for this office for this fiscal year
is $44,694.11. This leaves the Local Oversight Committee office
with $135,305.8% for the remaining two quarters. This budget
report is useful for a track rate of expenditures relating to
availability of revenues. FProm this report we foresee no difficultiocos
or limitation of activities due to budget constraints.

Included in thig report, for your information and review is
Appendix (A) .  This appendix 1s the aqgrecement between the Local
Oversight Committee and Nye County to provide for a planning
posilion relating to MX planning efforts. This planning pos-
ition was included and outlined in our 1980 budget and work
program,  This Appendix () includes the agrecinent, Scope of
Work, and budget breakdown. These docunents were sent to Nyo
County for theiv approval and for the county to use {for dirce-
tion, '

This scction and appendix is for your information only;, in

that the position and dollar amounts have been approved hy




e i

w3

Four Corners Reglonal Council in the total budget For Y 1980,
Two suner planning interns were also hired during the
second quarter. These planning interne were hired as outlined
in our first quarterly report which was submitted and approved

by Four Corncers Regional Council on June 1, 1980. These two

(2) positions have been filled, and the tasks relating to

county planning information and coordination have been accom—
Plished.  Payment of these positions have been made from the
wage and salary linez and have been made in accordance with all
budyet and finance procedures. See Appendix (c¢).

On table (3-IXI), August report, a new budget line has been
added. This new line is in the Personnel Scrvice section and
is entitled Contractural Services.

This line has been appropriated, $7,000.00 and reflects
the hiring of one (1) consultant to assist the Local Oversight
Committee in Tasks 2 and 3. After a complete review of the
planning and budget programs for this year, the Local Over-
sight Committee agreed and'approved the hiring of David I,.
Peterson to assist in this massive project. Revenue was
avallable within the existing budget and funds were transfoerroed
from other lines toestablish the Contractural Servies line.

Please find Appendix (D), contract agreement for David L.

Pebkerson.




@)
0
Ch
~ U o w WO~ O O o OO OWn fox
o noo A gD MV YO O OO O~ o)
IS & I . . . ., . « o e . . « . . .
I TV Ao w W@ el ~OW MO e )
$) o 2 B ) o N OO N o6 ~ o Wel Py
LD T ¢ NV o - rlep W e M0 ~ v oW o
i < - - - -~ ~ -~ - o« ~ o« .
O o w oo ~ NN o r W~ MW o
(S et [<6) ~d Uy
b wr —i
(723
fa
O
ved .
3.2 i
]
et e} e) - O unmMmWwoOoo MmO O W O
~ 3 O O Wy QOO0 O W I~0Q ~ W m Y (®]
o Q0 QO w0 <5 QO ¢ v ¢ ™AW~ ~ WO Ww (@]
20O - ~ - - . ~ ~ - ~ ~ - -~ ~
O 4 oG o~ ™o~ XN (o)) QG ™~ N W O
NI ®) — -1 ’ Q)
8] — e~
e " ur
u)
@ o~ wn < (Vo IRV Y (e} O 4
;J, o « RO (SRR i ) (] O N ~
3w \0 (Yo} o ™l ¢ g a ™M ~
XS] O O [ R A ] I vt ~r (&}
Loy O (o) 20 O el v o OO o~ (&)
£ £ 0 <1 - ~ - < o -
o o " - ~ ol " o~
@] n, O —t{
[al Pog ] %3 C;
[ [}
o) .
E¢
fr}
) '
0o v
) Q
C‘j e T .
ol
I
O ~r ~ D o1 O W &) o N .
‘3 X2 ~r w oy ~ uy o < O o
‘-: . . 0 . . . * - - - -
Vv u I © DY oy NN [ B SRR r~
0, O ~ ~MNo Mo QG e~
woC (a0 B - e} 1 o s} [ e fos)
1] Eo ~ ~ . ~
[¢p] ~{ (301 <
vy pr
Ur
o
9]
[
e (5 — 3]
1) 143 V2] [
1 [ 2 1 9]
A [CINY] ot n 4.
‘ DY o £ “; [
4 14 0 — (W] 6] e
- [ I ¥ IS Yt | @] X et w1 &)
7w M o oy o v Y U D ¢ .
DR TY QO 0 (9] ] 3] I v W]
) S e ¥ 4 L R VI n «J [
) > I -4 tn (%5 IS S R o e, {:)
Fa 0, (sl e 0, 01 (O ST oo t [
< e 0oy - Y] o T S N Y £
TN wn -3 Yoo MOEE S EVEES T ) fo U -4 ) ot t-
VI [T wn >l v Moo v D) et ), o bR
4 0 W1 o o ISR O B W A 2 I R S| (@) £ owo >,
B noo (1} g ot 0N o |3 IO &5 UEPH JEPEY B W W R ST R A J QO o O
P oY1 M (SN 7 NS PV R D B J R W | [ 1 U @)
g,; RN Ve oy ot Yoo O > 2.0 o ot 00 Q
%“( > Q -4 g v ouy A N s BV S B G B SR S 'Y Ee e 32 40 4o v
RS b v [STR Va0 0 e Y O IS TS e e
24 RARGES 00O RO S N A S IR G RIS AT & RS T £
%; 5 (i) o {1 - 9
] o, 0 O U -4

=



s C
R o Rl Rte Taat an Rl

s e
2T\

R AWl asTan R ol i}

@)

AL riam

ng

- N

~
L laan S

T

C\
/'.?

¢
X!

42
e
'

I

(

C
s

~
3
©3

[
C
1

= e
VZICZTS

TR
LN

1l O
@ W

~
< O
™ W

-~ -~

[YalNeat

[e)
N

g}

|
™~ O
~ |

\O

[ev]

(g%}
ol
uy O

~

O
.,(
J2
[ I
QO O
i O
iy e

44
\.3 il

oMy

13
[
£

13

e
23
]
0]

£

1
<

o4

G
Y]

g
D
[s%)

]
<

try
9}

()

g~
~VICE

SZ

CTHER

,809

N

4
(o]
@

\O D
-~ o
[EIRYp]
O
[OARRNY

o3

O n
(@3N
[@IRNY

~ o

<t

O 1.
U\.,;

ER
0 .t
QO M

W
(&

.
[$h}
(8]

e

o~

tn
(@]

o~

—{

P
{p]

[¢§]
\D
LN

(88}

N

\0
w

<
(@]

A ReoNe!
SN eNS]
[@ N & Wee]
[N @M o)
i~ \O

~
‘\
l‘“

]
O O
~ O O
N WO
()}
~
[¥a] (@]
r~ (&}
~~ o
[co I |
—

~ 1
[
~ (]
[s) (@}
“ o
[e) N
[ ]
~ 1
r"{
£
QO
.,(
“J
1o
1w
[N
(O P I
oa
oo oIy
[WINRW]
E N SN 6]
e
3| §:
20 o
b0
O e
Cr oo

oy T
APITAL

~

cC

QOO O (&)

QG O (@)
(32 & N WVo} o
Py €O €O \0
[ Ye IS BN [
R ~ ~
W N W ~
(Ko}
~{
1758
™M O O W (&
™~ 0 O WO (@]
~ W O W O
M~ ™AW O
w
]
7,8
(@} (@]
i r~{
) oa) O
| SR T B Y ™
OO (@}
Voo S
™~
—
17,3
(@] —
-1 ad
(o2} Gy
U T B 2 e}
OO0 O o
oot ~
[¢¢)
vy
(@]
¥
e
13
[
Q
1)
ol
.,‘
11 It
£ >,
[0}
{: J f]
o {1
o 51 X]
1S B B €4
U'rd 3 o4 M
1.4 00 :';
0 o o o,
g Q ¢ fe @]
v i Q
QO 0
Yoo a0 y4) v 1
LY TS IS e
O« /5 ] L
O
1




9] OO [es} W N OO O N Ch
U NO O " QO QW < wOO WMo W W
oo . e e f [ S S e . . .
[SE DO Q ™M ™M S O Ww N oY W uwy
(WIS ey € N ~ ~ Ny MO o N YW I~ =]
YR [«oJVa Mt - O Wy O 1 \D SN (N [ab}
W ~ o~ 0~ -~ ~ -~ ~ -~ ~ ~ o ~ -~
(VI < —l 1 oo~ N ~uvy N e )
£0n [es) . ™
>) U)' f'{
wr
[
(0]
ey
1)
n
- OO O — NO NN ™mMmm OO m O O O
el Lt QO O W OO0V~ OO ~ o @MW o
) W O < DO T oD e ~ o Quw O
0 - o ~ o o -~ - ~ ~ ~ AW N ~
0O W \0 oY~ o~ Mol NN ar @ wn N~ o
=N (@] B —~{ @
D -1 —~{
N Uy -
n
[¥]
¥ ~ (@] o <} 0 - \O O < O O C N —
23 o~ Q \o [«3 3 o) Y 1w o WO ™M —{
.l) (!) . . . + 1] - 3 3 L] . . L] » .
[P I ) o o ~ [ValYal N el O < @O w O <t
'Uoong i1 ~ Oy ot | O W o | n oY e @ o
£t () O™ ™~ el 4 C) Y 0O MmN ™ \0
¢z, 3] ~ ~ . ~ 1 ~ ~ | N ~
3 [o VN9 a1 1 4 (9] N N 4 ¢
‘ : P o <
[€ 1} Vr ur
£
£
{3
¢
] "
o) o
o o (N w r~ O N N e W W < &
5oy (a0} (e} —~1{ -1 ™ Qi N r{ \O a (&)
T -} . . . . e N . . . . + ‘
el () MO O ™~ o< n o oo [SX«] \N "~
o> =l oo r~ : ooy N n G |y ad
(: @ od o tN <& ™M N OO Y QO \O
O oW \_»~ ~ I I | | ~ ] . -~
Y, et @ 7y e ™~ 1 ~
%ot G o~
£ L« Y ur
L2
4
i
)
* ¥
O
) <)
[ Q
o
<3 [¥s) o~ 1]
, ) 21 v £
::1 [y ) {1} <O
2 0w i 0 )
£t el et t Y ¢
£-4 I Y — o [l el
1 (TS IR B Q "t o w14 )
PN tr O U oo 0 Wi U e >
P (1/ O I Ow ) %) [ o o
Qo LAt o P v n i % f:1
(AN o Uy - N v (VIS -ty 2] ’
L ( s 0, f1] [ PR VR 1t el $1 X
@_5 b 11w~ gy 0, ) vyt MW I S R R 4
SN %) -3 5 [N DOERD B IS T P o el s Ao I8
0 (SENGE %) meofl NI S P& B U DR o >
r;‘ v a0 RO IR X P I S| @) EOIE RS >
'—/J [ rl I o (TR IR SO A T TR BN WO B B B T ) U Q) Co
7 o VUotooug g OS] UV fhoas 1t W £ 1Ot 0
IR IR I [ R B R VI Al O 00
-~ (@ I A S Ry IS AT B ©; O B S ¢ B SR R RN g 6 e 43 32 10
“ O v oo D¢ vy O O oM O b I RS RS
@ . Ei Uy ) N O Ve {0 e £y Qo Ne O e o6 o
< : 4] £+ 28
N ¢V} ) O (_j




FOUR COUNTY MX TMPACT POLICY BOARD
JUNE-AUGUST, 1980 PROGRESS RiPORT
CONTRACT #6(15)01-899-070-2

September 2, 1980

IHTRODUCTION
This report is submitted under the conditions of the above referenced contract
and covers the period running from Jdune 1, 1980 through August 31, 1980. The
format of this report conforms with guideline- provided by the Four Cornaors
Regional Commission suggesting a reporting system identified by the foilowing
tasks:

Task I - Liaison, Coordination and Program Management

Task IT - Impact Analysis

Task 111 - Impact Mitigation and Development Planning

Lach lask will be analyzed by work performed, problems encountered, and work
planned for the next quarter. It will be difficult to assign costs to cach

of Lthe major tasks outlined as per instructions. However, the narrative will
contain the coordinators best estimate as to staff time and vesources allocated

to cach of the major task areas.

It should be stated that this veport actually covers Lhe two months of July
and August, 1980. The Local MX Policy BLoard Office was not off.cially opened
until July 1st. Thus, much of the first two woeks in July and many of the
problems cncountered in the carly parl of July were directly concerned with

the Togislics of setling up an office in a rapid fashion.
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Task I - Liaison, Coordination and Program Management

A.
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Hork performed during the reporting period

During the reporting period, emphasis has been given to the
establishiment of a properly functioning Four County MX Office:
convincing State, regional, and federal agencies of its existence;
opening direct communication channels with these agencies; and
keeping ltocal elected officials appraised of MX rclated problems
and issues. More specific efforts were made in coordination and
liaison activities with the State MX Task Force, the State MX
Working Group, developing appropriate working relationships Qith
the various federal agencies involved with MX, Tiaison with State
MX OFfice, Four Corners Regional Commission, State and lLocal Nevada
MX groups, and public information dissemination. Each of these
will be discussed as follows:

1. MX Morking Group

During this period, three meetings of the State MX Working Group

have taken place. This group has evolved as the main body for

et P st s et T T N — e e

et

dealing with MX related matters for the State of Utah and is
structured to represent the interests of both State and local
officials. 1ts role has been strengthened to be the Policy Board
for dealing with regional and federal agencies and should be the
focal point for MX matters during the next funding cycle. The
establishment of the Working Group has had the effect of unifying
the State of Utah as far as policy issucs are concerned. It has
facilitated the achievement of consensus on many important issues
during the reporting period.  The HX Pelicy Board has hosted and

conducted one of these three meetings and has supplied agenda items

for all meetlings.
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Federal Agencies
The Local MX Coordinator spent scveral days in Washington, D.C.

during the month of July making personal contacts with the Office

of Management and Budget, Office of Economic Adjustment, White
Hoise, The Pentagon, Department of the Interior, and various
comii ttees of the House and Senate that are concerned with [1X
related matters. These personal contacts were very helpful in
opening communication channels and establishing the existence of

the Local MX OFfice. Major concerns addressed in Washington were

sy e e e s e S e it

centered on the development of procedures for improved funding of
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impact assistance and the obtainment of funds for FY 1981 planning

e —

————

efforts in Utah and Nevada. In addition to the Washington trip,
numerous telephone conversations, written communications, and local
visits have taken place with most of the Tederal agencies listed

above during the reporting period.

State MX Office

Much of the first two weeks of July were spent in close consultation
with the staff of the State MX Office. They provided valuable
assistance in the establishment of the local office. During the

past quarter, a working rclationship has been formed between the

two staffs that include agenda setting for all meetings, information
sharing, and technical assistance when possible. The two coordinators
have had many meelings and traveled jointly to present a unified Utah
position Lo regional and federal acencies. A combined work program

and budget for FY 1981 has beon submitled to Congress for their

consideration this fait.
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Four Corners Regiopal Commission,

Efforts were made during the reporting period to become acqueinted
with the policies and procedures of the Four Corners Regional Com-
mission. The MX coordinator, chairman of the Policy Board, and

the fiscal agent traveled to Albuquerque during July to meet with

staff members and become more familiar with all matters concerning
the grant. This visit has been followed up by a weeting in Las Vegas,
numerous telephone conversations, and correspondence. The Policy
Board fezls that a good working relationship has been established
with the FCRC and has recommended that the option of continuing FY'8]

funding with Four Corners be considered.

Nevada Oversight Committee/State Field Office
Liaison has been established with both the local and State MX

of fices in MNevada. The coordinator spent part of a week in

Washington, D.C. with state and local Nevada personnel in a
joint effort to resolve planning and the fimpact mitigation
process. The coordinator and Policy Board chairman attended

the oversight committee meeting in Las Vegas in August and
shared information with counter parts representing Nevada.

They spent two days in August in lLas Vegas attending meetings
and rvoviewing a white paper prepared for submission to the

White House on impact mitigation funding. The two states will
continue to share information via correspondence, Enard minutes,

and invitations to respective State and local meetings.



6. Public Informalion Dissemination
During the past quarter, Llhe Policy Board Office has responded
to all requests Tor public information. HNumerous press releases
have been issued and requests to speak to various local grouns
have been fulfilled. A good working relationship wilh the local
and regional media services has been established. Copies of
stitistics, maps, and other studies have been furnished to both

the general public and the various concerned agencies as requested.

Problems Cnce iored

The single greatest problem encountered in this reporting sy.tem was

establishing the existence of the MX Policy Board Office and convincing
all the various agencies to communicate diredcLly with the office.

These vital communication channels have taken time and effort to become
operational. The simple logistic of setting up an office in a rural
arca, i.e. telephones, office space, equipmant, a car, etc. consumed
much of the first weceks., 1n addition, vafious Tine items in the
original budget were inadequate in facilitaling the setting up of the
office and had to be revised. A final preblem encountered has been

the difficulty experionced in trying to get all the various local,
state, regional, and federal agencies Lo coordinale studies that will
have o greabt polenlial dmpact on local juriadictions. In the past,

tou many studies conducted by too many agencices aave bren duplicative

and in omany cases conflicting.




(801) 586-5172

MISSILE POLICY BOARD
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FROM: Read T. Searle FCFC Contiact " Vs e o 260
Utah State Management Committee for HX #6(MS)01-899~ 070-2
T0O: Albuquerque FCRC
ATTENTION: George I'. Ormiston
DATH: September 2, 1980
RE: Expenditure Certification and Authorization
This is to advise that this office has reviewed the enclosed
invoice dated September 2, 1980 for the third*  payment in
the total amount of $50,000.00  in accordance with Exhibit
"C" - Payment Schedule.
Approval and processing is hercby requested.
Description of Expenditures Contract Summary
0 {See detail on attached shects)
Totals: Totals:
Professional Services  $ 32,495.86 Contract $ 210,700.00
Travel S 7,341. 42“__. Prior Reimburscments $_j30 700.00*
Other $ 8,915.12 Reimbursements Requested  § - 50,000.00
Remaining Balance $_80,000.00"
Total $ 48,752.40
through August 31, ]9<O

I hereby certify that the above billing is true and correct, and no
portion thercof has previously been paid by the Four Corners Regional

Commission.
~/L } H P btutr

MX Policy Board Coordinator

PPROVED

y

A
/ ,[), oo //( ‘i :‘ OR
1

o %( e I(' Governov's Authorizelion
State B Hanagement comni tlee

fan interim payment in the amount of $30,700 for Mrendicanl 1 technicolly
mabes this a fourth payientl.
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C. York Planned
During the next reporting period, it is anticipated that efforts of
coordination and liaison with state, regional, and federil agencies
will be continued and formalized. Contracts and communication
networks that have been developed will be strengthened. As the
process moves from planning efforts to possible impact mitigation,
a closer relationship will have to be formed between the local and
federal agencies. In an effort to develop better communication and

aid in the solution of problems encountered outside of the Four County

impact area, a technical advisory committee is being formed for Utah,
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comprised of planners and technical people in local governmental
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ag?ﬁfiﬁf,iﬁﬂ-ﬁggis' This group will meet on a monthly basis to share

information and work on MX related problems state wide. It is anti- ‘
‘I’ cipated all kinds of informational requests will increase during the

next quarter as the DEIS is dissued and the review begun. The Policy

Board is considering adding an assistanl to the coordinator to help

facilitate this need Tor public information.

D, FTunds Isxpended
It is difficult to assign an exact dollar value to specific work
tasks. The Policy board Office estimates that during the past
quarter approximately 757 of a1l stafl efforts and associated
expenses were expendad in the support of Task 1. Without site
spocific informalion available, delailed dmpact analysis has been

impossible,




Task 11 - Impact Analysis

Efforts on Task II have consisted of the revision of the Phase I Baseline

Study completed in late July and the organization of the DEIS process on

the Tocal level.

A. Nork Performed During the Report Period

1.

Phase I - Bascline Study

With the aid of the Five County Association of Governments

and various consultants, a baseline study was compiled in

July as per the work program outlined in the present contract
with FCRC. Detailed data wvere collected for the communities

and counties in Juab, Millard, Beaver, and Iron as well as
selected communities in Washington County. This will be
utilized as the basic framework against which MX deployment

can he compared for impact analysis. At present, MX Policy
Board staff is compleling the revisions of the Phase 1 document,
with the largest effort being spent in the area of upgrading the
population component. It is anticipated the study will be

released in final form by the end of Scptember.

Environmental Impact Statement Review ‘/

During the past wonth, considerable efforts have been spent in
identifying interested and capable persons to serve on the Local
EI1S Review Commiltees.  The current process is planned to consist
of a joint effort made up of Tay persons and technical people

from the Four County region. They will be formed into various

sub-comaittees according to their intevest and expertise.  Upon




the arrival of the EIS, they will be assembled into a
central area and given a workshop on the review nrocess
sc as to be consistent with the State Tevel process and
the pertinent sections of the EIS. They will then return
to their respective areas of the region for several weeks
of personal analysis. At the conclusion of this period,
the group will be reassembled and the comments drafted

in a several days working session. These comments will
than be refined and addea to those developed on the State

level.

MX Base Siting Review

On July 10th, after lengthly discussion and study of technical
data compiled by the various State agencies, the Policy Board
selected the Morth Escalante site. This selection was sub-

sequently endorsed by the State Working Group and the Governor.

Reaction to Various Studies

During the past quarter, the MX Policy Board has been asked to
react to several studies and work proarams being conducted by
various sub-contractors to the Air Force and the Office of
Economic Adjustment. Among them were the Hamer, Siler & George
(OEA) 5 the Bureau c¢f Business and Economic Research, University
of Utah (HDR); and Hamilton, Rabinovitz & Szanton (Air Force).

These comments and suggestions were transmitted via telephone

and written correspondence.




C. Work Planncd

v is anticipated that the Phase I Baseline Data Study will be

completely revised, approved, printed, and distributed by late

September or early October. During the next reporting period,

a work program for Phase II under the current contract will be
developed. The DEIS process should be completed and the comments
submitted to the Air Force. More detailed impact planning will
be dependent on the receipt of site specific information from

the Air Force.

D.  Funds Expended
It "5 estimated that approximately 25% of staff time and
associated expenses have been expended in efforts on Task II

0 of this work program.

Task 111 - Impact Mitigation and Development Planiting
g Due to Tack of site specific data on potential deployment, Tittle real {mpact
B .

% mitigation or development planning work has taken place during the past three
E ; months. Some preliminary cfforts as mentioned earlier in this report are all
Y

that has transpired in relation to Task III.

SUHMARY
As per instructions, attachements A (a brief chronoloyy of the coordinator) and
B (the fiscal report) are enclosed with this narrative. The enumerated listing

of travel expenditures can be found on the fourth page of attachment B.
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