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September 22, 1980

Mr. Joe F. Meis, Principal Deputy • :"' .;' "
Secretary of the Air Force iJ3

Manpower, Reserve Affairs and Installations -
Department of the Air Force;"
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.

All 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.

S~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,

............ ................... -.- . •-.:..-. .. .. I :

rogram Officer

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
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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 00OO 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-

Total $1,400,000 $1,160,990 $239,010
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NEVADA HX FIELD OFFICE

TH1IRD QUARfER PROGRESS REPORT

Septeprber 15, 1980

SECTION I: INTRODUCTION

In June 1979, President Carter authorized the Air Force to develop the
MX Missile (New Intercontinental Ballistic Missiley. 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 Stateme-nt.
This Statement will be used by the Executive Branch of the Federal
Government to make a siting decision in 1981.

When it became evident the Department of Defense was indeed serious about
deploying MIX in Nevada and Utah, the Governors (List and Matheson) of
these States took an. active role in 1X, 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-tinie 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.

Governors Robert List (Nevada) and Scott Matheson (Utah) appeared before
Congress November 2, 1979 and requested assistance. Congress passed
Public Law 96-130 (Section 1151, "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 . rpacts, state
and com-unity 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 Conmission
(E•RC). The Corrmnission also appropriated $400,000. The Comnission

delegated fiscal and management authority to the Governor's MX Task Force
composed of Nevada Governor Robert List, Utah Governor Scott latheson and
Four Corners Regional Cormmission Executive Director, louis Higgs. The
Governor's MX Task Force delegated limited fiscal and management authority
to a Nevada and Utah MX MIanageTment Comrittee. The primary tasks of the
Nevada MX Field Office are as follows:

1. Coordination and Program Management - Develop coordination
mechanismis among local govei .ieimts and between local, State
and federal govexnments; and build staff capaxbility to address
the iulti-faceted MX Project.
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2. Impact Avnalysis - Assess the impact (positive and negative) of
MX on the human, financial and natural resources of the State
and Region.

W3. Contingency Planning - Prepare State and local jurisdictions
for the possibility of MX. Contingency planning includes
preparation of baseline data, fiscal. impact reports, commrunity
plans, etc.

The Nevada MX Field Office is headed by Stephen T. Bradhurst and functions
under the direction of Governor Robert List and the Nevada MX Management
Comiittee (Robert Hill, State Planning Coordinator; James L. Wadhans,
Ccrrr.-e Department Director; and Roland Westergard, Department of Con-
serva don 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 Rcport/Expenditure Report for the period 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
Comission PAministrative Guidelines (2/15/80). Said Guidelines identify
three tasks of the Field Office and the Progress Report provides the
followinq information regardirg each task:

1. Woark perforn-ed during the quarter;
2. Problems identified;
3. Future work plans; and
4. 1Funds spent.

SECTION II: COORDINATION AND PROGRAM MANAGE41,ENT

1. WRK PERF-ORMED DURING Tt Qa THIRD QUrtr

The coordination tzask became more substantive dturing 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 agenicies and developing and implementing 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 planninc! and implementation.
Contacts included the following people: William Perry,
Undersecretary of the Air Force at the Pentagon; General
Janes McCarthy, Director of the Air Force MX Project;
General Forest S. McCartney, who is in charge of the
Ballistic Missile Office MX activities at Norton AirN . Force B-tse; Col. R.S. Goodwin, who is in charge of the MX
activities at Strategic Air Ccrmand fleadquacrters; Col
Williaum D. Borutm, head of the U.S. Army Corps of D-igineers,
South Pacilic Div., MrX activities; and Paul Sage, who is
Projext Director for the Office of Economic Adjustment.

MT'



b. Interface with the Bur( iu of Land Minagenrrt:

The MX Office has interacted with the Bureau on several
issues this quarter. First, the BIM has shared their
conments 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
Requixemfents and Procedures are developed. Finally, BLM and
the Nevada State and local MX Offices have evaluated
preliminary proposals for transferring land from public
to private ownership.

c. Interface with Congressional Conmittees Concerned with MX
Assessment, Planning and Implementation:

The State of Nevada recognizes the Federal Government will
be the major decision maker regarding MX, and it is im-
portant the State continually remind the decision makers
of the States' concerns; hence, staff coanunicated with
Nevada Congressional representatives, their staff and key
Congressional Corunttee members and staff. The focus of
State/Congressional communication during the Quarter was
FY81 federal planning assistance (funds) and fedural
impact assistance legislation.

d. Interface with all Federal Agencies Involved in the MX Program

D•ring the Quarter, the Nevada MX Intergovernmental 1orking
Group was formed to respond to MX. The prinmary purpose of
this Organization is to provide a vehicle for coordination between
Federal (BLPI, 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.

e. Interface with the State of Utah

During the Quarter, MX Office staffers have been in
constant corntmication (phone, meetings and correspondence)

with its parallel organization in Utaah (Utah MX Coordination
office). Cormnunications 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.

f. State/Local Coordination:

DuriJ. the Quarter, State and local technicians involved

in MX assessment and planning have been in constant comluni-

cation. State MX staffers have attended the IDC MX meetings

and the State legislative meetings regarding MX. Also,
driing the Quarter the Nevada I X hbrking Group w, rme<

O ~to respo~nd to MX. The primatry parpo~se of this organization



"is to provide a vehicle for coordination between State
(MX Office and Legislative Council Bureau) and local (LOC,
Clark County, 'hite Pine County and City of Las Vegas) agencies
involved in MX assessment and planning.

g. Public Information Dissemination:

During the Quarter the MX Office has continued to disseminate
MX information to federal, State and local organizations and
the general public. Staff nnimbers 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 numerous requests from Nevada firims
and workers interested in MX-related business opportunities.
Field Office staff provided available information regarding
the program and federal governirnt (A.F. and COE) contracts.

Program inanagenent efforts have been directed toward increasing staff
ca~pability through hiring new staffers (Levin, Weathers and Clark) and insti-
tuting new Office operating and accounting procedures. Also, work continued
en the refineent of the Sto4,e/Land FY81 MX Vbrk Plan and Budget. Said
document was refined and subiLitted to Congress as support documentation
for the State/local FY81 MX budget request (See Exhibit A).

2. PFHO79 U.JS IDENrTIF TFD

As noted- in thlc p1evious Quarter. Report, the primary problem
was the acglusi .tion of substantive MX deployment data. Data
such as construcction labor force numbers, profile and location
could provide State and local MX planners a picture of the

.primary MX impact. Since planning and implementation
tir-r is limited, said information is needed irnediately.

3. WOR4K PR•DGRAM ANTICIPATED FOR THE NEXT QUAIZIER REPORT (See
Section V - Work Plan for Fourth Quarter).

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

SECTION III: IMPACT ANALYSIS

1. WO)RK PERFORMED DURING- TfLE THIRD QUARTEIR

Mbrk during the Quarter focused on the contLent and review of
the Draft MX Deployment Area Selection/Land Withdrawal Ehviron-
in-ntal ippa-ct Statement to be released in the Fourth Quarter.
Unfortunately, tjhe Office was unsuccessful in obtaining sub-
st/rntive information (EIS table of contents, missile and base
locations, denrxjraphics, base desicn criteria, etc.) - The Air
Force and Bkl did provide some technical inlonmation in reports
and at wtetings relative to the I:3S content. Such information



addressed current conditions (population, housing, financing, land
use patterns, cormunity facilities, etc.), siting investigations, etc.
Staff prepared reports sunnarizing the salient issues and concerns
that surfaced at t1-e meetings and in thce reports. Other MX impact
analysis efforts by staff inclulded:

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 personnel to provide MX update
and to prepare them for the task of EIS review and cornent.

C. Assess State agency programts for possible MX imp~act.

d. Meetiigs 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 T=2 in acquiring baseline data for apparent MX

deployment area.
f. P~repare NIX DEIS State/Lxcal review process (See Exhibit B).

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

O 2. P1ýOBLFP•S IDENTIFIED

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:

a. Ixack of baseline data necessary to analyze MX impacts. N

b. Air Force unilaterally contracting with the URS firm
to prepare a fiscal impact report.

3. 1CDPJ PROGRAM ANTICIPATED F)OR NT<T QUAMV-XrR REPOff' (See Section
V - IWbrk Plan for Fourth Quarter)

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

ST'1TION iV: IMPACT MITIGATNION AND DE'VEU[DMENXT' P[A•N ENG

1. hVR.OK PF.[REX0RPIED D)URING T1111(,II RDT QUARCE

This work task is, of course prerature until the Air Force
provides substantive data regarding the deploynmnt of Mx in
Nevada. q'his inlorrrution has to 1x2 site sjxvii:i.c in cxýor to



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

0 a. Commented on the Draft Phase - -elimidnary Irmpacb
Planning Report prepared by A.T. Kearney, Inc., a
Consultant to O.E.A. also recommended Scope of Vbrk revisions
for Phase II.

b. Reviewed and recommnended Congressional impact assistance
legislation.

c. Continued to develop a prelimidnary list of Nevada legislative
action to respond to M1X.

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

e. Provided input and coawnt at the joint Air Force and
BEMI discussions of Land Withdrawal Application requirements
and survey procedures.

f. Worked with the local MX staff and BLM to develop an
efficient and economically feasible mechanism to transfer
public land to private ownership for MX related developTarnt.

2. PROBLEMS IDENTIFIED

As previously stated in the Second Quarter Progress Report, impact
mitigation and development planning is a function of relevant
and substan-tive data. 'Ib date said data has not been provided.
If the State/local FY81 Budget request is approved by Congress
then it will be seed money to initiate mitigation and develop-
mant 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 agreeient is reached
in the Scope of Vbrk.

3. TAORK PROGRAM ANTICIPATED FOR T[E NEXT QUARTER REPORt (See
Section V - t\brk Plan for Fourth Quarter)

4. SUDMNARY OF FUNDS EXPENDED (See Table I regarding nX Office
Resources and Exp.\enditures for the period ending September 15,
1980.

A



SIXWPION V: V'ORKPPAN FOR 1X;EURI II QUAfIT]R

II. COORDINAPION AND Pff•RMA 1,NAGIEME-NT

W TASK 1: Obtain information from and provide MX Project information
to the Air Force and other federal agencies on a t-ic--

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 establish a cooperative planning spirit with the Air
Force.

d. To improve the responsiveness of Air Force MX planning to
State and l.c-al concerns and recomnendations.

e. To identify significant issues requiring a State response
as soon as possible.

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

Description:

'7;lThe Nevada MX Project Field Office will regularly transmit data
j and data requests to the Air Force, the Corps of Engineers, Office

of Economic Adjustme2nt, Bureau of Land Managjeient, and other
federal MvX planners. Meetings will be scheduled as required with
Air Force representatives to discuss specific impact topics.

Monthly Intergovernmrental Working Group Meetings will be held to
facilitate information 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 Adjustmnent,
and the Bureau of Land banagement.

Products:

Data files andI information transmitted to State WX planners during
tec.hnical- bi iefings.

••I::€ ii"0
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TAS K 2: Report on MX Project Office Activities Wf Nevada Residents

Objectives :

0 a. To provide up-to-date, accurate and understandable inforni-
tion to governmental entities, private firnms 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 planners.

Description:

The MX Project Office will make regular presentations to the
Local Oversight Coffulittee, the Legislative Oversight Cornittee,
the Governoi:'s MX Task Force, and as required, to public
groups. The Nevadaa Working Group is composed of representatives
from the State and local MX Offices, the Legislative Counsel
Bureau, and counties and cities in the MX Deplo\nent 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 prog-ram.

The Office will also develop a newsletter describing the
Nevada MX Project Field office, and other written reports to
be distributed to interested parties. Finally, the Office
personnel will neet with individuals seeking infonintion to
assess tHe project impacts and plan in anticip3Lti.on of MX
deploymen t.

Products:

Speeches, written reports, newsletter, and a leaflut describing
the office.

i .



TASK 3: Washington D.C. Liaison

Objectives:

a. Insure that the impacts of the MX Project on Nevada are
perceived accurately in Washington.

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

c. Obtain information concerning MX proposals for swift
conveyance to Carson City.

d. Maintain a visible presence in Washington, D.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 mintain 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 NIX decision makers
and their staffs. Contacts with Washington will be coordinated
with the local MX plannars 0hrcugh the Nevada Working Group
and with the Utah MX Coordination Office through the Bi-State
"Mana3ement Committee. Issues of primar-y concern this quarter
include: The FY82 Budget, Land Withdrawal Legislation, and
Federal Impact Assistance Legislation.

Products:

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

~g.
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TASK 4: Identify Funding Sources

Objectives:

a. Provide added capability to carry out the responsibilities
of the MX Office, including the hiring of Consultants.

b. Provide adequate 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 iO1X Project Office will seek funding in the form of grants
from the Department of Defense and other federal agencies.
These funds will be used to supplerrint the FY81 funds available
from Congress for impact identification, and for contingency
impact mitigation planning, construction, and operations
expenditures.

In order to secu..e 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.

0 Products:

Additional funding for FY81, and cooperation from federal
agencies 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. Assist State agencies which must increase their budgets
to accofrnxodate MX related population growth.

d. Identify State funding requirerrents for FY82.

Description:

The State MX Office will refine its FY81 Workplan as additional
MX Project details becoxa 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 rnove from a role of impact identification
to a role of impact nUitigation and developmnent planning.

As the State MX Office refines its FY81 and FY82 W•rkplans 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 legislktive
approval FY81 and FY82 MX related budget increases for capital
programs and/or staff expansion.

Products:

Preliminary FY82 MX Project Office Vkbrkplan and Budget; refined
FY81 Vbrk-p.an for the MX Office and State agencies, and written
proposals and documentation for legislation and agency budget
i-ncreases to be introduced to the 1981 State Legislature.



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
management Lipact 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 Governor's MX Task Force,
and open public forum(s), sponsored perhaps by the nesource
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 Air
Force sponsored DEIS public hearings.

Products:

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.

.; ..



III. IMPACT ANALYSIS

TASK 1: Prepare Coordinated State/aocal Response to the MX
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.

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

Description:

The MX Project Office will review the Air Force Draft Eviron-
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, Univer-
sities, private industry, and private organizations. Technical
Advisory Corrrittees, chaired in most cases by someone from a
State agency, will be organized for nmjor impact issues. Each
Techn-ical Advisory Committee member will prepare individual
coimnnents which will be sunmarized by the Committee Chairman.

An EIS Steering Coimmittee, 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 a coordinated State/Local 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 informationand answers to Conmmittee questions, to arrange mneetings with the

Air Force as required, and to clarify the Air Force's project
description and other informnation.

Review of the Draft EIS will be the Office's primary activity
during tne Fourth Quarter-as long as the Air Force releases the
documnent early this fall, the Draft ETS responses prepared by the

Technical Advisory Comimittees (TAC s) will be distributed to the
Local Citizens CoRmittees for comment and the TAC's will have an
opportunity to conmfent on the local response document. DEIS responses

wiiy include the following types of conmments:

Im•-pct 1\-alysis

a. Assessment of accuracy and adequacy of Air Force assumptions,
data, rmethodoloyy, and analysis.

At
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b. Supplemwental data or references whenever the Air Force

data is erroneous, inadequate, out-of-date, etc..

C. R~esults of independent ixipact analyses. (See Task

Impact M4itigation

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

This Nevada State/Local DEIS Response Documie-nt will be widely
ci-xculated to Conxgressional representatives, federal and State
agencies, and Nevada residents.

Products:

Nevada State/Local. DEIS ,Response Document.



TASK 2: Prepare Independent Analyses of MX Project Impacts

SObjectives:

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 Comirrttee determines that certain MX Project
impacts have been Lnadequately 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 Comaittee
member(s), by an unpaid expert, or, if sufficient fundinig can be
obtained (see Task 4), by a consultant.

The purpose of the study could be to:

a. Collect additional data;

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

c. Analyze new data obtained for the study, or

d. Develop alternative impact mitigation proposals.

"The MX Office has only limited funds remaining for consultant
studies in ;'Y80. Two impact studies whidh have the highest
priority are 1) At preliminary assessmrent of the main operating
base fiscal impoacts, and 2) preliminary assessments of the deep
carbonate acquifer based on existing data soirces.

Products:

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

"'4
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'17T6K 3: State Aqency Fiscal Impact Study

Objectives:

a. Identify the projected impacts 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 simulated
for the incoming population. This process will identify economic
differences between MX related population and the average statewide
population. Second, a review of present services and facilities
in the impact area will be co)nducted. As a result potential deficiences
will, be projected and compared to available revenue.

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

Products:

Preliminary State Agency Fiscal Impact Study.

' "
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IV. Impact mitigation and Levelopa nt Planning.

TASK 1: Fiscal -rmpact Study

Objec tives:

a. Identify the projec-ted 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
Conmittee, will develop a mechanism for conducting an indepthl
fiscal impact study. This study will identify the total cost to
State taxing districts for accorriodating the new MX related growth.
(This study will also identif-y the additional revenues brought into the
State/local govermncents 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
justification for impact assistance funds from Congress each year
both through the life of the construction program as well as for
any funds required for operation and nmaintenance once construction
is completed.

During the fourth quarter, the State will develop a request 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
construction is available.

Products:

R,ýquest for Proposals; Consultant Selection Criteria.

F



TASK 2: Participation in the Air Force Lnd_ Withdrawal Process

> O.Objectives:

a. Avoid land use conflicts with current land users including
grazing leaseholders, raining interests, Indian tribes, 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.

De-scription:

The Air Force is conducting a "test run" Land Withdrawal Surveyduring the fourth quarter of 1980. With the assistance of State
agencies, the MX Office w4ll provide input to survey procedure
developn-ent and monitor the test surveys. A primxary focus will be
ensuring that the Land Withdrawal procedures require the Air Force
to: 1) Notify parties directly affected prior to comrmencing the
surveys, and 2) Hold public hearings for each withdrawn parcel or
easemrent prior to Congressional approval of the Land Withdrawal
Legislation and Construction Permit approval by the Depa~rtmpnt of
Interior.

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

Products:
Inputs to Air Force/Bureau of Land Nl;:uagezrgnt MX Land Withdrawal

Legislation.

ko



TASK 3: Development of MX Iand Transfer Procedures

* Objectives:

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

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

c. Identify 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 Incal Oversight Comu.-ttee and the Bureau of Land
MPnnagement to develop special MX land transfer regulations meeting
the objectives outlined above. Thie proposed MX land transfer
legislation may be submitted to Congress in conjunction with the
federal impact assistance legislation.

PrycductL3:

Proposed MX land Transfer Regulations.



TASK 4: Initiate MYX Planning Studies

~ Objectives:

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

b. Develop overall hipact mitigation plan containing a "year-by-

year" tixneline fo required studies, programs, and capital
construction.

Description:-

In order to prepare for the possible conmencement 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 is 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 t-) prepare briefing papers describing the
current State plarnning programs and activities and their adequacy
for LAX irpact 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 RX Office and affected agenqcy staff will feed
into the State agency fiscal impact study (III, Task 3).

Products:

Briefing papers on current Nevada planning activities.

A,,



TASK( 5: PrepareLegislative Package for the 3981 State Leli~slative
Session

Objectives:

ITa. Have nX State legjislative package ready for the 1981 Legislative
Session.

b. Prepare Ena-bling legislation for iwplen.Rnting the MX iffpact.
n mtigation plan developed in Task 4.

Description:

Ne&w State Legislation or legislative approvals will be required to
initiate programis, establish special agencies, create expard1ed
local powers, or allow exemptions from existing statutes to cope
wit-h the unusual boorntype growth impacts associated with MX de-
p-yinent. During the fourth quarter, MX Office staff, consultants
and Legislative Counsel Bureau staff will draft a comprehensive M>
legislative package f-or the Governor to introduce to the 1981
Nevada Legislature.

Products:

Comprehensive MX State Legislative Package.

FWj
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U)OURF CORINE-'RS REG iONAr C()NM1'ss IUQ
NEVADA MX PROJE'CT F E.T 0 OFFICE,

S'IATT-7AKFNT OP HPF.SOUIVE:S AIR) EXPENDIEU VIURs
FOR TIlE PHIUOD EN1DED SEVIlT IZ3E 15, 1980

Over
Buidget (Linder)
Note4 Actuai Buch et

RESOURCES
,F our, Corners Regjional Coawiission $213,694 1 26,341 $ (87,3531)

EXPENDITURES
Pecrson~nel 147,500 11.0, 558' (36, 353)
office Rent 6,212 6,193 "4 0,019)
office Furniture 6,939 3,815 (3,121.)
Office Equirne~nt 12,801 7,092 (5,709)
Office Suopplies 2,000 3,8-10 1,870
Elu i pT\nenit Repa ir 360 1. 36 ( 224)
Printing & Duplicating 720 2,172 1, /152
Puibiicat ions 1,365) 308 C1,057)

ANL Telephone 7,200 6,430 C 770)
Pos Cage 3,600 41.6 C3,1-84)
Travel 30,000 18,77-0 (11,230)
Advertising 2 87 287
Technical Services 5,000 5,000

Miscelilaneous 268 268

See Exhibit C.
** '-1'ua Offtice, rent' for ci-lendar year: 1980: $8,465.
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M
UTAH MX COORDINATION OFFICE

THIRD PROGRESS REPORT

UNDER CONTRACT Tr6 (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 calls for basic

reporting under each of three fundamental work tasks identified as f.,lows:

Task I - Liaison, Coordination and Program Management

Task II - 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 reporting period.

Again, this report notý.s the difficulty of assigning specific costs to each

.he major tasks specified above. The MX Coordination Office has undertaken
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to report previously on the basis of the project budget using a line 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

oy 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 progress 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 prior reports. This repcrt only deals with activities undertaken

during the reporting priod. No attempt is made to summarize activities

undertaken in prior -i. ods.

Task 1 - Liaison, Coordination and Program Management

This task has basically to do with the structural, procedural and managerial
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activities of the Utah MX Coordination Cffice. 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. Work Performed During the Report Period

The Utah 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 Intercov. rnmental WVorkin__Gr!oup

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
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and the Office of Economic Adjustment have now made formal

designations of their representation on the Working 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 Working 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 local government for expen-

diture.

e 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 VX

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 like has been formed to facilitate exchange of infor-

mation between the technical staffs of the state, cities and

1f" 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

efforts or multiple contacts of federal funding agencies by

large numbers of jurisdictions and will also facilitate the

development of well-coordinated planning work programs.

The Working Group has dealt with several substantive policy

issues which are describcd 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

its political subdivisions to MX initiatives is a central and

• A critical achievement.

.',: :..;,:



S2. 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 I, 1980. He has opened an

office in Cedar City, Utah and hired support staff. The Utah

MX Coordination Office has jointly undertaken with Dr. Starr

to staff the Utah MX Intergovernmental Working Group. Under

this arrangement, the state office provides staff support in

distributing agendas, setting 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

K by the Working Group is handled by mutual agreement but basically
S~is assigned to the local or state office accordilng 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

local 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

ti prpit executive branch and lgsaiestaff officials

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

........................
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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.

3. Developing Specifications for Community Impact Aid for MX

During the reporting period, the United States Congress has been

considering a va. ',ety 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-fr jlative 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 likeli-



-8-

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 task force has indicated its willingness to respond to bi-

state specifications of the 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

Sstate 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.

4. 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

4'P.
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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.

5. 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

s 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 line 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-

W 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, conuolidated 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

comments which will be the formal and official comments of the

Utah MX Working Group.

6. General State AgencyCoordination and Public Information Activities

During the reporting period, 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 Air

Force professionals and line agency technical staff into direct

contact with each other. During late August, for example, a

meeting was conducted with staff from the Ballistic Missile

Office 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' s•.aff 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 Office keeps the Utah MX Coor-

dination Off'•e posted on all water filings undertaken by the

Air Force.

Finally, the Coordination Office continues to respond to many

requests from the general public for information.

B. Problems Encountered

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 last 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

scenarios of potential deployment, it is impossible to begin site

a specific fiscal impact planning. The Utah MX Coordination Office has

requesteo 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 wense, 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 ill-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 alternatives 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
4.; additional experience of the last three months.

C. 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 willibe 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

4P system design.

2. 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 described above. It is very likely 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.

D. Develo pinq Specifications for Community Impact Aid for MX

Congress will likely take some action with regard to impact aid
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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 legislative processes this year, it is

anticipated that the Coordination Office will continue 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.

4. 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 IOC

valley layouts in Pine and Wah Wah.

5. 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

4i fiscal impacts stemming from the analysis outlined in Task I above.

6. General State Aenccy Coordination and Public Information '.ctivities

We anticipate that this item of activity will remain very much as

j * during the present reporting period with the possible addition of

a junior level professional or support person to assist durinq 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.

Il. 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 c6r11ment on special studies being undertaken by

Air 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. Work Performed During fhe 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 line report is attached as Exhibit D and we assume will also

be submitt'd in the Local MX Coordination Office report. This

report will be extremely useful and represents a Uase line which

will drive the fiscal impact planning effort referred to in Task

I above.

I MM
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2. Major Air Force and OEA Studies

During this reporting period, the Office 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

staffs have been working with the contractor in finalizing this

analytical framework. We have requested that OEA furnish 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.

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

until the conflicts are resolved. We understand that an Air

Force response to this letter is in transit to this office but,



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 Milford 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 County Policy Board.

See letter 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-

Smation. 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.

B. 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 or prerogatives of local or state government simply

must involve representation of local and state government at the

outset.

C. Work Planned Durinq 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 cooperation 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

budgets for public services which will be driven by such population

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 program 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 level of resources expended

on work related to this task during the last report period was 35%

total expenses.

III. 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 Air 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

R 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.

p.
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"HO5-186 RICIHARFS OLSON ASSOCIAIES Y-T-D EUDGET DATE 8-31-80 PAGE
INCOME STATEMENT

X INCOME BUDGET ACIUAL VARIANC

) REVENUES

MX FRCJECT
30100 FCRC CONIRACT 201,492.00 201,492.00

TOTAL MX REVENUES 201,492.00 201,492.00

OGTIER REVENUES

T`TAL CTFEF REVENUES

TOTtL REVENUES 201,492.00 2019492.00

CONTRACT COSTS' X

SALARIES WAGES
.33100 PROJECT EIRECTCR 40,000.00 40,'000.00
332200 ASSCC CIRECTOR 16,800.00 15,995.45 804.5.
33300 PROJECT ECCNOMIST 11,436.00 11,786.36 350.31
33400 AGMIN ASSISTANT 11,900.00 11,490.92 409.0

TOTAL SALARY EXPENSE EO,136.00 79,272.73 863.2

FRINGE EENEF ITS
34100 PAYPOLL TAXES 7,000.00 4,755.87 2,244.1'
34200 HEALTH INS 4,585.00 2,491.44 2,093.51

) ' TOTAL FRINGE BENEFIT 11,585.00 7,247.31 49337.61

STAFF TRAVEL
S34700 AIR-DASH 0 C !,355.00 4,131.28 1,223.7'

34800 GROUNO-61SF 1 C 469.00 233.49 235.5
34900 LODGING-WASH C C 3,150.00 4,245.16 1,095.1
35300 AIR-NEVAEA 1,841.00 2,214.64 373.6A
35400 GROUNO-NEVADA 469.00 133.06 335.9j
35500 LODGING-NEVADA 1,575.00 261.00 1,314.01
35900 AIR-NCRICN AFB 1,540.00 2,580.00 1,040.0
36000 GROUND-hIRTON AF2 315.00 315.0(
36100 LODGING-NORTON AFE 1,050.00 1,050.0
37100 AIR-UTAH 3,601.90 3,601.9(
37200 GRCLNO-UTAF 1,050.00 1,509.92 459.9
37300 LCODGING-UTAH 669.97 669.9
37600 AIR-CTI--E 1,433.10 1,433.1(
37700 GRC[NC-CTHER 36.85 36.8
37800 LCDGING-CTFER 989.50 989.5

TOTAL STAFF TRAVEL 16,8114.00 22,039.87" 5,225.8

MAN AGEMENT TRAVEL
38100 AIR-WtSk C C 1,785.00 992.00 793.0(
38Z00 GRCUNC-WtS[. C C 161.00 161.0
38300 LCDGING-ýASH C C 1,050.00 107.48 942.5
3E700 AIR-NEVACA S17.00 917.0

E8800 GRCLNG-NEVtOA 238.00 23a.0
8900 LCOGING--NEVADA 7si. 00 791.0

3S300 AIR-NCRTCN AFB 385.00 385.0

LNAUDI TED
SEE ACCGUN7ANTS COMPILATIRN PREPRT



0 IC5--186 ICFRCS OLSCN A SSOCIATES Y-1-. EUDGE1 CATE 8-31-80 PAGE

3 INCOME BUDGE- ACTUAL VARIANC
3S400 GRCLrC-hCRION tFE 77.00 77.0

3S500 LCECINC-NCFTON 4FE 266.00 266.0
140200 GR OUNC-U UA 476.00 476.0

TOTAL toGC TRAVEL 1,I46.00 1,099.48 5,046.5

CFFICE EXPENSES
41100 RENT 3,500.00 4,000.00 500.0
41200 UTILITIES 1 ,050.00 801.89 248. 1
41300 ECPT LEASE 2,100.00 2.282.76 182.7
41400 ECP1 EXPENSE 168.90 168.9
41500 TELEPFCNE PEG 1,050.00 1,451.66 401.6
41600 TELEPFCNE L G 2,800.00 4,482.50 1,682.5
41700 PCSTAGE 1,050.00 2,511.11 1,461.141900 PSINTING: 3,150.00 10,945.10 7,795.
42000 SUPPLIES 700.00 1,899.58 1,199.5
42100 MAP & PEFOPTS 1,400.00 1,049.85 350.1

4 42200 ENTERTt INM ENI. 155.29 - 155.2
'42300 JANITORItiL 127.48 127.11
42400 TCWIY MEETING 427.60 427.6
42500 REGISTRAIICN FEES 220.00 220.0
42800 MISC OFFICE EXP 32.55 32.5

TOTAL OFFICE EXP 16,200.00 30,556.27 13,756.2

CONSULTANTS
410S1,9 SER' 1,986.10 1,986.1

43600 OTHER CCNSULTANTS 5,e31.00 5,831.0
TOTPL CCUNSULTAtTS 5.831.00 I,986.10 3,844.9

CEEtT[ F

43900 FORLM FARTICIPANIS 8,000.00 4,638.36 3,361.6
44000 RENTAL FACILITIES 1,000.00 1,023.78 23.7
44100 PROC CCSIS 3,000.00 384.30 2,615.7
44200 PRITEG VAIERIPL 2,000.00 247.05 1,752.S
44300 PROZPCT ICN 1,000.00 571.50 428.5

TOTAL CEEATE 15,000.00 6,E64.59 8,135.C

4C800 GENERAL/ADMIN MX 13,328.00 9,269.89 4,058.1

TOTAL CCtTPACT COSTS 165,640.00 158,336.64 '7,303.3

GENERaL & AEMIN

50100 SALARIES & WAGES 2,S19.00 4,586.00 1,667.0
50200 PbYRCLL TAXES 359.10 359.1
50400 LEG4L 1,400.00 388.25 1,011.i
50500 ACCCLNI ING 6,531.00 1,550.00 4,981.C
50600 INSLU, l,•C E 46s.00 37.20 431.E
-351400 TRAVEL t ENTERTAIN 669.20 669.2
51700 AUTC EXPENSE 324.03 324.C
51900 ,PISCELLAtECUS 2,00S.00 1,161.00 848.C
52000 INTEREST MX 195.11 195.1

TGTýL CEI\ & AU?"IN 13,32E.CO 9,269.89 4,058.1

54800 ALLCC-(EN & ADMVIN 13,328.00- 9,269.89- 4,058.1

UNAUDITED
SEE ACCCUNTANTS COMPILATION REPCRT



HOS-186 R.ICF�RCS OLSON ASSOCIATES Y-1--D 2UDGET DATE 8-31-80 PAGE
� 1NCCI�E BUDGET ACTUAL vAPIANc:

NET GEN �

55500 I�I.SC EXPENSE 11.34- 11.3
TOTAL CTt-EF� INCOWE E 11.34- 11.3

V

� ) INCOME BEFORE lAXES 3�,852.00 43,144.02 7,292.0

56800 It'�CCt�E TAXES 2,600.00- 2,600.0

NET 1NCCI'E-LGSS 3�.852.00 40,544.02 4,692.0

�

I)

�

)

)

I:

�J) LNAUO I TED
SEE ACOCUNTANTS COMPILATION REPORT
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SI.CTTON T

1- N. 1 1RQDUCJ(.: iON

The Local. Oversight Committee (IOC) iS a cooer Live

e f fortL by NIVEvada- Coun t. .OS, to develop coorclirnaLed polic ies,

and plans in one specific f- 0rj eC t., t he Cp)rooe 0 M)f C IrX Mi s ile

Svs-ýt em Local OverSight. Commli titee dlUr inc the past three

ron'trlE; hasmatured as, an inSti tuLtion, deC-.IC~op~ing inito a

respected organ ization. Tfhe specific responsibilitiCs, of

,~ ~,Com-mittee as delineated in the Interl~ocal Agreement are as

fol1 lovws

1.To serve as an anreawide body t~o identi fy, discu~ss,
stuy nd bring into focus areawide calne n

oppor Luni ties presented by the MX Missile System.

2. rTo develop a comprehensive regional plan encompassing

the- reas of natural reso. ehuig adue

t ranspor tat ion, envi.ronmen tal.mngru recreational.

and Cipen spac-! r CIIu i. oee ts I ecio icdvel en L

st rateg ies , and puli eic erv iceso andic faci.t li~i

3,. To develop a capi t al ~impr ovowmcýn t prog ram which w i.1l

i dentLify the cost aidnih fnwp lia fcIi.te

needed to accommodat the gro-ith resulting from mX.

4 To provide Air F'orce withL loecm : inpult regarding the

sitLinrg and development. 0 t;he MX prog1 L aml

5.To wo~rk with the SLztate of Nluvacl-i aind the Con( ross iona 1

De lega-iL .ion s o[ Nevadla and UtCAh in get ting a s pec ia.

appropr iatLion Lb rougjII Congre-ss for MXt coimrununi ty imlpa"ct

aid assista~nce.
C.TO FsupLer vi.Sehe(.1 rep ai onnd m emonI t: a Lion of

I1% d era- gt j at a v )lj~coat ions i mpa-c it i n the commu nitLies.

-1 To hire( and r eLain t-w ho ece rv ;a y tecc11lii.cal. st-La f f to

a 'Ci~[)-1.ih the wo)r k of F the Cc)WLIt o

I-T 1eo t to0 th p 11 1~ iandI I( t. he C -IP a C., )d county

C lil I: -ca t I v cLr I th nX pre rih Me 1 l



~2'h n aI ový, Lr; i kjb It Coi~i!- it t (-c, i~ ii(on jtn Lc, i (n wJit~ 11

Lt.. M." F~l i C. I d Of f .i (2) lf pi V red at IpropT)r,;rA J FY , ' 1 4

Pro(raIn11 and BLIIJet a.; J (I r;,L fi c t: i I fr it r (It(e~o;t- fol

f ede t a f unrd i no for:LIw ' 19 81 f (I ra If i f;Ca; I yea 'e ýlI The

cjre.-;L idcrt Li f i(u; at pro~ji-tami for- dlw~opeiOnq unr' :

plan:; to main;Awjc Lhlr- NX (Irowtlt The idcnti fic-ation or fe'(I''t~jt.L(:ofullmt n i. Ly iranC, L a f; Fa i F Lafinc-e 10 ain i a r LaniitrI e onion L ()f Lb.

ovferall1 work, procjron:i. A prel imin;fary 1)UCqet- fr: Ply 198)a fo-r

the Local-1 Overs>;h.Cl- CommIfit Lee . approxvi. matLely $1 ,500 ,oo().

1)uIrL incj the E;ec~ond qiiar Ler the l~oc-al Overs~ight Comnui ttee

1a mad RI I 10' Lta nt ila I p r o gr e o n i. Ls t hre:e !mla jo r ta0okvs

o Task I Liaisaon , coOrdi na Lion, and prog ram

a Ti1i Fk 2 1- pna cLa iit Inayc; s nd

To sjk 3 1- I-) ac t: mii i, gj i o iizin ad dvce]C- opnn

T1he p roag rs; and acomplrbne fo the Loa.Oversiql t..

Comm!s t. Le-e arI doCcr 1bed ill Se(.'Lionl Ji opoliir .n

C-o1irCI rOd. BudgetL andI V.or0' p1an;ar a n rcn
Beat-con 1)i 1, oiv1 dr-,Idoi le'1 ndgt for the(- (10,11-o

Th I j)o( Ic or;llIHCF prov ide jad(1 ýio i ua. bcgmudi om ~

Pieý

Vijj



Si*CT.1 ON I Il

110CA F, _OV N N 5;.1 GH[' CO::>-, I 'in'>:>:

TPASK IPROGR:SS

Th'le LoCa 1.1. Over sigh C Cu'll-it tee, under Cermof the X nte rt.

oc) Cl ACjree:C'( 0r I t. and the o I'CRC gjran-t is, or -)owerec1ad i]Ftjnded c

to co~ichict (I-rlae pan ng ctiv~i ties for N1yc L~i.nCo Li
~j ~and Clark, COun1ti.0s. Generally the .Enctivities, and tasks of

the Cornmittoee are broken dlown into throe categories:

TA SK 1 - Liaison, Coord:cination and Procgram
Managcamen t

TAS K 2 -- Impact Analysis

TASK 3 -Impact- Mlitigat0-ion and Development
P1lann ing

rIhOLIgh ,somewhat arbi trary, the three broad Laskc:- def ine

thie range of activities,- of the Local Ove-rsight Committee-
-iur ju the paist cquarter (Jne1ul, uu1).l three ta sks

h a vc. ex ton.; I.vely been appl i. d, eniabling thle Comt-mittee to

formulate policies regarding the proposed NX Mi.ss.i le Systerm

deploy i i n Nevada and U La,

Table 1I - I prsnt he threeýLF t S c Lks budgets andl eXpeni

t- Li rer for each tas;k t~o dait-e

A deta ii ed iist-inj of[ pastJ work erfrdprob.l~eiii en-
csI- (Ied, futr wol tln /l and e. VIC>; Lpe 1 are dHiscus.,eclkio A deCAa ileo] ni i.-i rt iye zinc]~ lne, i toni-, budgeCCt. 1oth

('o:.:-:i t Co isp e e e inl Sec: .ionl 11--.



C~~~~T YJA~SK-EISC)N' COO ) I"AION, At,!)P~o;~* ~\~A;: mr

The Jociia 1.Ovr ý; ijht.. j!rnu Viea n r~'Ia~c cvn

1),-)1 i cy botr d ser yef; pr i viar i ly ans a coord.i na t. ing f unction1 * ~~to local. ASvr~fet; As; uChI Tan;k 1 ropreF,;nLs, a major

act. ivitLy of the ConLt-eC t.0 idenltify', dinCuns.; , Studjy and

hr i.jo rig itLo f 0(2'l,. Cnar a . nd l0catl i ienr ega rdcing the

( i ) r' IN: 1 ) vc f'or i-e ici

L)ICcndn C,!l 11W-1CiI) liSCIý;r.; a~nd taking ac Lion on

Digi fic,(Iit ni ssesrej rdrc WX TeCmitctfoswitter

Corurn n iC~a t:i.C1-nS ha5 working rnoteibooks, for easy refe Icre nce of

i at e r i a I f Staf ' progress reports~ preparcci prior to

m~onthi (o Appendiix I, f or Stiaf f P rog r o I'CŽpo :t3,4

0 tire rmaj or coorclin i at~i ng and prog ram maicncjemen t ac ti.vit. tes

have includled the altcLndlancce' at. Nevada Work.i:ng Group and thec

.1n :(rgVe r rime iit:a 1 W -,orKi ng Group1[ rule e Li riCIS p iu- acid iI tional

wee ýCLi.ncS; on1 paG-rt-icul1ar MX isnr;ulen gcjrazi rig, highways,

s~c r.a nr . oesdc jilvey P1rohl.eriin ) uc eeLti ngnOC r

rceq uLa r ly and fof;Lo r .loca OO crdi natLion regca rdci.ng NMX nceds.

None to dalte.

.............c c' Y 1 8 0C) ra ntL f or I i Lt inig of pL)a iinned alctLi.vi t ie s; Elnd c

I- S L 0,uLi r L.tIvy c.y Rp r: L Appen, d i x A, the oF 17 9C i. Wo r.k 1)roag ra (

Se [ale L--1 and Sect icn -I' fo (theL d e t. a'I. ol(d b Udgg

TA 1K 2 Iii PACT ANA i,Y S F

5", TIie 1 o>a.L Ovu'rs; ic:0h Corummi t-t. Le, r! a siff hanoEn s-wit a grea t

d ai.of. L i rio L-h i. s;ua ii an -m i Lys.i nq Lhe po ervia1 bono r

I5; jrv I [I Ii I* th A. t- (1 io fo rni t .i g j tr 1. r -1 ) Los iý jipa t[ o ,

T Lt I)I c i. o Jan 111 ride w i f .( t t01 toom-vn. Jnia:

L () t Uo I ;c Li . o I: h c~u r. ont a. .. viI F Lho Coummi i. tL 0 Le

dJis r ov cj an c~ oI t. of tuLIe Ar lu r~t F c 1)1. 1 Hle formnal.

iii:;~~ II .) hr i (0i1 i (k- t-4 i. 1 vfit . i 71 rv ti mp r i 'c~ tL-



,aIt. e much w C)r 1-- h1) -1r; en p(. I C):I. 1u(d 1. 11 no IPa. r i.rc f for tb is rc'vlo

VC(i. ) : k, fu r f o 1meod

T1 i, ornini. L Lo s Lt.-a f I w.:: t i L e addl J i. io.n o f Lh i tLwo SUMm1c r

W mt rii:;n and the s-cerv.i cos of a I awyc v/ p~la ric, r (Da-vid L~. Po LQ-Forso)

have dev e.l oped i,5ssues rccja rd i ng -irhe po to n t ia 1. fiX boom Lown, i mpa Elc

o-IX D)EIS l~ocal.L v e St' ga Loy

0 Pu~blic Laind Tranr; fer Concept Prr

0 BooiflLown Hauions g ProWlen-S;

0 Publ ic I n fras L r uc: Lure flogu j. remene Ls ;and

0 Social. Problems with Boomtownis.

OLher issue. rapers, are contemplateod on f.s-cal, eýffects,

cleveiopmferIt: sLca teg ion and g rowth manageoment. systLems, and
t ho( eva lun Lion of the Filain operatLing b;esites (in conjunrctio(:n

(iv) Pund!,.; SpentL

Sce Table 11-i and Section 111' for dleLaileci line iteI,,

rfAc K I 'I T - IPACT Ml.1 T.[GA'*P'F1 ON AND D-EV FOP ~NT PLANNt'] IN

Task, i. f. is the ul.t~iimaLe gjoal of tho Local. OversjIqhL

4, ~Commi. uuL. Lo help miiit-igat-J Lthe ad va c.o I;- impacL s, as soc ma Leo

TImajor- 1.-Aitc rnl tis Lac-k haebeen:

0 the devel~opmnentL of a locali plauln i ng cap--abi lity;

0 iderl iAf ication Of' federa'Z.l. COMruruni Ly ifiua),ct
as if La ncec .1 eqc -i d .a L io n needs;; andl

o~t ,t:e -pi eL a F -next1 yeair s %qor)rk pl.an f o r lOc:L

T'I Ie loc .1 o1 c Ii '1 1- 11 ( capi , 1 i i t.y wli 11 1) c' e>:Lremnoly criLical.

cv)t I" nex-L few%, (XU*!. if' 'M-X rtc(ced.W; en IThdu I

cant fol Nye 1c1 11 (omn LY '. 1? i r eta (Is p1 a,.na n 1 ng a:i cLjv i t-:Lc,.;

S an exauiu;0l e of Lhf ti ype.,; C) ap.aihr t.he l,oci 1. Overs~i (JI)

SCan i e i t t l) .t x. Zi I Ig i (I 0 I ' 1 o ,,Iop i 1)9 t.e 1 I oc .l p it ann i nq cat' I)

za I I (\ ;m t L I; 1 tIS c v tl Ui I 1(j II t)'\ (X I Ly Jli :t I1c(J I



The federal~ . conmunul L y impiac t leg 1 i ;at Li.on £ S, t:he f 0C: L

C) F r F For s anI(Id dis C:us)ý;s i oil; Lbh u. mm e rUI be twecn the v ar Iou
Nevaa and UL La h a g ne n c s wo rk i uc onl -XNe est ay

ie(Žal aid will he neeCled if. Lheco:unte i cin

obe abe to accommodatC 1) 1h HX g ro"ith.

Ncx t ye a rs fcde oraI p lann i ingq t c chin i cal1 a !7ista n ce . r 0cq LIeS t.
Th, r~~~~esu o ~n ts th1)e i n j. t i] a I o I-tfdra omniyiua L n

aýSsi stance. Al-thouLgh, in the last cjuar ter ly proc i: es S repo)r t

ai FY 1981 Work Program and Bu~dget wa- prElpa-rcId it has oveýr

the past three months been revised to reflcct niew needs anrd

a b-etter unders tandi ng of th-e planning reqUiremients for nie x t

yeri. When the FY 1981 work. plani completely revised i t

wi)Il be forwarded to FCRC.

(i.) Problems EncountCered

None to date.

(iii) Work Plans

See FY 1.981 WonK Pro(Jcjrain and BudgIýet in Appendix A of

½~F ir-SL Qu~ar terl.y PrgesReport.

(iv) Fu~ndS SjenL

See Table 11-1

FIIw~



TAlLE I 1--.l

W TASK I3UDGE:.T

TASK FE-XPE3-NDITrUR.S TO DArN- BUD GET
I$10,27-9.(4 $40,000o.00

2 $22,347.06 $90,000.00

3 $12 06c7 .41, . $5 0,000.00

TOTAL $44t694.11 $180,000.00

0-
..................



SECTION III

BU13UI)G ET

The fol1lowing is a detailed financial bhr-a kdown of thiis

office's 2nd quarter expendtures. 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

Cjmmittee office was not received until, late in that 1st

quarter.

Please find the following tables (tables 3-I, 3-11, 3-1I1)

which present: the detailed expenditures for the month of June,

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

enable you to rQview specific expenditures by line item, and

recognize the cash-flow situation on a monthly basis.

Also, not included in this report, the Local Oversight

Committee office retains a complete check disbtirsment journal.

which records the recipient, date, check number, and amount

of every voucher paid. Carboun copies of all financial trans--

act.ions are also reLtained to provide for good bookkeeping andK audit t availability.

The total expenditLures for this office for this fiscal year

is $44,694. .11.. Thin 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 rel.ating to

availability of revenueis. From this report we foresee no difficult ies

or limitation of activi, ties due to budget constLura ints.

Inucluded in this report, for your infoe:maLion and review is

Append ix (A). This appendi x is thLe agreement between the L~ocal

Oversight CommittLee and Nyc County to pr ovide foir a plranning

pos iLion rulating to MX planning efforts. Tb is planning pos--

i t ion was included and on l] i nod i n our 1980 budget and work

prwijraim. This Appcndix (A) inlciudp; the ageoe .,nt, Scope of.

rk , and budgL hroak down Th os''li'} s duc•ui,.ii.is wei:re ser nt to Nye,

0 CCounty for their approval. and for the coniuy to use fodir c -

L. i Oi.

Tbis section and apponcrl ix: is for your iWnorria ation only; in

that the p.o, ition and (do ll ar am tounLt; ha•v. •en• approved y,'



[Four Cornersi:5 Hej iona1.l CounFCi .1 inl the t.Otl ii udAIIJet for FY 1.980I
Two s umme r pa nn i ncj i n te r ris, we i: r a J. s~o h.i r ecil d u ci ngte

S se.c.o nd q u a rter. Thleseo pIa nnri i icj Iintecr n L we re I i C _1d a S 0 Utlin ed
W 3 n o Li r fi ic s t qcu ii r to e lIy r e pc : t wh11ih was1 S;SUbmX i Lt tEd anrid a pj. r e VCd

b~y I.o)u r Cort:n .r s RI g 1 0o1nal COuLInci on01 J U IIc 1, 19P)0. T hesF; t wo

(2) pos-itions hav been tilltd and the Lasks red t rin t c

coum Ly Plaunning in forma Lion and coord i.nation have b-,ee~n aceoin-
.- I j c;hedc Payine ntc of thýse no:-; i Lion.-; h li VO been r;ýlde f rofil thec

Nqay( and salary 1line- Lind have been made in acc~ordance with 'aill
hudyc t and f inance proce~dur~es. S ee AI)ppe n d ix (c)

On table (3-III) , Aucgust report, a new budgjet line has been

addd.This new line is i th Personnel Service section anrd
is entitled Co~ntraICtural Ser:viCes.

ThYi is line has bceen appropriated, $7 ,000.00 aind ref lects,

the hiring of one (1) consu-mltant to assisct. the L~ocal Over sight:

Commtteein asks2 ad 3. After a complete review ofthe

planning ad budgjet programns for this year , the Loc~al Over'-
sigh Coimi tee agre~ed and approved the hi ringj of Davi

Peterson to asitin this massive project. Re vene was
0avaiiiilab].e wi th in th exist-ing budge(t and fund wiere t -iraser

fr-om other l.ine,; t o e t ib I i sh the Con -r ac Lu ral Servi~es line.-

11 1ea:;eo f in d Appeýn d ix (D c o Cn t.r act a q rQ cm e n L f orI David v L

Ile Ler soni

M"~
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FOUR COUNTY [IX JNPACT POLICY BOARD

JUNE-AUGUST, 1980 PROGRESS RLPORI"

CONTRACT t16(MS)O1-899-070-2

September 2, 1980

INTRODUCTION

This report is submitted under the conditions of the above referenced contr;ict

arid covers the period running from June 1, 1980 through August 31, 1930. The

format of this report conforms with guideline- provided by the Four Corners

Regional Commission suggestiing a reporting system identified by the following

tasks:

Task I - Liaison, CoordinaLion and Program Management

Task II - Impact Analysis

Task III - Impact MiLitgatLion and Development Planning

Each task wil'l be analyzed by work performed, problems enountered, and work

planned for the next quarLer. It will bhe dilfficult Lto assign costs to each

of the major tasks out]lined as per instrucLions. Howevcr, the narrative will

conLain the coordinatLors best estimate as to staff time and resources allocated

to each of the major task areas.

It should be stated that; this relporL actually cover's the two months of July

and AtNiust, 1980. The Local MX Policy Board Office was not off.ci ally opened

uont.,il July 1st. Thus, much of the first two wieeks in July and i;manly of the

pi'ohle (Hi (CH:u(lO trd in the; early partC oF July were direcl ly :oiicerned w ith

Lhe loqistics of setting up an office in a rapid fasWion.

A
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[a s k I - lai sor n Coorid-i -n.a.t.i.o.n an nd P.ro g raim _•ana (I emaCfl,.n L

A. Work_prfoiieddurin.tire r tpOrLiing pe riod 0.

During the reporting period, emphasis has been given to the

establishment of a properly functioning Four County MX Office;

convincing State, regional, and federal agencies of its existence:

opening direct communi cation channels with these agencies; and

keeping local elected officials appraised of MX related probleems

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 with

the various federal agencies involved with MX, liaison with State

MX Office, Four Corners Regional Commission, State and Local Nevada

MX grOLup)S, and public in formation dissemi nation. Each of these

qwill be discussed as follows:

1. MX _Worki.ng_. Group.

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

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

dealing with MX relatted ma L ters for the State of U tab and -is

strucLured to represenL the interests of both State and local

officials. Its role has been strengthened to be the Policy Board

for dealing with regional and federal agencies and should beI the

focal p0in Lfor MX matters during the neWx 'funding cycle. The

establishment of the Working Group has had the efflect of uni fyi n

the State of URLab as far as policy issues are concerned. It has

fNcili :aLed the achievenieiat of conseii'us on many important issues

Sdurn g thle 'epor i rg period. Tim ., Pc;licy Meoard has hosLed and

coildu :cted one of Lhese {bree [wt, ei nos and has s iipl i ed agenda i ....

for all uie (Lihiqs.
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2. Federal Agqencies

T[he Local MX Coordinator spent several (lays in Washington, D.C.

during the monLh of July making personal contacts with the Office

of Management and Budget, Office of Economic Adjustment, 'lhite

llo,:se, The Pent-agon, Departinent of thle Interior, and various

commiUttees of the Hlouse and Senate that are concerned with H X

related matters. These personal contacts were very helpful in

opening communication channels and establishing the existence of

the Local NX Office. Major concerns addressed in Washington were

centered on the development of procedures for improved funding of

impact assistance and the obtainment of funds for FY 1981 planning

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 federal agencies listed

above during the reporting period.

3. State [,X Office

Much of the first two weeks of July were 5 pent i n close consultation

witli the staff of the St.te tMX Office. They provided valuable

assistance in the establi.<zhmnenl of the local office. During the

past quarter, a working relationship has been fornueld between the

two staffs that include agenda setting for all ieetings, infornmation

sharing, and t:echnical assistance when possib]le. The two coordinators

have i had i .ny imiee, in gs anl traveled jointlIy to prosent a unified Utah

fosition tLo regi•(liOna 1 anid federal agencies - A cob liedI work pro grami

aild bld(I('L tFor' FY 19811 Ia, ý e en sri!ilit t led Lo Conu gress for the ir

cons iderati i to h ik faill.
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S4. Four1- Corners Reqcj onal _Comis_•n_!.s 1o0n

Efforts were made during the reporting period to becom(e acqui nLted

with the pol icies and procedures of the Four Corners Regional Com-

mission. The MX coordinator, chairman of the Policy Board, and

the fiscal agent traveled to Al buICuerque du ring July Lo meet %,/ith

staff members and become more familiar with all matters c.ncerning
the grant. This visit has been followed up by a leeLing in Las Vegas,

numerous telephone conversations, and correspondence. The Policy

Board feels that a good working relationship has been established

with the FCRC and has recommended that the option of continuing FY'81

funding with Four Corners be considered.

5. Nevada OversigjhtComnmritLte/State Field Offic:

Liaison has been established with both the local and State NX

offices in Nevada. The coordinator spent part of a week in

Washington, D.C. with state an(d local Nevada personnel in a

tW 3joint effort to resolve planning and the iimpact mitigation

process. The coordinator and Policy Board chaifrman attended

the oversight committlee meeting in Las Vegas in August and

shared information wi th couinter parts representing Nevada.

They spent two dlays in Augus t i n L-as Vegas attend i ng meeti ngs

and i-eviewing a white paper prepared For submi ssion to the

White IHouse on impactl miti tigoLtiCn funding. The two states will

cont:inue to sh are informa tion via correrspondenrce, [., a rd minut(Ž s,

and i nv i LaLi ons, to r, eec: Live S tae e and I oc.a I wee ti nw.

A~A

MR 7z
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6. P uhI i c I n f orwi-i L i ol D) i vse;,: i ira ti on

Our) i n g the pa s t (j um-rto r, the Poliicy Poa d Of i c is r~e S Pon1!&_d

to allI reqtiesc Fm for puiic no ti on. flumrous press releoases

have been issuod and requeIsts to Spalk, to variouIs local groups

h a ve b e e fu 1 fI 11 e d A qood .,iotrkingr1atoshpwhth lcl

and regional media services has been established. Cop ies o f

sttsics, mraps, and other studies have been furnished to both

th e general pulMic and the various concerned agencies as requested.

B . Problems [ncc. ;wred

The single greatest problem encountered in 'this reporting sy,,temf was

est~abl ishing the existence of the MIX Pol icy Board Off-ice and convincing

althe various aquc'1( i OS to commun ica te d i re( Lly wi Lthe ofic.

Thes vi tal comirunica ti on channels have, taken Li me and e ffort to become

ope~ratLional . The siimrple 'logi st ic of` setting upJ anl Office in a rural

areaud i .e. telecphones , oFffI ce space, equi p:re-nt 4- a car etc .conISumuaQd

WWch Of the firs week4s. InI aidi tiOll, variusIic tusnth

o' jor i ni tw 1 bu Id g et vic, re i n a deq, Lid to in f a c i Ii La c'Li rig the se tt ing uIP Of the

o ice andmc had t~o be rev isedi. A Fi nal Frob loiencu t 1o ro a een
V,. he di fficul ty exeinthin try ing to get all th- va(lr0LIouS localI

s toreq oii~l a Imid redcrd I a (ren cije to c oard inal to suies tha i1

haIveI a Cr I t. potL' irtI I -im1(1ctL on lo acal jutri>r icis d .ons In the past,

too nraiiy sildios coirdciti td by Uoo !-anty a ur saeh-.on dupl Ica Live

4"n4

0:

-;Imjý11 I



(1(801) 588-5172

~ V MISSILE POLICY BOARD
444Souh MinSule A-1 Cedar City, Utah 8L4720,

i"ROMI: ReTSearle F "' anti0.a''t' ,
Utah Sta te Manageme~nt Comimi ttee for ikX" i!(1S )O19l 07Oi2

TO: -]b clrue MFCR

ATTENTrI ON: George P.Ormiston
DATE: September 2, 1930

R P: Expendi ture Corti fi cation and Authori zation

12j1 *rhis is to advise that this office has reviewed the enclosed
invoice dated Septeqmber 2, 1980 for the third* payment in

~2~j the total amount o- $5000.0_ in accordance with Exhibit
"C" -Paymient Schedule0.

Approval arid processing is hereby requested.

Decrption of Expendlitures ContractA Sufminary.
-(Sýe-e d-cet a i 1on- 'altt-ac-hed s-h" eets)

Fo Lal s oLal s:
Professionial Servic; 3 ,9..8 Contract $ 210 '/00. 00

[ ra ''el $ 77,341 A42 Pr ior Refii ihurs oen t.s Y07O.0
0Othe r $8.,_911. 1-2. Re i 11IMiiisiwt Reqie; edS L 00'

through Ancjti st 3!, 1 980

hlerebiy criti fN that-, rhevi aove hil yn is 1rL ;n: ;orrect, ai.

MX Pol ic~y 'Lo-rd Cnrn'd i na Lor

S " in t 1`X 1,1Ill: ay''em n t I h 'vi tL o nt '3)

'.'~th cimn , ('$3 ,Y00] for I,'r~iCr f. 1Ic infticl 1',
1:1 11.o H 1 iJ1 fom

(L W.N 4



C. WNork Pladnned

Durl i g thI e tiext r'eporti ng pern od ,it 'is anicLatdthtefrso

coord inati on and 1 d o i ta te, regci ona I atnd fe de r;,I a gencie s

will be con -i tiued and formiial 'i zed Contr-ac ts and co:-mmunicationl

n etwio r ks thiia t h av e b e en d ev eIo p ed will1 b e s Lr enrc(Ithenr-ed. As the

process moves fr-om plIann i n e ffo rts to pos s ibl1e i mpa ct rid ticja ti on

a closer relationship -will have to be formred betwieen the local and

federal agencies. In anl effort to develop better commlunication arid

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

impact. area, a technical advisory commuittee is being formed -for Utah,

comprised of planners and technical people -in local governmental

agencies and] AOG 's. This group, will1 meet onl a monthly basis to share

i nforma Li ton and work onl MX r~el ated probl ems state wide. It is anti -

ci pa ted all kinds of i nfor-maLi onal requests wiill inc)rca se dluning the

next. quarte Lr as thre DF. I S i s i ssued anid the review, begu Ln . The Policy

Board is considering addinuq anl assistant to the coord-inator to hel p

fa ci li I iite 1i ~is need for pill)i c info ina it on.

P. FundS Lrxpended

It 'i S(di f f i CUILt to a ss ign anr c/ac t dollIar vcal Lie to s pec i f i c work

tasks l i he '~1iyFoa rd Of ['ice e st ima tes tha t during thec past

quaterapproximm t~uly 75", or ctl 1s Lfl effor-ts aind associated

exJpeuwe- weAre expc?rid2(Id inl the support Of *Iask I.lv Witho tt si te

if i c -n r 0 I~ t [. I w ~a vo 11 d CI ) 1 e de t(-IC IC e1d( 111111CL t C1u'a1ys i has heen'

i Ill[1po i *0

4V j



rask IS I . _Inpat Analysis

Efforts on Task I1 have consisted of the revision of the Phase I Baseline

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

the local level.

A, !,Work Performed During the Re.pot Period

I Phase I Baseline_ 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 outMined in the present contract

with FCRC. Detailed data were 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 anlalysis. At present, MX Policy

Board staff *is completing the revisions of the Phase I document,

with the largest effort being spent in the area of upgrading the

popul al.ion comiponent. It is anticipated the study will be

released in final form by tthe end of September.

2. Environmental ..Imipaict State.len_ Review

Duri ng thie plast month, consi derable efforLs have been spent in

i den ti fyinlg interest:ed and capable persons to serve on the Local

.IS R ev-iow Co niii Ltees. The current process is planned to consist

of a joi nt, effnrt Oade: up of lay person.< and techlrical people

fro;ii thýe Four CoWtiy r((j ion1. 1he.y will he fMr2d in tn0o vari us

S.'stnl-.c:_•ii',: t t~oees accorli n( to thl( i r in Wrest aC(I experLise. llun

ac(diIq c ti



the arrival of the EIS, they will be assembled into a

central area and given a workshop on the review process

sr C1, to be consistent with the State level 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 comw'ents drafted

in a several days working session. These comments will

then be refined and added to those developed on the State

level.

3. MX Base Siting Review

On July 10th, after lengthly discussion and study of technical

Sdata compiled by the various State agencies, the Policy Board

selected the North Escalante site. This selection was sub.-

sequently endorsed by the State Working Group and the Governor.

4. Reaction to Various Studies

During the past quarter, the MX Policy Board has been asked to

react to several studies and work programs being conducted by

various sub-contractors to the Air Force and the OFfice of

Economic Adjustment. Among them were the lHimer, Siler & George

(O-A); the Bureau cf Business and Fconomic Research, University

/ of Utah (HDR) ; and 11ami 1 ton , Rabi novi Lz & Szant.on (Air Force)

IThese comments and suggestions were transmit tLed viLa telephone

arid wri tL en correspondc•ice.
0J
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C. Work Planned

It 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 pe'riod,

a work program for Phase II under'the current contract will be

4 developed. The DEIS process should be completed and the comments

submitted to the Air Force. Mlore detailed impact planning will

be dependent on the receipt of site specific information from

¾ 'the Air Force.

D . Funds Expended

It :; estimated that approximately 25% of staff time and
associated expenses have been expended in efforts on Task II

of this work program.

Task III- Imnpact Miti gation and Development Plan;ý in
fue to lack of site specific data on potential deployment, little real impact

mi ti gati on or development planning work has taken place during the past three

months. Soe preliminary efforts as mentioned earlier in this report are all

that' has trarispi red in rel a ti on to Task III,

V-,':A, s per irist.ruc tiois, at tachoren t.s A (a brief chronology of the coordinator) and

B (the fi scal report) are encl wued wi th this narrative, The on umerated listing

Sof tr(vel XplpIId i Lures cr1I1 be fou0Ld o.1 the four 'U page o f attac hment B.

• .,••,,,
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