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Employment and Labor Force--Proposed Action

HUMAN ENVIRONMENT

Deployment of the M-X system in sparsely populated areas of the south-
western United States will produce rapid, large-scale changes in the character of
the human environment of these deployment regions. Effective operation of the
M-X system requires a deployment region containing relatively few human inhabit-
ants. Yet construction and operation of the system will result in the introduction of
large numbers of people into the rural, thinly settled deployment region. This rapid
growth in population resulting from the large labor and materials demands of the
project will cause significant changes in the economic and social structures of the
rural deployment areas.

In some cases, M-X deployment would transform deployment-region communi-
ties from slow-growing or declining communities of a few thousand population or
smaller into active regional population centers of 20,000 persons or more. This
would be the case for the communities adjacent to the M-X operating bases. Other
areas would undergo a decade of "boom-bust" construction growth similar to that
caused by energy developments throughout the western United States.

The economic, social, and local government impacts of M-X deployment have
been estimated quantitatively using a series of inter-related models and computa-
tional algorithms. The direct economic effects on the regions are estimated from a
given set of M-X project characteristics such as direct employment and material
requirements. The indirect economic effects of M-X then are estimated using
county-level interindustry-type models and the best available baseline projections
for the localities studied. Estimates of labor in-migration induced by the project
imply an appropriate level of population in-migratione creases in population and
economic activity in the deployment regions then are'~swd to estimate changes in
the demand for community services and needs for local inf-teructure. Finally, the
service and investment estimates are used to calculate impacts~an local government
units. This analysis is conducted for the Proposed Action and each of the eight
alternatives considered in this EIS.
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Employment and Labor Force--Proposed Action

EMPLOYMENT AND LABOR FORCE

INTRODUCTION (4.3.2. 1.1)

Deployment of the M-X missile would provide direct employment for almost
30,000 persons during the peak of project activity. It also would generate demands
for construction materials and other goods and services to support the construction
and operations work forces. Project demands for labor, goods, and services will
stimulate a great deal of economic activity : the deployment region where much of
the income of persons employed on the M-iJ project would be spent and respent.
Firms in the region would supply many of the goods and services demanded by the
project employees.

The direct economic effects of the M -X project originate at specific geogra-
phic locations. Construction camps and operating bases represent points of
employment and earnings for construction, assembly and checkout, and operations
personnel. The OBs also serve as points of procurement demand for goods and
services. The consequences of direct project-related economic activity, however,
would be distributed over a broad region. This analysis makes specific assumptions
about the regional distribution of project expenditures origiatkting at particular
points. These expenditures constitute changes in final demand for county-level
models, which then estimate direct and indirect earnings, employment, labor force,
and population effects in each study-region county.

PROPOSED ACTION (4.3.2.1.2)

Full deployment of the M-X system in Nevada/Utah would create large
demands for labor, goods, and services throughout the deployment region. These
resource demands would begin in the deployment region with the commencement of
project construction activity in 1982, and would build rapidly to a peak during the
years 1986-1988. Project demands would reach a long-run level after 1990, which
would be sustained for the operating life of the system.

Direct Employment Effects

The most important direct economic effect is the project's demand for labor.
M-X employment would start in 1982, initially concentrated mostly in construction
trades. M-X construction employment is projected to peak at more than 17,000
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workers in 1986. Direct project employment in all categories--construction,
assembly and checkout, and operations--is expected to approach 30,000 jobs from
1986 through 1988. Direct M-X employment would diminish rapidly thereafter,
reaching a long-term level of 13,200 in 1991 which would continue for the life of the
system.

The project would exert economic impacts over many parts of the south-
western United States as people and materials flow to points of project activity in
Nevada/Utah. The most important of these effects, however, would occur within a
12-county bistate region in Nevada/Utah containing the deployment area itself and
the Las Vegas and Salt Lake City - Provo metropolitan centers. This area defined as
the region of influence (ROI) for this analysis contains the Nevada counties of Clark,
Eureka, Lincoln, Nye, and White Pine, and the Utah counties of Beaver, Iron, Juab,
Millard, Salt Lake, Utah, and Washington. (Figure 4.3.2.1-1).

Construction camps dispersed throughout the ROI would represent points of
employment for personnel engaged in construction and assembly and checkout of the
designated deployment area (DDA) facilities. These camps would be employment
centers for more than 17,600 persons at the peak of DDA construction and assembly
and checkout activity in 1986. A total of 18 camps would be distributed over the
region, with activity at each camp for a three-to-four-year period between 1983 and
1990. As many as 3,000 workers could be based in a camp in the peak year of its
activity.

Locating the larger of the two OBs at Coyote Spring Valley, Nevada, would
directly create jobs for up to 5,000 construction and assembly and checkout workers
and 7,500 operations personnel (including military) in Clark and Lincoln counties.
Construction of the base would begin in 1982. Operations would begin at this site
with 1,250 persons in 1984, with a gradual build-up of operating staff until the full
complement of 7,500 workers is reached in 1989. The second OB at Milfc-d, Utah,
would employ up to 2,000 construction workers and 5,700 operation. rw*sonnel
(including military) in Beaver and Iron counties. Construction of this OB would start
in 1985. The Milford OB would begin operations in 1986, and reach its full
complement of personnel by 1989. Military personnel are expected to comprise
about 85 percent of the combined base staffing level of 13,200 persons. Activity at
the OBs would continue at these levels throughout the operating life of the system.

Indirect Employment Effects

Large numbers of jobs indirectly related to M-X deployment also would be
created within the ROT. The most important source of indirect employment is the
respending of project payrolls. In addition, procurement from local suppliers would
further increase employment in the region's metropolitan areas and in the communi-
ties nearest the OBs. Regional purchases of construction materials would constitute
an additional--though minor--source of regional economic stimulus. At the peak of
project activity (1986-1988), indirect employment at the regional level would be in
the range of 22,000-30,000 jobs, depending on the analytical technique used. In the
long run, indirect employment would be much less, about 6,000 jobs, because direct
M-X employment would decline and the OBs would provide many of their own
supporting services.
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Employment and Labor Force--Proposed Action

Total Employment Ef fects

Total direct and indirect project-related employment is projected to peak at
52,000-60,000 jobs in 1987 for the Nevada/Utah ROI as a whole. Employment
attributable to M-X deployment would represent 7-8 percent of projected regional
employment in 1987 under trend-growth assumptions. Several other large projects,
including White Pine and Intermountain Power, also may be implemented during the
same period, and would add an additional 17,000 jobs to regional employment. The
cumulative employment impacts of M-X and these other projects therefore could be
as much as 77,000 jobs over employment projected under trend-growth conditions.

Employment in the region without M-X or these other large projects is pro-
jected to grow at about 3 percent annually throughout the 1 980s (University of Utah,
Bureau of Economic and Business Research, September 1980). Compared to
historical U.S. employment growth from 1970-1979 of 2.4 percent annually (Council
of Economic Advisors, Economic Report of the President, Washington, D.C., January
1980, p. 236) and projected growth for the nation as a whole of 1.9 percent per
annum through 1990 (Chase Econometrics standard-trend long-term forecast,
October 1980), this projected growth in employment is quite strong. At the same
time, growth of 3.0 percent yearly is representative of historical and projected
growth for the western United States (Nevada National Bank, Western Economic
Overview, 1970-77, and Chase Econometrics regional forecast, April 1980). Employ-
metgnrtdb M-X would produce a sizable intermediate-term "bubble" in this
generally strong regional growth pattern, but would not significantly alter the long-
term picture at the ROI level.

Regional average unemployment rates could decline by as much as 1-2 percen-
tage points during peak years, but they would rise again in the long run. Markets for
certain types of skilled labor would be very tight during the peak of construction
activity. In particular, excess regional demands for ironworkers and operating
engineers could be acute, leading to temporary but significant escalation of wages
for these construction crafts. These labor shortages also would extend to other
occupational groups as more mobile workers seek relatively high-paying employment
on the M-X project.

The long-term employment impacts of M-X deployment would be about
18,000-19,000 jobs, approximately 2 percent of projected baseline employment
beyond 1990. The other large projects which may be built within the ROI would add
another 10,000 jobs to regional employment in the long run. M-X and these other
projects thus would cumulatively raise regional employment by about 3 percent
above its projected trend-growth level during 1990-1995. A detailed graphical
analysis of employment growth for the region and its counties is presented in Figure
4.3.2.1-2. Table 4.3.2.1-1 presents detailed impact data by county.

M-X-related employment effects would be much larger at the county level
than at the regional level. Employment generated by the project would create
boom-growth episodes in most of the rural counties within the ROL. In many cases,
moreover, this growth would be temporary, and would be followed by a period of
rapid employment decline as the project moves from construction and assembly and
checkout phases into the operations phase.

Operating Base Effects an Employment

Clark County, Nevada, site of the larger operating base at Coyote Spring, is

projected to receive more of the project's employment impacts than any other
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Table 4.3.2.1-1. (page 1 of 3)

NEVADA/UTAH
TOTAL EMPLOYMENT CHANGE (BY PLACE OF RESIDENCE)

DEPLOYMENT REGION CLARK COUNTY, NV.
MEAX YEAR LONG TERM. PEAK YEAR LONG TERM

ALTER- ALTER_

NATIVE M-X :NDUCED CHANGE NATIVE M-X INDUCED C.AN E

(% above normal growth baseline) (% above normal growth baseline'

PROP. 59,876 (8.1) 18,248 (2.2) PROP. 24639. 1,£ .7

ACTION AcTION 2, 3(.:IS 37

S 1 59,977 (8.118 2 2 $. ' 1 24,696 (9.9 IC,68f [ .-

2 -9 705 (6.1i 16,21S 2.2, 2 24,343 (9.8) 1C,30C) .

3 56,59E (7.91 17,P54 tZ.1' 3 6,S93 (3.5 656 (c.

4 59,869 (8.1) 16,175 52.2 4 18,849 17.4) 8,32e (2.E

5 56,c14 _7.9) 17,860 (_2.11 5 8,_5 03.4) 61- ._

6 59,784 (6.1! I.1 ISO 2.21 6 18,825 (7.4) 8,267 8

8 A 33,627 14.6) 10,343 (1.3) 8 A 19,828 (8.0) 10.166 3.5

ALTER- X-X PLUS OTHER PROJECTS ALTER- 5-K PLUS CTHER PRO20T8
" NATIVE 1% above normal growth baseline) NATIVE (. above normal zrowth baseline)

PROP. 72,074 (9.7) 25,944 (3.1) PROP.

ACTION ACTION 24,623 (9.9) 1C,657 3.

* 1 72,17! (9.7) 25,938 (3.1) 1 0 (0) 0 (0)

2 71,903 (9.7) 25,914 (3.1) 2 0 (0) 0 o;

3 7C,796 (9.6) 25,550 (3.1) 3 0 (0) 0 (()

4 2,067 (9.7) 25,871 (3.1) 4 0 (0) 0 (0)

5 70,712 (9.5) 25,556 (3.1) 5 0 (0) 0 (0)

6 71,982 (9.7) 25,876 (3.1) 6 0 (0) 0 (0)

29,992 (4.1) 3,251 (G.4) 8 0 (0) 0 (0

EUREKA COUNTY. NV. LINCOLN COUNTY, NV.
-- r

PEAK YEAR LONG TERM PEAK YEAR 7 LONG
ALTER- PAYER IALTER-,

NAT~IVE 14-2 INDUCED CHANGE NATIVE 5.-K ZNOVC7 CIANGE
(% above normal growth baseline) A% above normal growth baseline)

36 .PROP. 2,585 (116 21E 1")6PROP. 3,468 (536.0) 0 (0) ACTIONACTION

1 3,466 (536.0) 0 (0) 1 2,69C :147.4 i 296 14.7)

2 3,468 (536.0) 0 (0) 2 2,539 (139.1) 14e (-.3)

3 3,468 (536.0) 0 (0) 3 2,633 (144.3) 227 (I.2)

4 3,468 (536.0) 0 (0) 4 2,740 (150.1) 311 (15.4;

3,468 (536.0) 0 (0)|5 2,459 (134.7) 116 ( 5.7

3 3,468 (536.0) 0 (0) 6 2,567 (14C.7) 200 )9.9)

9A 2 (000.3) 0 (0) 81A 955 (109.2) 144 )7.1)

ALTER- .N-K PLUS owHER PM-ECTS ALME- mftx PLUS OTHER PRO=CTS

NATIVE (% above normal growth baseline) NATIVE (% above normal growth baseline)

PPO . 2,587 1? 8 216 t1C.8) ;
PROP. 3,568 (652.0) 0 (0) ACTION
ACTION

1 3,568 (652.0) 0 (0) 2,692 (147.5) 300 (14.e)

2 3,568 (652.0) 0 (0) 2 2,541 (139.2) 150 , 7.41

3,568 (652.0) 0 (0) 32,635 144.41 22
Q 

)il.3)

4 3,568 (652.0) 0 (0) 2,742 (150.2) 313 (15.5)

5 3,566 (652.0) 0 (0) 2,461 (134.8) 116 t ).81

6 3,568 (652.0) 0 (0) 6 2,560 (140.8; 202 IcO)

102 (18.7) 0 O 1,85- ( 92.2) 146 , 721)
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Table 4.3.2.1-1. (page 2 of 3)

NEVADA/UTAH
TOTAL EMPLOYMENT CHANGE (BY PLACE OF RESIDENCE)

NYE COUNTY, NV. WHITE PINE COUNTY, NV.

PEA YEAR'A L~2 ~9
NAT.VE 8.-X INDUCED CANGE NATIVE X_ XN%:r: -HA.Z;

I% above normal crowh base!.ne) & moove normal arowt basel.ne'

6,384 (179.61 0 (0) - . 4,2' -4.
ACTION ACT.

t,384 3"' 0 i) . 1,..142.-

.- E,401 :18c.i , 24 ( .6) -,21- 363.6

4 6,384 j7'.6' 0 (0) 4 4,3- (142 -

t,40C tl6c.l 24 2.6? : IfI6 (363.( T ..- .
S 4,3-'5 t14_7,

6 6,364 (i'-..6) 0 (0) 6 7

BA 3,13' 91.8' 0 (0) 264 1 .-

M-X ?LUS CThER PRZ2ET5 ALTEF,- I X-X PL.25 2,.1-8. PKs - T5
NAIVE above nomal grow"h base!_net NATVE 1't above nor'a arcwh-. baseline'
?RCP. E = ON I 6.364 k;79.7- (0) ARCF.

ACIO AC208 -

6.384 (7)2.7, 0 (0)

C,3b4 ,''9.71 0 (0) 2 6,3 (2. .

al 6,40C 118.11 0 (Q) 3 .- ,8 [45(., ,X4c ,22...

h 4 6,384 179.7 0 (0) 4 (21.

5 E,400 (181.1) 0 (0) 5 13,88" 45C.1 , .2 .
•

6 ,364 (179.7' 0 (0) 6 6,35C i210.0 01

3,132 f 91.8' 0 (0) 8 2,299 ( 76.C' 0 J7

BEAVER COUNTY. UT. IRON COUNTY, UT.

PEAK YEAR LONG TERM PEAK YEAR RM
NATIVAE M-X INDUCED NATIVE a .-X INDUCED CHAE-C E

j % above normal growth baseline) (% above normal growth baseline%

PRO?. 7,766 (386.2) 5,77C (244.2) 1,25A(O3.7) 86 &.9
ACTION ACTZO1(

AT14O 97. 516 2 '2.1) 1 6,764 (93.6 S,745 S5E.i

2 _873 (84.8) 43 ( 1.9) 2 419 4.6 24

3 72 (116.4) 681 (29.1) 12,172 (139.4) ',561 '6.1

4 2,572 (116.4' 681 29.1) 4 1; ,-72 ,139.41 7,561 76.7

5 13,617 (616.1) 7,595 (324.6) 5 1,58C 16.1 1,166 11 -

6 13,610 (616.1% 7,595 (324.6; 6 1,580 (18.1) 1,166 ()11. 7'

SA 135 95.8, 0 (0) 394 4.4) c (1I

A'TER- M-X PluS CTHER PRc:ECTS ALTER- M-X PLIS OTE PR0.EC'S

• NAT2VE (% above normal growth baseline) NATZV! {% above normal. growt baseline)

A ONA1,314 14.4) 936 AT9.4O

1 5 115 (231.61 2,621 (112.0) 6,816 (94.1) 5,704 (57.31

2 4,840 219.11 2,148 (091.8) 2 491 ( 3.6' 72 2.7'

3 5,476 (241.3) 2,785 (119.1) 3 12244 (140.2) 7,610' < .7

4 5,418 (116.4) 2,785 (119.1) 4 12,244 (142.2) 7,610 ('6.5)

5 16,516 (727.6) 9,700 (414.5) 5 1,652 ( 18.9) 1,217 (11.2'

16,516 (616.1) 9,700 1414.5) 6 1,652 (16.9) 1,217 (12.2

B 4,236 (1 C.04) 0 (0) 8 664 ( 7.4) C (0)

4-268
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NEVADA/UTAH
TOTAL EMPLOYMENT CHANGE (BY PLACE OF RESIDENCE)

JUAB COUNTY, UT. MILLARD COUNTY, UT.

EAX R LOG TRM PAX YAR ONG TERM'
ALTER- I ALTER- P
NATIVE M.-X NDUED CHANGE 4ATIVE M-X :NDUCE OHNA)N1

(% above norma growth baseline' (% above norral crowt. zaseilne'

PO P. 2,741 (106.5) 0 (c) A CION

.I ACTION ATO

S2.741 (106.5) 0 (0) 1 3,241 (7".5'

2 3,066 (119.9) 379 (13.4) * 13,407 (,73.6

3 2,741 (106.5) 0 (0) 3 3,2-1 i7 .5.

2,741 (106.5) 0 (0) 43241, 71.51

2,741 (106.5) 0 (0) 3,286 73.6) 5 -

6 3,741 (106.5) 0 (0) 6 3,266 (?7.6

8A 173 ( 6.9) 0 (0) BA 3,419 7 .b

M-V. Pl,"s 0-.7mR FR,:;ALTs A--XXFI1 7Hr

!AT3Vi. j )(% above normal growth baseline' .NAIVE % above ncr.,al crowt. baseline'

PROP. RP 133.6'

3,3 23.2 295 ( ACT:0tACTION -"ACT:CN

1 3,363 (123.2) 295 (10.5) . 5,923 '133.6) 1, 24,3).

2 3,708 (134.7) 646 (22.9) 2 15,089 (317.3' ( ,66: ,5.9'

3 3,363 (123.2) 366 (13.1) 3 5,9:3 133.6: 2,2 - 4.1

4 3,363 (122.2) 368 (13.1) 4 5,923 (133.6 ?,2C (4-.1
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UTAH/SALT LAKE COUNTY, UT. WASHINGTON COUNTY, UT.
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Employment and Labor Force--Proposed Action

county in the region. After adjustment for cross-county commuting, a peak of
24,600 jobs is projected for Clark County in 1986, almost 10 percent of projected
county baseline employment, and 14 percent of 1978 county employment (labor
force concept) of 169,500 persons. In the long run, M-X would generate 10,700 jobs
(including military) in Clark County, about 3.5 percent of projected baseline
employment. The direct M-X jobs and some of the indirect jobs would be created at
the OB site itself, and many additional indirect jobs would be created in Las Vegas.

Peak construction employment at the OR (2,300 workers) would amount to
17 percent of all construction employment in Clark County in 1978. This large
relative labor demand for construction would probably result in temporary labor
shortages, wage escalation, and large-scale worker in-migration. Labor force in-
migration into the county also is likely to occur to fill jobs indirectly related to the
project, for assembly and checkout at the base, and to provide the military and
civilian personnel needed to operate the base. Cumulative civilian labor force in-
migration of over 11,500 workers is projected at the peak of activity in 1986.

Beaver County, Utah, would experience large, sustained increases in employ-
ment as a result of an OR at Milford. In 1989, Beaver County would receive peak
M-X-related employment of 8,800 jobs, declining to a long-term level of 5,800 in
the long run. (These estimates have been adjusted for cross-county commuting; a
number of the workers on the base are assumed to reside in nearby Iron County,
Utah.) Peak M-X employment is almost 400 percent of projected baseline employ-
ment in 1989, and almost 450 percent of actual employment (labor force concept) in
Beaver County in 1979. The project would induce average employment growth in
the county of more than 30 percent annually from J983 through 1989. By
comparison, Sweetwater County, Wyoming, a frequently cited example of
unmanaged growth, experienced average employment growth of 27 percent per year
from 197 1-1974 due to rapid energy development in the area.

This rapid growth would transform the economy of Beaver County in a rela-
tively short period of time. One-third of the county's labor force presently is
employed in agriculture, with local government and retail trade representing the
only other major employment sectors. This slow-growing, agriculture-dependent
local economy could be converted in less than a decade into a predominantly service
and trade economy serving the newly established M-X OB. If sufficient water can
be provided to operate the OB without diverting water from other users, actual
declines in agricultural activity are not likely. However, the relative importance of
the agricultural sector could be reduced.

The University of Utah's Bureau of Economic and Business Research has indi-
cated the possibility of significant amounts of molybdenum mining, alunite mining
and processing, and geothermal power development in Beaver County during this
same time period. If these developments are included in the projections along with
M-X deployment, employment in 1989 is projected to be 10,800 jobs above trend-
growth conditions. This additional 2,000 jobs from non-M-X sources implies a
cumulative employment impact relative to the 1989 trend-growth projection of
almost 500 percent.

Rapid growth in employment creates particular problems in rural areas with
little or no developed economic base for accommodating rapid growth. Economic
dislocation and localized inflation of wages, prices, and land values, would neces
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Employment and Labor Force--Proposed Action

sarily accompany this rapid growth and economic structure change. The extent of
this dislocation will depend in part on the degree of planning and growth manage-
ment which occurs to assist in the most rapid and successful adjustment possible.

Other counties also would experience sharply defined boom-growth episodes.
In contrast with Beaver County, however, some of these counties would undergo
periods of rapid "bust" as well. In Eureka County, Nevada, DDA construction would
create peak employment of 3,500 in 1988, more than five times the county's
projected baseline employment in that year. Within two years, project-related
employment would be reduced to zero, and total employment in the county would
decline to its baseline level of less than 700 persons. Localized wage-price
escalation and shortages of labor and material could be significant during the period
from 1986-89. Very little concurrent growth is expected in the county from other
large projects.

Nye County would experience similar stresses from rapid employment growth,
with M-X-related employment peaking in 1988 at 6,400 jobs. This would represent
almost a tripling of county employment from trend-growth projections for that year.

It is likely that spillover impacts from the OB at Coyote Spring would augment
DDA construction effects on employment in Linc( In County, Nevada. M-X
employment of persons permanently or temporarily residing in Lincoln County would
reach almost 2,600 jobs in 1986, then decline to about 200 jobs after 1990. These
impacts would represent 140 percent of baseline employment at the peak and
10 percent of projected employment in the long run. No other large projects are
expected to affect this county.

In Utah counties of iron, Millard, and, to a lesser extent, Juab also would
experience ODA and OB spillover employment impacts. in all three cases, long-
term growth is not expected to be large enough to significantly alter the local
economies involved. Short-term boom-type employment conditions, however, are
projected for both Millard and Juab counties. Cumulative employment impacts from
other projects could exacerbate the negative aspects of this growth in Millard
County, where the Intermountain Power Project would be located. M-X would
produce a peak of 3,400 jobs in 1988 in Millard County, while M-X combined with
other projects would generate 6,000 jobs over the trend-growth baseline. Cumula-
tive impacts of M-X deployment and other projects in the county would amount to
almost 140 percent of projected trend-growth employment in 1988.

A total of 10,700 M-X-related jobs would be created in Salt Lake and Utah
counties, Utah, in the peak year of 1987, representing only about 2 percent of
baseline employment in that year. Long-term employment impacts in the Salt Lake
City-Provo metropolitan areas would amount to only a few hundred jobs, less than
1 percent of long-term projected employment. The cumulative effects of M-X and
other projects would not significantly alter these results.

Mitigations

The extent and severity of economic dislocation resulting from these episodes
of rapid, large-scale growth depend on the strategies adopted to mitigate the
adverse effects of this growth. Mitigative strategies could center on project design
changes, economic development planning, and implementation and planning assis-
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tance funds. Project design changes, could include basing of personnel required for
the three area support centers (ASCs) at locations other than OBs as this study
assumes. Roughly 300 persons per ASC would be required, as would local
procurement for food and other supplies. Geographic dispersal of personnel would
tend to redistribute the workers, their families, and their expenditures away from
OB communities, reducing stress on local labor markets and generating smaller-
scale growth in other communities.

Introduction or increased usage of labor-saving technologies for both construc-
tion and operations also could decrease labor demands. Long distance commuting
programs rather than inducing workers to live in rural communities could serve
much the same purpose, and could be particularly important during DDA construc-
tion. Alternatively, programs with direct incentives for construction workers to
locate their families in the metropolitan areas of Las Vegas or Salt Lake City -
Provo also would minimize short run boom growth in rural counties experiencing
DDA construction.

Economic development planning activities could include extensive federal,
state, and local preplanning and impact aid assistance. Any local industrial expan-
sion could be time-phased so as to smooth out growth peaks, lessening chances of
labor or materials shortages or rapid escalation of their prices. This could be parti-
cularly important where competition for resources arises between M-X and other
projects, e.g., IPP in Millard County. To meet initial demands, extensive importa-
tion of labor, and other resource inputs, as well as final goods, would reduce local
market stress. Planning investments in industrial capacity consistent with long-run
area needs, such as small scale business parks, or restaurants and motels, would
lessen declines in project activity in the area. This is less appropriate in those rural
areas where only technical facilities are planned where short-run adjustments such
as importing goods and services may be a more appropriate way to cope with project
needs. In these areas, no expansion of the local industrial base could reasonably be
expected to supply the demands of the project, while overexpansion would lead to
"bust-type" recession problems.

Local residents and businesses should also be made an integral part of com-
munity growth management planning. Job skill improvement seminars, information
dissemination, worker relocation assistance, and contract negotiation classes, for
example, coordinated by federal, state, and local manpower economic development
specialists, would be required.

ALTERNATIVE 1 (4.3.2.1.3)

Under Alternative 1, the second OB would be located at Beryl Junction in Iron
County. Since the timing and magnitude of employment and other project materials
requirements remain virtually unchanged, peak and long-term impacts for the region
as a whole and for most counties are forecast to be almost identical to the Proposed
Action. Only Iron, Beaver, and Washington counties would experience impacts
dif ferent f romn those of the Proposed Action (Table 4.3.2. 1- 1).

Employment growth shifts from Beaver to Iron County under this alternative.
Total employment in Iron County i 'orecast to peak at about 8,800 in 1989, repre-
senting almost a 100 percent increase above baseline growth forecasts. By
comparison, only about 1,300 jobs were projected for the county under the Proposed
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Action. Over the long term, employment by place of residence is projected to equal
about 5,700 jobs, almost 60 percent of the baseline forecast of about 9,900 persons
in 1992. This figure is about 5,000 above long-run employment forecast under the
Proposed Action. Few large additional projects are projected for the same time
period in Iron County.

Cedar City is the largest community in the county, and would likely experi-
ence much of the local growth. The county itself has been characterized by the
dominance of the government sector, with agriculture also a relatively important
industry (Bureau of Economic Analysis, April 1979). Even though the county has
experienced employment growth of 3.8 percent per year over the 1967-1977 period,
the extremely sharp buildup of employment in the county would create significant
economic dislocations. These would include local wage and price inflation,
shortages in key occupations such as construction trades, and large in-migration of
project employees. Growth of ancillary industries to supply consumption demands
and OB procurement needs would change the county's economic structure. Increased
numbers of hotels, restaurants, clothing stores, and chain-type supermarkets, for
example, would characterize this boom-type growth.

Just as Iron County's employment would be greater under this alternative than
for the Proposed Action, Beaver County's employment could be less. However,
peak employment still is projected to equal about 100 percent of 1986 baseline
employment projections, and such rapid growth would generate a short-term
economic boom growth episode. However, long-term employment growth is
projected at only 500 jobs under this alternative, 5,000 less than under the Proposed
Action. The county could much more readily assimilate such modest growth without
radical changes in economic structure.

Potential marginal increases in the cities of Pioche, Panaca, and Caliente and
probable spillover effects of the second OB into Washington County to the south
produce the only other important differences between Alternative I and the
Proposed Action. At most, the Washington County increase in employment due to
M-X would be 900 jobs under Alternative 1, 8.5 percent of projected employment in
1988. Over the long run, total employment would increase by about 600 jobs as an
indirect result of Alternative 1. Though the county is not large, it would be able to
assimilate such employment growth without sizable dislocation. Detailed graphical
analysis of employment impacts for this alternative are presented in Figure
4.3.2.1-2.

ALTERNATIVE 2 (a4.3.2.1.4)

Under Alternative 2, the second OB would be located at Delta in Millard
County. Since the timing and magnitude of employment and project materials
requirements are forecast to remain virtually the same as the Proposed Action, peak
and long-term impacts for the region as a whole and most ROI counties are
projected to remain virtually constant. Iron, Beaver, and Washington counties
experience smaller employment effects than under the Proposed Action, while
Millard County grow more dramatically (Table 4.3.2.1- 1).

Employment growth shifts from Beaver to Millard County, where total
M-X-related employment is forecast to peak at 12,400 in 1988, representing almost
300 percent of trend growth projections. This is over 9,000 jobs more than the
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county would experience under the Proposed Action. Long-term employment by
place of residence is projected to equal 6,600 jobs, or 135 percent of the trend-
growth forecast of 4,800 in 1992. This figure is about 6,400 above long-term
employment projected under the Proposed Action.

Cumulative employment impacts from other projects could exacerbate growth
stress in this county. In particular, the IPP, scheduled to be located in Millard
County in the same time period as M-X, will greatly increase county employment.
Including IPP and other smaller projects, employment in 1988 would be 15,100 jobs,
(or 340 percent above the trend-growth forecast). This is roughly 2,700 more jobs
than with M-X alone. Over the long run, these other projects affect employment
less; compared to the 1992 M-X growth figure of 6,600 jobs, IPP and other projects
add about 1,100 more jobs.

Delta and a number of nearby small communities would likely experience much
of the local growth stress. The county itself has been characterized by the
dominance of the agricultural and government sectors, with other industries, e.g.,
manufacturing, services, and construction having been relatively unimportant
(Bureau of Economic Analysis, April 1979). Having historically experienced a
modest employment growth, 1.5 percent per year over the 1967-1977 period, the
very rapid buildup of employment in the county would create significant economic
dislocations. These would include wage and price inflation, shortages in key
occupations such as construction trades, and large in-migration of project
employees. Growth of ancillary industries to supply consumption demands and OB
procurement needs would change the county's economic structure.

Beaver County would experience less employment growth under Alternative 2
than with the Proposed Action. However, peak employment due to M-X still would
be about 2,300 jobs, equal to 1986 trend-growth projected employment. Such rapid
growth would generate a short-term economic boom. However, long-term employ-
ment growth is forecast to equal only about 350 jobs under this alternative, so the
county would undergo a substantial employment reduction phase as well. Long-term
employment would be 5,400 less than under the Proposed Action. The county would
have little difficulty assimilating such modest long-term growth, though the boom-
bust period associated with DDA construction still could cause significant short-
term adjustment problems.

ALTERNATIVE 3 (4.3.2.1.5)

Under Alternative 3, the first OB would be located near Beryl (Iron County),
Utah, and the second OB, in the vicinity of Ely (White Pine County), Nevada. Since
the timing and magnitude of employment and project materials requirements would
be virtually the same as for the Proposed Action, peak and long-term impacts for
the Nevada/Utah region as a whole would not be significantly different. Designated
deployment area counties would be relatively unaffected by the shift of base
locations, so the analysis given above for Eureka, Lincoln, Nye and Juab counties
would not change. Compared to the Proposed Action, M-X-related employment
would be less in Clark and Beaver counties, while it would be greater in Iron and
White Pine counties (Table 4.3.2.1-1). Slight spillover effects from OB operations
under this alternative are observed in Beaver and Washington counties.

For Alternative 3, employment impacts were estimated using two different
methodologies. The first of these applies the county-level interindustry models used

4-274



Employment and Labor Force--Alternative 3

to analyze all the deployment options considered in this report. The second
approach utilizes a dynamic economic-base simulation model developed by the
University of Utah, Bureau of Economic and Business Research. The results of the
simulation analysis provide a useful basis of comparison for the inter industr y- model
results.

At the regional level, the interindustry analysis indicates a peak employment
increase of 58,600 jobs in 1987 under Alternative 3, while long-term (1994) employ-
ment is 17,900 higher than baseline projections. The simulation approach indicates a
substantially lower peak impact of 51,400 jobs and a marginally higher long-term
change (19,000 jobs). Relative to baseline employment projections, however, these
differences are inconsequential.

Impact estimates for individual counties also are sensitive to the modeling
approach used. Iron and White Pine counties are projectd to experience large
employment changes in each case because of the OBs located there. Peak
interindustry employment estimates for these counties are 28-35 percent higher
than the simulation estimates but the long-term estimates from both approaches are
more similar. In most DDA counties (Eureka, Lincoln, Nye, Juab, and Millard)
however, the simulation results tend to be higher by 28-35 percent or more than
interindustry impact estimates. These variations in results are attributable to
general methodological differences, particularly:

" The sensitivity of the interindustry results to assumptions about wage
rates and the regional distribution of direct expenditures

o the relationship between employment and population that underlies the
simulation approach.

However, these variations are indicative of the general level of uncertainty
regarding the spatial distribution of project impacts. Because the interindustry
analysis has been consistently applied to all the deployment options considered here,
the results of this analysis form the basis for all socioeconomic impacts discussed in
this report.

In Iron County, peak employment by place of residence is forecast to equal
12,200 jobs in 1986, 140 percent of trend-growth employment projections of 8,700
jobs. This peak level is almost 11,000 jobs above that forecast under the Proposed
Action. Over the long-run, M-X induced change in employment (by place of
residence) would equal 7,600 jobs. This represents a 75 percent increase above
baseline employment forecast for that period, and is 6,700 jobs above long-term
forecasts of M-X-related employment under the Proposed Action. No large
additional projects in Iron County appear likely during the same time period.

Iron County employment traditionally has been dominated by government,
agriculture, and services. Historically, the county has grown at rates comparable to
those of the western United States as a whole, posting 3.8 percent annual employ-
ment growth rate over the 1967-1977 period. The county as a whole would
experience, boom-type growth, given the projected rapid build-up of M-X employ-
ment. Cedar City currently is the only town of any size in the county. Beryl would
expand greatly as a result of M-X. These and other communities would experience
skilled labor shortages, general wage inflation, and a large in-migration of project
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workers. Over the short-term, this in-migration would consist of construction and
assembly and checkout workers, while over the long run, military personnel would
account for much of the employment growth.

White Pine County would exhibit a growth pattern comparable to Iron County,
but employment totals would be slightly less. Compared to the Proposed Action,
M-X-related employment would peak one year later, in 1987, at 11,200 jobs. This
figure is more than 350 percent above the employment projection, and 6,900 above
peak employment under the Proposed Action. Over the long run, 7,100 jobs would be
created for residents of White Pine County; this is 200 percent above long-term
trend-growth projections. Under the Proposed Action, with only DDA facility
construction, in White Pine County, short-run boom-type growth was projected for
the county. With Alternative 3, employment growth is more rapid and much
greater, but it is more stable over the long run.

Historically, the county has had an economy dominated by government and
mining employment, and has exhibited a modest employment growth rate,
1.2 percent per year, over the 1967-1977 period. Trend-growth projections presume
a continuation of these historic trends. There is a significant probability that other
projects, notably the reopening of Kennecott Copper Company mine near Ruth and
the construction and operation of the White Pine Power Project, would alter this
stagnant long-term picture. Employment forecasts including these projects in
addition to M-X, add about 2,000 more jobs in 1987, and about 1,600 additional jobs
after 1990. White Pine County would not easily assimilate growth of the magnitude
projected under M-X in Alternative 3. This problem could be particularly serious in
the early years and is worsened by including the cumulative effects of other
projects.

Peak employment in Clark County is 8,600 jobs in 1986, only 4 percent of the
baseline projection. This is a reduction of 16,000 jobs compared to peak employ-
ment with the Proposed Action. Over the long run, only 650 M-X-related jobs are
f orecast f or the county, a decline of about 10,000 f rom long-term levels f orecast for
the Proposed Action. Much less long-run growth stimulus would be experienced by
the county; and the short-run impacts would be smaller as well. There would be
little direct impact from OB personnel and less OB procurement would be supplied

ALTERNATIVE 4 (4.3.2.1.6)

Under Alternative 4, the first OB would be located in Beryl, Iron County, and
the second OB, at Coyote Spring, Clark County. Since the timing and magnitude of
employment and project materials requirements remain virtually the same as for the
Proposed Action, peak and long-term impacts for the Nevada/Utah region as a whole
are forecast to remain virtually constant. DDA counties would be largely
unaffected by the shift of base locations, and would experience boom-bust impacts
similar to those induced by the Proposed Action. Employment impacts would be less
in Clark County than they would be with the Proposed Action, since a smal ler OB
would be sited there. Impacts also would be less in Beaver County, no longer a OB
location, and increase dramatically in Iron County. Slight spillover effects from OB
operations under this alternative are observed in Beaver and Washington counties; in
both cases, differences in effects between this alternative and the Proposed Action
are expected to be minor.
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Employment impacts in Iron County under Alternatives 3 and 4 would be
identical, because both use Beryl as the site of the larger OB. The county would
undergo extremely rapid, large-scale employment growth from 1982 to 1986, with a
sharp employment decline after 1989. Long-term M-X-related employment of 7,600
persons still would provide a stable economic base during the operations phase.

Peak employment in Clark County would be 18,800 jobs in 1986, about
7.4 percent of the baseline projection. This is a reduction of about 6,000 jobs
compared to peak employment with the Proposed Action. Over the long run, 8,300
M-X-related jobs are forecast for the county, a decline of about 2,300 from levels
projected for the Proposed Action. Long-run growth stimulus still would be
experienced, but only short run impacts would be of sufficient magnitude to stress
the county economy.

Employment impacts in Beaver County under Alternative 4 would be very
similar to effects under Alternative 3. DDA construction and spillover effects from
the base located at nearby Beryl would bring rapid growth and the benefits and costs
associated with it. Employment would decline after 1986, but some long-term
employment gain still are likely.

ALTERNATIVE 5 (4.3.2.1.7)

Under Alternative 5, the first OB would be located at Milford, Beaver County,
and the second OB near Ely, White Pine County. Since the timing and magnitude of
employment and other project materials requirements remain virtually unchanged
from the Proposed Action, peak and long-term impacts for the Nevada/Utah region
as a whole are expected to be about the same as with the Proposed Action. DDA
counties would be largely unaffected by the shift of base locations, and employment
effects on Eureka, Lincoln, Nye, and Juab counties would be the same as for the
Proposed Action.

Peak employment in Beaver County is projected to equal 13,600 jobs (by place
of residence) in 1986, more than six times trend-growth projected employment in
that year. This level is about 4,800 jobs above that forecast under the Proposed
Action with the smaller OB located at Milford. Over the long run, the M-X induced
change in employment would equal 7,600 jobs with additional M-X employees
residing in adjacent counties. This represents more than a 300 percent increase
above baseline employment projected for that period, and is about 1,800 jobs above
long-run forecasts of M-X-related employment under the Proposed Action. Histori-
cally, the county has grown very slowly, with only a 0.6 percent annual employment
growth rate recorded for the 1967-1977 period. The county as a whole would
experience severe boom-type growth given the projected rapid build up of employ-
ment from M-X. This growth would start earlier and be even more rapid than with
the Proposed Action.

Milford and Beaver are the largest communities in Beaver County. Both would
experience skilled labor shortages, general wage inflation, increased land values, and
a large in-migration of project workers. This in-migration initially would consist of
construction workers, while over the long run, much of the employment growth
would consist of military personnel. Significant employment growth spillovers from
OB operations also would be likely for Cedar City, Iron County.
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White Pine County would exhibit a growth pattern comparable to Beaver
County, but employment totals would be slightly less. Employment impacts on
White Pine County would be identical to those associated with Alternative 3.

ALTERNATIVE 6 (4.3.2.1.8)

Under Alternative 6, the larger OB would be located at Milford, Beaver
County, and the OB at Coyote Spring, in Clark County. Since the timing and
magnitude of employment and project materials requirements remain virtually
unchanged from their levels under the Proposed Action, peak and long-term impacts
for the Nevada/Utah region as a whole would be nearly the same as for the Proposed
Action. DDA counties would be largely unaffected by the shift of OB locations, so
impacts on Eureka, Lincoln, Nye, White Pine, and Juab counties would be the same
as those of the Proposed Action.

In Beaver County, the location of the Milford OB Alternative 6 impacts would
be the same as those of Alternative 5. Coyote Spring OB impacts in Clark County
would be similar to those described under Alternative 4.

ALTERNATIVE 7 (4.3.2.1.9)

This alternative locates the OBs and DDA in eastern New Mexico and
northwestern Texas. The ROI includes the following counties (see Figure 4.3.2.1-3):

o Texas: Bailey, Castro, Cochran, Dallam, Deaf Smith, Hale, Hartley,
Hockley, Lamb, Lubbock, Moore, Oldham, Parmer, Potter, Randall,
Sherman, and Swisher

o New Mexico: Chaves, Curry, De Baca, Harding, Quay, Roosevelt, and
Union

The direct employment effects for construction and assembly and checkout
personnel employed on the project would originate at construction camps throughout
the RO. The larger operating base near Clovis, Curry County, New Mexico, would
induce direct impacts in this county, with significant spillovers of economic activity
to Portales in Roosevelt County, and Roswell in Chaves County. The smaller
operating base located southwest of Dalhart in Hartley County would directly
impact this county as well as nearby Dallam and Moore counties and the Amarillo
metropolitan area. Amarillo and Lubbock are major metropolitan areas within the
ROI, and would experience measurable growth in employment as a result of M-X
deployment.

At the peak of project activity during 1986-1988, the employment effects of
the M-X system would be dispersed widely over the RO. In many counties,
however, these impacts are expected to be small relative to baseline conditions
without the project. Of the 24 counties within the ROI, the following are projected
to experience employment growth of less than 5 percent of baseline employment
during project construction and operations phases:

o Texas: Castro, Cochran, Hale, Hockley, Lamb, Oldham, Sherman, and
Swisher

o New Mexico: Union
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Employment and Labor Force--Alternative 7

A number of counties proposed as DDA locations, although likely to experience
significant boom-type employment stimulus during construction, would not experi-
ence long-run growth. These include Bailey, Deaf Smith, Parmer, Chaves, Harding,
and Quay counties. Of this set, only Chaves County is forecast to have a baseline
employment level above 10,000 jobs by 1990. The remaining counties, smaller in
size, would have little preexisting economic base to support the rapid M-X-related
growth. Boom-bust conditions could create significant economic dislocation in these
counties. Table 4.3.2.1-2 summarizes the total employment change for each county.

Peak M-X related employment for the Texas/New Mexico region as a whole is
projected at 53,000 jobs in 1988 (based on population projections by the Texas State
Water Board and the University of New Mexico's Bureau of Business and Economic
Research). This figure is about 17 percent of projected baseline employment of
321,000 jobs in that year. In a region projected to exhibit baseline employment
growth of I percent annually, M-X impacts at the regional level represent a sizable
perturbation. Unemployment rates would decline, some labor skills (e.g., construc-
tion trades) would be in very short supply and some wage escalation would be
expected, particularly in peak employment years. Adjustment problems would be
exacerbated by the region's historic orientation toward agriculture, making it less
able to accommodate direct personnel consumption demands and local military pro-
curement needs. Long-run employment impacts for the ROI would stabilize after
1990 at about 18,100 jobs, roughly 5 percent of the region's baseline employment
forecast. Although a number of non-M-X projects are possible in the region over
the same time period, none are considered large enough to significantly alter the
employment impacts of M-X.

Much of this M-X-related growth would be concentrated in Curry County,
New Mexico, where the larger OB would be located. M-X employment is forecast to
peak at 14,900 jobs in 1988, which would double the county's projected baseline
employment. Following a rapid build-up during construction and assembly and
checkout, M-X-related employment is forecast to decline and stabilize at 8,900 jobs
after 1990. This long-run level is 60 percent of long-run forecast baseline
employment. Curry County is projected by the University of New Mexico, Bureau of
Business and Economic Research, to be a "no-growth" county through 1995. Growth
induced by M-X would radically change this forecast. Because Cannon Air Force
Base already is located in the county, however, much of the infrastructure needed to
serve a major defensive installation already is in place. M-X-related growth would
expand this existing service and trade structure. The city of Clovis would be the
focus of much of this growth, though additional employment growth would be
exported to the nearby city of Portales, in Roosevelt County.

Dallamn and Hartley counties would share in the economic expansion caused by
locating the smaller operating base near Dalhart. Peak employment (by place of
residence) in Dallam County is forecast to equal 6,600 jobs in 1988, an increase of
nearly 300 percent of the baseline employment forecast. In Hartley County, peak
employment (by place of residence) in 1988 of 7,300 jobs would be more than five
times projected baseline employment. In both cases, boom growth conditions would
result: labor shortages, wage-price inflation and very large in-migration of addi-
tional workers into the counties would be expected. Rapid expansion of the service
and trade sectors in a currently agriculture-based economy also would result. Long-
run employment impacts would be smaller with 850 additional jobs created over the
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Table 4.3.2.1-2. (page 1 of 3)

TEXAS/NEW MEXICO

TOTAL EMPLOYMENT CHANGE (BY PLACE OF RESIDENCE)

DEPLOYMENT REGION BAILEY COUNTY, TX.
LTER- I ALTER-

NATIVE 14-X INDUCED CHANE NATIVE N-X INDUJCED CHANGE
nabove r r oh baseline) ove mal goth baelne)

53,40. 16.5) 18,133 (5.3) 1,590 0 (0)
9 29,440 ( 9.2) 10,147 (3.0) e 249 t 7.1) 0 (0)

CASTRO COUNTY, TX. C COCHRAN COUNTY, TX.

"Ti- PEAK TEA LONG TEMATR PEAK YEAR LONG TERN

NATIVE X- INDUED CHANGE 1 NATIVE N4-X INDUCE CHNGE ~ 1
(% above' normal growth baseline) (0 above normal qrovh baseline)

7204 (7.-1) 0 (0) 72)(3.4) 0 (0)

S131 (3.1) 0 (0) 65 (3.1) 0 (0)

DALLAM COUNTY, TX. DEAF SMITH, COUNTY, TX.

ALTER- P Y R ONG ATR PEAK N-W I uLxG TERM

NATIVE N,-X INDUCED CHANGE N ATIVEo N-I INDUCEo CHANE n

(% above normal growth basslifel (% above normal growth baeline)

7 6,569 (274.4) 848 (33.1) 2,865 (33.4) 0 (0)

* 1,535 ( 64.2) 0 (0) 1,700 (20.3) 0 (0)

HALE COUNTY, TX. HARTLEY COUNTY. TX.

ALTER- -

NTE IN-I NU 0 CH4N NATIVE N-I INDUCED CHAN

(C above normal gZowth baseline) aC above normal growth baseline)

7 667 (4.0) 0 (0) 7,336 (560.4) 4,837 (337.1)

j82 0 (0) 1 1,670 (177.6) 0 (01

4740
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Table 4.3.2.1-2. (page 2 of 3)

TEXAS/NEW MEXICO

TOTAL EMPLOYMENT CHANGE (BY PLACE OF RESIDENCE)

HOCKLEY COUNTY, TX. T T LAMB COUNTY, TX.
PEAK YEAR LONG TEP4N PEAK YEAR LONG TERN

ALTER- ALTER-
NATZVE N-X INDUCED CHANGE NATIVE CEO CHANCE

(% above normal growth baseline) (Cabove n o)

aoenormal growth baseline)
7 325 (3.5) 0 (0) 7 149. (2.1) 0 (0)

a 113 (1.2) 0 (0) 130 (1.8) 0 (0)

LUBBOCK COUNTY, TX. MOORE COUNTY, TX.
I PEAX YEAR J LNTENPEAK YEAR LONG TERN

ALTER- ALTER-
NATIVE H 4-X INDUCED CHANGE NATIVE M-X GNWJ. CANCE

(ave normal growth baseline) a(% bove normal growth baseline)

3,417 (3.2) 510 (0.4) 7 1,868 (77.2) 850 (12.1)

2,197 (2.0) 475 (0.4) a 197 ( 2.9) j 0 (0)

F OLDHAM COUNTY, TX. PARMER COUNTY, TX.
ALTR- PEC" YEAR LONG TERNMLTR PEAK YEAR LUNG TERN
ALTER I ALTER- '= = ='-

NATIVE N-X INDCED CHANGE NATIVE *-X INDUCED CHANG
(4 above normal growth baseline) C( above normal growth baseline)

7 68 (7.5) 0 (07 1,855 (43.9) 0 (0)
1 39 (3.4) 0 (0) 27 ( 0.6) 0 (0)

POTTER/RANDALL COUNTIES, TX. SHERMAN COUNTY, TX.

-. P I,,I o o
PEAK YEAR LONG TERN PEAK YEAR LONG TERM

ALTER- 7ALTER-
NATMV N-K INDUCED CHANE NATEWc N-K INDUCED CHANGE

7 9,113 (10.2) 1,638 (1.7) 7 337 (22.2)1 0 (0* 2,479(2.8) 353 (0.4) *4 j 0 (0
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Table 4.3.2.1-2. (page 3 of 3)

TEXAS/NEW MEXICO
TOTAL EMPLOYMENT CHANGE (BY PLACE OF RESIDENCE)

SWISHER COUNTY, TX. CHAVES COUNTY, NM.
I PEAKC YFAR LONG TERM PE.AK YEAR ] LONG TER .'

ALTER- ALTER-
NATIVE 4x :NDUCED CHANGE NATIVE 4-X INDUCED CHANGE

(% above normal growth baseline) (C above normal growth baseline)

7 73 (1.6) 0 (0) 7 4,008 (19.3) 1 144 (0.6)

8 1 42 (0.9) 1 0 (0) 2,889 (13.5) 142 (0.6)

CURRY COUNTY, NM. I DE BACA COUNTY, NM.
PEAX YEAR LONG TERM PEAK YEAR LONG TERM

ALTER- ALTER- t
NATIVE .-X INDUCED CHANGE NATIVE M-X INDUCED CHANGE

(C above normal grovth baseline) (C above normal growth baseline)

7 14,881 (101.1) 8,886 (60.5) 7 57 t5.8) ko)

13,548 ( 92.0) 8,764 (59.7) 8 58 (6.0) 0

HARDING COUNTY, NM. 7 QUAY COUNTY, NM.
PEAK YEAR LONG T'. T PEAK R LONG TERN

ALTER- ALTER-
.- I INDUNED CHANGE ATIVE K-X INDUCED CHANGENATIVE -XIDCDCAGabvnomlgotbaei)(C above normal growth baseline) (C above normal qrawth baseline)

7 2,736 (577.2) 0 (0) 3,001 (62.2) 0 (0)

8 2,576 (543.5) 0 (0) 8 2,466 (51.3) 0 (0)

ROOSEVELT COUNTY, NM. I UNION COUNTY, NM.
PEAK YEAR T LONG TERN PEAK YEAR L44G TERN

ALTER- ALTER-ATER ,-X :NOUGEi CHANGE NATIVE ( -X INDUCED CHANGE(C above normal growth baseline) _ (C AbOve normal qgroth baseline)
7 ) ,3 (33 420 16.2)I 3,530 (53.3) 91 (4.3) 0 (0)

2,995 (45.4) 413 (6.1) j 7 (0.3) 0 (0)

3740
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Employment and Labor Force--Alternative 8

long term in Dallam County, and 4,800 M-X-related jobs required in Hartley
County. In the latter case, this figure would represent more than a tripling of long-
term projected baseline employment in the county.

Lubbock, Moore, Potter, Randall and Roosevelt counties are all forecast to
receive large amounts of employment growth from M-X deployment. Lubbock
County, with a very large existing economic base, would likely be able to assimilate
peak employment of 3,400 jobs, which represent only 3 percent of its baseline
employment level of 107,185 jobs in 1987. Impacts in Potter and Randall counties
are somewhat larger: peak employment of 9,100 jobs in Amarillo in 1987 would be
10 percent of the baseline forecast. Long run impacts would be about 2 percent of
the forecast baseline.

However, Roosevelt and Moore counties have much smaller economies. Peak
M-X-related employment impacts of 3,500 jobs in Roosevelt County in 1988 would
represent 50 percent of baseline employment. An additional 1,900 M-X-related jobs
in Moore County would be 27 percent of its baseline for 1988. Neither county could
accommodate such rapid large-scale employment growth without some labor short-
ages, inflation, and other boom-type stress. Long-run growth impacts would be
much smaller, but still would induce further industrial change and growth.

ALTERNATIVE 8 (4.3.2.1.10)

Under split deployment, an OB would be located at Coyote Spring Valley in
Clark County, Nevada, and 100 missiles in the Nevada/Utah ROI. The second OB
would be located near Clovis, in Curry County, New Mexico, and 100 missiles would
be deployed in the Texas/New Mexico ROT. Compared to full deployment, this
alternative would result in minimal employment impacts in some counties, and
effects at the ROI level would reduced in magnitude by half for both basing regions
(Tables 4.3.2.1-1 and 4.3.2.1-2).

For the Nevada/Utah region as a whole, employment peaks at 33,600 jobs in
1986, roughly 5 percent of the projected baseline employment level. This peak
employment is about 56 percent of that created in the ROT under the Proposed
Action. Over the long run, 10,300 jobs would be created, just over 1 percent of the
region's 1,992 total baseline employment of 836,000. This figure compares with
18,400 long-run jobs created under the Proposed Action.

With fewer DDA facilities and only one operating base in Nevada/Utah,
Eureka, White Pine, Juab and Washington counties are forecast to receive negligible
employment impacts under this alternative. Lincoln, Nye, Beaver, Iron, and Millard
counties would experience short run boom-bust impacts' from construction and
assembly and checkout of the DDA. The operating base located at Coyote Spring
would have its greatest direct and induced employment effects in Clark County,
though significant long-run spillover employment is likely in Lincoln County. As
local suppliers attempt to meet project requirements and demands created by
construction employees, employment also would be created in the Salt Lake City -
Provo metropolitan area (Salt Lake and Utah counties).

Well over half of peak-year jobs and most long-run M-X-related employment
would be generated in Clark County. At the peak, M-X employment impacts on
Clark County, would represent an increase of 8 percent above the baseline of
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Employment and Labor Force--Alternative 8

249,000 jobs in 1986. Peak employmert would be roughly 80 percent of that
forecast for the county under the Proposed Action, the result of less indirect
em'loyment associated with DDA construction and base procurement. Over the
long run, the net increase in employment would be just over 10,000 jobs, virtually
the same as that forecast for the Proposed Action.

For the Texas/New Mexico region as a whole, peak M-X-related employment
is projected at 29,400 jobs in 1987, an increase of 9 percent over projected baseline
employment levels. As in Nevada/Utah, the employment effects of the split
deployment option are about 56 percent of full deployment impacts. Over the long
run, regional employment growth stabilizes at 10,100 jobs in 1992 and after, and
represents an increase of 3 percent over baseline forecasts. This figure is roughly
half that projected for the ROI under full deployment. Only Curry County would
receive dramatic employment stimulus over the entire life of the project. This
results from construction and operation of the second operating base. Over the long
run, the only additional counties forecast to benefit from M-X employment are
those with relatively well developed metropolitan areas and economies sufficiently
large to supply local procurement and accommodate direct employee consumption
demands. These counties include Lubbock, Potter/Randall, Chaves, and Roosevelt.
They are also projected to experience most of the employment over the short run.

Most long run M-X-related employment growth would be concentrated in
Curry County, 8,800 jobs, or 60 percent of long-term county projected baseline
employment. This figure is about the same as that for full deployment. In the short
run, boom-town growth would result; Curry County's peak M-X-related employment
of 13,550 jobs would be 92 percent of the baseline projection. This also is virtually
the same as that forecast for full deployment in Texas/New Mexico, and this rapid
growth would have the same signficant consequences for the local economy as full
deployment.

Many counties in the Texas/New Mexico ROI would experience only minimal
impacts under split deployment because about half of the system's DDA and base
facilities would be located outside the region.
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Earnings

EARNINGS

INTRODUCTION (4.3.2.2.1)

Direct project construction and operations employment,, as well as induced
secondary employment growth, will generate large increases in deployment area
incomes. Peak earnings, attributable to M-X in Nevada/Utah for example, could
reach as high as $1,180 million per year, and even in a relatively large, well-
developed regional economy, earnings growth of this magnitude could trigger some
wage-price inflation. Boom growth is likely in towns adjacent to operating bases
and, at least over a short run period of time, in communities throughout the
designated deployment area. Some project employees, construction trades in
particular, are expected to have much higher gross incomes than the average for the
area, tending to pull up overall earning, and induce cross-occupational movement.
Traditional agriculture-related industries would tend to lose employment.

To a large extent, changes in earnings, as a result of the project, reflect an
increase in the size of the economy of the deployment region. Since many of the
workers employed by the M-X system would receive higher pay than the average for
the region, earnings per worker would increase due to the project.

Both effects--aggregate earnings and earnings-per-worker--would tend to
increase prices in the region because of stronger demand. Price increases would
most likely be for land and housing, particularly in the communities adjacent to the
operating base. Temporary increases in land values and housing prices are likely in
communities affected by DDA construction and assembly checkout. Such increases
would tend to benefit persons owning property when the project begins. Renters
would be adversely affected by the changes in property values.

General commodity inflation at the local level is not likely to occur as a result
of M-X deployment. Many goods can easily be transported into the area from
regional trade centers. Any shortages which might take place would be of brief
duration, and would not trigger significant price changes.

Earnings impacts are closely related to employment effects. Direct worker
earnings are calculated from project labor requirements and a set of earnings per
worker assumptions. Indirect worker earnings use earnings assumptions applied to
employment calculated through county level interindustry-type models and estima-
tes of employment created from project-related investments.
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Earn ings-- Proposed Action

PROPOSED ACTION ('4.3.2.2.2)

The earnings impacts of the Proposed Action will be closely related to its
employment effects, discussed in Section 4.3.3.1.1. Peak M-X-related earnings for
Nevada/Utah are forecast to equal $1,180 million in (fiscal year 1980 dollars) 1986,
then decline and level off to $250 million by 1993. By comparison, these figures are
about 7 percent and one percent of 1978 total earnings of $17.7 billion (1980 dollars)
for the ROI. Historically, both states have exhibited rapid real earnings growth, 5.3
percent per year in Nevada and 4.2 percent per year in Utah over the 1967-1977
period. But gains have been concentrated in the metropolitan areas of Las Vegas
and Salt Lake City - Provo, while in the balance of the ROI counties, total earnings
have grown very slowly. This is important because a large infusion of additional
income in non-growing areas is likely to trigger localized wage and price inflation.
In addition, project employees - some construction trades, in particular - are
expected to have higher gross incomes than the average for this area, tending to pull
up earnings across other occupations. Earnings projections by county are presented
in Table 4.3.2.2- 1.

on a county basis, earnings growth in Clark County would comprise almost
one-third of ROI peak earnings. Peak M-X-related earnings in the county would
equal about 11 percent of 1978 earnings of $3.37 billion (1980 dollars) but only 4
percent of this figure over the long run. This county has been characterized by very
rapid growth in earnings, 6.3 percent in real dollars over the 1967-1977 period, but
most growth has centered in the services industry. Adjustment to earnings growth
of the magnitude projected under M-X would not produce significant stress, but
would generate some wage and price inflation, particularly in the short run and in
key occupations. Although the county had a per capita income of $8,990 in 1978,
the highest in either of the two states, relatively high construction wage rates would
increase it further.

M-X-related earnings in Beaver County, the site of the second OB as well as
DDA facilities, would peak at $170 million in 1987, then stabilize at $85 million by
1992. Compared to 1978 earnings of $21 million (1980 dollars), earnings growth in
the county would be extremely large. Further, these impacts would occur in a
county characterized by very slow historic earnings growth in real earnings, 0.5
percent per year over the 1967-1977 period, and in one with a 1978 per capita
income of $5,590, low even for a state characterized by agriculturally-based
economies. Very significant growth problems in the county are likely with such a
large infusion of additional incomes over a short period of time. Signif icant
increases in local land values and earnings in non-M-X sectors are likely, as are
temporary shortages of some goods, services, and skilled construction labor.

Salt Lake and Utah counties would experience a large absolute increase in
earnings. In the short run, M-X induced earnings would peak at $125 million, but
this represents only about 2 percent of total 1978 earnings of $5,368.1 million (1980
dollars). Further, these counties comprise the economic hub of Utah and have led
earnings growth in the state. Salt Lake/Utah counties would likely be the only areas
which could accommodate M-X without significant stress.

Other counties in the ROI receive earnings growth principally from DDA con-
struction, and consequently experience short-run impacts. Some effects, however,
would be very large. Nye County's M-X-related earnings would peak at $230 million
in 1988, about 165 percent above 1978 earnings of $140 million (1980 dollars) in the

4-288



Table 4.3.2.2-1. (page 1 of 3)

NEVADA/UTAH
TOTAL EARNINGS CHANGE (i 1. m .llo .of FY 80 dollas!

DEPLOYMENT REGION CLARK COUNTY, NV.
ALPR- PEAK YEAR LONG TALTER- PEAR YEAR LONG TERM

NATIVE M-X INDUCED CHANGE NATIVE M-X INDUCED CHANGE

PROP. PROP.
ACTION 1188.9 247.8 ACTION 359.7 145.5

1 1180.3 247.8 . 359.8 145.9

2 1177.8 247.4 2 357.0 140.9

3 1159.2 242.7 3 87.8 8.5

4 1174.3 246.9 4 273.1 113.2

5 1157.7 242.7 5 87.6 8.0

6 1173.2 246.9 6 272.7 112.7

8 A 658.3 140.4 8 A 281.6 138.8

ALTER- M-X PLUS OTER PRCJECTS ALTER- 1-X PLUS CTHER PR.'ECTS
NATIWE NATIVE

PROP. PROP.
ACTION 1188.9 247.8 ACTION 359.7 145.E

1 110.. 2 247.8 1 359.8 14%.A

2 1-77.8 247.4 2 357.C 14, . "

3 1159. 242.7 3 87.8 8.5

4 1174.3 246.9 4 273._ 113.2

5 1157.7 242.7 5 87.6 8.7

6 1173.. 246.9 6 272.7 112."

A 658.3 140.4 8 281.6 138.6

EUREKA COUNTY, NV. LINCOLN COUNTY, NV.

PEAK YEAR. LONG TERM, PEAK YEAR LONG T

NATIVE M-X NDUCED CHANGE NATIVE m-X INDU.Ec CHANGE

PROP. PROP.

ACTION 111.1 ACTION 81.0 2.1

1 111.1 0 1 81.3 2.6

2 111.1 0 2 80.4 1.2

3 111.1 0 3 81.6 2.2

4 11.10 4 82.0 2.7

5 111.1 0 5 80.5 1.5

6 111.1 6 80.9 2.0

BA 0 0 a 65.6 1.2

ALTER- M-X PLUS OTHER PROE=CTS ALTER- M-X PLUS OTHER PROZECTS

NATIVE NATIVE

PROP. PROP.
ACTION 111.1 0 ACTION 81.C 2.1

1 111.1 0 1 81.3 2.6

2 1.1 c 2 87.4

3 11.1 0 3 81.6

4 11.1 0 4 82.C 2.7

5 11.1 05 80.5 1.5

6 111.1 o 6 83.9

* 0 0 I 65.6 12

3745
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Table 4.3.2.2-1. (page 2 of 3)

NEVADA/UTAH
TOTAL EARNINGS CHANGE

NYE COUNTY, NV. WHITE PINE COUNTY, NV.
PEAK YMR LONG TERM ALTER- PEAK YEAR LONG TERMALTER- ATR

NATIVE N-X INDUCED CHANGE NATIVE M-X INDUCED CHANGE

PROP. PROP.
ACTION 229.9 C ACTION 114.8 C

1 229.9 0 1 114.8

2 229.9 C 2 114.8 c

3 230.1 0.3 3 218.5 99.2

4 229.9 C 4 114.8
5 230.1 0.3 5 718.5 97.2

6 229.9 0 6 114.8 c

9 A 121.9 C 
8
A 1.9 c

ALTER- M-X PLUS OTHER PROjECTS ALTER- M-X PLUS CTRER PRCTECTS
NATIVE NATIVE

PROP. PROP.
ACTION 229.9 c. ACTION

1 229.9 0 1 114.8

2 229.P 0 2 114.8 r.
3 230.1 C.3 3 218.'

4 229.9 0 4 114.8 C

5 230.1 0.3 5 718.5 o7.

6 229.9 C 6 114.8 L,

8 121.9 0 1.9 c

BEAVER COUNTY, UT. IRON COUNTY. UT.

ATPEAK YEAR. LONG TERM ALTER PEAK YEAR LONG TERM

NATIVE M-X INDUCED CHANGE NATIVE M-X INDUCED CHANGE

PROP. PROP.

ACTION 168.4 86.8 ACTION 9.3 4 .-

1 68.9 3.0 1 158.2 ?-,.1

2 67.3 2 4.4

3 73.0 4.0 3 230.4 11' .0

4 73.0 4.0 4 230.4 115.C

5 291.1 114.7 5 13.4 6.2

6 291.1 114.7 6 13.4 (.2

t 77.7 0 SA 3.9 C,

ALTER- M-X PLUS OTHER PROJECTS ALTER- M-X PLUS OTHER PRO.ECTS

NATIVE NATIVE

PROP. PROP.
ACTION 168.4 86.8 ACTION 9.3 4.-

. 68.1 3.0 i 158.2 81.1

2 67.0 24.4 .3

73.0 4.C 3 23.4

4 73.0 4. 0? 23C.4

2q1.1 114./ 13.4 6.2

291.1 114. 1 13.4 6.2

a ~ 77.7 0 30 1
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Table 4.3.2.2-1. (page 3 of 3)

NEVADA/UTAH
TOTAL EARNINGS CHANGE

JUAB COUNTY, UT. MILLARD COUNTY, UT.

ATER- PEA YEAR LONG TERM ALTER- PEA YEAR LONG TERM

NATIVE M-X INDUCED CHANGE NATIVE M-X INDUCED CHANGE

PROP. PROP.

ACTION 113.0 0 ACTION 112.6

1 113.0 0 1 112.6

2 114.3 c 2 274.1 93.b

3 113.0 3 112.6

4 113.0 0 4 112.6

5 113.0 0 5 112.6

6 113.0 0 6 112.6

SA 0.4 B IA 119.1

ALTER- m-X PLUS OTHER PROJECTS ALTER- 7M-X pL.S OT M, PR, , TS

NATIVE NATIVE

PROP. PROP.

ACTbON 113.0 0 ACTION 112.6

1 113.0 0 1 112.6

2 114.3 0 2 274.1 .b

3 113.C 0 3 112.6

4 113.0 n 4 112.6 c

5 113.0 0 5 112.E

6 113.0 oC 6 112.6 C

B 0.4 0 BA 119.i

UTAH/SALT LAKE COUNTY, UT. WASHINGTON COUNTY, UT.

ALE- PmA YEAR I LONG TERM LTR PEAK YEAR __F-LONG TERM__

NATIVE M-X :NDUCED CHANGE NATIVE --X INDUCED CHA;-E

PROP. PROP.

ACTION 124.6 5.7 ACTION 5.5 -..1

1 123.7 4.7 1 -. 4.6

2 128.8 9.5 2 2.4 o,4

3 131.0 10.1 3 10.0 5.5

4 126.4 6.2 4 10.1 5,8

5 132.5 11.4 5 7.3

6 127.9 7.5 6 7.4 38

9 A 52.5 0 @A 1.6 0.4

ALTER* p-X PCU OTHER PROJTALTER- M-X PLUS OTHER PROJ'CTS

NATIVE MA.TZVIW

PROP. PROP.

ACTION .4.6 5.7 ACTION 3.1

1 123.7 4.7 1 7.2 4't

2 126.8 9.7 2 2.4 C.4

1 131.0 1. 3 1.

4 126.4 6.2 4 17.. 7.8

132.5 11.4 .s 3.7

B 121," 3.5 6 ":.4 7.8

0 A 5 . .,. 4
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Earnings--Alternatives 1, 2

county. White Pine County would be similar: 1986 peak earnings of $115 million
represent more than 200 percent of 1978 earnings of $55 million (1980 dollars).

Peak earnings in Eureka County are forecast to reach $111 million in 1988,
almost 10 times 1978 earnings of $12 million (1980 dollars). In these counties,
earnings of this magnitude could not be accommodated without boom-type wage and
price inflation. Effects in other counties would be similar, but lower in magnitude.
The extent of this demand-pull stimulus would be somewhat mitigated by workers'
tendencies to spend a significant fraction of their incomes in Salt Lake City and Las
Vegas. It also would be reduced by expanding local availability of goods and services
on a temporary basis by transporting them into the affected communities.

Other mitigation strategies would be similar to those proposed for reducing
employment impacts, discussed in Employment and Labor Forces.

ALTERNATIVE 1 (4.3.2.2.3)

Alternative I differs from the Proposed Action in that the second operating
base would be located at Beryl, in Iron County. Since all else remains virtually the
same, the only significant alterations in earnings across the ROT occur with the
reduced Beaver County replaced by a large increase in earnings in Iron County.

In Beaver County, M-X related earnings peak at $69 million in 1986, roughly
$100 million less than under the Proposed Action, but still over 300 percent of 1978
baseline earnings of $21 million (1980 dollars) in the county. Over the long run, M-X
related earnings are forecast to equal $3 million, only 3 percent of a comparable
long run earnings figure under the Proposed Action. Although Alternative I would
greatly reduce earnings impacts in the county, inflationary pressures are still very
likely, given the rural, slow-growing nature of the county's economy.

Jobs in Iron County are forecast to generate peak earnings of $158 million in
1987, almost 200 percent of 1978 total earnings of $81 million (1980 dollars) for the
county. This net increase is 17 times peak M-X-related earnings in Iron County
under the Proposed Action. M-X-related earnings stabilize at $87 million, more
than 100 percent of 1978 earnings. Much of this growth is expected to occur in
Cedar City, though Beryl also is likely to expand sharply as a result of M-X. Boom-
type growth is likely with attendant wage and price inflation, particularly during the
construction phase. The county has historically been rural, with relatively small
commercial and industrial sectors, though it has grown moderately in the recent
past. With a 1978 per capita income of $5,260, much lower than the state or nation,
rapid influx of high paid construction workers would create significant change in the
size and structure of the county's economy.

ALTERNATIVE 2 (4.3.2.2.4)

Alternative 2 differs from the Proposed Action in that the second operating
base would be located in the vicinity of Delta, in Millard County. The only
significant changes in earnings across the ROT are much smaller increases in Beaver
County earnings, but a sharply higher earnings increase in Millard County. Impacts
in Beaver County under this alternative are identical to those discussed for
Alternative I and, will not be detailed here.
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Earnings--Alternative 3

Jobs in Millard County are forecast to generate peak earnings of $274 million
in (fiscal year 1980 dollars) 1988, almost 700 percent of 1978 total earnings of $39
million (1980 dollars). The net increase under this alternative is about 240 percent
of those peak earnings forecast for the Proposed Action. As employment declines to
operational levels and the mix of occupations shifts from construction to primarily
military and civilian base employees, project related earnings would decline to $94
million in 1991, a figure still more than twice 197S baseline earnings. Thus, in an
economy characterized by heavy dependence on agriculture and government and
very little earnings growth (1.9 percent per year over the 1967-1977 period),
earnings growth of the magnitude induced by M-X would create significant boom-
type growth stress.

ALTERNATIVE 3 (4..3.2.2.5)

Alternative 3 differs from the Proposed Action in its operating base locations.
The first operating base is located in the vicinity of Beryl, in Iron County, and the
second operating base, in the vicinity of Ely, in White Pine County. Significant
changes in earnings levels from those described under the Proposed Action would
occur in Clark and Beaver Counties, where earnings levels would fall off dramati-
cally; and in Iron and White Pine counties, where M-X-related earnings would
significantly increase.

Peak year earnings in Clark County would be reduced by a factor of about 4,
to $88 million as compared to those projected under the Proposed Action. This 1986
peak figure would represent only about 3 percent of 1978 county total earnings of
$3.37 billion (1980 dollars). In the long run, the change in earnings from the
Proposed Action is more dramatic. Under Alternative 3, long run earnings of $8.5
million would represent a reduction by a factor of 17, and would be less than one
percent of 1978 earnings. Little perturbation of the county's economy would be
likely under this alternative. Effects on Beaver County are similar to those outlined
for Alternative 1, and will not be repeated here.

Jobs in Iron County under this alternative would induce very significant growth
in county total earnings. Peak M-X related earnings are forecast to equal $230
million, almost 25 times those forecast in the peak year under the Proposed Action.
Peak earnings of this magnitude would be about 3 times 1978 county earnings of $81
million (1980 dollars). The county would be severely stressed and significantly
change with such a large, rapid infusion of earnings. Long-run earnings are
projected to equal $115 million, about $110 million more than under the Proposed
Action. Significant change in the size and structure of the local economy would be
likely as it adjusted to earnings and expenditures resulting from this alternative.

White Pine County peak earnings would rise by more than $100 million under
this alternative. The peak is forecast to equal $219 million, and would represent a
net increase of about 400 percent over the county's 1978 total earnings of $55
million (1980 dollars). Long-run base operations - and, to a lesser extent, indirect
employment - would stabilize earnings at $97 million by 1993. This figure is about
175 percent of 1978 total earnings. White Pine County has recently exhibited little
earnings growth; real total earnings grew by 1.9 percent per year over the 1967-1977
period, well below state and national averages. Furthering its likely adjustment
problems, the county has been dominated by mining and government sectors, without
the diverse commercial sector needed readily to supply consumption demands of
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Earn ings--AlIternati ves 4, 5

project workers. Rapid upward adjustment of wages and prices would be probable
from the rapid infusion of high paid workers into the county, with a more stable
long-term price level reached after the boom of base construction has passed.

ALTERNATIVE '# (4.3.2.2.6)

Alternative 4 differs from the Proposed Action in that the first operating base
would be located in the vicinity of Beryl, in Iron County, and the second operating
base would be sited in Coyote Spring Valley, in Clark County. Significant change, in
earnings levels from those described under the Proposed Action would include a
reduction in earnings projected for Clark and Beaver counties and a very large
increase in those projected for Iron County.

Sharp reductions in projected M-X related earnings in Beaver County under
this alternative are very similar to those discussed under Alternative I in Section
4.3.3.2.3, and will not be discussed here. in Clark County, earnings would not
decline so dramatically. In the peak year, M-X-related earnings would reach $273
million, about $86 million less than under the Proposed Action, but still 8 percent of
1978 county earnings. After the construction build-up, earnings would decline, then
stabilize in 1992 at $1 13 million, roughly $32 mil'iorn less than long run M-X related
earnings under the Proposed Action. Long run earning would represent a net
increase of about 3 percent over 1978 total earnings of $3.37 billion (1980 dollars) in
Clark County. Even a county with a very large and well developed economy would
experience some rapid earnings growth and wage inflation in key sectors as well as
price inflation for some materials and final consumer goods.

Growth in earnings in Iron County would be very significant under this alter-
native, particularly in the short run during tDDA and operating base construction.
Detailed analyses have been presented for Alternative 3 impacts under Alternative 4
would be identical.

ALTERNATIVE 5 (4p.3.2.2.7)

Alternative 5 differs from the Proposed Action in that the first operating base
would be located in the vicinity of Milford, in Beaver County, and the second
operating base in the vicinity of Ely, in White Pine County. Significant change in
earnings levels from those described under the Proposed Action would include a very
large reduction in earnings projected for Clark County and increases in earnings for
Beaver and White Pine counties.

Reduction in M-X related earnings in Clark County under this alternative are
virtually identical to those described under Alternative 3. The same is true for the
projected increase in White Pine County earnings relative to those described for the
Proposed Action.

Beaver County earnings pak at $291 million in 1986, a phenomenal increase
over 1978 baseline earnings of $21 million (1980 dollars). This alternative represents
a net increase of $122 million in earnings compared to those projected under the
Proposed Action, and results from the larger construction requirements of a first
operating base. Long run operational requirements and induced employment growth
under Alternative 5 suggest a net increase in earnings equal to $1 15 million, about
$28 million more than under the Proposed Action. Impacts discussed for Beaver
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Earnings--Alternatives 6, 7

County in the Proposed Action section would apply for this alternative as well, but
would be of a larger magnitude, particularly over the construction phase.

ALTERNATIVE 6 (4.3.2.2.8)

Alternative 6 differs from the Proposed Action in that operating base
locations have been switched; the first operating base would be located in the
vicinity of Milford, in Beaver County, and the second, in Coyote Spring Valley, in
Clark County. Effects of both these have been previously analyzed, and will not be
repeated here. The impact of a first operating base in the vicinity of Milford has
been analyzed under Alternative 5. The effect of deploying a second operating base
in Clark County has been treated under Alternative 4.

ALTERNATIVE 7 (4.3.2.2.9)

Earnings impacts from this alternative are closely related to employment '

effects, discussed under the Employment and Labor Forces section. Full deployment
in Texas-New Mexico is projected to generate a net increase in earnings of as much
as $1.1 billion in (fiscal year 1980 dollars) 1987, then as project build-up is
completed, earnings would decline and stabilize at $246 million by 1993. At the
peak, M-X related earnings would represent growth equal to about 26 percent of the
region's 1978 total earnings of $4.3 billion (1980 dollars). Over the long run, the net
increase in earnings would be about 6 percent of 1978 levels. As noted in the
employment analysis, the Texas/New Mexico ROI is basically rural, and historically
has exhibited modest economic growth. Metropolitan concentrations include
Amarillo in Potter/Randall counties, Lubbock in Lubbock County, Clovis in Curry I
County, Portales in Roosevelt County, and Roswell in Chaves County. All of these
cities, except Roswell, would be the focus of both short- and long-run economic
growth, supplying local procurement needs and meeting project worker demands. As
analysis on M-X related employment has shown Roosevelt County would be most
likely impacted, given its relatively small preexisting economic base. in addition,
many counties where DDA facilities would be constructed will be significantly
impacted in the short run. These include Bailey, Deaf Smith, Parmer, Chaves,
Harding and Quay counties, and earnings forecasts indicate all face the potential of
rapid price inflation and construction and final goods shortages. Earnings projec-
tions by county are presented in Table 4.3.2.2-2.

Curry County, proposed for location of DAA facilities and the first operating
base, would experience the largest absolute gain in earnings. Peak earnings are
forecast to equal $255.3 million in 1986, slightly more than 1978 total county earn-
ing of $254.8 million (1980 dollars). Following construction, earnings would decline
and stabilize at $121.7 million by 1992. Earnings growth of this magnitude would
significantly alter the size and nature of the county's economy; rapid wage and price
inflation, changes in the county's occupational mix, and local shortages of supplier
and finished goods would be likely.

Dallam and Hartley counties would share in economic expansion induced by
DDA and operating base construction. But over the long run, virtually all earnings
growth would occur in Hartley County, a result of employment on the base. In the
short run, the net increase in earnings would peak at $182.3 million in Hartley in
1987, and at $223.4 million in Dallam County in 1988. In both cases, growth over
1978 county total earnings would be great; in Hartley, peak earnings would be about
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Table 4.3.2.2-2. (Page 1 of 3)

TEXAS/NEW MEXICO
TOTAL EARNINGS CHANGE

DEPLOYMENT REGION BAILEY COUNTY, TX.

MAX~ yYAR LONG TERMN PEAKC YEAR :.NG TERM

NATIVE N-X INDUCE oCANE NATIVE M-X zNuDC, CANGE

1,095.7 246.3 ? 75.0 0.0
598.5 137.9 8 B 3.2 0.0

__ CASTRO COUNTY, TX. COCHRAN COUNTY, TX.
PEAK YEAR LONG TERN MTER- PEAK YEAR L40NG TERM

ALTEIR-
NAIVEN- INDUCED CHANCE NATIVE N-X INDUCED CHANEI. q

7 2.7 0 7 0.9 0.0

0.0 0.8

DALLAM COUNTY, TX. DEAF SMITH, COUNTY, TX.
P.AR YEAR I LONG TERN ALTER- P YEAR I NG TERN4

NATIVN H-X INDUCED CHANGE NATIV N-X INDUCD CNANGE

223.4 4.0 7 130.0 0.0

aB 64.3 0.0 9B 80.5 0.0

HALE COUNTY, TX. HARTLEY COUNTY, TX.
PEA WERLNG TERN I LZR 1 z PEA 7E LONG TERN

ALTER,- ALP R0- E
I *-X INDUE CHAN NATIVE -

7 3.5 0.0 7 1 182.3 I 83.9

7.4 0.0 8 70.8 0.0

3766
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Table 4.3.2.2-2. (Page 2 of 3)

TEXAS/NEW MEXICO
TOTAL EARNINGS CHANGE

HOCKLEY COUNTY, TX. 1 LAMB COUNTY, TX.

AFMR PAK YEAR W*IG TzERALER PEAK YEAR LONO TERN
A.LTER- ,AI.,TER-

NAT V* X NDUCED CHANGE NATIVE N-X INDUCED CHANGE

7 1.8 0.0 1.9

1 1.5 0.0 a 0.7 0.0

LUBBOCK COUNTY, TX. MOORE COUNTY, TX.
PEAX YEAR LONG TERM iPE.AK YEAR J LoNG TERm

ALTER- 1~ 1ALTEtR- I

NATIVE ~ 4-X INDUCED CHAN4GE N1ATZVE N-X INDUCE CHANE

7 37.5 6.6 I 13.0 5.9

SB 28.6 6.2 a 0.4 0.0

OLDHAM COUNTY, TX. PARMER COUNTY, TX.
PEKYA OGTRM PEAK YEAR LONG TERM

LONGR TI IALTZR- I

NAT E m-x INDUCED CNCE NATE N-X INDUCHANGE

0.9 i 0.0 92.3 0.0

0.4 0.0 0.4 0.0

POTTER/RANDALL COUNTIES, TX. SHERMAN COUNTY, TX.

TN m E A R I L O N G T t R 4A 
I AW 

NTAtG M RW T E R N

NATIVE KI :10 0 HNGATIVE M-K INDUCED CHNM
I ,___ _ __ __, __ _ __,_ _ ___,,__ _ __ _

121.3 17.0 4.4 0.0

24.7 4.6 1 B 0.0 0.0

3766
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Table 4.3.2.2-2. (Page 3 of 3)

TEXAS/NEW MEXICO
TOTAL EARNINGS CHANGE

SWISHER COUNTY, TX. CHAVES COUNTY, NM.
PEAK YEAR yWNG TERM ALER PEAK YEAR .ONG TERM

ALTER- ALT7ER-

NATIVE 4-X :NDUCED CHANGE NATIVE M-X INDUCED CHANGE

7 1.0 0.0 7 101.9 1.9

8 0.6 ).0 8B 85.3 1.8

CURRY COUNTY, NM. DE BACA COUNTY, NM.
PEAK YEAR LONG TERM -PEAK YEAR LONG TERM

ALTER- ALTER-
NATIVE H-X INDUCED CHANGE iAT:VE M-X INDUCED CHANGE

255.3 121.7 0.7 C.0

SB 230.6 119.9 8B 0.8 0.0

HARDING COUNTY, NM. QUAY COUNTY, NM.
PEAK EAR LONG TER14 PEAK YEAR LONG TERMALTER-'l ALTER- I

.ATVE N-X INDUCED CHANGE NATIVE M-X INDUCED CHANGE

i7

85.7 0.0 89.8

88 79.6 0.0 a B 75.1 0.0

I ROOSEVELT COUNTY, NM. UNION COUNTY, NM.
PEAK YEA.R LONG TERMNE ERLN E1

ALTER- ALTER- E
NATZVR M-X INDUCD CHANCE I NATIVE m-X INDUCED CHANGE

96.9 5.5 1.2 0.0

gB 82.2 5.4 I 8  0.1 0.0

3766
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Earn ings--AlIternati ve 8

2,000 percent of 1978 earnings of $9.1 million (1980 dollars), while in Dallam, peak
earnings would equal about 490 percent of 1978 earnings of $45.6 million (1980
dollars). In agricultural economies, boom growth from earnings of this magnitude
would result. Over the long run, earnings by place of work would decline in Dallam
County to a projected level of $4.0 million in 1993, about 9 percent of 1978 earn-
ings. Hartley County, the operating base location, would experience long run annual
earnings equal to $83.9 million, over 9 times 1978 total earnings. Long run project-
related employment in Hartley County would induce significant economic stress and
could completely change the size and nature of the county's economic base toward
trade and service industries.

ALTERNATIVE 8 (4.3.2.2.10)

Earnings impacts under the split deployment alternative will follow those for
employment, discussed in Employment and Labor Forces. In both Nevada/Utah and
Texas/New Mexico, short and long run earnings growth would be roughly one half
those projected under full deployment in either region.

For the region as a whole, M-X related earnings peak in 1987 at $658.3
million, about 4 percent of 1978 total earning of $17,740.9 million (1980 dollars) in
the ROI. Upon completion of DDA and base construction, earnings would decline
rapidly, then stabilize at $140.4 million in 1992. In both the short and long run, the
M-X induced increase should be accommodated without significant growth stress.

The first operating base at Coyote Spring Valley will induce most earnings
growth in the ROL. Peak earnings in Clark County are forecast to equal $281.6
million, about 78 percent of peak earnings forecast for the county under the Pro-
posed Action. Over the long run, the net growth in earnings is forecast to equal
$138.8 million, only $7 million less than under the Proposed Action. Short run
growth in earning would occur in Lincoln, Nye, Beaver, Iron, and Millard counties
from DDA construction employment. In all cases, the increase in expected earnings
would induce short run boom growth in these counties, significantly stressing a,1
county-level economies and resident populations.

Forecasts indicate that Curry County will receive almost as much earnings
stimulus as that detailed in Alternative 7, for Texas/New Mexico. The only
additional counties expected to receive long run earnings growth are those with
metropolitan areas, and they include Lubbock, Potter/Randall, and Roosevelt
counties. These counties also experience significant earnings growth over the short
run as well. Designated deployment area counties include Dallam, Deaf Smith.
Hartley, Chaves, Harding and Quay. Only Chaves County has an economy of any
size. This alternative would induce- significant boom-type stress in these areas.

For the region as a whole, earnings are forecast to peak at $598.5 million.
roughly 14 percent of the region's 1978 total earnings of $4,277.9 million (1980
dollars), and about one-half peak earnings projected under Alternative 7, full deploy-
ment in the ROL. Over the long run, M-X related earnings would stabilize at $137.9
million by 1992, $108.4 million less than long run earnings forecast under Alter-
native 7.

Curry County is forecast to receive virtually all long run earnings growth in
the ROL. The long run earnings figure of $119.9 million in the county in 1992, is
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almost 90 percent of the regional total in this year. Over the construction build-up
phase, earnings are forecast to peak at $230.6 million, 90 percent of peak earnings
forecast under Alternative 7 and 1978 total county earnings. Impact analyses pre-
sented for Alternative 7 would be relevant here.

4
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Population

POPULATION

INTRODUCTION (i..3.2.3. 1)

For many of the locations and alternatives being examined, a period of rapid,
large-scale population growth generated by DDA facility and base construction
activities would likely be followed by an almost equally abrupt period of population
loss. These fluctuations in the rate and direction of annual population change as a
result of the M-X project are likely to have significant consequences for a number
of the affected communities and to complicate efforts to accommodate the
population influx in an orderly fashion. Changes in the size of a population induce
numerous other secondary consequences in communities such as changes in demands
for housing and water, changes in needs for various public and private services,
changes in traffic volumes, and changes in the size and pattern of local government
revenues and expenditures. Furthermore, population growth is ultimately connected
to changes in the quality of physical or natural environments: additional population
generates increased traffic which produces more atmospheric pollutants, and higher
usage levels at outdoor recreation sites in turn affect wildlife and vegetation. On
the other hand, not all consequences of population growth are necessarily harmful.
For example, a greater range of economic and cultural opportunities may be
provided in small communities as growth pushes the population beyond the threshold
sizes for various services; and if scale economies exist for certain goods and
services, improvements in the economic efficiency of local governments and firms
could be expected. For these reasons, population must be considered a significant
resource.

The degree of significance of population effects, on the other hand, is
especially difficult to define since local governments in the deployment regions have
not established growth management policies which explicitly specify acceptable or
desirable growth rates or population sizes. Nor are there any state or national
standards which provide unambiguous or generally accepted normative criteria for
evaluating the acceptability of population increases or rates of change. The more
general consensus is that there is no single optimum or ideal population growth rate
or size that applies to all communities from which deviations can be measured. For
these reasons the potential severity of the consequences of population changes
induced by the M-X project, and cumulative change generated by M-X and other
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projects in several counties, is assessed in terms of the projected departure from
recent historical annual growth ra4'es and deviation from projected future growth
rates without the M-X project. This procedure provides a measure of the extent of
effects on population, not necessarily the acceptability or desirability of any partic-
ular change.

The following sections primarily discuss forecasted aggregate population
change as a result of the project, while details about the composition and spatial
distribution of project-related in-migrants may be found in Chapter 4 on a year by
year basis.

The extent and regional distribution of population changes resulting from M-X
deployment are determined by a number of factors. The most important of these
are:

" the design, construction, and operating characteristics of the system,
which influence the project direct requirements for labor;

" the level of secondary employment generated throughout the region due
to project expenditures;

o provisions by the Air Force or its contractors for housing and support of
the M-X work force in all phases of the project; and

" decisions by individuals, businesses, and governments in the affected
localities regarding whether or not to develop infrastructure to accom-
modate M-X-related population growth.

Data on the M-X project's labor and materials demands at specific places,
estimated from each alternative's design characteristics, are used to derive
industry-specific models of economic activity at the county level. These models,
along with baseline population projections, are used to project total employment and
labor force in-migration impacts. Project-related population growth is computed as
a function of labor force in-migration, and estimated socioeconomic and demo-
graphic characteristics of the in-migrants. The M-X-related in-migrants are
allocated to places of residence in either construction camps, local communities, or
regional population centers based on their household characteristics and the likely
availability of housing and other services. Local businesses and governments are
assumed to undertake those investments in the region which would be required to
support the long-term in-migrant population. If housing, schools and other services
are not available, new employees may leave their families behind in other locations,
reducing local population growth. Lastly, 80 percent of the military personnel and
their dependents are assumed to reside on the bases, while the remainder must
obtain housing services in local communities.

Projections of M-X-related population growth are compared to trend-growth
baseline population projections prepared by agencies in the affected states (Bureau
of Economic and Business Research of the University of Utah, 1980; Texas
Department of Water Resources, 1978; Bureau of Business and Economic Research
of the University of New Mexico, 1979). In addition, the growth generated by
concurrent energy and mineral development projects in several counties is added to
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the population change induced by M-X in order to assess the consequences of
cumulative population growth in the region and its communities.

PROPOSED ACTION (4.3.2.3.2)

The Proposed Action, development of DDA facilities in the Nevada/Utah
region and operating bases near Coyote Spring Valley, Nevada (Clark County) and
Milford, Utah (Beaver County), generates changes in population as a result of
procurement expenditures and direct employment during both the construction and
operations phases of the project. The timing, size, composition, and spatial
distribution of M-X-related in-migrants would vary from place to place depending
on the project activities occurring there and the spatial pattern of personal
consumption expenditures of direct workers. These characteristics are briefly
discussed in the following sections which present the effects of the project at the
regional scale and at the county level. Counties primarily affected by operating
bases are discussed separately from those which have DDA facility construction
only.

Effects at the Regional Scale

Although population effects are substantial at the local level, when viewed in
the context of the total 12-county bistate region the population change which would
be induced by the Proposed Action should not be significant compared to projected |
baseline change without the project. The projected M-X related growth during the
five year construction "boom" period from 1983 through 1987, the peak year, is
about 85,200 persons. This additional population would increase the region's annual
compound growth to 4.2 percent from the trend growth rate of 3.2 percent during
the same period. With other large-scale energy and mineral development projects in
some counties as well as M-X, the region's growth rate is increased to 4.5 percent
annually. Inclusion of these projects, while important at the county level, does not
significantly alter the regional picture. Figure 4.3.2.3-1 graphically presents the
total regional change in population resulting the Proposed Action and the various
project alternatives.

The consequences of rapid population growth during the construction "boom"
are lessened by the expectation that only about two-thirds of the in-migrants
present in the peak year would reside in communities, with the remainder accommo-
dated on the military bases or in temporary construction camps. Approximately
23 percent of the in-migrants present in 1987 (19,5000 persons) would be school age
children, while another 47 percent would be civilian labor force participants. About
56 percent of the peak year M-X related population would in Nevada, while
44 percent would be in the Utah portion of the region.

Long-term population effects are projected to be substantially lower than in
the peak year as out-migration of construction-related population reduces the total
from 85,200 to about 31,100 by 1991. Population losses associated with completion
of M-X construction reduces the annual growth rate in the region during the four
year period (1988 through 1991) to 1.3 percent from the trend projection of
2.1 percent. Expected concurrent population losses related to the completion of
other projects further reduces the growth rate to 1.1 percent. In summary, M-X
combined with other projects would increase the region's growth rate to 4.5 percent
annually from 1983 through 1987 during the construction "boom", while growth
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during the "bust" period from 1988 through 1991 is reduced to an annual rate of
1.1 percent. These fluctuations in growth, while not significant at the regional
scale, are likely to complicate efforts to provide the necessary services and
facilities to accommodate the population influx in an orderly fashion and without
deteriorating living conditions in the most severely affected communities.

Effects at the County Level

In contrast to the findings at the regional scale, the M-X population impacts in
some individual counties, especially rural counties, in the Nevada/Utah region would
be large and significant. Most of the region is sparsely populated, with 94 percent
of the area's population concentrated in the three metropolitan counties, Salt Lake
and Utah in Utah, and Clark (Las Vegas) in Nevada. Growth in these three counties
would be quite small compared to their populations without M-X while the
population of several rural counties, on the other hand, would more than double as a
result of M-X related in-migration. The graphs in Figure 4.3.2.3-1 summarizes the
projected county population change by year for counties where operating bases are
proposed. Table 4.3.2.3-1 presents the peak year and long-term effects at regional
and county levels for the Proposed Action and each alternative.

Clark and Beaver Counties, the location of the proposed bases at Coyote
Spring Valley and Milford, and Iron and Washington counties receive population
effects primarily as a result of construction and operations of the two bases.
Additional spillovers would be present in Lincoln and Milford counties, although the
major share of their effects during construction is from ODA facilities. At the peak
in 1986, Clark County's population is projected to have increased by 27,800 persons
as a result of the Proposed Action, which increases the annual rate of growth to
4.9 percent from the trend rate of 3.6 percent over the four year period prior to
1987. This growth is likely to be relatively easily absorbed in Clark County since
recent growth, between 1970 and 1978, has been at an annual compound rate of
4.1 percent and a large share of the transient M-X population would be accommoda-
ted in temporary facilities on the base. The county's growth rate would be lowered
to 2.1 percent annually during the four years from 1987 through 1990 as a result of
out-migration of construction-related population, a decline from the 2.7 percent
trend rate without the project. In summary, Clark County's annual population
growth rate is projected to increase to 4.9 percent for the four years from 1983
through 1986 and decline to 2.1 percent annually for the next four years, compared
to growth rates of 3.6 percent and 2.7 percent, respectively, without the M-X
project.

Beaver County's population is projected to grow at an annual compound rate of
29.9 percent during the six year construction "boom" period from 1984 through 1989,
then drop at a compound rate of -10.3 percent per year for the next two years as
construction activities are completed. These compare to trend growth rates of
1.6 percent and 1.0 percent, respectively, for the two periods. The population
changes expected as a result of other projects reduce these fluctuations somewhat,
since declines after construction of those projects coincide with the period of
growth resulting from M-X. The cumulative M-X-related population present in
Beaver County would reach a maximum of about 17,700 persons in 1989 before
declining to around 13,100 by 1991. The permanent population increase in both
Clark and Beaver Counties would consist primarily of military personnel and their
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Table 4.3.2.3-1. (page 1 of 3)

NEVADA/UTAH
TOTAL POPULATION CHANGE

DEPLOYMENT REGION CLARK COUNTY, NV.
A.TER- PEAX YEAR LONG TERM ALR- PEAK YEAR LONG TERM

NATIVE M-X ZNDUCED CHANGE NATIVE M-X INDUCED CHANGE
(% above normal growth baseline) (% above normal growth baseline)

PROP. PROP.

ACTION 85,229 (5.0) 31,096 (1.6) ACTION 27,826 (5.0) 15,967 t2.3)

1 85,235 (5.0) 31,179 (1.6) . 27,838 (5.0) 15,967 (2.3)

2 84,341 (5.0) 30,574 (1.6) 2 27,376 (4.9) 15,967 (2.3)

3 83,998 (5.0) 34,180 (1.8) 3 591 (0.1) 0 (0.0)
4 82,753 (4.9) 32,232 (1.7) 4 18,643 (3.2) 12,195 (1.8)

5 84,103 (5.0) 34,136 (1.8) 5 553 (0.1) 0 (0.0)

- 82,774 (4.9) 32,167 (1.7) 6 18,577 (3.1) 12,195 (1.8)

SA 37,225 (2.2) 16,027 (0.8) 8 20,614 (3.7) 15,841 (2.3)

ALTER- M-X PLUS OTHER PROJECTS ALTER- M-K PLUS OTHER PROJECTS
NATIVE (% above normal growth baseline) NATIVE (% above normal growth baseline)

PROP. PROP.
ACTION 115,262 (6.8) 50,681 (2.6) ACTION 28,932 (5.2) 16,853 (2.5)

1 115,295 (6.8) 50,713 (2.6) 1 29,944 (5.2) 16,853 (2.5)

2 114,396 (6.7) 50,153 (2.6) 2 28,482 (5.1) 16,853 (2.5)

3 113,971 (6.7) 53,605 (2.8) 3 1,697 (0.3) 886 (0.1)

4 112,789 (6.7) 51,766 (2.7) 4 19.670 (3.3) 13,081 (1.9)

5 114,049 (6.7) 53,612 (2.8) 5 1,659 (0.3) 886 (0.1)

6 112,791 (6.7) 51,752 (2.7) 6 19,605 (0.3) 13,081 (1.9)

BA 67,751 (4.1) 35,668 (1.8) SA 21,720 (3.9) 16,727 (2.4)

EUREKA COUNTY, NV. LINCOLN COUNTY. NV.

PEAK EAR, LONG TERM PEAK LONG TERM
ALTER- ALTER- ___ _ __
NATIVE M-X INDUCED CHANGE NATIVE M-X INDUCED CHANGE

(% above normal growth baseline) ( above normal growth baseline)

PROP. PROP.
ACTION 6,981 (565.7) 0 (0.0) ACTION 4,758 (115.5) 336 (7.1)

1 6,981 (565.7) 0 (0.0) 1 4,915 (119.3) 490 (10.4)

2 6,981 (565.7) 0 (0.0) 2 4,758 (115.5) 193 (4.1)

3 6,981 (565.7) 0 (0.0) 3 4,758 (115.5) 361 (7.7)

4 6,981 (565.7) 0 (0.0) 4 4,915 (119.3) 516 (10.9)

5 6,981 (565.7) 0 (0.0) 5 4,599 (111.6) 117 (3.8)

6 6,981 (565.7) 0 (0.0) 8 4,728 (114.7) 311 (6.6)

$
A  

3 (0.2) 0 (0.0) SA 3,553 (87.9) 186 (3.9)

h .. - 4-X PLUS OT E P .OJETL S LTZR- 4_X PLUS AT P PR= ,TMC S
gATIV (% above normtal groth baseline) NATI'VE (qabove nor'mal growth baseline)

PROP. PROP.
ACTION 6,981 (56S.7) 0 (0.0) ACTION 4,764 (115.6) 341 (7.2)

1 6,981 (565.7) 0 (0.0) 1 4,921 (119.4) 495 (10.5)

2 6,981 (565.7) 0 (0.0) 2 4,764 (115.6) 198 (4.2)

3 6,981 (565.7) 0 (0.0) 3 4,764 (115.6) 365 (7.7)

4 6,981 (565.7) 0 (0.0) 4 4,921 (119.4) 521 (11.0)

9 6,981 (565.7) 0 (0.0) 9 4,604 (111.7) lei (3.8)

6 6,981 (565.7) 0 (0.0) 6 4,734 (114.9) 3L6 (6.71
3 ( 0 2 1 1 o ( 0 .0 ) 1 , 5 5 9 ( 8 8 .) 1 9 1 ( 4 .1 ) -
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Table 4.3.2.3-1. (page 2 of 3)

NEVADA/UTAH
TOTAL POPULATION CHANGE

JUAB COUNTY, UT. MILLARD COUNTY, UT.

ALTER- PEAK YEAR LONG TER ALTER- PA YEAR LONG TERM

NATIVE M-X INDUCED CHANGE NATIVE '4-x I'NDUCED CHANGE
(C above normal grov th baseline) ( above normal growth baseline)

PROP. PROP.

ACTION 5,613 (78.1) 0 ,0.0) ACTION 6,347 (54.3) 73 (0.6)

1 5,613 (78.1) 0 (0.0) 1 6,301 (53.9) ( 3.0)

2 6,111 (85.0) 663 (8.2) 2 24,017 (205.6) 13,679 (1,9..

3 5,613 (78.1) 0 (0.0) 3 6,301 (53.9) 5 (0.0)

4 5,613 (78.1) 0 (0.0) 4 6,301 (53.9) (0.31

5,613 (78.1) 0 (0.0) 5 6,389 (54.7) (12 (0.9)

6 5,613 (78.1) 0 (0.0) 6 6,389 (54.7) 112 k0.?)

8 209 (3.0) 0 (0.0) 8A 6,555 (58.6) 3 (0.0)

ALTE - .- X PLUS OTHER PROJECTS ALTER- .-X PLUS OTHER PROJECTS

NATIVE (C above normal growth baseline) NATIVE (C above normal grow' baseline)

PROP. PROP.

ACTION 7,829 (108.9) 772 (9.6) ACTION 12,953 (110.9) 3,035 (24.2)

1 7,829 (108.9) 772 (9.6) 1 12,933 (110.7) 2,976 (23.8)

2 8,357 (115.8) 1,428 (17.7) 2 30,595 (261.9) 16,643 (132.8)

3 7,829 (108.9) 772 (9.6) 3 12,933 (110.7) 2,976 (23.8)

4 7,829 (108.9) 772 (9.6) 4 12,933 (110.7) 2,976 (23.8)

5 7,829 (108.9) 772 (9.6) 5 12,895 (110.4) 3,377 (24,6)

6 7,829 (108.9) 772 (9.6) 6 12,895 (110.4) 3,077 (24.6)

BA 2,422 (34.4) 772 (9.6) 8A 13,815 (123.4) 2,976 (23.8)

UTAH/SALT LAKE COUNTY, UT. WASHINGTON COUNTY, UT.

PEAK YLEAR LONG TERM PEAK YEAR LONG TERM
AZ2TER- ALTER-1
NATIVE N-K INDUCED CHANGE MAT INDU- E NDCHN

p I above normal growth baseline) p ( above normal growth baseline)

P. PROP.

ACTION 9,356 (0.9) 0 (0.0) ACTiON 640 (2.2) 203 (0.61

1 9.199 (0.9) 0 (0.0) 1 1,371 (4.6) 944 2.8)

2 10,048 (1.0) 0 (0.0) 2 137 (0.5) 3 (..)

10,403 (1.0) 0 (0.0) 3 1,893 (6.2) 1,243 (3.71

4 9,650 (0.9) 0 (0.0) 4 1,945 (6.4) 1,298 (3.8)

10,647 (1.0) 0 (0.0) 5 948 (3.4) 267 (0.8)

9,895 (1.0) 0 (0.0) 6 958 (3.4) 322 (1.20

8A 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 
8 (0.0) 0 (0.1)

LTR. M-X PLUS OTHER PROJECTS ALTER- 14-X PLUS OTHER PROJECTS

SATIVE ( above nom3 qroth baseline) INATzVe (C above noml qrow'. bee l.ne)

PROP.PROP.

ACUON 16,486 (1.6) 5,014 (0.4) AC640 2.2) 200 (0.6)

I 16,329 (1.6) 5,014 (0.4) 1 1,371 (4.6) 944 (2.8)

2 17,179 (1.7) 5,014 (0.4) 2 137 (0.5) 0 (0.0)

17,553 (1.7) 5,014 (0.4) 1,893 (6.2) 1,243 (3.7)

16,781 (1.6) 5,014 (0.4) 4 1,945 (6.4) 1.298 (3.8)

17,777 (1.7) 5,014 (0.4) 948 (3.4) 267 10.8)

17,025 (1.7) 5,014 (0.4) 958 (3.4) 322 (1.0)

A 0 (0.0) 5,014 (0.4) 8 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
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Table 4.3.2.3-1. (page 3 of 3)

NEVADA/UTAH
TOTAL POPULATION CHANGE

NYE COUNTY, NV. WHITE PINE COUNTY, NV.

ALTER- PEAK YEAR LONG TERM ALTER- PEAR YEAR LONG TERM
NATIVE m-X :NDUCED CHANGE NATIVE M-X INDUCED CHANGE

(% above normal growth baseline) (% above normal growth baseline)
PRCP. PROP.
ACTICN ,- ' 9 ') (0.) ACTION 6,843 (77.7) 0 (0.0)

- (Ii, V'.6) 3 (0.3) 1 6.843 (77.7) 0 i0.0)

2 1, 21' ',9 .6) ) 2.0) 2 6,843 (77.7) 0 (0.0)

3 .. ,252 (7.) 6 (.3) 3 21,514 (235.1) 140347 (140.1)

4 ...,.. 0' . ) 3 (0.3) 4 6,843 (77.7) 0 (0.3)

5 1,2 . 6 (0.0) 5 21,514 (235.1) 14,347 (140.1)

6 1iAI" i 7 3 (0.0) 8 6,843 (77.7) 3 (0.0)

2A 69 69 '55.9) ) (0.0) 3A 71 (0.8) 0 (0.0)

ALTER- M-X PLUS OTHER PROJECTS ALTER- M-X PLUS OTHER PROJECTS
NATIVE (% above normal growth baseline) NATIVE )% above normal growth baseline)

PROP. T PROP.
AC-T:CN 11,23 (97.6) 5 (0.0) ACTION 12,601 (143.0) 4,812 (47.0)

!I1,1223 (97.6) 5 (0.0) 1 12,601 (143.0) 4,812 (47.0)
1 I1,'23 ,97.6) 5 (0.0) 2 12,601 (143.0) 4,810 47.3)

3 11,2-8 07. 3) 11 (0.0) 3 28,319 (306.2) 10,051 (186.1)

4.,223 07.6) 5 (0.0) 4 12,601 (143.0) 4,812 (47.0)

5 c,8 (97.)) 11 (0.0) 5 28,019 (306.2) 19,051 (186.1)

6 11,223 ;97.6) 5 (0.3) 6 12,601 (143.0) 4,812 (47.0)

8 6,177 (56.0) 5 (0.0) 8 5,929 (67.3) 4,812 (47.0)

BEAVER COUNTY, UT. IRON COUNTY, UT.

PEAK YEAR LONG TERM ALTER- PEAK YEAR LONG TERMALTER- ALTIDUEDCHNG
NATIVE M-X CNDUCED CHANGE NATIVE N-K INDUCED CHANGE

(% above normal growth baseline) (% above normal growth baseline)

P.CP. PROP.
ACTION 17,655 (336.0) 13,071 (237.0) ACTION 2,072 (9.5) 1,452 (5.9)

1 3,908 (76.4) 944 (17.1) 1 17,431 (77.9) 12,834 (52.3)

2 3,628 (70.9) 72 (1.3) 2 459 (2.2) 0 (0.0)

3 4,483 (87.6) 1,280 (23.2) 3 21,642 (103.7) 16,943 (69.0)

4 4,483 (87.6) 1,280 (23.2) 4 21,642 (103.7) 16,943 (69.0)

5 24,220 (473.5) 17,221 (312.2) 5 2,867 (12.8) 2,006 (8.2)
(7,)2,867 (12.8) 2,006 )8.2)

6 24,220 (7.) 17,221 (312.2)6S 24.220 (473.5) 17,221 (312.2) 6 2,867 (12.8) 2.006 (8.2)

4,187 (81.1) 0 (0.0) SA 387 (1.8) 0 (0.0)

ALTER- M-X PLUS OTHER PROJECTS ALTER- 4-K PLUS OTHER PROJECTS
NATIVE (% above normal growth baseline) NATIVE (% above normal growth baseline)

PROP, PROP.
ACTION 22,083 (420.3) 18,078 (327.7) ACTION 2,210 (10.1) 1,571 (6.4)

1 10,700 (209.2) 5,888 (106.7) 1 17,552 (78.5) 12,954 (52.8)

2 10,420 (203.7) 5,079 (92.1) 2 628 (3.0) 121 (0.5)

3 11,167 (218.3) 6,224 (112.8) 3 21,810 (104.5) 17,06) (69.5)

4 11,167 (218.3) 6,224 (112.8) 4 21,030 (96.2) 17,063 (69.5)

5 30,889 (603.9) 22,228 (403.0) 5 2,989 (13.4) 2,125 (8.7)

6 30,889 (603.9) 22,228 (403.0) 4 2,989 (13.4) 2,125 (8.7)

;A 8,995 (174.3) 5,050 (91.6) BA 535 (2.5) 121 (0.5)
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Population--Proposed Action

dependents, and the greatest share of in-migrants are projected to reside on the
bases rather than in local communities. Permanent population growth projected for
the other affected counties--Lincoln, Iron, Millard, and Washington--is small rela-
tive to their baseline populations.

A more pronounced "boom-bust" cycle of population change would be likely to
occur in the region's rural counties affected primarily by DDA facility construction.
Short-lived population increases during construction of these facilities would occur
in Eureka, Lincoln, Nye, and White Pine counties, Nevada, and Juab, Millard, and
Beaver counties, Utah. Annual compound rates of population growth during the
construction "boom," which occurs in different periods ranging from three to five
years in the various counties, are as follows: Eureka, 63 percent; Lincoln,
19 percent; Nye, 17 percent; White Pine, 23 percent; Beaver, 30 percent; Juab,
21 percent; and Millard, 12 percent. These high annual growth rates are followed by
a period of abrupt population loss when out-migration of construction-related
population occurs as those activities are completed. These losses are experienced
during different time intervals ranging in duration from two to five years in the
various counties. Annual compound rates of population loss during the "bust" phase
are: Eureka, -60 percent; Lincoln, - 11 percent; Nye, - 19 percent; White Pine,

- 12 percent; Beaver, - 10 percent; Juab, - 16 percent; and Millard, - 18 percent.

The "boom-bust" cycle is accentuated in several counties by the cumulative
effects of other concurrent projects. M-X-related growth plus growth associated
with these projects increases the "boom" period annual growth rate in White Pine
County to 36 percent and that in Millard to 14 percent. On the other hand,
p.pulation change associated with other projects lowers annual growth rates in Juab
and Beaver counties since declines after construction of those projects coincide with
growth induced by M-X. The high annual growth rates during the construction boom
compare with historical and trend projection rates of I to 3 percent in most
counties, with the exception of White Pine, which experienced population losses
during the 1970s. The rapid, large-scale growth in these sparsely population rural
counties, followed by rapid population losses, is likely to have significant conse-
quences for their communities. These consequences are likely to be less, however,
than might be suggested by aggregate population changes since large shares of the
in-migrants would be present without families and provided accommodations in
temporary construction camps rather than in communities.

Adverse consequences are not likely to be entirely avoided but the magnitude
of population effects may be reduced by modifying the Proposed Action in terms of
the timing of construction activities and/or spatial distribution of facilities among
the counties. For example, decentralization of some base functions to several Area
Support Centers (ASCs) in other counties may spread the consequences of permanent
population increases among more counties, reducing the effects on the county
containing the base. T'ne large-scale but temporary populaton increases in DDA-
affected counties could be reduced by extending the construction schedule over a
longer period of time, by phasing the construction so that M-X-related population
influxes do not coincide with population growth induced by other projects, and by
encouraging a greater share of transient construction workers to leave their families
in other areas through financial incentives such as family housing allowances.
Assistance for advance planning to manage growth and sharing of information with
affected communities so that they are apprised of anticipated changes. Designation
of "new towns", or specific development zones to accommodate the permanent
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Populat ion--AlItern ati ves 1, 2

population growth near bases, could reduce adverse effects on existing communities,
as could housing a larger share of military households onbase. Specific forms of
financial and technical assistance to mitigate the consequences of population growth
once it has taken place, are discussed in subsequent sections for separate resource
categories pertaining to community housing, land use and infrastructure, public and
private services, and public finance.

ALTERNATIVE 1 (4.3.2.3.3)

Under this alternative, DDA facilities and the base at Coyote Spring Valley
would remain the same, but the second base at Milford is shifted to the vicinity of
Beryl, Utah, in Iron County. At the regional and state levels, population effects are
virtually identical with those projected for the Proposed Action. At the county
level, population effects associated with the second base are shifted primarily to
Iron County, with some spillovers to adjacent Washington and Beaver counties.
M-X-related population growth in Beaver is reduced to 3,900 in 1986, the peak year,
with a compound annual growth rate of 24 percent sustained over the three years
from 1984 through 1986. In the long-term, the permanent population increase is
projected to be about 900 persons in the county. M-X-related population growth in
Iron County, on the other hand, is increased significantly compared to the proposed
action. By 1989, the peak year, the number of project-related in-migrants present
in the county is projected to total 17,400. This growth would represent an annual
increase of 13 percent over the six year construction boom period from 1984 through
1989, compared to a trend growth rate of 2.8 percent over the same period.
Population losses after the completion of construction activities would reduce
M-X-related in-migration to a long-term level of about 12,800 by 1991, for an
annual rate of decline of -4.7 percent over the two year period.

ALTERNATIVE 2 (4.3.2.3.4)

For this alternative, DDA facilities and the base at Coyote Spring Valley
would remain the same, but the second base would be located in the vicinity of
Delta, Utah, in Millard County. At the regional and state levels, population effects
again remain virtually identical to those forecast for the Proposed Action. The only
substantial difference is at the county level where the growth in Millard County
would be increased significantly. At the peak during construction in 1988, the
cumulative M-X-related in-migration to Millard would reach about 24,000 persons,
resulting in an annual compound growth rate of 19 percent over the preceeding five
years. If the effects of other projects are added to the M -X-related population
growth, the rate of increase is higher at 27 percent annually over the same period.
Population losses after construction activities are completed reduce M-X-related
growth to about 13,700 persons in Millard County by 1991, a compound annual rate
of decline of - 10 percent during the three year period. if the effects of other
concurrent projects are added, this rate of decline is greater at -12 percent per
year.

On the other hand, population effects are considerably less in Beaver County
compared to the Proposed Action, although the consequences of population growth
during the construction boom are likely to remain significant. The peak would occur
in 1986 when a total of about 3,600 M-X-related in-migrants are projected to be
present in the county, representing a 22 percent annual growth rate over the three
year period from 1984 through 1986. The addition of effects from other projects
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does not substantially alter the picture since a large share of that growth would
occur prior to M-X construction. Recent historical growth rates have averaged
1.0 percent annually in Beaver County and 2.5 percent in Millard County.

ALTERNATIVE 3 (4.3.2.3.5)

For this alternative, the ODA facilities remain the same as for the proposed
action, but the bases are located near Beryl, Utah (Iron County), and Ely, Nevada
(White Pine County). Population effects at the regional level would not be
substantially different from those projected for the Proposed Action. At the county
level, population effects in Clark County would become negligible and the magni-
tude of growth is reduced in Beaver County. On the other hand, significant growth
associated with the bases would occur in Iron and White Pine counties, with some
spillover into adjacent Washington and Beaver counties from the base near Beryl.
The number of M-X-related in-migrants present in Iron is projected to reach a peak
of 21,600 in 1986, leading to an annual growth rate of 19 percent over the five year
period from 1982 through 1986, compared to a trend growth rate of 3.1 percent for
the same years. Population losses after the construction "boom" is over reduce the
level of permanent in-migration to about 17,000 by 1990, for a rate of population
decline of - 1.6 percent annually over the four year period from 1987 through 1990.

With the secrnd operating base near Ely, population in White Pine County is
projected to grow at a rate of 29 percent annually over the five year construction
boom from 1984 through 1988. This rapid growth would be followed by declines of
-7.5 percent annually for the next three years as construction-related population
migrates out of the area. If the effects of other projects are added to the
M-X-related population change, the rate of growth during the construction "boom"
is higher at about 35 percent annually, while the severity of the "bust" is also
increased to an annual rate of loss of -8.5 percent. The number of M-X-related in-
migrants present in the county would reach a maximum level of about 21,500 in
1988, with losses after construction is completed reducing the permanent total to
14,300. Smaller permanent population effects would be experienced in Lincoln,
Beaver, and Washington counties.

ALTERNATIVE 4 (4.3.2.3.6)

The distribution of DDA facilities would be identical with the Proposed Action
while Base I is located near Beryl, Utah (Iron County) and Base I1 at Coyote Spring
Valley, Nevada (Clark County). At the regional level, there are no significant
differences from the Proposed Action in terms of population effects, although at the
state level Utah receives a larger share of the impact- -54 percent of the peak year
population effect and 63 percent of the long-term impact. At the county level,
substantial population growth would be experienced in Iron County and lesser growth
would occur in Beaver compared to the Proposed Action. Small permanent
population gains are projected for Lincoln, Beaver, and Washington counties.

The number of M-X-related in-migrants present in Iron County is projected to
reach a peak of 21,600 by 1986, but would decline to a permanent level fo 17,000 by
1990 as population losses occur when construction-related population leaves the
area. The annual growth rate over the construction "boom" period from 1982
through 1986 reaches 24 percent, while declines of - 1.6 percent annually are
forecast for the following four years. These compare with trend growth rates of 3.1
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and 2.4 percent, respectively, during the two time intervals. In Clark County, the
projected M-X related growth is shifted further into the future and slightly reduced
from that projected for the Proposed Action. The number of in-migrants present in
the county would reach a maximum of 18,600 in 1988 before declining to a
permanent level of 12,200 by 1990.

ALTERNATIVE 5 (4.3.2.3.7)

For this alternative, the distribution of DDA facilities would be identical to
the Proposed Action while the two bases are located near Milford (Beaver County)
and Ely (White Pine County). No significant differences from the Proposed Action
are projected at the regional level, although a greater share of population growth is
transferred to Utah. At the county level, the major effects would occur in White
Pine county, with a substantially higher growth rate and a permanent population
effect, and in Beaver County, where growth would be slightly higher than predicted
for the Proposed Action.

In White Pine, the number of M-X-related in-migrants present in the county
would reach a peak of 21,500 in 1988 before losses after completion of construction
activities reduce the permanent population effect to 14,300 by 1992. The county's
population is projected to grow at an annual rate of 29 percent over the five year
construction "boom" period from 1984 through 1988, before declining at an annual
rate of - 7.5 percent for the next three years. The effects of concurrent projects
increase the rate of growth during the M-X "boom" period to about 35 percent, and
annual rates of decline during the "bust" phase are increased to -8.5 percent. The
equivalent trend growth rates are 1.7 and 2.0 percent, respectively.

With the operating base near Milford, Beaver County's population growth rate
is projected to reach 45 percent annually over the five year construction "boom"
period from 1982 through 1986, followed by annual population declines of about
6 percent over the next four years. The effects of other concurrent projects
accentuate both the "boom" and "bust" phases of the cycle. These rates of change
compare to projected trend growth rates of 2.4 and 0.9 percent, respectively, during
the two periods and estimated recent growth of just over 1.0 percent annually. The
number of M-X-related in-migrants present in the county would reach a maximum
of 24,200 in 1986 before out-migration of construction related population reduces
the total to a permanent level of 17,200 by 1990.

ALTERNATIVE 6 (4.3.2.3.$)

The distribution of DDA facilities would be identical to the Proposed Action,
with the first base near Milford (Beaver County) and the second in Coyote Spring
Valley (Clark County). No significant differences from the Proposed Action are
projected at the regional level, although a greater share of the population growth
would occur in Utah. At the County level, population effects are projected to be
slightly higher in Beaver and lower in Clark compared to the Proposed Action. With
the first base near Milford, Beaver's growth rate is projected to reach about
45 percent annually over the five year construction "boom" period from 1982
through 1986, followed by declines of about -6 percent annually for the subsequent
four years. The effects of other projects accentuate both the "boom" and "bust"
periods. These rates of change contrast with the projected trend growth of 2.4 and
0.9 percent, respectively, during the two periods and estimated annual growth of
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just over 1.0 percent from 1970 through 1977. The number of M-X-related in-
migrants present in the county would reach a maximum of 24,200 in 1986 before
out-migration of construction population reduces the total to a permanent level of
17,200 by 1992.

In Clark County, M-X-related growth is shifted further into the future and
reduced from the levels projected for the Proposed Action. The annual growth rate
with M-X is reduced to 3.9 percent from 4.9, compared to a projected trend growth
rate of 2.9 percent annually. The effect should not be significant since recent
growth has been estimated at over 4.0 percent annually. The number of in-migrants
would reach a peak of 18,600 in 1988 before falling to 12,200 by 1990 as
construction related population leaves the area. In addition, smaller numbers of
permanent in-migrants would be present in Lincoln, Iron, Washington, and Millard
counties.

ALTERNATIVE 7 (4.3.2.3.9)

The DDA facilities would be located within Texas and New Mexico with bases
near Clovis, New Mexico (Curry County) and Daihart, Texas (Hartley County). At
the regional level, population growth in the 30-county Texas/New Mexico region is
projected to reach a peak of 94,800 in 1987, almost 10,000 higher than forecast in
the Nevada/Utah region as a result of the Proposed Action. The M-X induced
population change would not be significant at the regional level compared to
projected baseline change without the project. M-X induced growth during the
construction "boom" from 1983 through 1987 increases the annual compound growth
rate to 3.4 percent, compared to one percent annually without the project. Popula-
tion losses after the construction period would reduce the in-migrant population
total to 37,000 by 1991, a rate of decline of 0.9 percent annually for the four year
period. About 23 percent of the in-migrants present during the peak year would be
school age children, while another 48 percent are civilian labor force participants.
On the long term the equivalent proportions are 28 and 19 percent respectively.
Table 4.3.2.3-2 presents the population change for each alternative potentially
impacting Texas/New Mexico.

in contrast to the finding at the regional level, effects during the construction
"boom" period are likely to be large and significant in a number of counties. In
these areas annual compound rates of population change during the construction
boom period, which ranges from three to five years in the various counties, are as
follows; Bailey 8.2; Dallam, 23.6; Deaf Smith, 6.9; Hartley, 37.7; Moore, 6.9;
Parmer, 11.2; Potter/Randall, 3.3; Chaves, 6.5; Curry, 10.3; Harding, 87.5; Quay,
14.4; and Roosevelt, 5.5. With the exception of Curry, Dallam, Hartley, and
Potter/Randall counties, population growth would be short-lived as a result of DDA
facility construction. The high rates of growth in these counties would be followed
by an equally abrupt period of population losses when construction-related popula-
tion leaves the area. Sizable permanent population growth would occur in Curry,
Dallam, and lartley counties, with lesser permanent effects in Lubbock, Moore,
Potter/Randall, and Roosevelt counties as a result of the operating bases.

The high rates of growth induced by M-X contrast with populations which have
been virtually stationary or growing very slowly in the majority of the rural counties
within the affected region. The projected population increases would represent
significant increases in demands for housing, schools, health care, and other
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Table 4.3.2.3-2. (page 1 of 3)

TEXAS/NEW MEXICO

TOTAL POPULATION CHANGE

DEPLOYMENT REGION BAILEY COUNTY, TX.

ALTZA- fH ALM2-

HATZ X-X Z==D CNANC KAXW N-I INDUCD COAN]

(~above norma.l growth baseline) N% above normal growth baseline)

7 336,92 (4.7) 7 ! 3,059 (36.3) 0 (0.0)

S 53,361 (7.3) 19,694 (2.5) $ 514 (6.1) 0 (0.0)

CASTRO COUNTY, TX. COCHRAN COUNTY, TX.
FlX "AK LON I tlw AMI LONG TI 7

HA i *- IVDtKD €: NAt ! *'I IN, w oIA CI B
(N abov normal qrovh basllln) a(%bo normal qrowth baseline)

7 393 (3.6: 0 1o.0) 7 125 (2.4) 0 (0.0)
SB 237 (2.2) 0 (0.01 1 (2.1 0 10.0)

DA.LAM COUNTY, TX. DEAF SMITH, COUNTY, TX.
v-TM A I Lam f9 ALTER V=a US ILONG CI

"ATMW N-ZI NCU= CKwM NATM N-I 1NOND CXANM
(N abov normal growth basel ne) (N abov normal qrowth boaaalnoi

? 12.625 1172.2) 5444 (25.9) 0.0)1,613 (20.2) 5,444(25.9

3B 3.490 (47.6) 0 (0.0) 3194 (15.5) 0 0

HALE COUNTY, TX. HARTLEY COUNTY, TX.
N=A U"~ LI um3 'MmX PMAR I ON Same34

SMT4 H-K IGU Won -0atm tTY! N-I ; RU~G~aM
(% above normal grow h m baseLt)ov (aormal 913 baselie)

7 751 (1.9) (0.0) 7 14,362 (347.7) 11,199 (242.9)
S , 2 (0. 0 (0.0) j lm 3,337 (80.8) 0 (0.0)

3742
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TEXAS/NEW MEXICO
TOTAL POPULATION CHANGE

HOCKLEY COUNTY, TX. LAMB COUNTY, TX,
ALZ- PWA UAR LonG TM5 Au- VMA YEAR I W tim 34z

NAYTVE N-x NO0 ClIAH,4 j NATVE N-x ZND1 comas
(N above normal growth base.linei - (0 above normal qrovt beline)

7 483 (2.2) 0 (0.0) 7 214 (1.2) 0 (00)

0~~ (0.0.0)
8 B 209 (0.9) 0 (0.0) a B 174 (1.0) 0 (0.0)

LUBBOCK COUNTY, TX. MOORE COUNTY, TX.

NATIV N-K YND=aD CHAM~ NATMV N-K INDO~ CKMG
1% above nor.mal, growt h baselin e)1 ve norml growth baseline)

7 5,512 (2.3) 59 (0.0) 7 3,227 (21.5) f 1,569 (10.1)

3,726 (1.6 0 (0.0) 8 272 (1.8) 0 (0.0)

OLDHAM COUNTY, TX. 1 PARMER COUNTY, TX.

ALTI- ";ALMER-

(% above normal qowth baelineo) (% above norml gowt.h baseliJne)

7 143 (4.9)- 0 (0.0) 3,870 (37.5) 0 (0.0)

, 61 (2.1) ! 0 (0.0) 44 (0.4) 0 (0.0)

POTTER/RANDALL COUNTIES, TX. 1 SHERMAN COUNTY, TX.

ALum.m- 
oALm-

Nam T x -K tu m NATIVE 1-x na Mw

(0 "0s? frril ImthE bIJ.$A) 0S Aove no="a psuKI bm"A.U)

7 15,365 (8.7) 2,752 (1.4) 7 702 (17.8) 0 (0.0)

B 3,877 2.2) 1 4 (0.1B 0 (0.0) 0 0.0

3742
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TEXAS/NEW MEXICO

TOTAL POPULATION CHANGE

SWISHER COUNTYTX CHAVES COUNTY. NM._
PEAS YEAR Lour Tsm ~ YEK EAR z.ONG TIE

NkTrVE N-X IM)CED CHNGE NATIV N-o 1 D CoANGE

(8 a .ve normal qrowth baseline) I I above normal qrovlh ba.ILn.)

7 135 (1.2) 0 (0.0) 7 5,790 (10.2) 0 (0.0)

70 (0.6) 0 (0.0) 4,948 (8.5) 0 (0.0)

CURRY COUNTY, NM. DE BACA COUNTY, NM.

LTER- MX 
1 H1 TE

-ATEx INDUCED CHANGE NAT"VZ IN UZ CHANGE
d ve l n o r a l r o t h b a e l i n ) ( t a b o v e I o r m a g r o w h b a mL it n o|

7 26,594 (60.0) 18,934 (43.0) 7 121 (4.7) 0 (0.0)

2B 24,532 (55.4) 18,669 (42.4) B 123 (4.9) 0 (0.0)

HARDING COUNTY, NM. QUAY COUNTY, NM.
naM sun LNG TINE na EA TIE

ALTER- ALTER-
NATIV N-I luNDUto CHNGE NATMV N-X rNOU= CHNGE

(8 above normal growth baseline) , ave normal growth basalias)

7 5,711 (601.2) 1 0 (0.0) 5 5,545 (49.1) 0 (0.0)

B 5,.167 (543.9) 0 (0.0) il
B  

4,722 (42.0) 0 (0.0)

ROOSEVELT COUNTY. NM. UNION COUNTY, NM.
MEAX TEA LNG Im PEAK TMA LONG TIm

ALIa- . x LTER-HNG
NATI N- N OAT -I UI HN=EANN

(0 m nev cl grot base|le) (% aboe temal loeth baselimel

6,145 (36.1) 826 (4.7) 7 166 (3.4) 0 (0.0)

.275 (31.1) 8 1 ( 0(4.6 ) 
( .0)

3742
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community services. They also constitute fundamental changes, on either a
temporary or permanent basis, in the rural town character of many deployment
region communities. Adverse consequences are likely to be less, however, than
might be suggested by aggregate population changes, since large shares of the
construction population would be present without families and accommodated in
temporary group quarters, and a large share of permanent in-migrants, about
60 percent, would be housed on the two operating bases.

ALTERNATIVE 8 (4.3.2.3.10)

The Nevada/Utah portion of the split deployment alternative consists of one-
half of the DDA facilities and an operating base near Coyote Spring Valley, Nevada
(Clark County). The number of M-X-related in-migrants present in the 12-county
region is projected to reach a maximum of 37,200 in 1986, about 44 percent of the
amount forecasted for the full-deployment Proposed Action. The major share of the
population impact would be experienced in Nevada, which would contain 70 percent
of the DDA facilities in the region. Peak year impacts remain large and significant
in Clark, Lincoln, Nye, Beaver, and Millard counties, but are negligible in other
counties in the region. Permanent population growth related to the base is limited
to Clark county, with a small spillover to adjacent Lincoln county. With the base at
Coyote Spring Valley, the number of in-migrants present in Clark County is
projected to reach a maximum level of 20,600 in 1986, but would decline to a
permanent level of 15,800 by 1989 as a result of out-migration by construction
population. The growth rate during the construction boom from 1983 through 1986
is increased to 4.6 percent annually from a projected trend growth of 3.6 percent
during the same period. The consequences of M-X-related population growth in
Clark County are not likely to be significant since the population growth rate
exceeded 4 percent annually during the period from 1970 through 1977.

The Texas/New Mexico portion of the split deployment alternative consists of
one-half of the DDA facilities and an operating base near Clovis, New Mexico, in
Curry County. The number of M-X-related in-migrants present in the 30-County
bistate region is projected to reach a maximum of about 53,400 in 1987, about
56 percent of the total amount forecasted for the full deployment alternative.
Construction "boom" period impacts are large and significant only in Dallam, Deaf
Smith, Hartley, Chaves, Curry, Harding, Quay, and Roosevelt counties. Permanent
population change, about 19,700 persons in the region, is projected to occur only in
Curry and adjacent Roosevelt counties in New Mexico, and the metropolitan
Amarillo, Texas area. With the base near Clovis, the number of in-migrants present
in Curry County is projected to reach a maximum of 24,500 in 1986 before out-
migration of construction-related populaLion lowers the total to 18,700 by 1990.
The annual rate of population growth during the construction "boom" from 1982
through 1986 is increased to 9.6 percent from a projected trend rate of 0.4 percent
during the same period. The significance of the high growth rate is reduced by the
expectation that a large share of both temporary and permanent in-migrants would
be housed on the base rather than in the county's communities.
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INTRODUCTION (4.3.2.4.1)

Among impact problems attending rapid population growth, the provision of
housing is one of the most complex. Housing or the lack of it is seen as a major
problem in communities experiencing rapid growth, particularly those in more
isolated rural areas. Local capital sources are usually very limited, and construction
capital and mortgage money are often inadequate. Local builders typically have
limited production capacity and experience and both builders and local financial
institutions find boom town uncertainty disturbing. These circumstances can lead to
severe housing shortages and rapid inflation of existing housing and rental unit
prices. Since the lack of housing has often been cited as a major factor in high
worker turnover rates, and in the difficulty of recruiting key professional people,
good, adequate housing is a fundamental necessity for the saiccess of any large-scale
project. Community officials need to know how many housing units will be needed
well in advance so that they and builders and local contractors have time to adjust
to the need for immediate and temporary housing.

Measurement of Housing Requirements

Cumulative and annual housing requirements are a function of the number and
types of project-related households expected to reside in local communities and the
number and types of housing units that must be provided in order to accommodate
them. These housing requirements do not include estimates for housing in the
outlying construction camps and on the bases, since these are presumed to be
provided, in the form of group quarters, by the contractors or the federal
government. An allowance for a vacancy rate of 5 percent for turnover and for
units which are removed from the market inventory due to events such as fires and
demolitions is also made. The number of households is derived by dividing
population residing in local communities, which is variable from year to year
depending on project activities in the area, and consists of seven project-related
employment categories, by a corresponding average household size for each popula-
tion category.

Significance of Impacts

Since there are no established standards or norms for housing unit demand
growth, the significance of M-X housing requirements impacts can best be thought
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of as a function of the severity of the impact. This is determined by comparing
M-X's increase in long-term housing requirements normal growth and by comparing
M-X's housing requirements over the construction period requirements to the normal
growth baseline requirements during the same period.

Significant growth is defined as an annual growth rate of more than 30 percent
or more, on an annual growth rate double that of the no-project projection. With
these limitations almost all of the deployment region counties will be significantly
impacted, if only temporarily. The only clear exceptions are the metropolitan
counties of Clark, Salt Lake and Utah.

The following sections discuss the broad aggregate housing impacts.

PROPOSED ACTION (4.3.2.4.2)

The housing requirements impact is caused by the decision to deploy the M-X
system in Nevada/Utah, with bases in Coyote Spring and Milford and the resultant
demand for direct and indirect labor. Since the regional-and local labor markets are
not sufficiently large to provide all of the necessary labor, the balance is met by
substantial in-migration and these in-migrants needed to be housed. The brunt of
the requirements, particularly the long-term ones will be felt in the two base
counties, Clark and Beaver, and in adjacent counties that will be effected by
spillover. Major, albeit short-lived impacts will be felt, to varying degrees,
throughout the deployment region counties as construction of the DDA facilities
proceeds, peaks and culminates.

Deployment Region Impacts

Table 4.3.2.4-1 shows the peak-year and long-term M-X related housing
requirements along with the cumulative requirements of M-X and other anticipated
projects in the region. The M-X related housing requirements reach a peak of
20,000 units in 1987, representing a 3.5 percent increase over baseline. The
cumulative impact of M-X and other projects total some 30,300 units, or 5.3 percent
above baseline. Over the 1982 to 1987 construction period the normal growth
baseline requirements are projected to total some 84,700 additional units, thus M-X
will increase the demand for additional housing by about 23.6 percent. When other
projects are taken into account, the combined demand increases to 35.8 percent.
Nevada and Utah's share of the M-X related peak housing requirements are about
equal, although M-X's peak increase over their respective normal growth baselines
do differ.

After 1987, the peak year housing requirements fall off as construction is
completed, reaching a long-term level of some 3,200 units, representing a
0.5 percent increase over normal growth. This drop in housing unit requirements
will leave a surplus of some 16,800 units by 1992. Such a surplus could lead to
serious removal problems, although some of the surplus could be used to help meet
the normal growth baseline needs of some 63,700 additional housing units over the
1987-1992 period. With other projects the surplus is slightly smaller. In the long-
term, the two states' share of the M-X related impact differs from the equal split at
the peak of construction. By 1994, Nevada is projected to have only 36 percent of
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NEVADA/UTAH
TOTAL HOUSING REQUIREMENTS (IN TOTAL UNITS)

DEPLOYMENT REGION CLARK COUNTY, NV.

ALTER- PEAK YEAR LONG TERM ALTER- PEAK YEAR LONG TERM
NATIVE M-X INDUCED CHANGE

(% above normal growth baseline) (% above normal growth baseline)

PROP. •PROP.
ACTION 20,002 (3.5) 3,202 (0.5) ACTION 6,860 (3.3) 1,16 (0.41)

20,029 (3.5) 3,233 (0.5) 1 6,865 (3.3 1,348 (0.1

2 19,598 (3.4) ,852 (0.4) 2 6,692 (3.2) 1,316 0.4)3 19,592 (3.4) 4,455 (0.7) 3 222 (0.3) (3 )

4 19,789 (3.4) 3,725 (0.6) 4 4,857 (2.3) 77 6 0.4)

5 19,631 (3.4) 4,439 (0.7) 5 207 (0.3) 3 ()

6 19,797 (3.4) 3,702 (0.6) 6 4,838 (2.2) 1,0 0.3)

8 7,778 (1.4) 1,078 (0.2) 8 a 4.459 (2.1) 1,008 (0.41

ALTER- M-X PLUS OTHER PROJECTS ALTER- M-X PLUS OTHER PROJECTS
NATIVE% above normal growth baseline) NATIVE (% above normal growth baseline)

PROP. 10 (81 7
ACTION 30,335 (5.3) 9,946 (1.5) ACTION 7,275 (3.5) 1,348 oj. )

1 30,371 (5.3) 9,958 (1.5) 1 7,279 (3.5) 1,348 (.)

2 29,939 (5.2 9,594 1.4 2 7,106 (3.4) 1,348 (.5)

3 29,902 (5.2) 11,139 (1.7) 3 636 (0.3) 1 ()

4 30 127 (5.2) 10,449 (1.6) 4 5,278 (2.4) 1,108 (0.4)

5 29,930 (5.2) 11,141 (1.7) 5 622 (0.3) 6 (0)

6 30,123 (5.2) 10,444 (1.6) 6 5,258 (2.4) 1,108 (6.41

S 18,262 (3.2) 7,842 (1.2) a 4,872 (2.3) 1,340 (0.1)

EUEACUNY V LINCOLN COUNTY, NV.

L -PEAK YEAR. LONG TERM AER- PEAK Y PESR I LG TERM
NATIVE M-X INDUCED CHANGE NATIVE M-X 1NDUCED CHANGE

(% above normal growth baseline) (% above normal growth baseline)

PROP. PROP. 1,015 (67.8) 126 k7.4)
ACTION 1,473 (289.9) 0 (0) ACTION

1 1,473 (289.9) 0 (0) 1 1,064 (71.2) 184 (10.7)

2 1,473 (289.9) 0 (0) 2 1,015 (67.8) 73 (4.3)

3 1,473 (289.9) 0 (0) 3 1,015 (67.8) 135 (7.1)

4 1,473 (289.9) 0 (0) 4 1,064 (71.1) 194 (11.3)

$ 1,473 (289.9) 0 (0) 5 964 (64.4) 66 (3.9)

6 1,473 (289.9) 0 (0) 6 1,003 (67.0) 117 (6.8)

B 2 ) 0.2) 0 (0) a 754 (48.6) 70 (4.1)

ALTZR- "M-X PLUS OTHER PROJCTS ALTER- K-X PLUS 0TRL." P a2CTS
NATX /1 (q above normal groth baseline) NATIVE a% bove normal groth baseline)

PROP. PROP.
ACTION 1,473 (289.9) 0 (0) ACTION 1,017 (67.9) 129 (7.4)

1 1,473 (289.9) 0 (0) 1 1,066 (71.2) 185 (10.8)

2 1,473 (289.9) 0 (0) 2 1,017 (67.9) 73 (4.3)

3 1,473 (289.9) 0 (0) 3 1,017 (67.9) 136 (7.9)

4 1,473 (289.9) 0 (0) 4 1,066 (71.2) 195 (11.4)

51,473 (289.9) 0 (0) 5 966 (64.5) 67 (3.9)

61,473 (289.9) 0 (0) 6 1,005 (67.1) 118 (6.9)

6 2 ( 0.4) 1 0 (0) 756 (48.7) 71 (4.1)

3133
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Table 4.3.2.4-1. (page 2 of 3)

NEVADA/UTAH
TOTAL HOUSING REQUIREMENTS (IN TOTAL UNITS)

NYE COUNTY. NV. WHITE PINE COUNTY, NV.

ALTER- PEAK YEAR LONG TERM ALTER- PEAK YEAR LONG 'ERM

NATIVE M-X INDUCED CHANGE NATIVE M-X INDUCED CHANGE

(% above normal growth baseline) (% above normal growth baseline)
IPROP. PRP.

ACTION 2,151 (49.4) 0 (0) ACTION 1,508 (47.6) (3

2,151 (49.4) 0 (0) 1 1,508 (47.6) 3 (2)

2 2,151 (49.4) 0 (0) 2 1,508 147.6) .2)

3 ,lo4 (4).7) 2 (0) 3 5,141 (159.1) 1,583 43.,

c,51 49.4) 2 (0) 4 1,506 (47.6) 3 [ I-

5 2,164 (49.7) 2 (0) 5 5,141 '159.1) 1,583 43.-.

6 -,151 (49.4) 3 (0) 6 1.508 t47.6)

8 1,140 t27.3) 0 (0) 8 21 (0.7) (3)

ALTER- f% M-X PLUS OTHER PROJL-TS ALTER- M-X PLUS OTHER PROJECTS
NATIVE ,% above normal growth baseline) NATIVE (% above normal growth baseline)

PROP. PROP.
ACTION 2,153 (49.4) 3 (0) ACTION 3,599 (113.6) 2 3)

I Z,153 (49.4) 0 (0) 1 3,599 (113.6) 3 (0)

2 2,153 (49.4) 0 (0) 2 3,599 113.6) 3 0)

3 _,166 49.7) 4 (0.04) 3 7,748 (239.8) 3,273 (88.9)

4 2153 (49.4) 0 (0) 4 3,599 (113.6) '0)

5 2,16 i49.7) 4 (0.04) 5 7,748 (239.8) 3,273 (88.9)

6 2,153 (49.4) 3 (0) 6 3,599 (113.6) 3 (0)

8 ,143 (27.3) 0 (0) 9 2,132 (67.3) 3 (0)

BEAVER COUNTY, UT. IRON COUNTY, UT.

PEAK YEAR, LONG TERM PEAK YEAR LONG TERNATER- ALTER-

NATIVE M-X INDUCED CHANGE NATIVE M-X INDUCED CHANGE
t% above normal growth baseline) (% above normal growth baseline)

PROP. PROP.
ACTION 3,626 (199.4) 1,484 (76.4) ACTION 716 (10.5) 475 6.2)

1 823 (45.7) 319 (16.4) 1 3,558 53.2) 1,395 -8.!(

2 736 (40.8) 27 (1.4) 2 171 (2.6) 3 2.3)

3 1,J25 (56.9) 435 (22.4) 3 4,541 (71.2) 1,87i (24.4)

4 1,025 (56.9) 435 (22.4) 4 4,541 (71.2) 1,879 24.4)

5 4,851 (272.6) 1,984 (102.1) S 984 (14.0) 662 (8.6)

6 4,851 (272.6) 1,984 (102.1) 6 984 (14.3) 662 t8.6)

$a 840 (46.2) 0 (0) a C 143 (2.1) j '0)

ALTER- kt-X PLUS OTHER PROJECTS ALTER- --X PLUS OTHER PROJECTS

NATIVE (% above normal growth baseline) NATIV (% above tormal growth basel.ine)

PROP. PROP.
ACTION 5,294 (291.2) 3,247 (167.1) ACTION 759 (11.1) 513 (6.7)

1 3,225 (179.0) 2,059 (105.9) 1 3,604 (53.9) 1,433 (18.6)

2 3,138 (174.1) 1,790 (92.1) 2 224 (3.4) .

3 3,387 (187.9) 2,174 (Ii.9) 3 4,588 (71.9) 1,917 k24.9)

4 3,387 (187.9) 2,174 (111.9) 4 4,588 (71.9) 1.917 (24.9)

$ 6,889 (387.2) 3,746 (192.8) C 1,323 (14.6) 699 (9.1)

6,889 (387.2) 3.746 )192.8) C 1,023 (14.6) 699 (9.1)

2,540 1139.7) 1,779 (91.6) 8 189 (2.8) 0 (0)

3733
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Table 4 3.2.4-1. (page 3 of 3)

NEVADA/UTAH
TOTAL HOUSING REQUIREMENTS (IN TOTAL UNITS)

JUAB COUNTY, UT. MILLARD COUNTY, UT.

ALTER- ¥.YER LONG TERM ALTER- PEAX YEAR I LONG TERM

NATIVE -X INDUCED CVANGE NATIVE M-X INDUCED CHANGE

(% above normal growth baseline) % above normal growth baseline)

PROP. PROP.

ACTION 1,070 (43.4) 0 (0) ACTION 1,287 (32.6) 26 (C.6)

1 1,070 (43.4) 0 (0) 1 1,270 (32.2) 0 (0.0)

2 1,226 (49.7) 214 (7.7) 2 4,818 (122.2) 1,522 (36.J)

3 1,j C (43.4) 0 (0.0) 3 1,270 (32.2) 0 (0.0)

4 1,070 (43.4) 0 (0.0) 4 1,270 (32.2) 0 (0.0)

5 1,37C (43.4) 0 (0.0) 5 1,303 (33.0) 42 ,i). )

6 1,370 (43.4) 0 (0.0) 6 1,303 (33.0) 42 (1.0)

aa 63 (2.6) 3 (0) ea 1,295 (34.3) 0 (0)

ALTER- N-X PLUS OTHER PROJECTS ALTER- .-X PLUS OTHER PRO3CTS

NATIVE (% above normal growth baseline) NATIVE )q above normal growth baseline)

PROP. PROP.

ACTION 1,833 (74._; 0 (0) ACTION 3,520 (89.2) 1,027 (24.3)

1 1,833 (74.3) 0 (0) 1 3,522 (89.0) 1,005 (23.8)

2 1,388 (80.6) 477 (17.2) 2 7,040 (178.5) 2,523 (59.7)

3 1,833 (74.3) 265 (9.6) 3 3,512 (89.0) 1,005 (23.8)

4 1,833 (74.3) 265 (9.6) 4 3,512 (89.0 1,005 (23.8)

5 1,833 (74.3) 265 (9.6) 5 3,535 (89.6) 1,043 (24.7)

6 1,833 (-4.3) 265 (9.6) 6 4,371 (110.8) 1,905 (45.0)

8822 (34.0) o (0) 8 3,750 (99.3) 0 (0)

UTAH/SALT LAKE COUNTY, UT. WASHINGTON COUNTY, UT.

PEAl YEAR 7 LONG TERM ALTER- PEAK YEAR LONG TERM

"Tin -X INDUCED CHANGE NATIVE M-X INDUCED CHANGE

(% above normal growth baseline) ( above normal growth baseline)

PROP. P50P.

ACTION 3,s09 (1.1) 0 (0) ACTION 240 (2.6) 75 (0.7)

1 3,450 (1.1) 0 (0) 1 478 (5.1) 319 (3.0

2 3,768 (1.1) 0 (0) 2 51 (0.6) 0 (0)

3 3,901 (1.2) 0 (0) 3 665 (6.9) 421 (3.9)

4 3,619 (1.1) 0 (0) 4 684 (7.1) 441 (4.1)

S 3,993 (1.2) 0 (0) 5 356 (4.0) 100 (0.9)

6 3,711 (1.1) 0 (0) 6 359 (4.0) 121 (1.1)

8 a 0 (0) 0 (0) 3 (0) 0 (0)

ALTER- 1-- PLUS O rt pROJECTS A&TU.- N-X PLU sI F W- PROJE.T

NATIVE % above nimal growteh baseline) NATMIV above noral growth bamelLne)

PROP. PROP. 240 (2.6) 75 (0.7)

ACTION 5,793 (1.8) 0 (0)

. 5,734 (1.7) 0 (0) 478 (5.1) 319 (3.0)

2 6,053 (1.8) 0 (0) 2 51 (0.6) 0 (0)

3 6,186 (1.9) 0 (0) 665 (6.9) 421 (3.9)

4 5,904 (1.8) 0 (0) 4 684 (7.1) 441 (4.1)

5 6,277 (1.9) 0 (0) S 356 (4.0) 100 (0.9)

6 5,995 (1.8) 0 (0) 6 359 (4.0) 121 (1.1)
6 0 10) 0 (0)

0 (0) 0 (0)

3733
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Housing--Proposed Action

the long-term housing requirements, or 1,140 units, and Utah will have 64 percent,
or 2,060 units. This is largely because the base in Nevada is located in Clark County
which has much larger resident labor force and thus less need for in-migrants, than
is the case for Beaver County in Utah.

Counties Affected by the Base Locations

Under the Proposed Action, the base counties of Clark and Beaver will
experience the largest absolute housing needs, and in the case of Beaver one of the
most pronounced impacts. Indeed, Clark County's peak housing needs account for
59 percent of Nevada's and 35 percent of the deployment region's total. Beaver
County will account for 36 percent of Utah's and 18 percent of the deployment
region's peak-year housing requirements. Clark County's housing needs are
projected to peak at 6,860 units, representing a 3.3 percent increase over the normal
growth baseline, while the cumulative impact of M-X and other projects will mean a
3.5 percent increase. Although these increases appear small, M-X's share of the
additional housing requirements over the construction period amount to some
32.4 percent, falling to 31.8 percent when other projects are accounted for. The
other base county, Beaver in Utah, will be more severely impacted, with a peak-year
housing need projected at 3,630 units, nearly 200 percent over baseline. Moreover,
M-X requirements will be almost 27 times as great as the 135 additional units
needed to accommodate normal growth. With the presence of other projects, the
cumulative impact will be equivalent to about 30 times the normal growth needs.
Clearly, Beaver County's building and mobile home industry, along with its financial
institutions, will be hard pressed to meet these housing needs without considerable
outside assistance.

After 1986 Clark and Beaver Counties' housing requirements fall off to reach a
long term need for just over 1,000 units in Clark and nearly 1,500 units in Beaver
County, representing increases over baseline of 0.4 percent and 76.4 percent respec-
tively. With other projects, the cumulative impact is virtually the same for Clark
but a much larger 167 percent for Beaver County. By 1994, Clark County's M-X
related housing heads will constitute 89 percent of Nevada's and 31 percent of the
total deployment region's housing requirements. Beaver County similarly will
account for 70 percent of Utah's and 46 percent of the deployment region's M-X
related housing needs. The impact of the large surpluses of housing units in Beaver
County will be mitigated to a large extent by the fact that they will be largely
mobile homes.

The other counties that are projected to experience permanent long-term
housing impacts are those that are adjacent to the two base counties and that are
projected to experience spillover effects from either procurement expenditures or
from direct and indirect workers residing in them. In Nevada, Lincoln County falls
into this category with a peak year need for just over 1,000 units, representing a
67.8 percent increase over baseline. M-X's share of the additional housing required
over the construction period is over 7 times as large as the baseline share, making a
significant impact. Lincoln County's permanent need is for only 130 units, or just
7.4 percent above baseline. Iron and Millard counties in Utah similarly will
experience small permanent impacts due to spillover from Milford, although the
peak-year M-X-related housing needs are expected to be equal to, and 5 times
greater than, the normal growth requirements, respectively. Washington County,
Utah is projected to also experience spill-over effects from Coyote Spring, although
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Housing-- Proposed Action

the number of units is small. Of these other permanently affected counties, Millard,
is projected to be additionally impacted by the presence of other projects. M -X
alone has a peak year requirement of 1,290 units, some 33 percent above baseline,
but the cumulative impact when other projects are added raises the figure to
89 percent over baseline. Moreover, whereas M-X's permanent needs are small, only
73 units, the cumulative impact is large, 1,030 units or 24 percent over normal
baseline growth. The impact of the large surpluses of housing units after the "bust"
cycle in all of these counties will be mitigated to a considerable extent by the fact
that the surpluses are confined predominantly to mobile homes.

Counties Affected by Other DDA Activities

All other counties in the deployment region are projected to experience only
short-lived impacts because of construction activity involving the protective struc-
tures and the associated indirect workers' needs. Although short-lived, the impacts
could, nonetheless, be very significant. In Nevada, for example, Eureka, Nye and
White Pine counties, in declining order of relative M-X related housing unit needs,
would require 1,470, 2,150, and 1,500 housing units, all of which are mobile homes,
by their respective peak years. This will represent increases over baseline of 290,
49, and 48, percent repectively. Moreover, when M-X's share of additional housing
needs over the construction period are compared to the normal growth needs over
the same period, M-X will require 31, 4, and 15 times as much housing for Eureka,
Nye, and White Pine counties. When other projects are taken into account, White
Pine County's situation is all the more exacerbated. In Utah, the short-term
temporary housing needs, again all mobile homes, are found in Juab, Salt Lake, and
Utah counties. Juab's M-X requirements will be 43 percent greater than the
baseline needs in the peak year, something that is further compounded by other
projects resulting in a cumulative increase over baseline of 74 percent. Salt Lake
and Utah counties' requirements, while absolutely large, 3,500 units, are neverthe-
less relatively minor, representing only a one percent increase over the baseline in
the peak year, although, again, M-X's share of the additional housing needs up to the
peak year are expected to be 27 percent of the total.

Due to the rapidity of the M -X-created boom-bust cycle in these counties,
with the exception of Salt Lake, Utah, extensive outside help will still be necessary,
even though all the units required are likely to be movable mobile homes.

Mitigative Measures

Temporary facilities and services should be utilized for the construction phase
whenever possible. Permanent housing and facilities should be provided only for the
level of housing requirements expected after the project is built. Mobile homes
should not be denounced, but accepted as the logical way to provide temporary
housing. One alternative might be the temporary new town, utilizing leased land to
develop, a planned community of mobile homes. Following construction the surplus
homes and facilities could be converted to alternative uses, including conversion to
low cost retirement communities or sale of the units for second-home or recreation
uses. Land for residential development needs to be identified, properly zoned, and
acquired in advance of development. Builders and developers already active in the
area need to be reasonably certain of the timing and certainty of housing
requirements and some may need financial incentives to expand. Outside mortgage
financing will probably be needed with guarantees to lenders to offset the high risk
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Housing--Alternatives 1, 2

associated with boom-town uncertainties. State housing authorities could be set up
with the power to sell bonds to obtain money for impact housing financing, and
various federal housing and planning programs could be used for technical and
financial assistance. Infrastructure investment strategies should be coordinated,
and the land use controls to be considered include: zoning ordinances, planned unit
development, sub-division controls, mobile home park standards, growth zones and
boundaries, and service areas for water and sewer infrastructure.

ALTERNATIVE 1 (4.3.2.4.3)

Under this alternative, the DDA facilities remain the same as in the Proposed
Action, the Coyote Spring Valley first operating base remains, but the other
operating base is shifted from Milford to Beryl. There are no significant differences
between the Proposed Action and Alternative I at the regional and state levels, the
only significant differences occurring at the individual county level, particularly
Beaver, Iron, and Washington counties in Utah. Since the second operating base is
no longer near Milford, the degree of impact in Beaver County is diminished
somewhat, with M-X-related housing requirements peaking at 820 units or
46 percent above the normal growth baseline compared to nearly 200 percent above
under the Proposed Action. Similarly, the long-term impacts in Beaver County are
reduced to 320 units, a 16 percent increase over baseline. The absence of a base
likewise reduces the cumulative impacts of M-X and other projects in Beaver
County. Even without the base at Milford, the M-X-related additional housing
requirements are 7 times those of the normal baseline growth needs, largely because
of spillover effects from Iron County which also account for the still permanent
long-term impacts.

With the second operating base shifted to Beryl, Iron County's M-X-related
peak housing requirements are almost 5 times larger at 3,560 units, representing a
53 percent increase over baseline. Similarly, the long-term effects are 3 times as
large as under the Proposed Action. The only other county to be affected
differently than under the Proposed Action is Washington County, which now will
have about twice the peak year requirements. Although this will represent only a
51. percent increase over the normal growth requirements in the peak year, M-X
still accounts for some 65 percent of additional housing needs over the 1985-1988
construction period.

ALTERNATIVE 2 (4.3.2.4.4)

Under this alternative the DDA facilities remain as they were under the
Proposed Action, the Coyote Spring Valley first operating base remains the same,
but the second operating base is moved from Milford to Delta in Millard County.
Since only the base and associated spillover effects are different, there are no
significant differences between Alternative 2 and the Proposed Action at the
deployment region level or the state level, but only at the individual county level,
particularly Beaver, Iron, 3uab, Millard, and Washington counties in Utah. Beaver
County's M-X-related peak housing requirements drop to only 20 percent of those
under the Proposed Action, but they still represent almost a 40 percent increase
over the normal growth baseline. A greater difference is seen in the long-term,
where Beaver County's permanent housing requirements are only 2 percent of those
under the Proposed Action. The cumulative impact of M-X and other projects is
also reduced, although not to the same degree. Iron County's housing requirements
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are now substantially lower, by about 76 percent and there are no permanent long-
term housing requirements expected. Juab County's peak year requirements are
somewhat larger than under the Proposed Action, and it now is projected to have
permanent long-term housing requirements, totaling some 210 units, at nearly
8 percent above the normal growth baseline, due to spillover effects from Millard
County. Washington County, now further removed from the Utah base, has much
lower and short-term housing requirements amounting to only 0.6 percent over the
baseline requirements. The big difference at the county level is in Millard County
where the base now increases housing unit requirements to a peak level of 4,800
units, some 122 percent over baseline and about 3.7 times greater than under the
Proposed Action. M-X housing requirements are now about 8.5 times those of the
normal growth baseline's over 1983-1988 period. Long-term requirements are
similarly raised. When the base is Delta, the cumulative impacts of M-X and other
projects are now estimated to be nearly 180 percent greater than the baseline
requirements; and over the construction period will require almost 12 times the
housing need for normal growth.

ALTERNATIVE 3 (4.3.2.4.5)

Under Alternative 3 the DDA facilites remain the same as under the Proposed
Action, but the two operating base locations change, moving from Coyote Spring
Valley and Milford to Beryl in Iron County, Utah, and to Ely in White Pine County,
Nevada. As a result, although there are no significant differences at the regional
level, the balance of M-X-related housing requirements does change a little at the
state level. Now there is a 45 to 55 percent split between Nevada and Utah,
compared to essentially an even split under the Proposed Action. The really
significant differences occur at the individual county level, however, particularly in
Clark and White Pine counties in Nevada, and Iron, and Washington counties in Utah.

In Clark County, the peak housing unit requirements are reduced to only
3 percent of those under the Proposed Action, and with no long-term impacts they
make a trivial impact. White Pine County's peak requirements, on the other hand,
are over 3 times as great, amounting to a 159 percent increase over baseline, and,
moreover, there are permanent effects totalling some 1,600 units, an increase of
43 percent over baseline. Now White Pine's M-X-related housing requirements are
25 times those of the normal growth baseline's over the construction period. When
other projects are included, the cumulative impact is very large, amounting to a
240 percent increase over baseline requirements in the peak year, and making the
cumulative needs of M-X and other projects some 39 times greater than those of the
normal growth baseline's over the 1983-87 construction period.

In Iron County, now that the first operating base is located near Beryl, M-X's
peak year housing requirements reach approximately 4,500 units, a 71 percent
increase over baseline, and over 6 times more than were needed under the Proposed
Action. Over the construction period, M-X's housing requirements are also over 6
times those of the normal baseline requirements, compared to about equal propor-
tions under the Proposed Action. The long-term needs are also greater, totalling
some 1,880 units or 24 percent over the normal baseline. Washington County's peak
year requirements are also larger, by almost a factor of 3, than the Proposed Action
needs in Washington County, representing a 7 percent increase over baseline
requirements. Long-term impacts are also greater due to spillover effects from Iron
County.
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ALTERNATIVE 4 (4.3.2.4i.6)

Under Alternative 4, while the DDA facilities remain essentially the same as
under the Proposed Action, the two operating base locations are different; the first
operating base having been moved from Coyote Spring Valley to Beryl in Iron
County, and the second operating base from Milford to Coyote Spring in Clark
County. As a result, the balance of housing requirements at the state level does
change a little, from an even split between Nevada and Utah to a 47 and 53 percent
split. The significant differences, though, are again at the county level, with Clark
County in Nevada, and Beaver, Iron, and Washington counties in Utah being
affected.

Clark County's peak housing unit requirements are now projected to be only
70 percent of those under the Proposed Action, representing a 2.3 percent increase
over baseline. The long-term and cumulative impacts are reduced similarly. The
impacts in Beaver- County will now be considerably less than under the Proposed
Action with less than one-third of the housing unit requirements in the peak-year,
and also over the long term. Even so the impacts are significant, with the peak-
years' cumulative housing requirements being some 57 percent over the normal
growth baseline needs, and the long-term needs being 22 percent over those for the
baseline. Over the 1982-1986 construction period M-X will require over 6 times the
amount of housing as would be needed to meet the normal growth baseline needs;
when other projects are taken into account the cumulative requirements will be 21
times as great as the baseline needs over this same period.

Iron County's peak year housing requirements with the first operating base will
be some 6 times those under the Proposed Action, reaching a peak-year requirement
of 4,540 units or 71 percent above the baseline needs of the peak-year. Its long-
term requirements will be about 1,880 units or 24 percent above baseline. Over the
construction period, M-X will require over 6 times the quantity of housing that the
normal growth baseline would require. Washington County is the last to be affected,
with its peak year housing requirements totalling some 680 units, 7 percent more
than the baseline requirements of that year. This represents an increase of
185 percent over the Proposed Action requirements. Its long-term needs are also
greater than under the Proposed Action, by a factor of 5.9.

ALTERNATIVE 5 (4~.3.2.4.7)

Under Alternative 5 the DDA facilities remain essentially the same as under
the Proposed Action and as a result there are no significant differences at the
regional level. However, with the first operating base shifted from Coyote Spring
Valley to Milford in Beaver County, and the second operating base changed from
Milford to Ely in White Pine County, the balance of peak-year housing requirements
at the state level does change, from an even split between Nevada and Utah to a 45
to 55 percent split. The significant differences, though, are at the county level,
with Clark and White Pine counties in Nevada, and Beaver, Iron, and Washington
counties in Utah being principally affected.

With the first operating base no longer in Clark County, its peakc housing
requirements are only 3 percent of those under the proposed alternative, moreover,
there are no permanent effects in Clark County. With the second operating base
now near Ely, White Pine County's peak-year housing requirements are now
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240 percent above those for the Proposed Action, with a need for 5,140 units,
representing an increase of 159 percent over the baseline requirements in the peak
year. Moreover, White Pine now has permanent, long-term housing requirements of
nearly 1,600 units, some 43 percent the baseline needs. Indicative of the degree of
impact is the fact that over the construction period, M-X will require 25 times as
many housing units as are projected to be needed to accommodate normal growth
over the same period. With other projects this increases to 38 times the normal
growth requirements.

With OB I at Milford, the peak year long-term requirements are 34 percent
higher in Beaver County than under the Proposed Action with Base 1I at Milford.
Iron County is still expected to get spillover effects from Beaver County with
somewhat higher requirements than under the Proposed Action. Washington
County's peak-year requirements are 48 percent higher than under the Proposed
Action.

ALTERNATIVE 6 (4.3.2.4.8)

Under Alternative 6 the DDA facilities remain essentially the same as under
the Proposed Action and as a result at the regional level there are no significant
differences. However, with the operating bases now switched, the balance of peak
year housing requirements at the state level is now 47 percent in Nevada, 53 percent
in Utah. The significant differences occur at the county level, however, with Clark
County in Nevada, and Beaver, and Washington counties in Utah being affected.

With the second operating base in Clark instead of the first, Clark County's
peak year housing requirements drop to 70 percent of the Proposed Action, with a
similar drop in the long term so that now the peak year requirements are only
2 percent above the normal growth baseline. Beaver County's peak year require-
ments are 34 percent higher, as are its long-term needs. This will increase the
degree of impact as is illustrated by the fact that M-X will now require 28 times as
many housing units as would normally be required without M-X. Other projects
increase this figure to 39 times the normal growth requirements. Clearly the local
building industry will need considerable outside help. Similarly, Washington County's
spillover effects from Coyote Spring Valley, increases its peak-housing requirements
by 50 percent, although because of a shift in timing M-X's housing requirements are
only 28 percent of the trend growth baseline's needs, compared to 50 percent under
the Proposed Action over the construction period.

ALTERNATIVE 7 (4.3.2.4.9)

The housing requirements impact is caused by the decision to deploy the M-X
system in Texas/New Mexico, with operating bases near Clovis and Daihart, and the
resultant demand for direct and indirect labor. Since the regional and local labor
markets are not sufficiently large to provide all of the necessary labor, the balance
is met by in-migrants all of whom need to be housed. The brunt of the absolute
housing requirements, particularly the long-term ones will be felt in the two
operating base counties and in a few adjacent counties affected by spillover. Major,
albeit short-lived impacts will be felt to varying degrees, throughout the deployment
region counties as construction of the DDA facilities proceeds, peaks and culmi-
nates.
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The peak-year housing requirements for the Texas/New Mexico deployment
region reaches a total of some 23,240 units, representing an increase of 9 percent
over the normal growth baseline for the Texas/New Mexico deployment region. This
contrasts with a peak requirement of 20,000 units for the Proposed Action in
Nevada/Utah which represents only a 3.5 percent increase over the baseline.
Likewise the long-term impacts of M-X are somewhat greater in Texas/New Mexico
than in Nevada/Utah under the Proposed Action. For example, over the 1982 to
1987 construction period, the normal growth baseline's housing requirements in
Texas/New Mexico are expected to total some 12,560 additional units, whereas over
the same period, M-X will require an additional 22,080 units, or 1.75 times as many.
This contrasts with only 23 percent as many M-X units as are required for normal
baseline growth in Nevada/Utah with the Proposed Action. Alternative 7 has a 65 to
35 percent split in housing requirements in the peak year between Texas and New
Mexico.

Among the permanently impacted counties, in order of the severity of impact,
are Hartley, Dallam, Moore, Potter-Randall and Lubbock counties in Texas, and
Curry and Roosevelt counties in New Mexico. Hartley County, for example has a
peak year housing requirement of 2,250 units, representing a 171 percent increase
over baseline for that year. But, over the construction period, M-X will require
almost 22 times the amount of housing that the normal baseline growth will require.
Its long-term requirements exceed those of the normal baseline by 58 percent.
Adjoining Dallam County will also experience large peak year and long-term housing
needs. For example, its construction period needs for M-X are 19 times those of the
baelines over the same period. Moore County, also adjacent to the base county, will
experience spillover effects requiring almost 11 times as much housing as would
normally be anticipated with normal growth. Lubbock and Potter-Randall counties
also have large absolute numbers of peak years M-X housing requirements due to
procurement expenditures and indirect workers, but their housing markets are
relatively large and thus in a better position to absorb the M-X requirements.
Nevertheless, M-X's housing needs over the construction period will just exceed
those of the normal growth's needs over the same period in Potter-Randall counties,
for example. Table 4.3.2.4-2 presents estimates of housing requirements by county
for Texas/New Mexico.

Curry County, New Mexico, will be the most severely impacted. Its peak year
housing requirements will total some 6,130 units, representing a 40 percent increase
over baseline. Moreover, over the four year construction period M-X's housing
requirements are expected to be 34 times as great as those needed to accommodate
normal growth needs in the same period. Curry's long-term housing needs due to
M-X total some 2,130 units representing a 14 percent increase over baseline.
Roosevelt County, adjacent to Curry County, will also experience significant peak
year impacts with M-X's housing requirements over the construction period exceed-
ing those of the normal growth baseline's by a factor of 8.

All other counties in the Texas/New Mexico deployment region are projected
to experience only short lived impacts due to short-term construction activity.
However, although the impacts are short lived they are nevertheless significant;
particularly in Parmer, Bailey, Sherman, and Deaf Smith counties in Texas, in
descending order of impact; and in Quay, Harding, and Chaves counties in New
Mexico, in descending order of magnitude. For example, Parmer County has a peak
year housing requirement of 640 units, some 19 percent above the baseline housing
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Table 4.3.2.4-2. (page 1 of 3)

TEXAS/NEW MEXICO
TOTAL HOUSING REQUIREMENTS

(IN TOTAL UNITS)

DEPLOYMENT REGION -1BAILEY COUNTY, TX.
I - ALMS-

mO -[ "=CAaIM j ATIVE N-K INCUM CHM
Sabove normal growth baseline) j( above normal growth bas.i nej

7 23,236 (9.50) T , 4 (2.0) 1 537 (18.7) 0 (0)

0 12,762 4.9) i 2,452 (193 (6.7) 0 (0)

CASTRO COUNTY, TX. 1 COCHRAN COUNTY, TX.
ALAl PEA yEAR f OOIRN4P YEA WHO T234 7

(6? .b:KalP1 ho.±. IMAZCHAN 14-I NDV0 CNANO
(t above norml growth baseline abov normal qrowth, baseline)

7 147 (4.5) 0 (o) 7 47 2.8) 0 (0)

*89 (27) 0 (0) j 4 (25 0 (0

DALLAM COUNTY. TX. DEAF SMITH, COUNTY, TX.

ARER- PEKAZ.YE-

(% a"ova norml growth baseline) &be ahoYnrMaL growth basal"61.

1 3,000 (106.0) 570 (18.5) 7 1,039 (15.7) 0 (0)

0 745 (26.3) 0 (0) I 534 (8.2 0 (0)

HALE COUNTY, TX. HARTLEY COUNTY, TX. 1
WHm 1134 h~- PMA YER I O YN

NT% -K law=U ONANY VATIVE N- XOOr OIAN
t aove noml growt, baseline) (t above norml growth basellne)

7 225 (1.6) 0 (0) 7 2,518 (171.1) 972 (58.0)

9 47 (0.3) 0 (0) 626 (41.7) 0 (0) 1

II

3734
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Table 4.3.2.4-2. (page 2 of 3)

TEXAS/NEW MEXICO
TOTAL HOUSING REQUIREMENTS

(IN TOTAL UNITS)

HOCKLEY COUNTY, TX. I ! LAMB COUNTY, TX.
APEAK FM A Wz"UM TEM "79- AX PEAR L '1 TM

EATIW *-X ZMDUCHU= O4MM N-K INDCOCKN
W8 aove normal growth baseline) (A bove normal growth baseline)

156 12 0 (0) 80 (1.3) 0 (0)

(1.01 0 (0) 0 i 5 (1.0) 0 (0)

LUBBOCK COUNTY, TX MOORE COUNTY. TX

AITER- ALT2R-
NATIVE *-I 12W=1 CHUMNTVENI1W~ im

(I above normal growth baseline) a normal growt baseline)

,o..oo oooi ,NM 0"=
7 2,029 (2.5) 1109 (21.2) 1 01

L 1,397 (1.7) 0 () j 0 82 (1.6) 0 (0)

OLDHAM COUNTY, TX. PARMER COUNTY, TX.
ALM PERK PEA UHTm 1r PEAK vEAR umg TIM

KATM N-I DO= CHAN WATZVE N-X 1 D10D CHAN
(S a"ove normal grovth baseline) ( (8above normal groto h baseline)

54 (6.2) 0 (0) 7 644 (18.8) 0 (0)

* 23 (2.7) 0 (0) 9 17 (0.5) 0 (0)

POTTER/RANDALL COUNTIES, TX. SHERMAN COUNTY, TX.

AME- P-

)9 x Tyu H="r9*xTC=CA
NAIV NI PO~DCIUNATIVlE N-K INO ama

4,954 (7.4) 997 (1.4) 7 263 (18.8) 0 (0)

* 1,415 (2.1) 80 (0.1) 1 0 (0)

3734
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Table 4.3.2.4-2. (page 3 of 3)

TEXAS/NEW MEXICO
TOTAL HOUSING REQUIREMENTS

(IN TOTAL UNITS)

SWISHER COUNTY. TX. ICHAVES COUNTY, NM.
An PEAK TEAR LONG TERM 1LR PEAK TEAR LONG TERM

NAIVATINUCD HEG N-K INDUCED CHANGE
(above normal growth baseline) rAabove nosial growth baseline)

751 (1.3) 0 (0) 7 1,292 (6.3) 0 (0

26 (0.7) 0 (0) J 8 1,089 (5.1) 0 (0

CURRY COUNTY, NM. f DE BACA COUNTY, NM. 1
PEAK YEAH LONG TER1 PEAK YEAR LUNG4 TER

NATIE * INDUCED CHANGE NATIVE *-K INDUCED CHANGE
(above normalI growth baseline) i (% above norml qrovthbaseine)

7 6,125 (39.9) 2,129 (13.9) 1 45 (4.1) 0 (0)

5,.558 (36.2) 2.068 (1.) 645 (4.3) 0 0

HRIGCOUNTY, NM. O UAY COUNTY. NM.
PE ? o; z; LZ PEAK TEAR 40GTERM

ATR.,ALTER- R-
NATIVE N-K INDUCED OCHANGE NATIVE N-K INDUCED CHANGE

(% above normal growth, baseline) (% abv normal growtht baseline)

7 1,264 ( 323.1) 0 (0) 7 1,129 (25.1) 0 (0)

10 (278.9) 0 B0 1,042 (23.2) 0 f0)

ROOSEVELT COUNTY, NM. UNION COUNTY. NM.j. ALER- PEAK WEAR LONG TERN

AT31 Pam YEAR GE E m AtIVE I- uuna
(Aab".noua 9CK Aselne (% AWove normal growth baseline)

7 1,437 (22.8) 310 (4.8) 7 62 (3.20 ()

S 1,258 (20.1) 304 (4.7) S0 () ] 0 (0)

3734
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Housing--Alternative 8

needs in that year. But M-X's share of the additional housing required is over 200
times that required to accommodate normal growth baseline's requirements over the
construction period. For Quay County, this figure is 70 times the baseline
requirements; for Bailey 27 times; Sherman 9 times; Deaf Smith 4 times; Harding 53
times; and Chaves 2 times.

ALTERNATIVE 8 (4.3.2.4. 10)

With this split deployment alternative the Nevada/Utah deployment regions
peak year housing requirements are only about 40 percent of those under the
Proposed Action full deployment in Nevada/Utah, with a similar reduction over the
long-term. Moreover, the split between Nevada and Utah of the peak year housing
requirements differs from the split under the Proposed Action, with Nevada having
76 percent and Utah only 24 percent. Over the long-term, Nevada's share increases
to 100 percent, with Utah not experiencing any permanent effects. Significant
differences between the Nevada/Utah region and the Proposed Action occur in
Clark, Eureka, Nye and White Pine counties in Nevada, and in Beaver, Iron, Juab,
Salt Lake/Utah and Washington counties in Utah. Clark County's peak year housing
requirements are 65 percent of those under the Proposed Action, although the long-
term impacts are the same. Nye County's peak year needs are almost halved, while
Eureka and White Pine counties at -, projected to experience insignificant housing
impacts. In Utah, Beaver, Iron and Juab county's peak year housing needs are
substantially reduced, to only 23, 20 and 6 percent of the Proposed Action's
requirements respectively. No impacts are expected in Salt Lake/Utah or Washing-
ton counties, compared to small impacts under the Proposed Action.

Under this split deployment alternative, the peak year housing requirements
reach some 12,760 units representing a 5 percent increase over the normal growth
baseline in Texas/New Mexico. This requirement is only 55 percent of the full
deployment peak year requirements in Texas/New Mexico. Curry County will be the
most severly impacted, with its peak year housing requirements totalling 5,560
units, or 36 percent over the normal growth baseline needs. M-X's share of the
additional housing units needed over the construction period, however, are almost 30
times those that are needed to satisfy the projected normal growth baseline's
requirements. Its long-term needs are also considerable, about 13 percent over the
baseline requirements in 1994. Three other counties are projected to experience
long-term impacts, Roosevelt County, with its M-X construction period needs being
9 times as large as those for normal growth, and Potter and Randall counties where
the impacts are not significant.

Of all the counties experiencing short-lived construction work impacts, only
Bailey, Dallam, Hartley, and Deaf Smith counties in Texas in descending order of
significance, and Harding County in New Mexico will have major impacts. Bailey
County's peak-year housing requirements only total some 190 units, but over the
construction period these 190 units are over 9 times as many that are projected to
be needed with normal growth. A similar relationship holds for Dallam County.
Harding County in New Mexico also has M-X-related peak-year requirements of
1,090 housing units, representing a 280 percent increase over the normal growth
baseline requirements in the peak year.
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Public Finance- - Proposed Action

PUBLICHFNANCE

INTRODUCTION (4.3.2.5.1)

This section discusses the aggregate net fiscal effects of all local government
units in the deployment area (peak year and long-term effects) due to M-X.
Aggregate capital expenditure requirements for peak year and long-term ef fects are
also presented. Tables delineating these effects are presented in this section.
Detailed estimates by major expenditure category and revenue sources are available
in supplemental technical reports.

The analysis employs a per capita rate technique based upon aggregate per
capita rates, reflecting total expenditures and revenues of all jurisdictions (county,
cities, school districts, special districts) within a county area. As such, the
estimates presented cannot be construed as individual jurisdiction requirements.
The calculated level of anticipated revenues, expenditures, and the resultant net
effects assume that the existing local tax rate and structure within each county
area remains constant throughout the period of analysis. State and federal
assistance to local school districts are included in the analysis. State and federal
grants-in-aid, federal revenue sharing monies, and in-lieu taxes will not be available
to the local jurisdictions. Debt service requirements associated with the estimated
level of capital expenditures required have also not been included as an operations
related expenditure item, as federal aid is anticipated for infrastructure
development.

PROPOSED ACTION (4.3.2.5.2)

In all cases the effects of the Proposed Action stem from population in-
migration into the region. Though both revenues and expenditures are anticipated to
rise to peak levels during the 1986-1989 period and drop to near steady state levels
by 1994, the anticipated surplus/deficits are the critical issues which will
significantly affect public service levels in the affected county areas. These effects
have been estimated for M-X induced population in-migration. The effects of other
projects in the area, however, are uncertain with respect to their net effects but
have been incorporated into the baseline estimates of the potentially affected
county areas.
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Public Finance-- Proposed Action

In the deployment area as a whole (low baseline scenario), deficits of
approximately $13.9 million are anticipated in the peak year, 1986 (Table 4.3.2.5-1).
Though this effect is insignificant with respect to the total level of expenditures
anticipated at this time, local effects are more serious. In the Eureka County area,
peak year deficits (1987) of $1.5 million are estimated, representing 20.1 percent of
the total expenditures anticipated. Significant degradation of service levels in the
area would be anticipated if mitigative measures and/or outside financial aid are not
available in a timely fashion. Similar effects of varying degrees are experienced in
the other county areas proposed for technical facility construction. The White Pine,
Nye, and Juab county areas will experience no long-term growth due to M-X yet will
experience peak deficits ranging from approximately $800,000 in the Juab County
area to $1.6 million in both the White Pine and Nye county areas.

County areas proposed for operating bases will experience similar effects.
Peak year effects in the Clark County (1985) area are estimated at deficits of
approximately $3.8 million, representing only 0.6 percent of the total expenditures
anticipated at this time. In the Beaver County area, peak year deficits (1986) of
$1.9 million are anticipated. Substantial outside aid would be necessary if service
levels in these areas are not to deteriorate.

Aggregate capital expenditure requirements in the Nevada/Utah deployment
region are presented in Table 4.3.2.5-2. Capital outlays necessary to support long-
term infrastructure demand (public buildings, streets, schools, health care facilities,
water and wastewater systems), within the region as a whole, are approximately
$58.4 million. Peak year demands would result in a total of $218.2 million. Though
peak year requirements could be reduced substantially by temporary facilities
and/or other mitigative actions, county areas potentially affected do not have the
capability to raise the monies necessary to support these levels of infrastructure
development.

On the local level, long-term capital expenditure requirements are necessary
for the base and contiguous counties in which impacts of OB facility construction
are experienced. The first operating base at Coyote Spring Valley (Clark County)
and second operating base at Milford (Beaver County) will experience $27.1 million
and $24.9 million in long-term capital expenditures, respectively. Operating base
county impacts, therefore, represent 89 percent of total capital expenditure
requirements in the Nevada/Utah deployment region in the long-term. The
remaining effects are felt in the impacted counties of Lincoln, Nevada; Iron, Utah;
Millard, Utah; and Washington, Utah.

Peak year capital expenditures will be necessary for counties where construc-
tion impacts of OB and DDA facilities are experienced. All counties in the
Nevada/Utah deployment region are so affected. The first operating base at Coyote
Spring Valley (Clark County) and the second operating base at Milford (Beaver
County) will experience $59.8 million and $39.4 million in peak year capital
expenditures respectively. This represents approximately 45 percent of total peak
year requirements in the Nevada/Utah deployment region. Consequently, the
cumulative impacts of the nonbase counties represents the majority of peak year
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(Page 1 of 3) Table 4.3.2.5-1

NEVADA/UTAH
LOCAL GOVERNMENT NET FISCAL EFFECTS

DEPLOYMENT REGION CLARK COUNTY, NV.

ALTER- PEAK YEAR LONG TERM ALTER PEAK YEAR LONG TERM

NATIVE M-X INDUCED CHANGE NATIVE M-X INDUCED CHANGE

(Thousands of 1980 Dollars) (Thousands of 1980 Dollarsl

PROP. $-13,908 (-0.8%) $170 (.01%) PROP. 5-3,762 (-0.6%) $494 ( .1%)

ACTION ACTION

1 -13,899 (-0.8%) 101 (.01%) 1 -3,762 (-0.6%) 484 ( L.1%)

2 -13859 (-0.8%) 233 ( .01%) -3,749 (-0.5%) 494

3 -12,986 (-0.7%) -59 (-.0%) 3 -238 (-0.04%) C.

4 -13,665 (-0.8%) -142 (-.01% 4 -3,673 (-o.5%) 37-

5 -12,492 (-0.7%) -59 (-,01%) 5 -221 (-03%) 0.

6 -13,668 (-0.8%) -58 1-.01%) 6 -3,658 (-0.5%) 377 0.05%.

8 -6,216 (-0.4%) '489 .03%) -3,310 (-0.5%) 490 (0.o651

ALTER- M-X PLUS OTHER PROJECT INDUCED CHANGE ALTER- M-X PLUS OTHER PROJECT INDUCED CHANGE

NATIVE (Millions of 1980 Dollars) NATIVE (Millions of 1980 Dollars)

PROP. -13.8 (-0.7%) 0.1 (.01%) PROP. -3.8 (-0.6%) C.5 (0. i%

ACTION ACTION

I -i3.8 (-0.7%) 0.1 (.01%) 1 -3.8 (-0.6%) 0.5 (C .11)

2 -13.8 (-0.7%) 0.2 ( .01%) 2 -3.7 (-0.5%) 0.5 (:.1"

3 -12.3 (-0.7%) -0.1 (-.01%) 3 -0.2 A-0.4%) 0. ('. 0s'

4 -13.6 (-0.7%) -0.1 (-.01%) 4 -3.7 (-0.5%) 0.4 (0.,5*.

5 -12.3 (-0.6%) 0 (0.0% ) 5 -0.2 (-0.3%) 0. (0.0%)

6 -13.6 (-0.7%) -0.1 (-.01%) 6 -3.7 (-0.5%) 0.4 (0.0"51

8 - 6.2 (-0.4%) 0.5 (.03%) 8 -3.3 (-C.5%) 0.5 (1.O%)

EUREKA COUNTY, NV. LINCOLN COUNTY. NV.

ALTER- PEAK YEAR LONG TERM PEAK YEAR LONG TERN

NATIVE M-X INDUCED CHANGE NATIVE M-X INDUCED CHANGED

(Thousands of 1980 Dollars) (Thousands of 1980 1-l1a'

PROP. PROP.

ACTION -1,497 (-20.1%) 0. (0) ACTION -636 1-5.410 (0)

1 -1,497 (-20.1%) 0. (0) 1 -644 (-7.2%) (0)

2 -1,497 (-20.1%) 0. (0) 2 -636 (-7.2%) C. (0)

3 -1,497 (-20.1%) 0. (0) 3 -636 (-7.2%) 0. (0)

4 -1,497 (-20.1%) 0. (0) 4 -644 (-7.2%) 0. (0)

S -1,497 J-20.1%) 0. (0) 5 -628 (-7.5%) 0. (0)

6 -1,497 (-20.1%) 0. (0) 6 -636 (-7.5%) 0. (0)

o. (0) 0. (0) a 1_ -478 (-7.8%) o. (0)

4LTfl- MX PLUS OTHER PROJECT INDUCED CHANGE ALTER- N-X PLUS OTHER PROJECT INDUCED CHANGE

NATIVE (Millions of 1980 Dollars) NATIVE (Millions of 980 DolLars
PROP- PROP.

ACTION -1.5 (-20.1%) 0. (0) ACTION -0.6 (-5.5%( 0. (0)

-1.5 (-20.1%) 0. (0) 1 -0.6 (-7.2%) 0. (0)

2 -1.5 (-20.1%) 0. (0) 2 -0.6 (-7.2%) 0. (0)

3 -1.5 (-20.1%) 0. (0) 3 -0.6 (-7.2%) 0. (0)

4 -1.5 (-20.1%) 0. (0) 4 -0.6 (-7.2%) 0. (0)

5 -1.5 (-20.1%) 0. (0) 5 -0.6 (-7.5%) 0. (0)

6 -1.5 (-20.1%) 0. (0) 6 -0.6 (-7.5%) J. (0)

0. (0) 0. (0) s -0.5 (-o.8%( .. (0)

3738-3

'Estimates reflect continued fundinq under various federal proqrams (see text for details).
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(Page 2 of 3) Table 4.3.2.5-1

NEVADA/UTAH
LOCAL GOVERNMENT NET FISCAL EFFECTS

JUAB COUNTY, UT. MILLARD COUNTY, UT.

f ALTER- F r¥ LONG TERM AZ'ZR- W." LOWG

NATIVE EATIVENX INIVUC= CHNG NX IN, DUCED CHJANGE
lf4, ,l...A. ,.F 1| t_ ',,1tE (Thousands of 1580 11llI

PROP. PROP.ACTI ONI -790 (-9.3%) O. ( 0) AMON 01 -869 t-5.4%) 0. ( 0

1 -790 (-9.3%) 0. (0) 1 -869 (-7.1%) 0. (0)

2 -879 (-10.1%) 0. (0) 2 -2,190 (-8.8%) -242 (-1.0%)

3 -790 (-9.3%) 0. (0) 3 -869 (-7.1%) 0. (0)

4 -790 (-9.3%) 0. (0) 4 -869 (-7.1%) 0. (0)

5 -790 (-9.3%) 0. (0) 5 -872 (-7.1%) 0. (0)
6 -790 (-9.3%) 0. (0) 6 -872 (-7.1%) 0. (0)

a -62 (-1.0%) 0. (0) -1,243 (-8.9%) 0. (0)

ALTZR- N-X PLUS OTHER PROJECT INDUCED CHANGE ALTER- -X PLUS OTHER PROJECT INDUCED CHANGE
NATIVE (Millions of 1980 Dollars) NATIVE (Millions of 1980 Dollars)

PROP. PROP.
ACTION -0.8 (-9.3%) 0. (0) ACTION -0.9 (-5.4%) 0. (0)

1 -0.8 (-9.3%) 0. (0) 1 -0.9 (-7.1%) 0. (0)

2 -0.9 (-10.1%) 0. (0) 2 -2.2 (-8.8%) -0.2 (-1.0%)

3 -0.8 (-9.3%) 0. (0) 3 -0.9 (-7.1%) 0. (0)

4 -0.8 (-9.3%) 0. (0) 4 -0.9 (-7.1%) 0. (0'5 -0.8 (-9.3%) 0. (0) 5 -0.9 (-7.1%) 0. (0)

6 -0.8 (-9.3%) 0. (0) 6 -0.9 (-7.1%) 0. (0)

* -0.1 (-1.0%) 0. (0) -1.2 (-8.9t) C. (0)

UTAH/SALT LAKE COUNTY, UT. WASHINGTON COUNTY, UT.

PKM YEAR I LANG TERM PEAK YEAR LONG TERMLTER- ____________________ ALTER -__________ ________
NATIVE X INDUCED CHANGE NATIVE HX INDUCED CHANGE

(Thousands of _980 Dollars_ (Thousands of 1980 Dollars)

PRP. PROP.
ACTION -2,970 (-0.4%) 0. (0) ACTION -143 (-0.4%) 0. (0)

1 -2,970 (-0.4%) 0. (0) 1 -260 (-1.2%) 0. (0)

2 -3,105 (-0.4%) 0. (0) 2 -49 (-0.1%) 0. (0)

3 -3,301 (-0.4%) 0. (0) 3 -222 (-0.8%) -0.1 (-0.2%)

4 -3,301 (-0.4%) 0. (0) 4 -222 (-0.8%) -0.1 (-0.2%)

5 -3,541 (-0.4%) 0. (0) 5 -145 (-0.4%) 0. (0)

6 -3,395 (-0.4%) 0. (0) 6 -148 (-0.4%) 0. (0)
• 0. (0) 0. (0) 8 0. (0) 0. (0)

LTt- N-X PLUS OTRER PROJECT INDUCED CHANGE ALTER- M-X PLUS OTHER PROJECT INDUCED CHANGE
NATURVE PLS OTHR POJEC, rIND"UCE, CHNG ATIVE (MiLllions of 980 fb,1.a, 'X
NATIVZ ( kAL2 wAkX2(Millions of
Po- PROP.PROP.PD.

ACTION -2.9 (-0.4%) 0. (0) ACTION -0.1 (-0.4%) 0. (0)

1 -2.9 (-0.4%) 0. (0) 1 -0.3 (-1.2%) 0. (0)

2 -3.1 (-0.4%) 0. (0) 2 0. (0) 0. (0)

-3.4 (-0.4%) 0. (0) 3 -0.2 (-0.8%) -0.1 (-0.2%)

4 -3.3 (-0.4%) 0. (0) 4 -0.2 (-0.8%) -0.1 (-0.2%)

5 -3.5 (-0.4%) 0. (0) 5 -0.1 (-0.4%) 0. (0)

6 -3.4 (-0.4%) 0. (0) 6 -0.1 (-0.4%) 0. (0)

* 0. (0) 0. (0) * 0. (0) 0. (0)

3Estimates reflect continued funding under various federal programs (see text for details).
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(Page 3 of 3) Table 4.3.2.5-1

NEVADA/UTAH 1
LOCAL GOVERNMENT NET FISCAL EFFECTS

NYE COUNTY. NV. WHITE PINE COUNTY, NV.

pL~ pj PEA YER ON TERM ALE- PEAKO YEA LAWG TERM

NATIVE *-X INDUED CHAKE NATIVE MX INDUCED CHANGE

(Thousands of 1980 Dollars) (Thousands of 1980 Dollars)

PROF. PROP.

ACTION -1,625 (-7.5%) 0. (0) ACTION -1.640 (-11.5%) 0.

1 -1,625 (-7.5%) 0. (0) 1 -1.640 (-11.5%) 0. 0c

2 -1,625 (-7.5%) 0. (0) 2 -1.640 (-11.5%) 0. !c

3 -1,625 (-7.5%) 0. (0) 3 -3.800 (-16.0) 456 Z.5t'

4 -1,625 (-7.5%) 0. (0) 4 -1,640 (-11.5%) C.

5 -1625 t-7.5%) 0. (0) 5 -3,800 (-1b.0%) 458 (2.5%)

6 -1,625 (-7.5%) 0. (0) 6 -1,640 (-11.5%) 1.

8 -1,024 (-6.3%) 0. (0) 8 -19 -0.1%) o.

ALTZR- M-X PLUS OTHER PROJECT INDUCED CHANGE ALTER
o  

M-X PLUS OTHER PROJECT INDUCED CHANGE

NATIVE (Millions of 1980 Dollars) NATIVE (Millions of 1980 Dollars)

PROP. PROP.

ACTION -1.6 1-7.5%) 0. (0) ACT-O -1.6 (-11.5%) . C)

-1.6 (-7.5%) 0. (0) 1 -1.6 )-i5,%. ,

2 -1.6 (7.5%) 0. (0) 2 -1.6 (-11.5%.

3 -1.6 (-7.5%) 0. (0) 3 -3.7 (-16.0%) 45t (..5)

4 -1.6 (-7.5%) 0. (0) 4 -1.6 (-1.5%) .

-1.6 (-7.5%) 0. (c) 5 -3,7 (-I.0%) 456 .

6 -1.6 (-7.5%) 0. (0) 6 -1.6 (-11.5%) C.

-1.0 (-6.3%) 0. o 0. 0) C.

BEAVER COUNTY, UT. IRON COUNTY, UT.

ALTER- PEAK W." LONG TERM ALTR PEAK YEAR J NG TERM

NATIVE MsX INDUCED CHANGE NATIVE MY INDUCEL CHANGE.
(Thousands of I980 Doll-i ('ht.,n.e _________,. ____-_

PROP. PROP.

ACTION -1,866 (-13.7%) -0.2 (-1.4%) ACTION -4,07(' (-1.9%) . .. 4%)

I -717 (-10.4%) 0. (0) 1 -1.672 (-5.3%) -304 -

2 -710 (-10.4%) 0. (0) 2 -116 (-0.5%) 0.

3 -712 (-9.6%) 0. (0) 3 -1,990 (-6.1%) -397 -.1%)

4 -712 (-9.6%) 0. (0) 4 -1990 (-6.1%) -397 )-1.i%)

5 -2.,290 (-11.7%) -295 (-1.7%) 5 -407 (-1.9% -110 (-0.4%

6 -2,290 (-11.7%) -295 (-1.7%) 6 -407 (-1.9%) -11c (-C .4%)

-713 (-9.2%) 0. (0) 6 -82 (-C.4%) C.

ALTER- N-X PLUS OTHER PROJECT INDUCED CHANGE ALTER- N-X PLUS OTHER PROJECT INDUCED -HANGE

NATIVE (Millions of 1980 Dollars) NATIVE (Millions of 1980 Dollars

ACTION -1.8 (-13.5%) (0) ACTION -0.4 (-1.9%) 0. (

1 -0.7 (-10j.4%) (0) 1 -1.7 (-S.3%) -6.3 ,_ ,,,.%"

2 -0.7 (-10.4%) (0) 2 -0.1 (-k'.C ) 0. (c)

3 -0.7 (-9 ) (0) 3-1. (-6.1%) -o.4 (-1.1%)

4 -0.7 (-9.6%) (0) 4-2.0 (-6.1%) -0.4 (-1.1%)

$ -2.3 (-11.7%) -295 (-1.7%) 5 -0.4 (-1.9%) -0.1 (- .4%)

6 -2.3 (-11.7%) -295 (-1.7%) 6 -..4 (-1.9%) I -c.1 (-,.4%)

* -0.7 (-9.2%) (-0.4%) (0)

II I (738-:

IEstimatea reflect continued funding under various federal programs (see text for details)
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Table 4.3.2.5-2. (page 1 of 3)

NEVADA/UTAH
1 CAPITAL EXPENDITURE REQUIREMENTS (IN THOUSANDS OF 1980 DOLLARS)

DEPLOYMENT REGION CLARK COUNTY, NV.

AE PEAK YEAR r LONG TERN PEAK YEAR LONG TERM

NATIVE H-K 2MODCED CHANGE NATIVE 4-X INDUCED CHANGE

i t PROP. PROP.

ACTION $218,268 $58,445 ACTION $59,781 $27,121

221,919 58,682 1 59,825 27,121

i 2 '20,321 55,941 2 58,365 27,121

1 3 211,506 67,818 3 1,607 0

4 17,477 62,076 4 44,963 20,715

213,849 67,993 5 1.502 3

6 216,568 62,086 6 44,808 20,715

a 85,781 27.467 8 43,171 26,908

ALTER- H-9 PLUS OTHER PROJECTS ALTER- 1-X PLUS OTHER PROJECTS

NATIVE NATIVE

ACTO, 5218,268 $58,445 PRON $59,781 $27,121

AC-IONACTION

1 221.919 58,682 1 59.825 27,121

2 no, 32155,941 2 58.365 27.121

3 211,506 67,818 3 1.607 0

4 217,477 62,076 4 44,963 20,715

5 :10,849 67,993 5 1.502 0

6 216,568 62.086 6 44,808 20,715

8 85,781 27,467 9 43,171 26.908

EUREKA COUNTY, NV. LINCOLN COUNTY. NV.

Y LONG TERM PE YWAR LONG TERM

ALTER- - I • ATR- INUE=CAGNATIVE .,-X INDUCED CHANGE NATIVE N- INDUCED CHA.GE

PRP. PROP.

ACTION $14,904 0 ACTION $10,232 $1,013

1 14,904 0 1 10,712 1,471

2 14,904 0 2 10,232 584

3 14.904 0 3 10,219 985

4 14,904 0 4 10,712 1,5S2

14,904 0 5 9,748 485

6 14,904 0 6 10,152 933

8 10 0 7,536 559

ALTER- H-X PLUS OTHER P3O.E.s LR- -- PLUS XLT3f PP l'TS

NATIVE 
W&TIVE

PROP. $10,232 $1,013

ACIO $14,904 0 ACTION

2 14,904 0 1 10,712 1,471

2 14,904 0 2 10,232 584

3 14,904 0 3 0,219 985

4 14,904 0 4 10,712 552

14,904 0 s 9,748 485

14,904 0 6 10,152 933

o 0 7,S36 559

3747
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Table 4.3.2.5-2. (page 2 of 3)

NEVADA/UTAH
CAPITAL EXPENDITURE REQUIREMENTS (IN THOUSANDS OF 1980 DOLLARS)

JUAB COUNTY, UT. MILLARD COUNTY, UT.

AER- PEAK YEAR TE ALTER- PEAK YEAR LONG TERM

NATIVE 1-X IZNDUCED CHANGE NATIVE M-X ZNIDUCED CHANGE

PRP. PROP.

ACTION $10,829 0 ACTION $12,979 $211

1 10,829 0 1 12,846 0

2 12,349 2,089 2 51,158 25,952

3 10,829 0 3 12,846 0

4 10,829 0 4 12,846 0

5 10,829 0 5 13,096 339

6 10,829 0 6 13,086 307

8 634 ) 8 13101 0

ALTER- M-X PLUS OTHR PROJECTS ALTER- M-X PLUS OTHER PROECTS
NATIVE NATIVE

PROP. $10,829 0 PROP $12,979 $ 211

ACTION ACTION

1 10.829 0 1 12,846 0

2 12,349 2,089 2 51,158 25,952

3 10,829 0 3 12,846 0

4 10,829 0 4 12,846 0

10,829 0 5 13,096 339

6 10,829 0 6 13,086 307

8 634 0 8 13,101 0

UTAH/SALT LAKE COUNTY, UT. WASHINGTON COUNTY, UT.

PAR YEAR. LONG TERMM PEAK YEAR LONG TERM
ALTER- ALTER-

NATIVE 1-x INDUCED CHNGE NATIVE N-x INUCD CuAO4-E

PwV. PROP.

ACTION $25,416 0 ACTION $1,769 S 613

1 12,846 0 . 3,950 2,941

2 27,295 0 2 374 0

3 28,258 0 3 5,528 3,877

4 26,214 0 4 5,659 4,041

5 29,921 0 5 2,573 738

6 26,878 0 6 2,600 887

6 0 0 S 24 0

ALTER- N-x PLUS SMANK PROJECTS ALTER- K-X PLUS OTM.R PROJECTS

NATIVE KTIVE

PRO??. $ S1,769 $ 613PROP. $25,416 0 ACTZIN

ACTION

3 12,846 0 1 3.950 2,941

a 27,295 0 2 374 0

3 28,258 0 3 5.S28 3,877

4 26,214 0 5.659 4,041

S 26,951 0 £ 2,573 738

6 26,878 0 6 2,600 887

0 8 24 0

3747
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Table 4.3.2.5-2. (page 3 of 3)

NEVADA/UTAH
CAPITAL EXPENDITURE REQUIREMENTS (IN THOUSANDS OF 1980 DOLLARS)

NYE COUNTY, NV. WHITE PINE COUNTY, NV.

ALTER- PEAK YEAR LONG TERM ALTER- PEAK YEAR LONG TERM
NATIVE M-X INDUCED CHANGE NATIVE M-X INUCED CHANGE

PROP. PROP.

ACTION $-,689 0 ACTION $15,255

1 21,689 0 1 15,255 0

2 21,689 0 2 15,255

3 21. 784 17 3 51,125 27,170

4 21,689 0 4 15,255 D

5 21.784 17 5 51,125 27,170

6 21.689 0 6 15,255 i

a 11,533 8 23

ALTER- K-X PLUS 3"1L.. PRJEC" ALTER- M-X PLUS OTHER PRaIECTS
NATIVE NATIVE
PROP. ,

$21,689 i PROP. $15,255 0ACTION ACTION

1 21,689 I 0 1 15,255 0

2 21,689 0 2 15.255 0

3 21,784 17 3 51,125 27,170

4 21,689 0 4 15,255 0

5 21,784 17 5 51.125 27,170

6 21,689 0 6 15,255 0

8 11,533 0 1 213 0

BEAVER COUNTY, UT. IRON COUNTY, UT.

ALTER- P YEAR LONG TERM ALTER- P YVR LONG TERM

NATIVE m-X INDUCED CHANGE NATIVE N-X INDUCED CHANGE

PROP. PROP.

ACTION $39,417 $24,926 ACTION $ 5,998 $ 4,562

3, 8,300 2,930 1 38,622 24,220

2 7,450 195 2 1.250 0

3 9,892 3,644 3 44,515 32,124

4 9,892 3,644 4 44.515 32,124

5 47,821 32,954 5 8,546 6,289

6 47,821 32,954 6 8,546 6,289

a 8,997 0 a 1,063 0

ALTER- M-X PLUS OTHER PROJECTS ALTER- K-X PLUS OTHER PROJECTS

NATIVE NATIVE

PRO. PRP. $ 5,998 S 4.562

ACTION $39,417 $24,926 ACTION

1 8,300 2,930 1 38,622 24,220

2 7,450 195 2 1,250 0

3 9,892 3,644 3 44,515 32,124

4 9,892 3,644 4 44,515 32,124

5 47,821 32,954 5 8,546 6,289

5 47,821 32,954 S 8.546 6,289

S 8.997 0 6 1,063 0

3747
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Public Finance- -Alternatives 1, 2

capital expenditure requirements. Jurisdictions with no anticipated long-term
growth would have little incentive to build for peak year requirements. The
potential for service level degradation in these areas is very high and mitigations
strategies should be developed.

All counties in the deployment region are ill-equipped, due to low tax bases
and/or property tax limitations, to raise the necessary monies for these levels of
infrastructure development. Thus, federal assistance will be required. However,
the local jurisdictions must prepare comprehensive community plans that will
effectively utilize the monies made available to them. Development of timely and
comprehensive community plans cannot be over-emphasized. Federal domestic
assistance programs require that proposed infrastructure improvements are in
conformity with an existing general plan before monies are allocated. Monies for
planning assistance, as well as capital improvements, must arrive in a timely
fashion. Appropriate strategies are now being developed through negociations with
the Department of Defense and potentially affected jurisdictions.

ALTERNATIVE 1 (4.3.2.5.3)

Under Alternative 1, net operations related effects and the capital expendi-
ture requirements for the peak year and long-term in the Nevada/Utah deployment
area will not differ significantly from the Proposed Action. The net fiscal effects in
the Clark County area will not differ significantly from the effects under the
Proposed Action. The significant difference is found in the location of the second
operating base at Beryl (Iron County) as opposed to Milford (Beaver County) in the
Proposed Action.

In the Iron County area, deficits of approximately $1.7 million are anticipated
in the peak year (1986). This represents about 5.3 percent of the total expenditure
level anticipated at this time (Table 4.3.2.5- 1). Timely receipt of outside financial
assistance is critical if service levels are not to deteriorate to substandard levels.

Long-term capital expenditure requirements in the Iron County area will be
$24.2 million under Alternative 1, as opposed to $4.5 million for the Proposed Action
(Table 4.3.2.5-2). Peak year requirements will be $38.6 million for Alternative 1, as
opposed to $6.0 million for the Proposed Action. Although temporary facilities
could reduce these peak year costs substantially, the local jurisdictions in the area
do not have the ability to raise the necessary monies for these levels of
infrastructure development. Substantial outside aid would be required.

Capital exper~diture requirements in the Coyote Spring Valley area (Clark
County) are not significantly different than the requirements under the Proposed
Action.

ALTERNATIVE 2 (4.3.2.5.4)

Under Alternative 2, net operations related effects and the capital expendi-
ture requirements for the peak year and long-term in the Nevada/Utah deployment
area will not signficantly differ from the Proposed Action. The significant
difference is founid in the location of the second operating Base at Delta, Millard
County as opposed to Milford (Beaver County) in the Proposed Action.
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Public Finance- - Alternatives 2, 3, 4

In the Millard County area, local jurisdictions in the aggregate are estimated
to experience deficits approximately $2.2 million in the peak year (1987). This
represents 8.8 percent of the total expenditure level anticipated at this time (Table
4.3.2.5-1). Significant adverse effects would be realized in the form of lower
service levels if outside aid is not made available to these jurisdictions. The net
fiscal effects in the Clark County area will not differ significantly from the effects
presented under the Proposed Action. No significant adverse effects are anticipated
f or either county area in the long-term.

Long-term capital expenditure requirements in the Millard County area will be
$25.9 million under Alternative 2, as opposed to $.2 million under the Proposed
Action (Table 4.3.2.5-2). Peak year requirements will be $51.1 million for
Alternative 1, as opposed to $13.0 for the Proposed Action.

Cdipital expenditure requirements in the Clark County area are not signifi-
cantly different than the requirements under the Proposed Action.

ALTERNATIVE 13 (4i.3.2.5.6)

Under Alternative 3, net operations related effects and the capital expendi-
ture requirements for the peak year and long-term in the Nevada/Utah deployment
area will not differ significantly from the Proposed Action. The significant
difference is found in the location of the first operating Base at Beryl (Iron County)
and the second operating base at Ely (White Pine County).

Peak year (1985) deficits of approximately $2.0 million are anticipated for
local governments in the Iron County area (Table 4.3.2.5-1). This represents 6.1
percent of the total expenditure level anticipated at this time. Significant adverse
effects would be realized in the form of lower service levels if outside aid is not
made available. Similar effects are anticipated in the the White Pine County area.
Deficits of approximately $3.8 million are estimated for the peak year (1986). This
represents 16.0 percent of the estimated expenditure level at this time. Substantial
degradation of service levels would result if outside aid is not made available in a
timely fashion.

Long-term capital expenditure requirements in the Iron County area will be
$32.1 million under Alternative 3 as opposed to $4.6 million under the Proposed
Action. Peak year requirements under Alternative 3 amount to approximately $44.5
million as opposed to $6.0 million under the Proposed Action.

Capital expenditures in the long-term for White Pine County under Alternative
3 will be $27.2 million. There are no long-term requirements under the Proposed
Action. Peak year requirements will be $51.1 million for Alternative 3, as opposed
to $15.2 million for the Proposed Action. Both county areas have inadequate tax
bases to support these requirements and outside aid will be required to maintain
adequate service standard levels.

ALTERNATIVE 4 (4.3.2.5.6)

Under Alternative 4, net operations related effects and the capital expendi-
ture requirements for the peak year and long-term in the Nevada/Utah deployment
region will not differ significantly from the Proposed Action. The significant
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Public Finance- -Alternatives 4, 5

difference is found in the location of the first operating base at Beryl (Iron County)
and Operating Base 2 at Coyote Spring Valley (Clark County).

Fiscal effects to local governments in the Iron County area will not differ
significantly from the effects as discussed in the previous section. However, under
this alternative the second operating base is not proposed for the Coy ote Spring area
in Clark County. Net effects to local jurisdictions in the Clark County area in the
peak year (1986) are estimated to be deficits of approximately $3.7 million. This is
slightly less than the effects estimated under the Proposed Action and represents
only 0.5 percent of the total estimated expenditure level anticipated at this time.
No significant adverse effects are anticipated for long-term.

Long-term capital expenditure requirements in the Clark County area will be
$20.7 million under Alternative 4, as opposed to $27.1 million for the Proposed
Action (Table 4.3.3.5-2). Peak year requirements will be $44.9 million for
Alternative 4, as opposed to $59.8 million for the Proposed Action. Though the tax
base of the area is relatively strong and able to support infrastructure demands of
these levels, property tax rate limitations effectively limit the amount of indebted-
ness the area may allow. Substantial outside aid would be required.

Capital expenditure requirements in the Iron County area are not significantly
different than the requirements as discussed in the previous section.

ALTERNATIVE 5 (4i.3.2.5.7)

Under Alternative 5, net operations related effects and the capital expendi-
ture requirements for the peak year and long-term in the Nevada/Utah deployment
region will not differ significantly from the Proposed Action. The signif icant
difference is found in the location of the first operating base at Milford (Beaver
County) and the second operating base at Ely (White Pine County).

The net effects anticipated to local governments in the Beaver County area in
the peak year (1985) are deficits of approximately $2.3 million. This represents
about 11.7 percent of the total expenditures anticipated at this time (Table
4.3.3.5-1). This is a significant short-fall in monies which will seriously affect
service levels in the area if outside aid is not made available in a timely fashion.
Effects in White Pine County area do not differ significantly from the effects
discussed under Alternative 3.

Long-term capital expenditures in the Beaver County area will be $32.9
million under Alternative 5, as opposed to $24.9 million in the Proposed Action.
Peak year requirements will be $47.8 million for Alternative 5, as opposed to $39.4
million for the Proposed Action. Though peak year requirements could be reduced
substantially by temporary facilities and/or other mitigative actions, the area as a
whole does not have the tax base to support these levels of infrastructure demand.
Extensive outside aid would be required.

Capital expenditure requirements in the White Pine County area are not
significantly different than the requirements as presented under Alternative 3.
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Public Finance-- Alternatives 6, 7

ALTERNATIVE 6 (4.3.2.5.9)

Under Alternative 6, net operations related effects and the capita! expendi-
ture requirements for the peak year and long-term in the Nevada/Utah deployment
region will not differ significantly from the Proposed Action.

The significant difference is found in the location of Operating Base 1 at
Milford (Beaver County) and Operating Base 2 at Coyote Spring (Clark County). Net
effects in the Beaver County area do not differ significantly from the effects as
discussed under Alternative 5. Net effects in the Clark County area do not differ
significantly from the effects as discussed under Alternative 4.

ALTERNATIVE 7 (4.3.2.5.9)

This section discusses the aggregate net fiscal effects of all local government
units in the deployment area (peak year and long-term effects) due to M-X under
Alternative 7. Aggregate capital expenditure requirements for the peak year and
long-term also are presented.

Under Alternative 7, operating bases are proposed for the Clovis area in Curry
County, New Mexico, and near Dalhart in Hartley County, Texas. In all cases, the
effects discussed stem from the population in-migration. into the region. Both
revenues and expenditures are anticipated to rise to peak levels and then drop to
near steady state levels by 1994. The anticipated surplus/deficits are the critical
issues which will significantly affect public service levels in the affected county
areas. These effects have been estimated for M -X induced population in-migration.
The effects of other projects in the area, however, are uncertain with respect to
their net effects but have been incorporated into the baseline estimates of the
potentially affected county areas.

In the deployment region as a whole, peak year (1986) deficits amount to
approximately $7.6 million, about 1.2 percent of the anticipated level of expendi-
tures at this time (Table 4.3.2.5-3). No significant adverse long-term effects are
anticipated, though excess revenues of approximately $1.6 million are anticipated.
These monies could be used to lower tax rates and/or state contributions to local
school districts throughout the region. Similar effects are found at the local level in
the county areas where operating bases are proposed. In the Curry County area
deficits of approximately $1.9 million are anticipated in the peak year,
approximately 4.4 percent of the total expenditures anticipated at this time. In the
long-term, approximately $1.4 million in excess revenues are anticipated, though,
these monies would probably be used to lower tax rates and/or state contributions to
local school districts.

In Hartley County, peak year deficits of approximately $681,000 are antici-
pated, representing 9.3 percent of the anticipated level of expenditures at this time.
No significant adverse impacts are anticipated in the long-term. Similar effects are
found in the Dallam County area. Peak year deficits of approximately $761,000 are
estimated in 1987. No adverse long-term effects are anticipated. County areas
where only DDA facilities are proposed follow similar patterns. While most county
areas do not have any long-term effects associated with them, short-term deficits
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Table 4.3.2.5-3. (Page 1 of 3)

TEXAS/NEW MEXICO
]1

LOCAL GOVERNMENT NET FISCAL EFFECTS
(IN THOUSANDS OF 1980 DOLLARS)

DEPLOYMENT REGION BAILEY COUNTY, TX.
PCA" YEAR LONG TERM 'ZAK YZAR LwO TERM

AL o ALTER-
I M-X Induced Change NATIVE M-X Induced Change

7 -7589.0 (-1.2%) 1595.0 (0.3%) J -324.0 (-3.9%) 0 ( 0%)

9 B -4547.0 (- .76%) 1270.0 .20%) 11 - 75.0 (-J.1%) 0 ( 0%)
,L __ _ _ __ _ _ __ _ _ d

CASTRO COUNTY, TX. COCHRAN COUNTY, TX.

TEOTHR PEAK YEAR LONG TERM

NATIVE M-X Induced Change I-X induced Change

7 -69.0 (- .83%)T 0 ( 0%) 16.0 -401k 0 0,)

-56.0 )- . 6 7 %) 0 ( 0%) s - 26.0 (- .65%) 0 ( 0%)

DALLAM COUNTY, TX. 1 DEAF SMITH, COUNTY, TX.PEAK YEAR UDG TERM PEAK YEAR UONG TZR1

ALTR- LNTE ALTER- I EKYA
NATIrVE ueNATIVE M-X Induced Change

M-X Induce d Change

7 -761.0 (-6.9%)1 58.0 (0.9%) 7 -669.0 (-3.41) 0 C 0%)

SsB -300.0 (-4.o%) 0 ( 0%) 8B -354.0 (-2.1%) 0 - 0%)

HALE COUNTY, TX. HARTLEY COUNTY, TX.
PEKYEAR LONG TERM 1 LER PEAK YEAR L4ONG TERM

I11E M-X Induced Change M-X Induced Chanqe

7 -i9.0 (- .39%) 0 (0%) [ -681.0 (-9.3%) 333.0 (3.7%)

2B -37.0 (- .12%) 0 ( 0%) 9B -372.0 (-10.3%) 0 0%)

3739

1. Estimates reflect continued funding under various federal programs (see text for details).
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Table 4.3.2.5-3. (Page 2 of 3)

TEXAS/NEW MEXICO
LOCAL GOVERNMENT NET FISCAL EFFECTS

(IN THOUSANDS OF 1980 DOLLARS)

HOCKLEY COUNTY, TX. LAMB COUNTY, TX.
PtEAR I LOWNG UTE PEAX YEAR T

NATIVE M-X Induced Change NATIVE M-X Induced Change

7 - 62.0 (-.36%) 0 ( 0%) 7 1 - 35.0 (-.26%) 0 C 0%)

- 43.0 (-.25%) 0 ( 0%) 8 B - 36.0 (-.27%) 0 C 0%)
I _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

LUBBOCK COUNTY, TX. MOORE COUNTY, TX.

ILZR PEAK YEAR L014G TERM LN PEAK ERLOGTR
ALTER- ! ALTER- MXIdue Cag

NATIVE MX Ided Cha I M-X Induced Change

7 -743.0 (-.39%) 1.0 ( 0%) 
7  -422.0 (-3.7%) -6.0 (-.04%)

8B -666.0 ( 0 C 0%) B -77.0 (- .66%) 0 ( 0%)

OLDHAM COUNTY, TX. PARMER COUNTY, TX.
WN ENPTAK YEAR } eUR

,T92- MV M- IcALTER- In
NATE M-X Induced ChangeN .Ane

7 50 (10) 0 0 )7 i -368.0 (-4.0%) 0 c 0%)

SB - 1.0 (- .51%) 0 ( 0%) B - 8.0 (- .10%) 0 0%)

POTTER/RANDALL COUNTIES, TX. SHERMAN COUNTY, TX.

PEAK YEAR LONG TERM PmA YEAR LONG TERM

ALTET 
ALTER-

IM-X Induced Change
M-X Induced Change

-2011.0 (-1.3%) -69.0 (-.04%) -133.0 (-3.8%) 0 C 0%)

S -750.0 ( .52%) - 6.0 (-.01%) so 0 ( 0%) 0 ( 0%)

3739

I. Betigates reflect continued funding under various federal programs (see text for details).
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Table 4.3.2.5-3. (Page 3 of 3)

TEXAS/NEW MEXICO
LOCAL GOVERNMENT NET FISCAL EFFECTS

(IN THOUSANDS OF 1980 DOLLARS)

SWISHER COUNTY, TX. 1 CHAVES COUNTY, NM.
PEAK YEAR LON4G TERN PEAK YEAR L0NG TERM

ALTER- ALTR-NAIENATIVE
NATIVE M-X Induced Change I M-X Induced Chanqe

7 - 20.0 (-.24%) 0 0%) 7 -462.0 (-.89%) 0 0%)

S B - 14.0 (-.17%) 0 ( 0%) -552.0 (-lo 0 (o)J 55. (1.% 0 ( %

CURRY COUNTY, NM. DE BACA COUNTY, NM.
PEA.K nEA 7 ONG TERN ALE- EAK YEAR W1NG TERM4ALTER- TI-

NATIVENATIVE
A M-X Induced Change M-X Induced Change

7 -1897.0 (-4.4%) 1361.0 (3.3%) - 19.0 (- .91%) 0 ( 0%)
8 B -1537.0 (-3.6%) 1356.0 (3.3%) 8B 22.0 (-1.1%) 0 ( 0%)

HARDING COUNTY, NM. QUAY COUNTY, NM.
PEAK YEAR LONG TEiM PEAK WTAR ,ONG TERM

NATIVE M-X Induced Chanqe M-X Induced Change

- 433.0 (-8.7%) 0 0%) -450.0 (-3.6%) f 0 (01)

,B I - 553.0(-12.7%) I 0 (0%) , ' -503.0 (-4.1%) 0 (0%)

ROOSEVELT COUNTY, NM. UNION COUNTY, NM.

ALZR PA YARw~-Tz ATZ- PEAK YEAR 7 LONG TERM

E-X Induced Change M-X Induced Chanqe

7 - 470.0 (-2.7%) -81.0 (-.53%) 7 25.0 .65%) 0 0%)

4B - 357.0 (-2.1%) -80 (-.52%) a 0 0%) 0 (0%)

3739

1. Estimates reflect continued funding under various federal program* (see text for details).
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Public Finance- - Alternative 7

are anticipated in the early years. The potential for serious degradation of service
levels is quite high in these areas.

Aggregate capital expenditure requirements in the Texas/New Mexico deploy-
ment region, first operating base at Clovis and second operating base at Dalhart, are
presented in Table 4.3.2.5-4. Capital outlays necessary to support long-term
infrastructure demand (public buildings, streets, schools, health care facilities,
water and wastewater systems) due to M-X are approximately $76.9 million. Peak
year demands would result in a total of $263.4 million, approximately 242 percent
greater than long-term requirements. Temporary facilities, and/or other mitigative
strategies, could reduce these peak year requirements substantially.

Long-term capital expenditure requirements are necessary for the base and
contiguous counties in which impacts of OB facility construction is experienced.
first operating base at Clovis (Curry County) and second operating base at Dalhart
(Dallam and Hartley counties) will experience $36.0 million, $4.9 million and $20.1
million in long-term capital expenditures, respectively. Base county impacts,
therefore, represent 80 percent of total capital expenditure requirements in the
Texas/New Mexico deployment region. The remaining effects are felt in the
impacted counties of Roosevelt, New Mexico; Moore, Texas; Potter/Randall, Texas;
and Lubbock, Texas.

Peak year capital expenditure requirements are necessary for counties where
construction impacts of OB and DDA facilities are experienced. All counties in the
Texas/New Mexico deployment region are so affected. First operating base at
Clovis (Curry County) and second operating base at Dalhart (Dallam and Hartley
Counties) will experience $57.2 million, $26.5 million, and $30.5 million in peak year
capital expenditures, respectively. This represents approximately 43 percent of
total peak year requirements in the Texas/New Mexico deployment region.
Consequently, the cumulative impacts of the non-base counties represents the
majority of peak year capital expenditure requirements. Jurisdictions with no long-
term growth anticipated would not have an incentive to build for peak year
requirements. The potential for service level degradation in these areas is very high
and mitigations strategies should be developed. All counties in the deployment
region are ill-equipped, due to low tax bases and/or property tax limitations, to raise
the necessary monies for these levels of infrastructure development. Thus, fe' -ral
assistance will be required. Consequently, the local jurisdictions must have
adequate time to prepare comprehensive community plans that will effectively
utilize the monies to be made available to them. Development of timely and
comprehensive community plans cannot be over-emphasized. Federal domestic
assistance programs require that proposed infrastructure improvements are in
conformity with an existing general plan before monies are allocated. Monies for
planning assistance must arrive in a timely fashion. With population in-migration
anticipated as early as 1982, jurisdictions should now be planning for this growth
through development of comprehensive community plans and application of funds
from existing sources as well as requests for specific funds to mitigate direct M-X
induced impacts.
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Table 4.3.2.5-4. (page 1 of 3)

TEXAS/NEW MEXICO
CAPITAL EXPENDITURE REQUIREMENTS

(IN THOUSANDS OF 1980 DOLLARS)

DEPLOYMENT REGION 7 BAILEY COUNTY, TX.
MAX ZA L40MG TEN PCx Y = "" -I um; U

ALT -UJ Nf-

NAIVE N-KXN O M cCHNGE NATZVt *-K INDUCD CINANG

7 263,373 76,915 7 5,413 0I I

a 145,065 38,413 1 1,395 .0

CASTRO COUNTY, TX. i COCHRAN COUNTY, TX.
PEK YEAR WHGr UER PE fAK Ta" J G UER

i - 'LZA
8AT VK I-K tm4 ED CHANGE

106: 0 339 0

* i0 F46 0 300 i0 i

DALLAM COUNTY, TX. 1 DEAF SMITH, COUNTY, TX.
UEK YM I mO NG FEW flA A I LONG UTE

NATIVE N-x XNICED CHAN NATIVE N-x NN GS

7 26,522 4 ,o 7 10,093 0

7,532 05,404 0

HALE COUNTY, TX. HARTLEY COUNTY, TX.
PIA EA nuNG nu PEAK lEA wG 12m

I ~ALUA*-
NKXVU N-K InDUjCC0.M CHNG aAri N-K ZND= CHANG

72,279 030552,0
I a

339 0 6,334 0

3748
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Table 4.3.2.5-4. (page 2 of 3)

TEXAS/NEW MEXICO
CAPITAL EXPENDITURE REQUIREMENTS

(IN THOUSANDS OF 1980 DOLLARS)

HOCKLEY COUNTY, TX. LAMB COUNTY, TX.
PKAI flAA 1:m Fz JIB VER wa Trim

NM . N-K CZ CHANGE NATM H-K INDUim CHANGE

7 1,421 0 1 7 581 o

9 568 0 J.1 7

LUBBOCK COUNTY, TX. 1MOORE COUNTY, TX.
PC" A R flKmO TEK 1 PEAK YEAR LONG TERM

IIA7rzV N-K INDUCED CHANGE W ATMV N-K ZNGOCZV CHAmN

7 15,362 204 i j 9,341 - -- 4,806

6 10,123 8 8 26 0

OLDHAM COUNTY, TX. PARMER COUNTY, TX.

KL1:3i- PEAK YMA LONG Tom4 PCA" YEAR LawGTENN

HAMMV N-K 1Ncv=E CHANGE N-K INDUCED CHANGE

7390 0 6,100

6165 0 1

POTTER/RANDALL COUNTIES. TX. -SHERMAN COUNTY, TX.

7 42,611 ,6 .0

g 11,289 594 0

3748
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Table 4.3.2.5-4. (page 3 of 3)

TEXAS/NEW MEXICO
CAPITAL EXPENDITURE REQUIREMENTS

(IN THOUSANDS OF 1980 DOLLARS)

SWISHER COUNTY, TX. CHAVES COUNTY. NM.

ALT8R- AT- I ?3m4
mm" 14-X IN D C f HATIVE N-X INDUCD CJHG9

7 366 0 7 12,247 0

6 190 0 B 1060

CURRY COUNTY, NM. DE BACA COUNTY, NM.
FEAX MR LO?4GTEPJ I IE~ IEA I-N YE

ALmZ'- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ ALYEA.
7 1 327

57.176 36,012 1 2 0

9 54,0132 35,380 3UA Y N

HARDING COUNTY, NM. QUAY COUNTY, NM.

, I T m LA

"ATMV 4-X INDUCED CHANGE NATIVE N-1 INDDCAG

7 12,783 1 0 7 11,420I 0

S 1.1,040 0 J 10,548 0

ROOSEVELT COUNTY, NM. UNION COUNTY, NM.
PEK" ZNPEAS yEA LowG Ttm

HATIV N-X INU D CAGWE H-x zIi6C9 OIA

14,225 2,476 449 0

12,410 2,432 00

3740
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ALTERNATIVE 9 (4.3.2.5.10)

This section discusses the aggregate net fiscal effects of all local government
units under the split deployment alternative. Aggregate capital expenditure
requirements for peak year and long term effects also are presented. Estimates of
the total expenditures and revenues levels anticipated by local governments in the
deployment region, as well as the capital investment requirements by type of
indebtedness are presented in Chapter 4. Under Alternative 8, operating bases are
proposed for the Coyote Spring area (Clark County) in Nevada and Clovis (Curry
County) in New Mexico.

Net effects to local governments in the Nevada/Utah region as a whole under
this alternative are deficits in the peak year (1985) of approximately $6.2 million
representing less than 1.0 percent of the total expenditures anticipated at this time
(Table 4.3.2.5- 1). In the Clark County area, peak year deficits (1985) are
approximately $3.3 million. Though fewer county areas in the Nevada/Utah region
are affected under this alternative, the county areas of Lincoln, Wye, Beaver, and
Millard will continue to experience impacts associated with construction of the DDA
facilities. Short term deficits are estimated for these areas in the early years of
the project (1982-1987).

Under Alternative 8, long-term capital expenditure requirements in the
Nevada/Utah region total $27.5 million, as opposed to $58.4 million in the Proposed
Action, a decrease of 52 percent (Table 4.3.2.5-2). Peak year requirements
similarly decline from $218.2 million in the Proposed Action to $85.8 million under
Alternative 8, a decrease of 60 percent.

In Clark County, capital expenditure requirements for Alternative 8 are $26.9
million in the long-term, as opposed to $27.1 million in the Proposed Action. No
significant difference in long term requirements is evident. Peak year require-
ments, however, are expected to decrease from $59.8 in the Proposed Action to
$43.2 million for Alternative 8.

Peak year net effects to local governments in the Texas/New Mexico region as
a whole are deficits of approximately $4.5 million (Table 4.3.2.5-3), representing
less than 1 percent of the estimated expenditure level at this time. Fewer county
areas under this alternative are affected by DDA facility construction. Significant
reductions in net fiscal effects are anticipated for the county areas of Bailey,
Dallam, Moore, Parmer, Potter/Randall, Sherman, and Union. No significant
adverse effects are anticipated in the long-term for any of the county areas in this
region.

Long-term capital expenditures requirement in the region total $38.4 million
for Alternative 8. This compares to the $76.9 million in capital requirements under
Alternative 7 the full deployment alternative. Peak year requirements similarly
decline from J263.7 million in Alternative 7, to $145 million under Alternative 8, a
decrease of 45 percent.

In Curry County, capital expenditure requirements for Alternative 8 are $35.4
million and $54 million for the long-term and peak year respectively. No significant
difference is evident for both cases when compared to Alternative 7, the full
deployment alternative.

4-358



Communty Infrastructue



Community Infrastructure

COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE

Community Infrastructure includes a variety of physical systems - schools,
roads, health and safety facilities - and, for this discussion incorporates the need to
have skilled personnel to insure that the physical buildings and equipment function in
a proper manner.

EDUCATIONAL SERVICES (4.3.2.6.1)

INTRODUCTION (4.3.2.6. 1.1)

The magnitude and severity of the short term impact on the education system
is determined by the number of construction phase workers who move into the area
with school aged children. Since substantial numbers of these families will live in
the counties where construction is taking place, a burden is put on the available
educational infrastructure over a relatively short period of time. Overcrowded
classrooms and insufficient teaching staff are two potential problems. Not only will
there be problems of coping physically with large numbers of children, but also there
will be a disruption of the educational process as a result of newcomers overloading
the system. The transient nature of new students and their high turnover rates,
combined with the overall disruption of the socialization process, has the potential
to impact learning process for all students. On the positive side, the new students
and their parents bring into the community educational diversity, funds for new
programs and courses, and expanded demands placed upon the entire school system.

An important variable in assessing the potential impacts due to MX deploy-
ment is the number of additional teachers that will be needed to meet anticipated
enrollment demands. The following sections discuss the teacher requirements that

* may be expected for each county experiencing M-X related enrollment increases as
the principal measure of impact. Details on enrollments by grade levels, the school
facility requirements, the cost of providing those facilities and school district
budgets are also discussed.

The initial phase in evaluating effects upon educational services consisted of
determining the school-aged population anticipated as a result of project
construction and operations. The number of teachers required to meet the increased
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enrollment was calculated by applying standard pupil/teacher ratios to the number
of pupils estimated by the model. For a more detailed presentation of the
methodology, see Technical Report on Community and Regional Socioeconomic
Impact Assessment Model.

The significance of the teacher requirement impacts can be thought of as a
function of the likely temporary increase in the number of teachers required. it has
been historically difficult to induce teachers to move to an area where demand for
their services will be shortlived. One measure of impact significance used, then, is
the difference between peak-year needs and long-term needs, or anticipated number
of temporary teachers required. This temporary increase is expressed as a percent-
age of projected total teacher requirements in the peak year, which is the sum of
the needs under normal growth and M-X related needs.

PROPOSED ACTION (4.3.2.6.1.2)

The Proposed Action will require educational services primarily within the
jurisdictions of the Clark County and Beaver County School Districts. Other school
districts within the deployment area will receive varying degrees of project related
demands on their education systems. The degree of M -X related impacts on
education services and facilities in each county will depend to a large extent upon
the number of education facilities located in each county, the capacity of the
existing infrastructure, the proximity of operating base locations, and the type of
construction activity (ODA versus operating base construction).

Table 4.3.2.6-I presents the M-X-induced peak year and long-term teacher
requirements and percent change over normal growth baseline, by alternative for
Nevada and Utah. The lower half of the table includes an analysis of M-X plus other
projects proposed for construction in the deployment region.

Presently, educational services in the Nevada/Utah deployment region are
adequate to serve the existing population. Changes in enrollment demands due to
M-X deployment will have a significant impact on many school districts within the
deployment region. At the regional level, project-induced enrollments will peak in
1987, generating a need for 826 additional teachers. The regional cumulative
impact of M-X and other projects totals 1,183 in peak year 1987, a 43 percent
increase over M-X alone.

Peak enrollments expected in Clark County and Beaver County School
Districts will create a potential need for 248 and 200 teachers, respectively, in the
peak year. In Beaver County, this represents a highly significant increase of more
than 300 percent over baseline projections. When other projects are included, this
figure increases to more than 400 percent. With long-term requirements totalling
158 in Beaver County, an additional requirement for 42 teachers or 16 percent, can
be expected. M-X alone represents a required increase of 3.5 teachers, or
11.1 percent. The relative impact on Clark County, however, will be significantly
less (3.6 percent for M-X alone and 3.8 percent over baseline for M-X plus other
projects) because of the present strong infrastructure base. Although much of Clark
County is rural, the largest concentration of population is in the urban Las Vegas
Valley where the education system is better equipped to accommodate a large and
rapid increase in enrollment demands.
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Table 4.3.2.6-1. (Page 1 of 3)

NEVADA/UTAH
TEACHER REQUIREMENTS

DEPLOYMENT REGION CLARK COUNTY.NV.

&L11- 111Tmf LOWG URPN "mU PU TRAWO RN
-I N-XZISO Cum= HATMM N-x Smum --I (8 above nozmal growth baseline) (8 above flrml growth baseline)

PROP. PROP.
ACTION 826 (4.1) 386 (1.7) AC" 248 (3.6) 204 (2.5)

1 626 (4.1) 366 (1.7) 1 246 (3.6) 204 (2.5)

2 818 (4.1) 381 (1.7) 2 243 (3.7) 204 (2.5)
3 822 (4.1) 410 (1.61 3 5 (0.1) 0 (0.01

4 797 (4.0) 393 (1.7) 4 197 (2.8) 156 (1.9)

S 822 (4.1) 411 (1.8) 3 5 (0.1) 0 (0.0)

6 797 (4.0) 395 (1.7) 6 196 (2.8) 156 (1.91

a 346 (1.8) 204 (0.9) 202 (2.8 202 (2.5)

ALTZR- K-K PLUS 02131 PROJECTS ALTXR- )4-X PLUS 05111 PROJECTs
NAT E ( above normal growth baseline) NATIVS (t above normal growth baeline)

PR1OP. PROP.
ACTION 1183 (5.9) 618 (2.7) ACIOGN 262 (3.8) 215 (2.6)

1 1161 (5.9) 617 (2.7) 1 262 (3.8) 215 (2.6)

2 1174 (5.9) 612 (2.7) 2 255 (3.8) 215 (2.6)
3 1178 (5.9) 640 (2.8) 3 16 (0.3) 11 (0.1)

4 1153 (5.7) 624 (2.7) 4 210 (3.0) 167 (2.1)

5 1178 (5.9) 640 (2.8) 5 17 (0.2) 11 (0.11

6 1153 (5.7) 626 (2.7) 6 209 (3.0) 167 (2.0)
706 (3.6) 436 (1.9) 8 213 (3.0) 213 (2.6)

EUREKA COUNTY, NV. LINCOLN COUNTY. NV.

M.'It ,,- ,- kt5f-.

NhTIV N-I umIcuC CHAN=E IATZVE N- nQWCD CANG
(S abOve noxml growth baseline) (a ove Aom growth baseline)

PROP. POP.
ACTION 72 (493.7) 0 (0) ACTION 49 (100.6) 3 (5.4)

1 72 (493.7) 0 (0) . 51 (104.7) 4. (7.2)

2 72 (493.7) 0 (0) 2 49 (100.6) 2 (3.6)

3 72 (493.7) 0 (0) 3 49 (100.6) 3 (5.4)

4 72 (493.7) 0 (0) 4 51 (104.?) 4 (7.2)

$ 72 (493.7) 0 (0) $ 47 1%.5) 2 (3.61

0 72 (493.7) 0 (0) 6 49 (100.6) 3 (5.4)

* 0 (0.0) 0 (0) 6 36 (71.3) 2 (3.6)

NtlIVE ( n above aos'l growh baielite) Nr)Vl (4 above R"Na grow basemne)

. PROP.
AMON 72 (514.3) 0 (0) ACTION 49 (102.1) 3 (5.4)

L 72 (314.3) 0 (0) 1 51 (106.2) 4 (7.2)

2 72 (514.3) 0 (0) 2 49 (102.1) 2 (3.6)

3 72 (514.3) 0 (0) 3 49 (102.1) 3 (5.4)

4 72 (514.3) 0 (0) 4 sl (106.2) 4 (7.2)

5 72 (514.3) 0 (0) 5 47 (97.9) 1 (1.8)

* 72 (514.3) 0 (0) 49 (102.1) 3 (5.4)
* 36 (72.0) 2 (3.41
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Table 4.3.2.6-1. (Page 2 of 3)

NEVADA/UTAH

TEACHER REOUIREMENTS
NYE COUNTY, NV. WHITE PINE COUNTY, NV.

ALTER- PEAK YEAR LONG TERM ALTER- PEAK YEAR LONG TERM
NATIVE M-X INDUCED CHANGE NATIVE M-X INDUCED CHANGE

(% above normal growth baseline) (% above normal growth baseline)

PROP. PROP.
ACTION 104 (76.5) 0 (0) ACTION 73 (70.1) 0 (0.0)

1 104 (76.5) 0 (0) 1 73 (70.1) 0 (0.0)

2 104 (76.5) 0 (0) 2 73 (70.1) 0 (0.0)

3 104 (76.5) 0 (0) 3 239 (216.4) 174 (143.8)

4 104 (76.5) 0 (0) 4 73 (70.1) 0 (0.0)

5 104 (76.5) 0 (0) 5 239 (216.4) 174 (143.8)

6 104 (76.5) 0 (0) 6 73 (70.1) 0 (0.0)
55 (42.2) 0 (0) 1 (1.0) 0 (0.0)8 8

ALTER- M-X PLUS OTHER PROJECTS ALTER- N-X PLUS OTHER PROJECTS
NATIVE {% above normal growth baseline) NATIVE (% above normal growth baseline)
PROP. PROP.
ACTION 104 (77.0) 0 (0) ACTION 141 (135.6) 57 (47.5)

1 104 (77.0) 0 (0) 1 141 (135.6) 32 (26.7)

2 104 (77.0) 0 (0) 2 141 (135.6) 57 (47.5)

3 104 (77.0) 0 (0) 3 299 (271.8) 230 (191.7)

4 104 (77.0) 0 (0) 4 141 (135.6) 57 (47.5)

5 104 (77.0) 0 (0) 5 299 (271.8) 230 (191.7)

6 104 (77.0) 0 (0) 6 141 (135.6) 57 (47.5)

8 55 (42.3) 0 (0) 8 70 (67.3) 57 (47.5)

BEAVER COUNTY, UT. IRON COUNTY, UT.

PEAK YEAR LONG TERM TER PEAK YEAR I LONG TERM

NATIVE N-X INUCEO CHANGE NATIVE N-X INDUCED CHANGE
(1 above normal growth baseline) (% above normal growth baseline)

PROP. PROP.
ACTION 200 (322.1) 158 (242.4) ACTION 23 (8.5) 18 (6.2)

1 40 (66.2) 11 (16.9) 1 196 (74.1) 156 (53.8)

2 36 (59.6) 1 (1.5) 2 4 (1.6) 0 (0.0)

3 45 (74.4) 14 (21.5) 3 206 (77.9) 205 (70.6)

4 45 (74.4) 14 (21.5) 4 206 (77.9) 205 (70.6)

5 222 (367.2) 208 (319.1) 5 31 (11.7) 24 (8.3)

6 222 (367.2) 208 (319.1) 6 31 (11.7) 24 (8.3)

8 41 (67.2) 0 (0.0) s 4 (1.21 0 (0.0)

ALTER- M-X PLUS OTHER PROJECTS ALTER- -X PLUS OTHER PROJECTS

NATIVE (% above normal growth baseline) NATIVE (q above normal growth baseline)

PROp. PnO.
ACTION 252 (406.4) 217 (333.8) ACTION 23 (8.9) 0 (0.0)

1 120 (200.0) 69 (106.1) 1 197 (74.6) 157 (54.1)

2 116 (193.3) 59 (90.8) 2 6 (2.4) 0 (0.0)

3 125 (208.3) 72 (110.8) 3 207 (78.4) 206 (1.0)

4 125 (208.3) 72 (110.8) 4 207 (78.4) 206 (71.0)

5 301 (501.7) 266 (409.2) 5 32 (12.1) 25 (8.6)

6 301 (501.7) 266 (409.2) 6 32 (12.1) 25 (0.6)

* 96 (163.3) 59 (90.8) 6 5 (2.0) 1 (0.3)

3763
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Table 4.3.2.6-1. (Page 3 of 3)

NEVADA/UTAH

TEACHER REQUIREMENTS
JUAB COUNTY, UT. MILLARD COUNTY, UT.

PEAK YEAR LONG TERN PEAK YEAR LONG TERMALTER- ALTER-

NATIVE H-X INDUCED CHANGE NATIVE -X INDUCED CHANGE
(% above normal grovth baseline) (% above normal growth baseline)

mPROP. PROP.

ACTION 52 (61.2) 0 (0.0) ACTION 62 (44.9) 1 (0.7)

1 52 (61.2) 0 (0.0) 1 62 (44.9) 0 (0.0)

2 59 (69.4) 8 (8.4) 2 254 (184.0) 166 (112.1)

3 52 (61.2) 0 (0.0) 3 62 (44.9) 0 (0.0)

4 52 (61.2) 3 (0.0) 4 62 (44.9) 3 (0. )

5 52 (61.2) 0 (0.0) 5 62 (44.9) 1 (0.7)

6 52 (61.2) 0 (0.0) 6 62 (44.9) 1 (0.7)

3 3 (3.6) 0 (0.0) 8 63 (47.6) 0 (0.0)

ALTER- -X PLUS OTHER PROJECTS ALTER- M-K PLUS OTHER PROJECTS

NATIVE (% above normal growth baseline) NATIVE (% above normal growth baseline)

PROP. PROP.

ACTION 79 (94.0) 9 (9.5) ACTION 139 (100.7) 0 (0.0)

. 79 (94.0) 9 (9.5) 1 139 (100.7) 35 (23.6)

2 85 (101.2) 17 (17.9) 2 332 (240.6) 201 (135.81

3 79 (94.0) 9 (9.5) 3 139 (100.7) 35 (23.6)

4 79 (94.0) 9 (9.5) 4 139 (100.7) 35 (23.6)

5 79 (94.0) 9 (9.5) 5 140 (101.4) 36 (24.3)

6 79 (94.0) 9 (9.5) 6 140 (101.4) 36 (24.3)

a 29 (35.0) 9 (9.5) 8 148 (112.1) 35 (23.6)

UTAH/SALT LAKE COUNTY, UT. WASHINGTON COUNTY, UT.

PATERNTERM TPEAX yEAR LONG TERNALTER- rALTXR- I
ATIVE H-X INDUCED CHANGE NATIVE -X INDUCED CHANGE

(4 above normal growth baseline) (6 above normal growth baseline)

PROP. Poop.

ACTION 79 (0.7) 9 (9.5) ACTION 5 (1.5) 2 (0.5)

1 78 (0.6) 9 (9.5) 1 15 (4.1) 11 (2.8)

2 85 (0.7) 17 (17.9) 2 1 (0.3* 0 (0.0)

3 88 (0.7) 9 (9.5) 3 19 (5.3) 14 (3.5)

4 82 (0.7) 9 (9.5) 4 20 (5.6) 14 (3.5)

5 90 (0.7) 9 (9.5) 5 8 (2.4) 2 (0.5)

6 84 (0.7) 9 (9.5) 6 8 (2.4) 3 (0.8)

a 0 (0.0) a 1 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

ALT.v- N-x PLUS G'lSR lTS ALTER- a-X PLUS OT93R PROJECTS

NATZvs (% asee newaL wrewsh baeelLhe) u&Te ,% ebeve nomaL qfewth baselLne)

PROP.- PROP.

ACTION 164 (1.3) 59 (0.4) ACTION 5 (1.5) 2 (0.5)

162 (1.3) 59 (0.4) 14 (4.1) 11 (2.8)

2 170 (1.4) 59 (0.4) 2 1 (0.3)

3 173 (1.4) 59 (0.4) 3 19 (5.3) 14 (3.5)

4 166 (1.4) 59 (0.4) 4 20 (5.6) 14 (3.5)

5 175 (1.4) 59 (0.4) 5 8 (2.4) 2 (0.5)

6 168 (1.4) 59 (0.4) 6 8 (2.4) 3 (0.7)

4 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 1 0 0)

3763
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Subsequent out-migration will occur in a number of counties resulting in a
continuing decrease in total enrollments and teacher requirements attributable to
M-X deployment. This pattern will persist until a steady state is reached.
Approximately 386 teachers are expected to be required over the long term, region-
wide. With the addition of other projects, a total of 618 teachers will be required.
Clark County and Beaver County will experience, respectively, 53 and 41 percent of
the M-X induced long-term regional requirements. For Clark County this increase
can easily be accommodated. However, for Beaver County the long-term impact
remains at 242.4 percent (and 333.8 percent including other projects) above baseline
projections. This level of impact will require substantial and permanent expansion
of educational facilities and personnel. For the other counties, although enrollment
increases and teacher requirements are highly significant, they are temporary with
few, if any, additional teachers required in the long term.

This boom-bust phenomenon will be observed in almost all counties where con-
struction activity is limited to protective structures. In these cases, all induced
impacts are quite short-lived and will thus cause severe strain on the present educa-
tional capacities.' Considering M -X requirements alone, several counties will
require highly significant increases in the number of teachers. The absolute number
of additional teachers required by M-X in the peak year in these counties varies
from 49 (Lincoln) to 104 (Nye), with the relative increase over baseline varying from
44.9 percent (Millard) to 493.7 percent (Eureka). Eureka is likely to experience a
temporary need for 72 teachers (a temporary increase of 83.7 percent) since no
teachers are required in the long term.

Iron and Salt Lake Counties will require a substantial number of additional
teachers (22 in Iron and 79 in Salt Lake), however, the relative increase over
baseline is not significant (8.5 percent for Iron and 0.7 percent for Salt Lake).
Assuming enrollment demands from other projects, in addition to those generated by
M-X activity, three counties (already severely impacted) experience substantially
more demands. They are White Pine (135.6 percent versus 70.1 percent), Millard
(100.7 percent versus 44.9 percent) and Juab (94 percent versus 61.2 percent).

Demands on the school districts in affected counties will occur with such
rapidity and magnitude that additional advance planning will be necessary to
mitigate the pedk year and long-term impacts. Enrollment demands will necessitate
considerable funding for construction of new school facilities, temporary facilities,
and temporary teacher recruitment. The major planning problem for local areas is
the need to provide temporary services during peak construction years without
incurring debts that cannot be met by the decreased population of the operational
period. This problem is especially significant in the counties without operating
bases, where the effects are short term. For example, Eureka County will require
72 teachers in the peak year 1988, and few if any teachers after 1989. Strategies
that could be employed to mitigate such temporary, but highly significant impacts,
include making available a stock of mobile facilities which could be moved about the
entire region meeting high levels of demand as needed. A pool of teachers could
serve the same function.

ALTERNATIVE 1 (4.3.2.6.1.3)

Alternative I differs from the Proposed Action only in the location of the
second operating base. Under this alternative the second operating base will be
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located at Beryl in Iron County, Utah. The shift of the operating base away from
Milford in Beaver County, Utah will reduce the degree of impact in Beaver County
by .5 times in the peak year, and by even more in the long term. Forty teachers will
be required in peak year 1986, representing a 66.2 percent increase above normal
growth baseline. The long-term requirements in Beaver County are reduced to
eleven teachers, a 16.9 percent increase over baseline. Although the cumulative
impacts of M-X and other projects in Beaver County will be less under Alternative
1, the number of teachers required would continue to be significant, reaching a peak
of 120 teachers, a 200 percent increase over baseline. Long-term cumulative
requirements also remain relatively high at 69 teachers (106.1 percent above
baseline) due to population spillover ef fects from Iron County.

Teacher requirements are in general eight times greater in Iron County under
Alternative I than the Proposed Action due to the presence of the operating base at
Beryl.

In this case, 196 additional teachers will be required to meet peak year
enrollment demands (a 74.1 percent increase over baseline), and 156 teachers will be
needed over the long term. Washington County is the only other county to be
affected differently under the Proposed Action, but although peak year
requirements are 3 times higher than under the Proposed Action, they still represent
an insignificant 4.1 percent increase over baseline.

ALTERNATIVE 2 (4.3.2.6.1.4)

Alternative 2 differs from the Proposed Action only in the location of the
second operating base. Under this alternative the second operating base will be
located at Delta in Millard County, Utah. The shif t of the base out of Beaver
County reduces the M-X requirements projected for Beaver County to 36 teachers
in the peak year, 59.6 percent above baseline, and one teacher in the long term,
1.5 percent above baseline.

With the second operating base moved to Delta, Millard County's M-X related
peak year teacher requirements are four times greater at 254 teachers, representing
a 184 percent increase over baseline. One hundred sixty six teachers are required
for the long term (a 112.1 percent increase over baseline), whereas under the
Proposed Action, there is only one teacher required. A temporary need for 88I
teachers (22.4 percent) may present problems to the school system during the peak
construction period. Other counties to be affected differently under Alternative 2
include Iron County, which will experience lower peak year enrollment increases
requiring only 4 teachers (1.6 percent above baseline).

ALTERNATIVE 3 (4.3.2.6.1.5)

The DDA facilities remain the same in this alternative as under the Proposed
Action. Both operating base locations are different, however. The first operating
base will be located at Beryl, Utah and the second operating base at Ely, Nevada.
The deployment region, as a whele, will experience the most impacts under this
alternative and Alternative 5. L wever, the most significant differences occur at
the county level. Iron, Washington and White Pine counties will require 9 times, 4
times and 3 times more teachers, respectively, in the peak year under Alternative 3.
Clark and Beaver counties, on the other hand, will experience significantly lower
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teacher requirements. Millard County, Utah will require significantly more teachers
in the long term under Alternative 3. Iron and Washington counties in Utah will
require approximately 206 (77.9 percent above baseline) and 19 (5.3 percent above
baseline) teachers, respectively, in the peak year. Long-term requirements remain
very similar to peak requirements in both counties. White Pine County, Nevada will
experience the most impact under this alternative and Alternative 5, because of the
presence of the operating base at Ely. When other projects are included, a total of
239 teachers will be required during peak year in White Pine County (216.4 percent
increase over baseline). Cumulative long-term requirements are also high at 230
teachers (191.7 percent above baseline).

The lack of an operating base in the Coyote Spring Valley area reduces the
M-X requirements projected for Clark County to five teachers in the peak year and
zero teachers in the long term. Even when other projects are included, the
cumulative peak year requirements are comparatively very small, representing only
a .2 percent increase over baseline. Beaver County will experience a need for 45
teachers in peak year 1986 (74.4 percent over baseline) and a need for 14 teachers in
the long term (21.5 percent over baseline). When other projects are considered,
peak year requirements increase by about 180 percent to 125 teachers, a
208.3 percent increase over baseline. A total of 72 teachers will be required to
meet the cumulative long-term enrollment demands generated by other projects
plus M-X in Beaver County.

ALTERNATIVE 4 (4~.3.2.6.1.6)

The Proposed Action and Alternative 4 use the same DDA. The operating base
locations are different, however, with the first operating base located near Beryl,
Utah and the second in the Coyote Spring Valley, Nevada. Iron and Washington
counties in Utah will receive greater impacts under Alternative 4. Clark and Beaver
counties will experience lesser impacts than under the Proposed Action.

Iron County and Washington County will require approximately 206 (77.9
percent above baseline) and 20 (5.6 percent above baseline) teachers, respectively,
in the peak year. Long-term requirements remain very similar to peak requirements
in both counties, i.e., 205 teachers are needed to meet long-term enrollment
demands in Iron County.

The Clark County peak teacher requirements are now projected to be
75 percent of those under the Proposed Action, representing a 2.8 percent increase
over baseline projections. The long-term and cumulative impacts are reduced
similarly. The impacts in Beaver County will now be substantially less than under
the Proposed Action, with 45 teachers needed in the peak year (74.4 percent over
baseline) and 14 teachers in the long term (21.5 percent over baseline). When other
projects are considered, peak year requirements increase to 125 teachers, a
208.3 percent increase over baseline. A total of 72 teachers will be required to
meet the cumulative long-term enrollment demands generated by other projects and
M-X. This is almost five times the number of teachers needed to meet M-X needs
alone. The cumulative temporary need for teachers when other projects are added
will be close to 28.6 percent, or in absolute terms, 53 teachers, in the peak
construction year.
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ALTERNATIVE 5 (4.3.2.6.1.7)

Alternative 5 differs from the Proposed Action only in the location of the two
operating bases. The first operating base is near Milford, Utah and the second base
is near Ely, Nevada. The counties affected by the changes are Clark and White Pine
in Nevada, and Beaver, Iron, and Washington in Utah.

With the first operating base no longer in Clark County, its peak teacher
requirements are only 2 percent of those under the Proposed Action, and moreover
there are no permanent effects in Clark County. With the second operating base
located near Ely, the White Pine County peak year teacher requirements are
230 percent above those for the Proposed Action, with a need for 239 teachers,
representing an increase of 216.4 percent over the baseline requirements in the peak
year. Permanent, long-term teacher requirements equal 174 (143.8 percent over
baseline needs). With other projects, peak year and long-term requirements
increase to 299 and 230 teachers, respectively. There are expected to be 69
teachers needed for short-term construction purposes.

With the first operating base at Milford, the peak year and long-term
requirements are 11I percent and 33 percent higher in Beaver County than under the
Proposed Action with the second operating base at Milford. Iron County is still
expected to receive more spillover effects from Beaver County resulting in higher
requirements than under the Proposed Action, although the temporary teacher
requirements will be reduced to 9.6 percent of total peak year requirements. The
Washington County peak year requirements are 60 percent higher than under the
Proposed Action.

ALTERNATIVE 6 (4.3.2.6.1.8)

Alternative 6 differs from the Proposed Action only in the location of the two
operating bases. The Proposed Action and Alternative 6 use the same DDA, and as a
result at the regional level there are no significant differences. However, there are
differences between the Proposed Action and Alternative 6 in Clark, Beaver, Iron
and Washington counties.

With the second operating base in Clark County instead of the first operating
base, the Clark County peak year teacher requirements drop to 74 percent of the
Proposed Action requirements, with a similar drop in the long term, so that under
this alternative the peak year requirements are only 2.8 percent above the normal
growth baseline. The Beaver County peak year requirements are I1I percent higher
and the long-term requirements are 32 percent higher when the first operating base
is located at Milford. However, the number of temporary teachers may be expected
to be less, 14 teachers or 4.9 percent.

ALTERNATIVE 7 (4.3.2.6.1.9)

Full deployment in Texas/New Mexico will place requirements for educational
services primarily within the jurisdiction of the school districts in Curry County,
New Mexico, and Hartley and Dallam Counties Texas. The first and second
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operating bases will be located in Curry County and Hartley County, respectively.
Other school districts within the deployment area will receive varying degrees of
project related demands on their educational systems.

Table 4.3.2.6-2 presents the M-X-induced peak year and long-term teacher
requirements and percent change over normal growth baseline for Texas and New
Mexico. At the regional level project induced enrollments will peak in 1987,
generating a need for 935 additional teachers. This contrasts with an M-X induced
peak requirement of 826 teachers in the Nevada/Utah region, under the Proposed
Action.

Peak enrollments expected in Curry County and Hartley County School
Districts will create a potential need for 250 and 169 teachers, respectively, in 1988
and 1989. In Hartley County, this represents an increase of 339.7 percent above the
baseline projection for that year. The relative impact on Curry County will be less
(47.7 percent), as Curry County contains more urban areas than Hartley. Other
counties in which peak year impact requirements represent a large percentage
increase over normal growth baseline include Dallam (125.8 percent) and Harding
(543.3 percent). Potter and Randall Counties, containing the Amarillo metropolitan
area are expected to require almost as many teachers in peak year as Dallam
County (i.e., 166 compared to 169), however, the 7.9 percent increase over baseline
is insignificant in Potter and Randall counties. The only other counties to
experience impacts greater than 13 percent are, in order of severity of impact,
Quay (41.3 percent over baseline), Roosevelt (33.3 percent), Bailey (26.1 percent),
Parmer (25.4 percent), Moore (19.7 percent) and Deaf Smith (18.9 percent). The
absolute number of additional teachers required by M-X in these counties varies
from 26 (Bailey) to 67 (Roosevelt).

Subsequent to peak year demands for educational services, out-migration will
occur in a number of counties, resulting in a continuing decrease at the regional
level in total enrollments and teacher requirements. This pattern will persist until a
steady state is reached. Approximately 434 teachers are expected to be required
over the long term in the Texas/New Mexico region. This compares to a long-term
need for 387 teachers in the Nevada/Utah region under the Proposed Action.

Curry County and Hartley County account for 53 and 32 percent, respectively,
of the M-X induced long-term regional requirements. Only four other counties will
experience any long-term requirements. In order of severity of impact are Dallam,
Moore, Roosevelt and Potter/Randall. Dallam is projected to need 16 teachers,
representing a 17 percent increase over baseline.

ALTERNATIVE 8 (4.3.2.6.1.10)

The peak year teacher requirements for the Nevada/Utah deployment region
are 43 percent of those required under the Proposed Action, with a similar reduction
in the long-term requirements. Under this alternative Nevada will account for
75 percent and Utah only 25 percent of the total regional peak year requirements.
Nevada will experience 100 percent of the long-term regional requirements, with
Utah requiring no additional teachers after 1988.

Coyote Spring Valley, Nevada and Clovis, New Mexico host the first and
second operating bases, respectively. Significant differences between Alternative 8
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Table 4.3.2.6-2. (Page 1 of 3)

TEXAS/NEW MEXICO
TEACHER REQUIREMENTS

DEPLOYMENT REGION BAILEY COUNTY, TX.

ALZ*- mmu o t; mZa'r

NATMI N-i Z*-xMDum cm I COMM
(t above noz,-1 growth baean ) (t above normal growth baeunle)

7 Z 35 (.8 ) 434 (4.7) 726 (26.1)0 .)II525 (6.1) 235 (2.5) 4 (4.0) 0 (0.0)

CASTRO COUNTY, TX. COCHRAN COUNTY, TX.
rUE IZ tmKG uIm ALTAk mm~ ft" LG Tcm

NALTra-*I1*= C*NG WA.V8a ". N

1t above normal growh baseli le) (t above normal 9rowth baseAne)

7 3 (2.3) 0 0 0.0)

S 2 (1.6) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.6) 0 (0.0)

DAILAM COUNTY, TX. DEAF SMITH, COUNTY, TX.

ALTER- Vm IMTmALTER- rmy mu

t above norAL. growth baselie) t above normaLl growth baselne)

7 109 (125.8) 16 (17.0) 47 (18.9) { 0 (0.0)

* 122 (41.6) 0 (0.0) 3 26 (10.7) 0 (0.0)

HALE COUNTY. TX. _HARTLEY COUNTY, TX.

boe nogual growth baselinea) (above normal growth bamse)

7 11 (2.3) 0 (0.0) 169 (339.7) 139 (255.1)

* 1 (0.2) 0 (0.0) 30 (61.5) 0 (0.0)

3764
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Table 4.3.2.6-2. (Page 2 of 3)

TEXAS/NEW MEXICO

TEACHER REQUIREMENTS

HOCKLEY COUNTY, TX. LAMB COUNTY, TX.
Fl2AX YEAH I WNG TERM EKMR4-NGTA

NATIVE N-K INDUCE CHANE NATIVE N-I INDUCED CHANGE
(% above normal grot baseline) (t Mbove normal growth baseline)

76 (2.3) 0 (0.0)2 (100 .)

a 2 (0.8) 0 (0.0) L 05 00

LUBBOCK COUNTY, TX. MOORE COUNTY, TX.
PEAKWAR LONG TERM PC" YEAR LG T1E.

NATIVE N-X ZINDUCE C( NGE NAV N-I ZIIUD CH(NG
( above normal growth baseline) (C above normal growth baseline)

7 6 (.8) 1 (0.0) 7 35 (19.7) 16 (8.7)

3 2 (1.2) 0 (0.0) 4 4 (2.3) 0 (0.0)

OLDHAM COUNTY, TX. PARMER COUNTY, TX.
FAmt- FM R LUNG IE ' ALEA LONG Tam

NATIVE *-X INUCED CHNGE NATIVE N-x INDE CANG
0( above normal growth baseline) ( above normal growth baseline)

7 1 (2.9) (0.0) 31 (25.) = 0 (0.0)

i 1 (2.9) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0 0 (0.0)

POTTERRANDAL . COUNTIES, TX. SHERMAN COUNTY, TX.
UURE 'E, J LoNo CXAM "TAX W' A LOS T

(% so nam ua" p-e.h baoe)U 0 a necmL pwI) *.age)

7 1" (7.9) 2 (1.1) 7 (12.9) 0 (0.0)

42 (2.0) o2 (0.1) a 0 o 0.0) 0 0.

$E
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Table 4.3.2.6-2. (Page 3 of 3)

TEXAS/NEW MEXICO

TEACHER REQUIREMENTS

SWISHER COUNTY, TX. CHAVES COUNTY, NM.

Af=At I--IALTZ3. -
NME K-X INDUCED CHAJNG IATIVE N- INDUD CHANG

( above normal growth baseline) (% above normal growth baseline)

7 1 (0.8) 0 (0.0) 557 I (8.2) 0 (0.0)

8 1 (0.8) 0 (0.0) 53 (7.7) 0 (0.0)

CURRY COUNTY, NM. DE BACA COUNTY, NM.
PEAK YEAR L4O 13G PTAK YEAR LO T334

ALrnA- IAT1
HATIV N-x INUCE~D CHANGE 4IATIVE N-K INDUCED CHANGE

(% above normal growth baseline) N% above normal growth baseline)

7 250 (47.7) 229 (44.0) 1 (3.3) 0 (0.0)

247 (47.1) 226 (43.4) 8 1 (3.4) 0 (0.0

HARDING COUNTY, NM. QUAY COUNTY, NM.
ALTlt- PEAK YEAR %MNG TED)L= ER 90

NATIVE N-X I DUCED *-X
( above normal growth baseline) (% above normal powth baseline)

7 61 (543.3) 0 5 (41.3) 0 (00)

53 (472.1) 0 (0.0) 51 (38.3) 0 (0.0)

ROOSEVELT COUNTY, NM. UNION COUNTY, NM.

ALI- f" ER - I U) O TERM PEAK- EAK nuO 7 3336z

(8 shose normal growth baseline) (4 shove nornma growth baseline)

7 67 (33.3) 7 (3.4) 7 1 (1.8) 0 (0.0)

58 (29.0) 7 (3.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

3764
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and the Proposed Action occur in Clark, Eureka, Nye and White Pine counties in
Nevada, and Beaver, Iron, Juab, Salt Lake and Washington counties in Utah. The
peak year teacher requirements for Clark County are 81 percent of those under the
Proposed Action, although the long-term impacts remain the same. The peak year
needs are almost halved for Nye County, while White Pine County is expected to
need only one additional teacher in the peak year. In Salt Lake, Beaver, Iron and
Juab counties, peak year teacher requirements are substantially reduced to only 21,
14, and 5 percent of the requirement for the Proposed Action, respectively. No
additional teachers are expected to be needed in Salt Lake, Washington and Eureka
counties, compared to small requirements in Salt Lake and Washington, and large
requirements in Eureka under the Proposed Action.

Four counties will require a significant number of short-term teachers under
Alternative 8. Beaver, Lincoln, Millard and Nye counties will need, respectively,
40.5, 39.5, 32.3 and 29.7 percent, more teachers for a few years.

Texas/New Mexico regional requirements reach 525 teachers, representing a
6.1 percent increase over the normal growth baseline, in peak year 1987. This figure
is 56 percent of the full deployment peak year regional requirement under Alterna-
tive 7. Curry County will experience the largest teacher requirement, with a peak
year requirement totalling 247, a 47.1 percent increase over the baseline needs.If
Long-term needs are also considerable, requiring a total of 226 teachers. For Curry
County, there is almost no difference between Alternative 7 and Alternative 8.
Three other counties are projected to experience long-term teacher requirements
under this alternative, Roosevelt, Potter and Randall, however, effects are quite
insignificant.

Of all of the counties experiencing short-lived education enrollment demands,
only a few will receive significant impacts. Those counties in descending order of
significance include Hartley and Dallam in Texas, and Harding, Quay and Roosevelt
in New Mexico. Harding County needs 53 additional teachers in the peak year.
Dallam County will need 122 teachers at the peak, 41.6 percent over baseline.
Hartley, Quay and Roosevelt counties are expected to require 30, 51 and 58
additional teachers during the peak year, representing 61.5, 38.3 and 29 percent
increases over baseline projections, respectively. The long term teacher require-
ments expected in Harding, Dallam, Hartley, Quay and Roosevelt counties, are
expected to be 82.8, 58.6, 38.4, 27.7, and 19.7 percent of the total personnel
projected to be required during the peak year, respectively.
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SCHOOL FACILITIES

Nevada/Utah Regional Impacts

Capital investment requirements under the proposed action and the split
deployment alternative are presented in Tables 4.3.2.6-3 and 4.3.2.6-4. Information
is provided for long term demands, peak year requirements and annual investment
required to satisfy long term needs. Total investment requirements are differenti-
ated by type of indebtedness required--general oblgation bond items, revenue bond
items and school bond items. Details as to the determents and levels of specific
infrastructure items are available in supplemental technical reports.

Long term capital expenditure requirements under the Proposed Action for the
Nevada/Utah region total $58.5 million. Over 68 percent of the total expenditures
are for school requirements. Similar patterns hold for peak year expenditures.
School expenditure requirements represent the majority of expenditure s--approx i-
mately 48 percent of the $218.3 million of total capital expenditures.

Within the Nevada/Utah region, the operating base county locations are
expected to constitute the majority of long term capital expenditures. Under the
Proposed Action, the operating base counties of Clark, Nevada, and Beaver, Utah,
represent over 89 percent of total capital outlays. In the peak year, however, the
counties where DDA facilities are expected represent the majority of the $218.3
million of total capital expenditures (55 percent). These peak year demands,
however, could be maintained as temporary facilities with concurrent reduction in
the peak year capital requirements. Regional capital expenditure requirements for
Alternatives I through 6 do not differ significantly from the Proposed Action.
Capital expenditures under the split deployment alternative, however, are reduced
substantially.

Total capital expenditures in the region under the split deployment alternative
are $27.5 million in the long term, approximately 47 percent of total outlays under
the Proposed Action. Peak year expenditure are expected to be $85.8 million for
the split deployment alternative, approximately 39 percent of total peak year
proposed action capital expenditures. 'able 4.3.2.6-4 presents the capital
investment requirements by category for the Nevada/Utah deployment region.

The capital expenditure requirements necessary to support growth due to M-X
will be significant for all counties in the Nevada/Utah deployment region. The
significant question, however, is not the level of requirements but the ability of the
individual counties to finance the long term and peak year capital expenditure
requirements.

The previous discussion presenting the expenditure requirements, defines a
picture of severe impacts to the region. Due to the low tax base and/or property
tax limitations for the counties in the Nevada/Utah region, the operating base
counties are unable to finance the bonds necessary to support either long term or
peak year capital expenditure requirements.

The non-base counties, having little or no long term effects, will experience
difficulties in meeting only temporary peak year demands. The use of temporary
facilities coupled with federal assistance can mitigate these problems successfully.
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Texas/New Mexico Regional Impacts

This section presents the aggregate revenue and expenditure estimates for all
local governments (county, cities, school districts, special districts) in the deploy-
ment region for Alternative 7 and split deployment alternative. Education related
effects are presented separately as these effects constitute the major portion of the
effects presented in the aggregate local government analysis. In addition, peak year
and long-te rr capital expenditure requirements are presented.

Local governments in the deployment region are anticipated to experience
varying levels of deficits through the early phases of the project. However, as the
tax base expands and the temporary construction work force leaves the area, local
government budget levels in the long-term will begin to stabilize near balanced
levels. Tables 4.3.2.6-5 and 4.3.2.6-6 present the aggregate expenditure and revenue
levels of all local governments within a county area under the low baseline scenario
(trend growth baseline) for Alternative 7 and split deployment.

Under Alternative 7, approximately 43.1 percent of the deployment region
peak year expenditures attributable to M-X ($62.5 million in 1987) can be accounted
for by the county areas where operating bases are proposed (Curry, Dallam, and
Hartley areas). Under the split deployment alternative, peak year expenditures are
reduced to approximately $35.4 million, 56.6 percent of the estimated levels under
Alternative 7.

County areas anticipated to experience little or no long-term growth due to
M-X but will, experience temporary rapid short-term growth are those areas
proposed for DDA facilities. While the number of county areas affected under the
split deployment alternative is less than under the full deployment alternative, the
county areas of Quay, Roosevelt, Harding, and Deaf Smith will experience similar
impacts as found under Alternative 7. The potential for service level degradation in
these areas is quite high. Substantial aid would be required to prevent service levels
from deteriorating to unacceptable levels. No significant adverse effects are
anticipated in the long-term for any of the potentially affected county areas.
However, the expenditure level in the Curry County area in the long-term would be
approximately 44 percent greater than expenditure levels experienced under
baseline conditions under both alternatives.

The effect on the potentially affected school districts follow similar patterns.
Under Alternative 7, in-migration of new pupils in the deployment region as a whole
in the early phases' of the project will increase local education expenditures by
approximately $41.4 million by the peak year of 1987 (Table 4.3.2.6-7). This
represents a 12.0 percent increase over baseline expenditure levels in the region as a
whole. Local effects, however, are more serious when compared to baseline levels.
Bailey, Dallam, Hartley, Moore, Parmer, Curry, Harding, and Roosevelt county
areas will all experience significant increases in education-related expenditures in
the peak years. With the possibility of local districts not being able to recruit the
necessary staff to maintain acceptable student-teacher ratios, these peak year
expenditure estimates could be reduced. Under split deployment, peak year (1987)
educational related expenditures are reduced to approximately $24.3 million in the
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School Facilities

deployment area as a whole (Table 4.3.2.6-8). Local districts in the county areas
mentioned above will also experience varying levels of impacts, particularly during
the peak year construction period.

Capital investment requirements in the deployment region under Alternative 7
and split deployment are presented in Tables 4.3.2.6-9 and 4.3.2.6-10. Information
is provided for long-term demands, peak year requirements and annual investment
required to satisfy long-term needs. Total investment requirements are differenti-
ated by type of indebtedness required--general obligation bond items, revenue bond
items and school bond items.

Long-term capital expenditure requirements under Alternative 7 total $76.9
million (Table 4.3.2.6-9). About 59 percent of the total requirements are for school
expenditures. Similar patterns hold for peak year expenditures. School expenditure
requirements represents approximately 46 percent of the $263.4 million of total
capital expenditures. However, use of temporary facilities and/or other mitigative
measures such as double sessions could reduce these costs substantially.

The operating base county locations are expected to constitute the majority of
long-term capital expenditures. Under Alternative 7 the operating base counties of
Curry and Hartley represent approximately 73.0 percent of total capital cutlays in
the long-term. In the peak year, however, the counties where DDA facilities are
proposed represent the majority of the $263.4 of total capital expenditures (66.7
percent). These peak year demands, however, could be met by temporary facilities
with a concurrent reduction in the peak year capital requirements.

Total long-term capital expenditures in the region under the split deployment
are $38.4 million (Table 4.3.2.6-10), approximately 50 percent of total outlays under
Alternative 7. Peak year expenditures are expected to be $145.1 million for split
deployment, approximately 55.1 percent of total peak year expenditures under
Alternative 7.

The level of capital expenditure necessary to support growth due to M-X will
be significant for all counties in the Texas/New Mexico deployment region.
However, local jurisdictions do not have the ability to finance these levels of
infrastructure demand. Due to the low tax base and/or property tax limitations for
the counties in the region, local jurisdictions are unable to finance the bonds
necessary to support either long-term or peak year capital expenditure
requirements. In addition, county areas having little or no long-term effects will
not have an incentive to build to the peak year requirements. Temporary
degradations of service levels could result if mitigative strategies and/or outside aid
are not available.

Operating Base Impacts

Beryl

Iron County School District, which currently maintains an enrollment capacity
of approximately 4,100 is expected to experience enrollment demands in excess of
capacity under projected normal growth conditions prior to 1982. This indicates
what any additional enrollment demands attributably to M-X would result in stresses
to the local education systems above the level which would occur under normal

4-429
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School. Facilities

growth conditions. Under M-X deployment Altenatives 1, 3, and 4, an operating
base near Beryl would be located within the jurisdiction of this school district.
Population in-migration associated with base construction would occur by 1982
under Alternatives 3 and 4, and somewhat later (1984) under Alternative 1. The
result of this population in-migration would be a number of school-aged dependents
requiring educational services.

Table 4.3.2.6-11 presents the number of school-aged children expected by
grade group for each M-X alternative between the years 1982 and 1994 on an annual
basis. As indicated, in 1982, Alternatives 3 and 4 may each add up to 680 additional
pupils to the school district, an increase of approximately 14.0 percent over the
4,790 enrollments expected under baseline growth conditions. Alternative 1,
however, would add enrollments constituting only a 3.4 percent increase over the
baseline enrollments of 5,100 at the initial year of M-X - related population in-
migration, in 1984. By 1989, the year of peak enrollment growth attributable to M-
X, the percentage increase over baseline growth for Alternatives 1, 3 and 4 may
range between approximately 80.0 (Alternative 1) and 84.0 percent (Alternatives 3
and 4) over the 5,815 enrollments expected under normal growth conditions.

Subsequent to peak year enrollment demands resulting from M-X, enrollment
levels can be expected to stabilize, the level of which may be useful for long-range
educational planning purposes. Table 4.3.2.6-1l indicates that the Iron County
School District may have to provide long-term educational services for between
10,100 (Alternative 1) and 11,240 pupils (Alternatives 3 and 4) should an M-X
operating base be located near Beryl. Approximately 6,400 of this total would be
attributable to normal enrollment growth in the county. Should no operating base be
located in Iron County, the school district would still receive additional demands for
services as a result of spillover effects of technical facility construction in adjacent
counties. The short and long-term effects of these enrollment demands under
Alternatives 2, 5, 6, 8 under Nevada/Utah, and the Proposed Action would be
considerably less than under Alternatives 1, 3, and 4. Regardless of which M-X
deployment alternative is selected, it is evident that given the posture of existing
facility inadequacy to meet even the projected number of baseline enrollments
expected for the areas that M-X related enrollments will certainly accentuate the
need for additional facilities and personnel.

Table 4.3.2.6-12 indicates the number of teachers which may be required to
accommodate baseline and M-X-related enrollment demand on a grade group basis
f or all years between 1982 and 1994. As was the case with enrollments,
Alternatives 1, 3, and 4 will require the largest number of teachers. Alternative I
may initially require seven additional teachers to accommodate M-X-related enroll-
ment increases in 1984, will necessitate nearly 200 by 1989, and require
approximately 120 to accommodate long-term demands. Alternatives 3 and 4 may
require an additional 30 teachers to accommodate initial M-X-related enrollment
increases in 1982. However, by 1989 it is estimated that a little more than 200
teachers may be required to service M-X-related demands, a staffing level that is
anticipated to remain fairly constant over the long-term. This brings the total long-
term teacher requirement to approximately 490 when combining M-X-related
teachers required with those which would be required to accommodate baseline
enrollment levels. It is likely that the school district may experience difficulty in
attracting arnd retaining an adequate staffing level.
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School Facilities

The proportion of total enrollments and teachers required attributable to other
projects in the area when compared to those attributable to M-X plus baseline
growth is extremely low. For example, under Alternatives 3 and 4, in which a large
operating base may be located near Beryl, of the total number of enrollments %& hich
the school district might expect during peak year 1989, less than 0.5 percent are
other project related.

Coyote Spring

M-X deployment Alternatives 1, 2, 4, 6 and the Proposed Action all identify a
potential operating base location in the vicinity of Coyote Spring north of Las
Vegas. Construction of such a facility would generate population in-migration
which would be distributed between Lincoln and Clark Counties in Nevada, and to a
much lesser extent, elsewhere. Associated with this population in-migration would
be a number of school-aged dependents requiring education services. The
accommodation of M-X-related demands for educational services would be shared
primarily between the Clark and Lincoln County School Districts. Since M-X-
related population in-migration is anticipated to occur at substantially higher levels
into Clark County, the following discussion will concentrate primarily upon the
effects to the Clark County School District.

Table 4.3.2.6-13 and 4.3.2.6-14 present the number of school-aged children
expected to enter the Clark and Lincoln County School Districts respectively, by
grade group for each M-X alternative between the years 1982 and 1994 on an annual
basis. As indicated, initial enrollment additions to the Clark County School District
would occur in 1984 under Alternatives 1, 2, 8 under Nevada/Utah, and the Proposed
Action, and in 1986 under Alternative 4. In all cases except Alternative 4, the
number of enrollments expected (1,220-1,230) would account for less than 1.0 percent
of the projected 136,012 resident school-aged children who will already be receiving
educational services at that time. Alternative 4, with initial enrollments of
approximately 2,600 would contribute approximately 2.0 percent over the 145,586
enrollments expected under normal growth conditions. In Lincoln County, initial
enrollments attributable to M-X may occur as early as 1982 due to regional labor
force dynamics as described in Effects on Employment and Labor Force. Between
25 and 30 additional enrollments could be expected to require educational services
in Lincoln County under Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4, 8 under Nevada/Utah, and the
Proposed Action during this year, an increase of 2.5 to 3.0 percent over the 978
school-aged children which are anticipated to already reside in the county.

Peak levels of enrollments generated by M-X into Clark County vary in time
with deployment alternatives. For Alternatives 1, 2, 4, 6, 8 under Nevada/Utah, and
the Proposed Action, peak levels of enrollments attributable to the project would
occur in 1987, 1986, 1988, 1989 and 1987 respectively. Depending on which of these
alternatives is ultimately selected, M-X-attributable enrollments may increase the
number of enrollments in Clark County by up to between 3.0 and 4.0 percent over
normal projected growth conditions which indicate that between 1986 and 1989, the
number of baseline enrollments will increase from nearly 145,600 to 157,900. In
Lincoln County, peak level enrollment increases under Alternatives 1, 2, 4, 6 and the
Proposed Action may all occur in 1986. Alternative 8 under Nevada/Utah, however,
is expected to peak somewhat later, 1988. Under all of these alternatives except
Alternative 8 under Nevada/Utah,, the peak level of M-X-related enrollment would
result in increases ranging between 105.0 and 115.0 percent over the 1,070 projected
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baseline enrollments, thus requiring the Lincoln County School District to be able to
accommodate a rough doubling in enrollment demand at peak year. Alternative 8
under Nevada/Utah, would result in an increase of approximately 75.0 percent over
baseline in 1988 which is estimated to be just over 1,100. While the enrollment
increases during peak years in Clark County are not expected to result in serious
deterioration in the capability of local facilities to accommodate the demands, it is
evident that peak year demands in Lincoln County will exceed the ability for the
existing facilities to adequately handle such a large scale demand increase.

Subsequent to peak year enrollment demands resulting from M-X, enrollment
levels can be expected to stabilize, the level of which may be useful for long-range
educational planning purposes. Table 4.3.2.6-13 indicates that under Alternatives 1,
2, 4, 6, 8 under Nevada/Utah, and the Proposed Action, that the Clark County
School District would require adequate facilities to accommodate between 182,250
and 183,370 pupils of which between approximately 2.0 and 3.0 percent would be
attributable to M-X. No long-term enrollment increases are anticipated under M-X
deployment Alternatives 3 and 5 in Clark County. Long-term enrollment increases
to the Lincoln County School District are expected to range between 3.0 and 9.0
percent over projected baseline growth regardless of which deployment alternative
is selected. It is likely that Lincoln County School District would be able to much
more efficiently accommodate the long-term demands of baseline and M-X-related
enrollments than the short-term peak years, demands at which time the need for
additional educational facilities and personnel would be substantial.

The number of teachers required to accommodate M-X-related enrollment
demands in Clark County for Alternatives 1, 2, 8 under Nevada/Utah, and the
Proposed Action in the long-term approximate 200, an increase of only 2.5 percent
over the 8,115 already expected to be there, while for Alternatives 4 and 6,
approximately three-quarters of this number would be required. As is the case with
enrollments, no additional teachers would be required after 1986 under Alternatives
3 and 4. In Lincoln County, 2 to 4 teachers would be required to accommodate long-
term M-X-induced enrollment increases regardless of alternative selected. In
neither Clark nor Lincoln counties should the requirement for additional teachers to
accommodate long-term demands present a problem.

In Clark County, the proportion of total enrollments and teachers required
attributable to other projects in the area when compared to those attributable to
M-X plus baseline is relatively small. For example, for Alternatives 1, 2, 8 under
Nevada/Utah, and the Proposed Action (under which a large operating base may be
located near Coyote Spring) the total number of additional enrollments which the
Clark County School District might expect as a result of M-X and other projects
between 4.0 and 6.0 percent of the total cumulative effects are attributable to
other projects. Almost no additional enrollments attributable to other projects are
expected in Lincoln County between 1982 and 1994.

Delta

Millard County School District, which currently maintains an enrollment
capacity of appproximately 2,360, is expected to experience enrollment demands in
excess of capacity under projected normal growth conditions prior to 1982. This
indicates that any additional enrollment demand attributable to M-X would result in
stresses to the local educational system above the level which would occur under
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School Facilities

normal growth conditions. Under M-X Deployment Alternative 2, an operating base
would be located near Delta within the jurisdiction of this school district.
Population in-migration associated with base construction would occur by 1984
under this alternative, resulting in a number of school-aged dependents requiring
educational services.

Table 4.3.2.6-15 presents the number of school-aged children expected by
grade group for each M-X alternative between the years 1982 and 1994 on an annual
basis. As indicated, Alternative 2 may add up to 420 additional pupils to the school
district, an increase of approximately 16.0 percent over the 2,500 enrollments
estimated to occur under baseline growth conditions. By 1989, the year of peak
enrollment growth attributable to M-X, the increase over baseline growth under
Alternative 2 approximates nearly 200.0 percent: at this time, baseline enrollments
are anticipated to number 3,260.

Subsequent to peak year enrollment demands resulting from M-X, enrollment
levels can be expected to stabilize, the level of which may be useful for long-range
educational planning purposes. Table 4.3.2.6-15 indicates that the Millard County
School District may have to provide long-term educational services for nearly 7,200
students should an M-X operating base be located near Delta. Of this total number
of students requiring education, slightly more than half may be M-X induced.
Should no operating base be located in Millard County, the school district would still
receive additional demands for services as a result of spill-over effects of technical
facility construction in adjacent counties. The short and long-term effects of these
enrollment demands under Alternative 6 and the Proposed Action would be consider-
ably less than under Alternative 2. No long-term enrollments attributable to M-X
are anticipated under any of the remaining alternatives. Regardless of which M-X
deployment alternative is selected, it is evident that given the posture of existing
facility inadequacy to meet even the projected number of baseline enrollments
expected for the area, that M-X related enrollments of both short and long-term
duration will certainly accentuate the need for additional facilities and personnel.

Table 4.3.2.6-16 indicates the number of teachers which may be required to
accommodate baseline and M-X related enrollment demand on a grade group basis
for all years between 1982 and 1994. As was the case with enrollments, Alternative
2 will require the largest number of teachers. Alternative 2 may initially require 12
additional teachers to accommodate M-X related enrollment increase in 1984,
necessitate nearly 255 by 1988, and require approximately 170 to accommodate
long-term demands, an increase of more than 1 10.0 percent over the 150 teachers
who will be necessary to accommodate long-term demands under normal growth
conditions. It is likely that the school district may experience difficulty in
attracting and retaining an adequate staffing level during both peak and long-term
conditions.

The proportion of total enrollments and teachers required attributable to other
projects in the area when compared to those attributable to M-X plus baseline
growth is substantial. For example, under Alternative 2, in which a small operating
base may be located near Delta, of the nearly 10,800 enrollments which the school
district might expect during peak year 1988 more than 15.0 percent are other
project related. This indicates that the already inadequate capability of the district
to provide educational services would be further compounded by M-X and other
project requirements.
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Ely

White Pine County School District, which currently maintains an enrollment
capacity of approximately 2,700, is not expected to experience enrollment demands
in excess of capacity under projected normal growth conditions through 1994. Under
M-X deployment Alternatives 3 and 5, an operating base near Ely would be located
within the jurisdiction of this school district. Population in-migration associated
with base construction would occur by 1985, resulting in a number of school-aged
dependents requiring educational services.

Table 4.3.2.6-17 presents the number of school-aged children expected by
grade group for each M-X alternative between the years 1982 and 1984 on an annual
basis. As indicated, in 1985, Alternatives 3 and 5 may each add up to approximately
550 additional pupils to the school district, an increase of approximately 25.0
percent over the 2,250 pupils anticipated given normal baseline growth. When
combining M-X-related enrollment demands with those required under normal
growth conditions, it is evident that the school district will realize a need for
additional facilities and staffing during this year. By 1988, the year of peak
enrollment growth attributable to M-X, the percentage increase for Alternatives 3
and 5 may range between approximately 230.0 and 240.0 percent over the nearly
2,400 resident school-aged children forecast for the time period.

Subsequent to peak year, enrollment demands resulting from M-X, enrollment
levels can be expected to stabilize, the level of which may be useful for long-range
educational planning purposes. Table 4.3.2.6-17 indicates that the White Pine
County School District may have to provide long-term educational services for
approximately 6,800 pupils should an M-X operating base be located near Ely. Of
this total, nearly 61.0 percent would be attributable to M-X. Should no operating
base be located in White Pine County, the school district would still receive
additional demands for educational services as a result of spillover effects of
technical facility construction nearby and in adjacent counties. These effects,
however, are anticipated to be of short duration (a four year period between 1985
and 1989) and result in an increase in enrollments over baseline of no larger than
76.0 percent during the peak year 1986 for Alternatives 1, 2, 4, 6, 8 under
Nevada/Utah, and the Proposed Action, at which time 2,290 pupils will already
require educational services under normal growth conditions.

Table 4.3.2.6-18 indicates the number of teachers which may be required to
accommodate baseline and M-X-related enrollment demands on a grade group basis
for all years between 1982 and 1994. As was the case with enrollments,
Alternatives 3 and 5 will require the largest number of teachers. These alternatives
may initially require six additional teachers to accommodate M-X-related enroll-
ment increases in 1984 and necessitate nearly 240 by 1989. Approximately 175
teachers would be needed to accommodate long-term demands. This brings the total
long-term teacher requirements to approximately 29.5 when combining M-X-related
teachers required with those which would be required to accommodate baseline
enrollment levels. It is likely that the school district may experience difficulty in
attracting and retaining an adequate staffing level. All other alternatives are not
expected to require additional teachers in the long term.

The proportion of total enrollments and teachers required attributable to other
projects in the area when compared to those attributable to M-X plus baseline
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School Facilities

growth is substantial. For example, under Alternatives 3 and 5, in which a small
operating base may be located near Ely, of the nearly 9,700 total enrollments which
the school district might expect during peak year 1988 under a cumulative growth
scenario, approximately 19.0 percent are other project related. This may further
accentuate the realization by local school officials that the capacity problems which
they are likely to encounter solely from M-X-related enrollment demands in 1985,
will be greatly compounded in the long-term when also considering additional
enrollment increments associated with other area projects.

M ilford

M-X deployment Alternatives 5 and 6 and the Proposed Action all identify a
potential operating base location in the vicinity of Milford. Construction of such a
facility would generate population in-migration which would be distributed into
Beaver County and to a lesser extent into Iron County. Associated with this
population in-migration would be a number of school-aged dependents requiring
educational services. The accommodation of M-X-related demands for educational
services would be borne primarily by the Beaver and Iron County School Districts.
Since M-X-related population in-migration is anticipated to occur at substantially
higher levels into Beaver County, the following discussion will concentrate primarily
upon the effects to the Beaver County School District.

Table 4.3.2.6-19 presents the number of school-aged children expected to
enter the Beaver County School District by class grouping for each M -X alternative
between the years 1982 and 1994 on an annual basis. As indicated, substantial intital
enrollment additions to the Beaver County School District would occur in 1982 under
Alternatives 5 and 6. Under the Proposed Action, initial enrollments would occur
somewhat later, 1984. Under Alternatives 5 and 6, it is expected that as many as
780 enrollments may be generated as a result of M-X-related population in-migra-
tion, which constitutes a 65.0 percent increase over the approximately 1,200
students anticipated in projected baseline. It is evident that the Beaver County
School District which maintains an enrollment capacity of approximately 1,700
students would experience problems with meeting enrollment demands in 1982.
Under the Proposed Action, the initial number of M-X-attributable enrollments
would be approximately 270 (in 1984), an increase of 21.0 percent over the nearly
1,300 pupils expected under normal growth conditions.

Peak levels of enrollments generated by M-X into Beaver County would occur
in 1987. Depending on which of these alternatives in which an operating base may
occur near Milford is ultimately selected, M-X-attributable enrollments may
increase the number of enrollments in Beaver County by up to between 345.0 and
365.0 percent over normal projected growth conditions - - which indicate that
approximately 1,340 local school-aged children would be utilizing educational
facilities in the district.

Subsequent to peak year enrollment demands resulting from M-X, enrollment
levels can be expected to stabilize, the level of which may be useful for long-range
educational planning purposes. Table 4.3.2.6-19 indicates that under Alternatives 5
and 6 the Beaver County School District would require adequate facilities to
accommodate approximately 6,350 pupils, of which approximately 77.0 percent
would be attributable to M-X. Under the Proposed Action, the long-term
requirement for educational services would be approximately 5,200 pupils of which
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approximately 72.0 are M-X-attributable. Under all other M-X deployment
alternatives in which an operating base would not be situated near Milford, long-
term effects would be greatly reduced. The respective percentage increases over
baseline growth under Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 would range between 15.0 and 25.0
percent. Under Alternative 8A, no long-term enrollment demands are expected.
Regardless of which M-X deployment in which an operating base would be located
near Milford is selected, it is evident that given the inadequate posture of existing
facilities, M-X-related enrollments will certainly accentuate the need for both
additional facilities and personnel.

The number of teachers required to accommodate M-X-related enrollment
demands in Beaver County for Alternatives 5 and 6 in the long-term approximat(
210, while for the Proposed Action, approximately three-quarters of this number
would be required. This is in addition to the 65 teachers exr.ected to be required
under long-term normal growth conditions. The annual pto:,ected baseline and
M-X-related teacher requirements between 1982 and 1994 for each grade group is
expressed in Table 4.3.2.6-20 for the Beaver County School District.

In Beaver County, the propor tiorn of total enrollments and teachers required
attributable to other projects in the area when compared to those attributable to
M-X plus P-_I=line is substantial. For example, for Alternatives 5 and 6, under
which a large operating base may be located near Milford, of the total number of
additional enrollments which the Beaver County School District might expect as a
result of M-X and other projects, 20.0 percent of the total cumulative effects are
attributable to other projects. This indicates that the existing inadequate
capability of the district to provide educational services to the extent required by
M-X would be further compounded when also considering other project
requirements.

Clovis

Curry County is comprised of four school districts. However, primary effects
attributable to M-X-related activities are anticipated to center mainly upon Clovis
Municipal School District. As a result, this discussion will focus upon this district,
although effects may also be experienced by those which are adjacent, but to a
lesser extent. Clovis Municipal School District, which currently maintains an
enrollment capacity of approximately 10,200, is expected to experience enrollment
demands in excess of capacity under projected normal growth conditions prior to
1982. This indicates that any additional demands attributable to M-X would result
in stresses to the local educational system above the level which would occur under
normal growth conditions. Under M-X deployment Alternatives 7 and 8 under
Nevada/Utah, an operating base would be located within the jurisdiction of the
school district near Clovis. Population in-migration associated with base
construction would occur by 1982, resulting in a number of school-aged dependents
requiring educational services.

Table 4.3.2.6-21 presents the number of school-aged children expected by
grade group for M-X Alternatives between the years 1982 and 1994 on an annual
basis. As indicated, in 1982, Alternatives 7 and 8 under Texas/New Mexico may
each add up to between 890 and 935 additional pupils to the school district, an
increase of between 7.5 and 8.5 percent over the 11,400 students expected under
baseline growth. By 1989, the year of peak encrollment growth attributable to M-X,
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School Facilities

the percentage increase over baseline growth for Alternatives 7 and 8 under
Texas/New Mexico may range between approximately 50.0 (Alternative 7) and 52.0
percent (Alternative 8 under Texas/New Mexico). At this time, it is expected that
nearly 11,550 resident school-aged children will be in need of educational services.

Subsequent to peak year enrollment demands resulting from M-X, enrollment
levels can be expected to stabilize, the level of which may be useful for long range
educational planning purposes. Table 4.3.2.6-21 indicates that the Clovis and
adjacent school districts may have to provide long-term educational services for
between 16,800 (Alternative 8 under Texas/New Mexico) and 16,900 pupils
(Alternative 7), of which approximately 32.0 percent would be attributable to M-X,
should an operating base be located near Clovis.

Alternatives 7 and 8 under Texas/New Mexico may initially require between 35
and 40 additional teachers to accommodate M-X-related enrollment increases in
1982, necessitate nearly 250 by 1988, and require between 225 and 230 to
accommodate long-term demands. Since nearly 520 teachers would be required to
accommodate just the projected long-term demands under a normal growth posture,
the total long-term teacher requirement will approximate 750. It is possible that
Clovis Municipal School District may encounter problems in attracting and retaining
a staffing level of this magnitude.

Dalhart

M-X deployment Alternative 7 indicates that a potential operating base may
be located in the vicinity of Dalhart. Construction of such a facility would
generate population in-migration which would be distributed between Dallam and
Hartley counties. Associated with this population in-migration would be a number
of school-aged dependents requiring educational services. The accommodation of
M-X-related demands for educational services would be shared primarily between
the Dallam and Hartley Independent School Districts. Since M-X-related population
in-migration is anticipated to occur at substantially higher levels into Hartley
County, the following discussion will concentrate primarily upon the effects to the
Hartley Independent School District, although effects upon the Dallam Independent
School District will also be considered.

Tables 4.3.2.6-22 and 4.3.2.6-23 present the number of school-aged children
expected to enter the Hartley and Dallam Independent School Districts respectively,
by class grouping for each M-X alternative between the years 1982 and 1994 on an
annual basis. As indicated, initial enrollment additions to both the Hartley and
Dallam Independent School Districts would occur in 1984. The number of initial
enrollments expected (about 90) would account for slightly less than 9.0 percent of
the nearly 990 resident school-aged children forecast to already require educational
services in Hartley County. In Dallam County, initial enrollments of approximately
100 would contribute approximately 5.0 percent over the 1,820 enrollments expected
under normal growth conditions in 1984.

Peak levels of enrollment generated by M-X into Hartley and Dallam counties
would occur in 1989 and 1988 respectively. M-X-attributable enrollments may
increase the number of enrollments in Hartley County by up to between 360 and 370
percent over the nearly 1,100 enrollments expected under normal growth conditions.
In Dallam County, peak level M-X-related enrollments would result in increases
ranging between 130.0 and 140.0 percent over the number of projected baseline
enrollments which are estimated to number approximately 1,900.
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School Facilities

Subsequent to peak year enrollment demands resulting from M-X, enrollment
levels can be expected to stabilize, the level of which may be useful for long-range
educational planning purposes. Table 4.3.2.6- 22 indicates that the Hartley
Independent School District may require adequate facilities to accommodate ap-
proximately 4,500 pupils of which between approximately 70.0 and 75.0 percent
would be attributable tv, M-X. Long-term enrollment increases to the DallamCounty School District are expected to result in a stabilized enrollment level ofapproximately 2,450 students, of which approximately 16.0 percent would be
attributable to M-X.

The number of teachers required to accommodate M-X-related enrollment
demands in Hartley County under Alternative 7 in the long-term approximate 140,
while for Dallam County, approximately 16 would be required. The long-term
teacher requirement attributable to M-X (140) when combined with the 54 expected
to be needed to serve long-term baseline enrollment levels can be expected to
create difficulties for the Hartley independent School District in terms of the

ability of the local area to attract and retain a staffing level of this magnitude.
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Health Services Personnel

HEALTH SERVICES PERSONNEL

INTRODUCTION (4.3.2.6.2.1)

Attracting and retaining physicians, dentists, and other health services person-
nel in rural areas has long been a major problem. Consequently, the level of health
care services tends to be substandard in rural towns. If this service is overwhelmed
by a sudden influx of population, without the provision of supplemental care, the
problem could become critical.

Needs for health service personnel, including physicians, nurses, dentists and
mental health workers, are based on population residing in local communities.
Military personnel and depenants are expected to use health services provided on
base and contractors are expected to provide some health services at construction
camps. Private health services will be required for civilian employees, indirect
workers, and their dependants.

Permanent health service personnel are more easily attracted to larger urban
areas such as Las Vegas. The Coyote Spring alternatives are projected to fill
service personnel positions more easily than the more rural OB sites. The difference
between the long term needs and the peak year needs must be filled with temporary
health service personnel, or left unfilled.

The measure of impact is the number of temporary health service personnel
required, expressed as a percentage, over the projected health service personnel
requirements in the peak year, including M-X induced needs plus the baseline needs.
If the temporary personnel needs exceed the base line needs by 15 percent or more,
the impact is considered to be significant. This may vary in any local community
due to specific conditions.

The following sections discuss the aggregate health services personnel needs.
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Health Services Personnel- -Proposed Action

PROPOSED ACTION (4.3.2.6.2.2)

Deployment Region Impacts

Table 4.3.2.6-24 shows the peak-year and long term requirements, along with
the cumulative peak-year and long term requirements of M-X and other projects
anticipated in the deployment region. The requirements peak in 1987 at 270
personnel, representing a 2.3 percent increase over baseline. The cumulative M-X
plus other projects peak-year total is 475 personnel, a 4.1 percent increase over
baseline. The long term requirements are for only 15 personnel, (0.1 percent more
than baseline needs), in 1994. Other projects increase the long term requirements to
150 personnel, (2.7 percent more than' baseline). There is a difference of 255
personnel between the peak year and long term requirements. This would require
255 temporary health service personnel in the peak year and would represent
2.2 percent of total requirem ,,ts including M-X. With other projects the require-
ment for temporary personpmtl wouP be increased to 2.7 percent. This need for
temporary personnel is not si&g if icant at the deployment region level, although local
impacts within the region cou' ! it, significant.

Coun~ties Affected By Base Locations

The Clark County peak, year requirements total 114 personnel, or 3.0 percent
more than the baseline requirements. Other projects bring the total to 122
personnel, which represents a 3.2 percent increase over baseline. M-X is projected
to require no additional personnel in the long term. The number of temporary health
service personnel can be expected to be large but not significant. Beaver County,
Utah will experience significant impacts which would be compounded by other
projects. The Beaver.County peak-year M-X induced requirements total 55, some
167 percent over baseline, while M-X plus other projects would bring the figure to
89 personnel, or 270 percent over baseline. After construction activities cease
requirements fall off to reach a permanent need for 13 personnel, some 37 percent
over baseline. M-X plus other projects would increase the number to 47, or
134 percent above baseline. The peak year requirements will exceed the long-term
impact on Beaver County, because 48 percent of the peak year needs must be filled
with temporary health service personnel. If other projects did not occur, the
percent of temporary personnel would be 34 percent, still a significant impact on
the existing health services. Both Lincoln County in Nevada and Iron County in
Utah would experience spillover effects from Coyote Spring and Milford
respectively. Lincoln County could be expected to have a significant impact with
22 percent of the peak year personnel being temporary.

Coun~ties Affected By Other DDA Activities

All other counties in the deployment region would experience short-lived
requirements, some of which would be significant. This would be true, for example,
in Eureka County, Nevada. The peak-year requirement is for 12 personnel and no
long term personnel. The temporary health service requirements are 60 percent of
the peak year baseline. This could cause a significant impact. Other significantly
impacted counties will be White Pine, Nye, and Juab, where the temporary health
service personnel requirements are 19.4, 18.9, and 16.4 percent of the peak year
baseline requirements respectively. When other projects are taken into account,
White Pine's and Juab's temporary needs increase to 47 and 30 percent. Millard
County would be impacted with a 26 percent temporary personnel need in the peak
year. The remaining counties, Washington, Salt Lake, and Utah, while having peak-
year personnel needs, would not be significantly impacted.
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Table 4.3.2.6-24. (page 1 of 3)

NEVADA/UTAH
HEALTH SERVICES PERSONNEL REQUIREMENTS

DEPLOYMENT REGION I CLARK COUNTY. NV.

ALTER- PEAK YEAR LONG TERM ALTER- PE" yg LONG TER
NATIVE H-X INDUCED CHANGE NATIVE K-X INDUCED CHANGE

(0 above norml growth baseline) (t above normal growth baseline)
PROP. PROP.

ACTZON 270 (2.3) 15 (01) ACTION 114 (3.0) 0 (0)

1 270 (2.3) 15 (0.1) 1 114 (3.0) 0 (0)

2 265 (2.3) 13 (0.1) 2 110 (2.9) 0 (0)

3 259 (2.2) 33 (0.2) 3 2 (0.1) 0 (0)

4 265 (2.3) 21 (0.2) 4 79 (2.0) 0 (0)

5 258 (2.2) 32 (0.2) 5 2 (0.1) 0 (0)

6 263 (2.3) 20 (0.2) 6 79 (2.0) 0 (0)

8 96 (0.9) 0 (0.0) 8 69 (1.8) 0 (0)

ALTER- M-X PLUS OTHER PROJECTS ALTER- M-X PLUS OTHER PROJECTS
NATIVE (a ebove normal growth baseline) NATIVE (q above normal growth baseline)

PROP. PROP.
ACTION 475 (4.1) 150 (1.1) ACTION 122 (3.2) 6 (0.1)

1 478 (4.1) 150 (1.1) 1 122 (3.2) 6 (0.1)

2 473 (4.2) 148 (1.1) 2 118 (3.1) 6 (0.1)

3 468 (4.1) 167 (1.3) 3 10 (0.3) 6 (0.1) t
4 473 (4.1) 155 (1.2) 4 87 (2.2) 6 (0.1)

5 460 (4.0) 167 (1.3) 5 10 (0.3) 6 (0.1)

6 -71 (4.1) 155 (1.2) 6 87 (2.2) 6 (0.1)

306 (2.7) 135 (1.0) 7 77 (2.0) 6 (0.1)

EUREKA COUNTY, NV. LINCOLN COUNTY, NV.
PEAK ER, LONGTERN I Wwa TERN'l'~q/mm .. ALTER- P EtR

NATE x-X INDUCED CHANGE NATIVE X-X INDUCED CHANGE
(% above normal qrowth baseline) ( above normal qrowth baseline)

PROP. PROP.
ACTION 12 (150.0) 0 (0) ACTION 9 (33.3) 1 (3.2)

1 12 (150.0) 0 (0) 1 10 (37.0) 2 (6.5)

2 12 (150.0) 0 (0) 2 9 (33.3) 0 (0.0)

3 12 (150.0) 0 (0) 3 9 (33.3) 1 (3.2)
4 12 (150.0) 0 (0) 4 10 (37.0) 2 (6.5)

S 12 (150.0) 0 (0) $ 8 (29.6) 0 (0.0)

6 12 (150.0) 0 (0) 6 9 (33.3) 1 (3.2)

8 0 (0.0) 0 (0) 1 6 (22.2) 0 (0.0)

A.Tr=- H ac z AL - m-x us o i 1101"
ca ( b n Re(U XOVh baselAne MTIM ( aove nomwl qnwth b&selUe)

PROP. PROP.
ACTION 12 (150.0) 0 (0) ACTI11 9 (33.3) 1 (3.2)

1 12 (150.0) 0 (0) 1 10 (37.0) 2 (6.5)

2 12 (15O.0) 0 (0) 2 9 (33.3) 0 (0.0)

3 12 (150.0) 0 (0) 3 9 (33.3) 1 (3.2)

4 12 (150.3) 0 (0) 4 9 (33.3) 2 (6.5)

S 12 (150.0) 0 (0) 5 8 (29.6) 0 (0.0)

6 12 (150.0) 0 (0) 6 9 (33.3) 1 (3.2)

0 0.0) 0 (0) 8 6 (22.2) 0 (0.0)

~i

3745
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Table 4.3.2.6-24. (page 2 of 3)

NEVADA/UTAH
HEALTH SERVICES PERSONNEL REQUIREMENTS

JUAB COUNTY, UT. MILLARD COUNTY, UT.
J .E -ALTER- I E!,YA

PEAX YEAR LONG TERM LTER- PA YEAR LONG TERM

NATIVE -IX INoCEO CHANGE NATIVE .4-X INDUCEO CHANGE

(S above normal growth baseline) (S above normal growth baseline)

PROP. PROP.

ACTION 9 (19.6) 0 (0) ACTION Ii (14.1) 0 (0)

1 9 (19.6) 0 (0) 1 11 (14.1) 0 (0)

2 10 (21.7) 0 (0) 2 65 (84.4) 13 15.7)

3 9 (19.6) 0 (0) 3 11 (14.1) 0 (0)

4 9 (19.6) 0 (0) 4 11 (14.1) 0 (0)

9 (19.6) 0 (0) 5 12 (15.4) 0 (0)

6 9 (19.6) 0 (0) 6 12 (15.4) 0 (0)

9 0 (0) 0 (0) 8 Ii (14.9) 0 (0)

ALTER- -IX PLUS OTHER PROJECTS ALTER- %-Il PLUS OTHER PROJECTS

NATIVE (% above normal growth baseline) NATIVE (S above normal growth baseline)

PROP. PROP.

ACTION 25 (54.3) 4 (7.4) ACTION 55 (70.5) 21 (253)

1 25 (24.3) 4 (7.4) 1 55 (70.5) 21 (25.3)

2 26 (56.5) 4 (7.4) 2 115 (149.4) 34 (41.0)

3 25 (54.3) 4 (7.4) 3 55 (70.5) 21 (25.3)

4 25 (54.3) 4 (7.4) 4 55 (70.5) 21 (25.3)

5 25 (54.3) 4 (7.4) 5 55 (70.5) 21 (25.3)

6 25 (54.3) 4 (7.4) 6 55 (70.5) 21 (25.3)

8 16 (34.8) 4 (7.4) 8 60 (81.0) 21 (25.3)

UTAH/SALT LAKE COUNTY, UT. WASHINGTON COUNTY. UT.

PEAK MR. LONG TEMLTER- PEAK YEAR LONG TERM
I LTER- -F _ -ATR

N-X INDCD CAG NATIVE -X INDUCED CHANGE

( above normal growth baseline) (S above normal growth baseline)

PROP. 
PROP.

ACTION 63 (0.9) 0 (0) ACTION 3 (1.5) 0 10.0

1 60 (0.9) 0 (0) 1 5 (2.6) 1 (0.4)

2 67 (1.0) 0 (0) 2 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

68 (1.01 0 (0) 3 8 14.3) 2 (0.9)

4 64 (0.9) 0 (0) 4 a (4.3) 2 (0.9)

5 70 (1.0) 0 (0) S 5 (2.7) 1 (0.4)

6 65 (0.9) 0 (0) 6 5 (2.7) 1 (0.4)

0 0 (0.0) 0 10) S 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

ALTER- 4x P. OTHF!ER. PROJECTS AL'IX_ Kx PLUS 3trRW ,=

1,Nys 4 a •w RG3S , qX6wS), b e841 AM) MO M I ( & bWve normal growth baseelL e)

F-PaorPROP.
109 (1.6) 33 (0.4)
lo0 (1.6) 3 1 5 (2.6) 1 (0.4)

A1090N .6(5.) 0 (0.0

4411 (0.7) :33 10.4) 4 a (4.3) 2 (0.9)

I lie (1.7) 33 (0.4) 55 (2.71 1 (0.4)

G 114 (1.6) 33 (0.4) 65 (2.7) 1 (0.4)

S49 (10.7) 33 (0.4) 6 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

3745
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Table 4.3.2.6-24. (page 3 of 3)

NEVADA/UTAH
HEALTH SERVICES PERSONNEL REQUIREMENTS

NYE COUNTY, NV. WHITE PINE COUNTY, NV.

ALTER- PEA.K YEAR LONG TERM ALTER- PEAX YEAR LONG TERN

NATIVE -X INDUCED CHANGE NATIVE N-X INDUCED CHANGE
(5 above normal qrowth baseline) (0 above normal growth baseline)

PROP. PROP.
ACTION 21 (27.3) 0 (0) ACT~0 14 (24.1) 0 (0)

A 21 (27.3) 0 (0) . 14 (24.1) 0 (0)

2 21 (27.3) 0 (0) 2 14 (24.1) 0 (0)

3 21 (27.3) 0 (0) 3 78 (132.2) 13 (19.1)

4 21 (27.3) 0 (0) 4 14 (24.1) 0 (0)

5 21 (27.3) 0 (0) 5 79 (132.2) 13 (19.1)

6 21 (27.3) 0 (0) 6 14 (24.1) 0 (0)

a 9 (12.5) 0 (0) 8 0 ( 0.0) 0 (0)

ALTER- N-X PLUS OTHER PROJECTS ALTER- 4-X PLUS OTHER PROJECTS

NATIVE ( above normal qrowth baseline) NATIVE (5 above normal growth baseline)

PROP. PROP.
ACTION 18 (25.0) 0 (0) ACTION 52 (89.7) 32 (47.1)

1 21 (27.3) 0 (0) 1 S2 (89.7) 32 (47.1)

2 21 (27.3) 0 (0) 2 52 (89.7) 32 (47.1)

3 21 (27.3) 0 (0) 3 129 (218.6) 45 (66.2)

4 21 (27.3) 0 (0) 4 52 (89.7) 32 (47.1)

5 21 (27.3) 0 (0) 5 129 (218.6) 45 (66.2)

6 21 (27.3) 0 (0) 6 52 (89.7) 32 (47.1)

S 9 (12.5) 0 (0) 9 52 (89.7) 32 (47.1)

BEAVER COUNTY, UT. IRON COUNTY. UT.

ALTER- P YEAR 1 LONG TERN TE PEAK YEAR LONG TERM

NATIVE N-X INDUCED -CRNGZ ATVE N-X INUCED CHANGE
(% above normal growth baseline) (% above normal. qrowth baseline)

PROP. PROP.

ACTION 55 (166.7) 13 (37.1) ACTION 6 (4.2) 1 (0.6)

1 6 (18.2) 1 (2.9) 1 56 (38.9) 11 (6.7)

6 (18.2) 0 (0) 2 2 (1.4) 0 (0.0)

3 9 (27.3) 2 (5.7) 3 74 (54.4) 15 (9.1)

4 9 (27.3) 2 (5.7) 4 74 (54.4) 15 (9.2)

5 75 (234.4) 17 (48.6) S 11 (7.9) 1 (0.6)

6 75 (234.4) 17 (46.6) 6 11 (7.9) 1 (0.6)

6 7 (21.2) 0 (0) 1 1 (0.7) 0 (0.0)

_ _- _ US _ _ _PROC_5 ALTER- K*x PLUS OTHR PEONNC
ATE bom & zm growth baseline) (%T abo(ve normal grwt b4SQ1AAo1

PRP. PRP. 06
ACTION 99 (269.7) 47 (134.3) ACTION 6 (4.2)

t 52 (157.6) 34 (97.1) 156 (38.9) 13 (7.9)

252 (257.6) 34 (97.1) 23 (2.1) 2 (1.2)

53 (160.6) 3S (100.0) 3 75 (55.1) 17 (10.3)

4 3 (160.6 3S (LOO.0) 4 75 (55.2) 17 (10.3)

114 (356.3) 51 (145.7) 5 12 (8.6) 3 (1.0)

6 114 (3S6.3) Si (145.7) 6 12 (0.6) 3 (1.8)

1 41 (124.2) 34 (97.1) s 1 (0.7) 0 (0.0)

374S
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Health Services Personnel--Alternatives 1, 2

Mitigative Measures

In communities experiencing rapid growth there is usually pressure on existing
hospitals, physicians, dentists, ambulance services, and mental health and
community clinics. Hospital emergency rooms become substitutes for family
physicians. Services cannot be expanded rapidly enough to meet demands. An
environment and facilities must be provided to attract health care professionals to
the area. One measure might be to ensure adequate housing and to minimize
disruption to the quality of life. Strategies could be implemented to attract and
keep necessary personnel, including: development of incentive programs to recruit
physicians; development of satellite medical centers; employment of physician
assistants and the development of ample public health nursing agencies; setting up
programs such as alcohol and drug abuse centers; and the provision of ambulance
service to regional hospitals. Strategies that the states can implement are: an
interstate aircraft ambulance network, permitting rapid transport of accident
victims to regional hospitals; planning the coordination of public health resources
and the provision of technical and financial assistance from state health depart-
ments. Federal strategies that may help effected communities overcome shortfalls
include: using physicians in public health service to staff rural clinics; federal
programs to provide financial assistance for hospitals and health facilities; and
assistance for health services. The construction contractor could provide temporary
facilities, mobile or modular units, which could be used during the construction
period and converted to local use following construction. t

ALTERNATIVE 1 (4.3.2.6.2.3)

Under this alternative, the DDA facilities remain the same as for the Proposed
Action; the first operating base remains at Coyote Spring Valley, but the second
operating base is shifted from Milford to Beryl, in Iron County, Utah. There are no
significant differences between the Proposed Action and Alternative I at the
regional level. The only significant differences would occur at the individual county
level, in Beaver and Iron counties in Utah. With the second operating base no longer
in Beaver County, the Beaver County peak-year M-X induced requirements decline
to only 11 percent of those needed under the Proposed Action, or just 6 personnel.
Its long term needs are also reduced. The temporary health service personnel
requirements for the peak years are 13 percent over the baseline requirements. The
cumulative impact of M-X and other projects is likewise reduced. Iron County now
is projected to have M-X induced peak-year requirements of some 56 health services
personnel, or 39 percent above baseline requirements, and long term needs of 11
persons, or 7 percent over baseline. This will require 45 temporary health service
employees which will be 23 percent of the base line requirement, slightly less when
other projects are included. This number of temporary health service personnel will
present health service problems during the peak construction period.

ALTERNATIVE 2 (4.3.2.6.2.4)

Under Alternative 2, the DDA facilities remain the same as the Proposed
Action, the Coyote Spring OB remains the same, and the other OB is moved from
Milford to Delta in Millard County. Since only the second operating base and
spillover effects are different, there are no significant differences between
Alternative 2 and the Proposed Action at the deployment region level. At the
individual county level, namely in Beaver, Millard and Washington Counties in Utah,
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Health Services Personnel -- Alternatives 2, 3, 4

differences would occur. Beaver County's M-X related peak-year health services
Dersonnel requirements total 6 individuals, some 18 percent over baseline, and
j,8 percent less than those required in the peak-year of the Proposed Action. There
are no long term needs, and the number of temporary health service personnel would
be 15 percent, considerably less than that anticipated in Beaver County under the
Proposed Action. Other projects would increase the temporary personnel to
21 percent. Millard County would experience an impact significantly different than
that expected under the Proposed Action. Its peak-year needs total 65 personnel,
some 84 percent above baseline, and its long-term requirements come to 13
individuals, or 16 percent over baseline. The difference between the long-term
needs and the peak-year needs could be expected to create a need for temporary
personnel equal to 13 percent of the base line increased to 42 percent with the
cumulative impact of M-X and other projects. This would be a significant impact.
Washington County is not expected to be impacted.

ALTERNATIVE 3 (4p.3.2.6.2.5)

Under Alternative 3, the DDA facilities remain essentially the same as under
the Proposed Action, the two operating base locations change, moving from Coyote
Spring and Milford, to Beryl in Iron County, Utah and to Ely in White Pine County,
Nevada. As a result, though there are no significant differences at the regional
level, the differences occur at the county level, particularly in Clark and White Pine
counties in Nevada and Beaver, Iron and Washington counties in Utah. With the first
operating base no longer in Clark County, its pe.- "-year needs are now insignificant,
at less than 2 percent of those under the Propk, ec( Action. White Pine County's
impacts became significant. Its peak-year requirements are some 5.6 times as
large, with 78 heafth services personnel called for. Since its long-term needs are for
only 13 M-X related health personnel, the resultant need for temporary personnel
could be 47 percent of the peak-year cumulative requirements. If there were no
other projects, this need for temporary employees would be reduced to 45 percent,
still significant. Beaver County is expected to require only 16 percent as many
health personnel as under the Proposed Action, an insignificant impact, although
other projects would tend to exacerbate the situation and contribute to a significant
peak-year requirement for temporary personnel equal to 21 percent of the baseline.

With the first operating base in Iron County, its impacts will be significantly
greater than those experienced under the Proposed Action. The peak-year require-
ments call for 74 health personnel, some 54 percent above baseline, while its long
term needs are for 15 additional personnel. A need for temporary personnel equal to
28 percent of the baseline in the peak-year is expected. Washington County would
probably experience long-term spillover effects from the adjacent county. The
impacts are not significant.

ALTERNATIVE 4 (4.3.2.6.2.6)

Under Alternative 4, while the DDA facilities remain essentially the same as
under the Proposed Action, the two base locations differ. The first operating base,
having been moved from Coyote Spring to Beryl in Iron County, and the second
operating base from Milford to Coyote Spring in Clark County. There are no
significant diffferences between Alternative 4 and the Proposed Action at the
regional level, but there are at the county level, specifically in Clark County, in
Nevada and Beaver, Iron and Washington counties in Utah. With the second
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Health Services Personnel -- Alternatives 4, 5, 6

operating base in Clark County, instead of the first operating base under the
Proposed Action, requirements are projected to be only 69 percent of those under
the Proposed Action, or 79 personnel, representing a 2 percent increase over
baseline. Even with no long term needs, the resultant need for temporary health
service personnel is insignificant compared to the personnel already in Clark
County. Beaver County, without the operating base near Milford, will also have far
fewer personnel needs in the peak-year than under the Proposed Action. When other
projects are added, the cumulative need for temporary personnel can be expected to
be about 21 percent of the baseline in the peak construction year. Iron County, with
the first operating base, is projected to have a peak-year health personnel need of
74, 54 percent over baseline and a long term need for 15. This would require
temporary personnel equal to 28 percent of the baseline in the peak-year, compared
to only 3 percent under the Proposed Action. Washington County, although
experiencing long term impacts, would not be significantly affected.

ALTERNATIVE 5 (4.3.2.6.2.7)

Under Alternative 5, the DDA facilities remain essentially the same as under
the Proposed Action. There are no significant differences at the regional level.
With the first operating base shifted from Coyote Spring to Milford in Beaver
County, and the second operating base changed from Milford to Ely in White Pine
County, there are significant differences between Alternative 5 and the Proposed
Action at the county level, particularly in Clark and White Pine counties in Nevada
and Beaver and Iron counties in Utah. In Clark County, for example, the M-X
induced personnel requirements are only 2 percent of those under the Proposed
Action in the peak year, and are insignificant. The White Pine County peak-year
requirements are both significantly different and larger, totalling some 7.I ?.alth
service personnel, or 132 percent greater than the baseline needs. Sinck Yn long
term needs are for only 13 personnel, the anticipated need for temporary personnel
is 47 percent of baseline in the peak year. Beaver County is projected to have a still
larger need for temporary personnel of 54 percent of baseline requirements in the
peak-year, since its peak requirements of 75 personnel far exceed its long term need
of just 17. In both counties, other projects would reduce these needs for temporary
personnel a little. Iron County would experience almost double the peak-year needs
under Alternative 5 as under the Proposed Action, but a need for temporary
personnel of only 7 percent of baseline requirements is anticipated and should not
prove disruptive.

ALTERNATIVE 6 (4p.3.2.6.2.8)

Under Alternative 6 the DDA facilities remain the same as under the Proposed
Action. At the regional level there are no significant differences between
Alternative 6 and the Proposed Action. With the first operating base in Milford and
the second operating base in Coyote Spring, the impacts are different for Clark and
Iron counties. Clark County has 69 percent of the peak-year requirements of the
Proposed Action. Beaver County's peak-year requirements are some 36 percent
greater than those under the Proposed Action, but the anticipated need for
temporary personnel would not be significantly different; 54 versus 48 percent of
the baseline, respectively. Iron County's peak-year impacts are almost double those
under the Proposed Action, I1I personnel, or 8 percent above baseline, but the
anticipated need for temporary personnel, even though double that under the
Proposed Action is still not large enough to be significant.
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Health Services Personnel -- Alternative 7

ALTERNATIVE 7 (4p.3.2.6.2.9)

Under Alternative 7 the health services personnel requirements impact is
caused by the decision to deploy the M-X system in Texas/New Mexico, with bases
near Clovis and Daihart. Since the regional and local labor markets for health
service personnel are not large enough to provide the necessary labor, the balance
must be met by in-migrants, all of whom would require health services. The impact
of requirements, particularly the long term ones, would be felt in the two operating
base communities and in a few adjacent counties affected by spillover. Major
impacts will be felt, to varying degrees throughout the deployment region counties
as construction of the DDA facilities proceeds, peaks and culminates.

The peak-year M-X induced health services personnel requirements for the
Texas/New Mexico deployment region total 306 (see Table 4.3.2.6-25), representing
an increase of 6.2 percent over the baseline for the Texas/New Mexico deployment
region. This contrasts with a peak requirement of some 270 personnel for the
Proposed Action in Nevada/Utah which represents a 2.3 percent increase over the
Nevada/Utah baseline. Likewise, the long term requirements of M-X are somewhat
greater in Texas/New Mexico than in Nevada/Utah under the Proposed Action. For
example, 49 personnel are needed on the long-term versus only 15 for Nevada/Utah.
The anticipated need for temporary personnel, although insignificant, is larger,
5 percent, in Texas/New Mexico, than the expected 2 percent in Nevada/Utah.

Among the permanently affected counties are Hartley, Dallam, Moore and
Potter/Randall counties in Texas and Curry an.. Roosevelt counties in New Mexico.
Of the Texas counties, only two, Hartley and Dallam counties, are significantly
impacted. The peak-year requirements in Hartley County, location of the second
operating base, total some 32 doctors, nurses, dentists and mental health personnel,
or about 119 percent over baseline. Its long term needs total only 4 personnel, thus
leading to an anticipated need for temporary personnel of 48 percent of baseline in
the peak year, which will be a disruptive factor in the provision of adequate health
services. Similarly, Dallam County has a peak-year requirement of 38 personnel, or
83 percent over baseline, but a long term need for only 5. The expected need for
temporary personnel would amount to 39 percent of the baseline requirements.

In New Mexico, Curry County is the only county that would be significantly
impacted. Its peak-year requirements come to 102 personnel, some 34 percent over
baseline whereas its long term needs are projected at 18 health personnel. This is
likely to create a need for temporary personnel of some 21 percent of baseline
during the peak years.

The counties that are projected to experience only short-lived M-X related
requirements and that can expect to be significantly impacted are Sherman in Texas
and Harding in New Mexico. Sherman County's anticipated need for temporary
personnel in the peak years will be about 14 percent of baseline, but Harding
County's will be more. For Harding County, in the peak-year, M-X will require only
I I health personnel, some 157 percent over baseline, but since none are needed in
the long term, the need for temporary personnel is anticipated to be of the order of
61 percent, large enough to place considerable strains, although short-lived, on the
provision of health services in Harding County.
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Table 4.3.2.6-25. (page 1 of 3)

TEXAS/NEW MEXICO
HEALTH SERVICES PERSONNEL REQUIREMENTS

DEPLOYMENT REGION I BAILEY COUNTY, TX.
ALTr..:l ALTE'R- I
NATIv z .x IN!O HMR KIrt I,-x NU0= mauMM

( bhove normal qrrh baseline) it above norual growth baseline)

7 I 306 (6.2) 49 (0.9) 7 4 (7.3) ' 0 (0)

159 (3.2) 22 (0.4) 
,  

2 (3.6). 0 (0)

CASTRO COUNTY, TX. COCHRAN COUNTY, TX.
PEARC YE.ARL , NG" TSR. Yr IUNG MES

ALTER- iAITMS-

mAmIVX N-K INtUC CANGEmZ STA E N-X INDUI D ScAN,

(I above normal qrowth baseline) aboI ve norml qrowth baseline)

(1.4) 0 (0) , (0) 0 ()

a 1 (1.4) 0 (0) 1 (00 (0)

DALLAM COUNTY, TX. DEAF SMITH, COUNTY, TX.
YEAR YEAR wuNG TENS Pt W Um TRW

ALTER- I ALTER-
TiVE N-K 1110=0O CHAN= NATIVE N-X INVAUD CAM

( above norml groth baselinel I ( above normt groth baseline)

7 38 (82.6) 5 (9.6) 7 10 (7.1) 0 (0)

! 6 (13.0) o I 4 (2.9) 0 (0)

HALE COUNTY, TX. HARTLEY COUNTY, TX.
m" tmo EA TENS PEAR WEA L=N TENM

ALTER- *AT
NATIVE -K %N=U CRUM *. wuNATIEN- NG Zas

( aove" nomL grwth baelineJ ( above normal growth baseline)

7 1 (0.4) 0 (0) 7 32 (118.5) 4 (13.8)
0 (0.0) 0 (0) 8 5 (18.5) 0 (0.0)
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Table 4.3.2.6-25. (page 2 of 3)

TEXAS/NEW MEXICO

HEALTH SERVICES PERSONNEL REQUIREMENTS

HOCKLEY COUNTY, TX. I LAMB COUNTY, TX.
- T EARYEARWHOTim ZEAK YEARk LG 72M

VAZ -R ZMvC=D Ox"Ns NATrt! NI.0 CEANM
(S above normal groth ~asel:ln I I above nora~ l growth bassline)

1 (0.7) 0 (0) 7 0 (0) 0 (0)

0 (0.0) 0 (0) (0) 0 (0)

LUBBOCK COUNTY, TX. 1 MOORE COUNTY, TX.
o EAR To 1 YUJI LOG ?am

ALTER- YML0G MALTeRt-
N&MDV!N!IED CHAPM NATMV x- 1"UC&0 CAiamm

-( s above norml growth baessinl I( above n loe qrowth baseoLne)7 ,i =: ° ''
34 J2.1) 0 ()14 (14) 5 (4.8)

* 24 (1.s) 0 (0) a 0 (0) 0 (0.0)

OLDHAM COUNTY. TX. I r PARMER COUNTY, TX.
PM~ YEAR La W TMR

ALTZR- ALTZER- i

% Above nomal groth basen) (above normal qr h baeeIn)

0 (0) 0 0 5 0 7.4) 0 CO)

1 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0

POTTER/RANDALL COUNTIES, TX. SHERMAN COUNTY, TX.

(% on" 1gua pevS3 b (asut ) 0 'ev rarW pv1h b.Uas)

7 74 (6.1) 13 (1.0) 74 (16.-0) 0 ()

a 23 (1.9) 1 (0.1) 0 (00 0 0
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Table 4.3.2.6-25. (page 3 of 3)

TEXAS/NEW MEXICO
HEALTH SERVICES PERSONNEL REQUIREMENTS

SWISHER COUNTY. TX. CHAVES COUNTY, NM.
NATIE PEL YELONtG TER PEAK YEAR j 10 TERAMI,- ALTZ- I

E-x INDUCED CHNGE N-X INDUCED CHAN,
(b shave normal. growth baseline) (% above normal growth baseline)

7
0 (0) 0 (0) 13 (3.41 0 (0)
0 ( 0 (0) 9 (2.3) 0 (0)

CURRY COUNTY, NM. 1 DE BACA COUNTY, NM.
PEAKER YEAR 1011i LONG TERM ALPTER YFEAYEAR r NG TERMALTET.- iI,.£R

-ATIK IO-x *OiD CHAmGE NATIVE N-K IVDCAi (t abve norml 9rWh baseline) (% shove noml qrovth bline)

7 102 (34.1) 18 (6.0) 0 (0) 0 (0)

e 88 (29.4) 17 (5.7) 5 0 (0) 0 (0)
- ,_JL

HARDING COUNTY, NM. QUAY COUNTY, NM.
ALE- PEAK YEAR j 1G T2104 PEAK nEA LUIG EN

NATIVE N-K INDUCED CHANCE NATIVE * -K INDCED CHANCIR
(% Mhove normal growth baseline) . (% aove no mal qrowh baseline)

11 (157.1) 0 (0) 9 (12.2) 0 (0)

* 9 (128.6) 0 (0 9 (12.2) 0 (0)

ROOSEVELT COUNTY, NM. ) UNION COUNTY, NM.
PEAK YEAR ONG TERPM PEAK YA THO 13)

7 15 (13.4) 4 (13.4)

12 (10.7) 4 (3.4) i 0 t0) 0 0)

3746
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Health Services Personnel -- Alternative 8

ALERNATIVE 8 (#.3.2.6.2.10)

In Alternative 8, the DDA facilities are split between Nevada/Utah and
Texas/New Mexico, with only one operating base in the Nevada/Utah region.
Consequently, the Nevada/Utah deployment regions' peak-year health services

* personnel requirements are only 36 percent of those of full deployment in
Nevada/Utah, with no M-X related personnel requirements in the long run,

* compared to 15 under the Proposed Action. As a result of the split deployment and
the smaller number of in-migrants, the health services personnel needs are much
lower. For example, peak-year requirements are only 61, 67, and 50 percent of the
Proposed Action needs in Clark, Lincoln and Nye counties in Nevada, and only 13,
and 17 percent in Beaver and Iron Counties in Utah. Moreover, Eureka, White Pine,
Juab, Salt Lake and Washington Counties now have no requirements. Only Lincoln
can anticipate a need for temporary personnel, 18 percent of the baseline in the
peak year. This is not significantly different from that which is expected to occur
under the Proposed Action. Only when other projects are included does another
county, Juab, appear to experience a need for temporary personnel in the peak
years. In Texas/New Mexico, under split deployment, peak year health services
personnel requirements reach 159, representing a 2.7 percent increase over baseline
requirements in the same year. This is 52 percent of the full deployment peak-year
requirements in Texas/New Mexico. As with the split deployment alternative in
Nevada/Utah, the peak years and long term health personnel requirement are
reduced substantially. As a result three counties can anticipate any significant
burden on, or dislocation of health services. These are, in order of relative impact,
Harding and Curry counties in New Mexico, and Hartley County in Texas. Harding I
County's peak-year health services requirements call for 9 health personnel, but
since these are needed for a few peak years, and as 7 are projected for the normal
growth baseline needs, Harding County can anticipate a need for temporary
personnel equal to 56 percent of the baseline during peak years. Curry County could
require 88 health personnel in the peak-year, 29 percent above baseline, but
declining to 17 in the long term. The need for temporary personnel would be
18 percent of baseline, a fairly large figure when the numbers of people involved is
quite high. Hartley County in Texas is the only other county to be impacted with a
need for temporary personnel of 16 percent of baseline.
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Public Safety Considerations

PUBLIC SAFETY CONSI DERATIONS

INTRODUCTION (li.3.2-6.3. 1)

Rapid population growth causes strains and pressures on rural police and fire
services. In many rural areas, the fire protection force is composed of volunteers.
With the influx of a large population, the volunteer force may find it difficult to
provide adequate fire protection, particularly for scattered mobile homes and large
commercial buildings. Much of the new population will probably come from urban
areas and bring their urban values and interpretations of law and order to rural
communities. The rapid growth could be accompanied by an increase in crime rates.
Thus, the problems of crowded facilities and of attracting and keeping enough
qualified people to serve as deputies and police officers will be important.

Law enforcement personnel requirements are assumed to be generated by the
total population, whether resident in local communities, the operating base, or in
construction camps since any of these persons could be the perpetrator or victim of
crime in the area. The requirements are further assumed to be invariant for all
population categories, with a parameter value of 2.0 police officers per thousand.
This assumption tends to overestimate the total impact since police personnel will
be part of the operating base complex. As there is no reasonable way to treat base
populations different from other population groups, this conservative approach has
been taken. Construction costs for law enforcement facilities such as police
stations and detention centers is also a function of population, with a cost of $48 per
person estimated (1978 dollars).

The additional personnel needs associated with fire safety services are
estimated in a manner similar to that for law enforcement except that only the
population resident in local communities is used to generate estimates. It is
assumed that persons and property on the base will be provided fire protection
services by the base, while the population in temporary construction camps are
provided fire safety services by contractors. The personnel needs ratio is invariant
for all population groups (1.65 fire personnel per 1,000 population) assumed residing
in local communities.
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Public Safety Considerations- - Proposed Action

It is assumed that sufficient public safety personnel would be attracted to a
given area to meet the long term permanent public safety needs of the population in
the area. These personnel are generally fewer than those required to meet the
needs of the peak year population. The difference between the long term needs and
the peak year needs must be filled with temporary public safety personnel, or left
unfilled.

Required temporary public safety personnel are compared to the projected
personnel requirements in the peak year, including M-X induced needs plus the base
line needs to estimate the significance of impact. If the temporary public safety
personnel needs exceed the M-X induced base line needs by 15 percent or more, the
impact is considered to be significant.

PROPOSED ACTION (4.3.2.6.3.2)

Since the local and regional labor markets are not sufficiently large to provide
the necessary labor, the balance must be met by in-migration. These in-migrants
and their families will place additional demand on the public safety sector,
necessitating the recruitment of more public safety personnel.

Table 4.3.2.6-26 presents for each county, the M-X induced peak year and
long-term public safety personnel requirements and percent change over normal
growth baseline, by alternative. The lower half of the tables include an analysis of
M-X plus other construction projects proposed for the deployment region. At the
regional level, M-X-induced public safety personnel requirements will peak in 1987,
with a need for 259 additional personnel, representing a 4.2 percent increase over
the baseline projection. The regional cumulative impact of M-X and other projects
totals 369 in peak year 1987, a 6.0 percent increase over the baseline. The long-
term M-X requirements are for 73 personnel, or 1.0 percent more than baseline
needs in 1994. Other projects increase the long-term requirements to 144 personnel,
2 pecent more than baseline. It is assumed that only the long-term personnel
requirements will be met by permanent personnel, it is likely that there will be a
need for temporary public safety personnel of 186 personnel in the peak year. This
represents 2.9 percent of the total personnel projected to be required during peak
year. At the regional level, the need for temporary public safety personnel is not
expected to be significant.

Assuming full deployment in Nevada/Utah unrder the Proposed Action, contin-
uous and high project requirements for public safety services will occur primarily
within the jurisdiction of Clark County and Beaver County where the first and
second operating bases will be located, respectively. Clark County's peak year
requirements total some 85 personnel, or 4.2 percent more than the peak year
baseline requirements. Other projects bring the cumulative peak total to 90
personnel, which represents a 4.4 percent increase over baseline. M-X is projected
to require 36 personnel in the long-term, and including other projects, 39 personnel.
Although the need for temporary public safety personnel can be expected to be large
absolutely, in relative terms it is not significant. Beaver County, Utah, however,
will experience significant impacts from M-X which will be compounded by other
projects. Beaver County's peak personnel requirements total 50, 277.8 percent over
baseline, while other projects bring the cumulative figure to 67 personnel, or
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Table 4.3.2.6-26. (page 1 of 3)

NEVADA/UTAH
PUBLIC SAFETY PERSONNEL REQUIREMENTS

DEPLOYMENT REGION CLARK COUNTY, NV.

ALTER- zkx YEAR LONG TERM ALTER- PEAK YEAR LONG TERM

NATIVE H-x INDUCED CHANGE NATIVE N-X INDUCED CAE

(% above normal growth baseline) (% above normal growth baseline)

PROP. PROP.
ACTION 259 (4.2) 73 (1.0) ACION 85 (4.2) 36 (1.4)

1 257 (4.2) 72 (1.0) 1 85 (4.2) 36 (1.4)

2 256 (4.1) 72 (1.0) 2 83 (4.1) 36 (1.4)

3 254 (4.1) 85 (1.2) 3 2 (0.1) 0 (0.0)

4 249 (4.0) 79 (1.1) 4 56 (2.7) 28 (1.1)

5 254 (4.1) 85 (1.2) 5 1 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

6 250 (4.0) 78 (2.1) 6 56 (2.7) 28 (1.1)

SA 105 (1.7) 36 (0.5) BA 61 (3.0) 36 (1.4)

ALTER- M-K PLUS OTHER PROJECTS ALTER- H-X PLUS OTHER PROJECTS
NATIVE (I above normal growth baseline) NATIVE (8 above normal growth baseline)

PROP. PROP.
ACTION 369 (6.0) 144 (2.0) ACTION 90 (4.4) 39 (1.6)

1 367 (5.9) 143 (2.0) 1 90 (4.4) 39 (1.6)

2 362 (5.9) 143 (2.0) 2 88 (4.3) 39 (1.6)
3 340 (5.9) 155 (2.2) 3 6 (0.2) 3 (0.0)

4 359 (5.8) 149 (2.1) 4 60 (2.9) 31 (1.2)

5 364 (5.9) 156 (2.2) 5 6 (0.2) 3 (0.0)

6 360 (5.9) 149 (2.1) 6 60 (2.9) 31 (1.2)

SA 219 (3.6) 107 (1.5) SA 66 (3.2) 37 (1.5)

EUREKA COUNTY, NV. LINCOLN COUNTY, NV.

ALTER- PEAK YEAR, LONG TERM PEAK YEAR LIONG TERN

NATIVE H-X DIDUCED CHANGE NATIVE a-x INDUCED CHANGE
I (% above normal growth baseline) (% above normal rowth baseline)

PROP. PROP.
ACTION 22 (550.0) 0 (0.0) ACTION 14 (100.0) 0 (0.0)

1 22 (550.0) 0 (0.0) 1 14 (100.0) 0 (0.0)

2 22 (550.0) 0 (0.0) 2 14 (100.0) 0 (0.0)

22 (550.0) 0 (0.0) 3 14 (100.0) 0 (0.0)

4 22 (550.0) 0 (0.0) 4 14 (100.0) 0 (0.0)

s 22 (550.0) 0 (0.0) s 14 (100.0) 0 (0.0)

* 22 (550.0) 0 (0.0) 6 14 (100.0) 0 (0.0)

A 0 ( 0.0) 0 (0.0) 61 11 ( 78.6) 0 (0.0)

A 'L~t -R X-1, PLUS O R',. PItM I-CT .ArTR - N-2 PLUS| O'THER PROJECTS

NATIVE abov normal grwth baselin~e) NATIVE (t abv noral growth Smellls)

PROP. POOP.
AMI 'ON 22 MOM.0 0 (0.0) ACTION 14 (100.0) 0 (0.0)

A 22 (5500) 0 (0.0) 1 14 (100.0) 1 (6.3)

aI 22 (550.0) 0 (0.0) 2I 14 (100.0) 0 (0.0)

3 22 (550.0) 0 (0.0) 3 14 (100.0) 0 (0.01

4 22 (550.0) 0 (0.0) 4 14 (100.0) 1 (6.3)

$22 (550.0) 0 (0.0) 1 4 (100.0) 0 (0.0)

622 (550.0) 0 (0.0 ) 414 (100.0) 0 (0.0)

BA 0 ( 0.0) a (0.0) 1A 11 ( 78.6) 0 (0.0)
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Table 4.3.2.6-26. (page 2 of 3)

NEVADA/UTAH
PUBLIC SAFETY PERSONNEL REQUIREMENTS

NYE COUNTY, NV. WHITE PINE COUNTY, NV.

ALTER PEA EAR LONG TER

N4ATIVE 1-X INDUCED CHANGE NATIVE K-X tINDU CHANGE
(% above normal growth baseline) (% above normal gzoth baseline)

PROP. PROP.
ACTION 33 (82.5) 0 O.0O) ACTION 21 (6.7) 0 0.0)

1 33 (82.5) 0 (0.0) 121 (67.7) 0 (0.j)

2 33 (82.5) 0 (0.0) 2 21 (67.7) 0 (0.0)

3 33 (82.5) 0 (0.0) 3 66 (213.0) 25 (69.4)

4 33 (82.5) 0 0.0) 4 21 (67.7) 0 ( ).0)

5 33 (82.5) 0 (0.0) 5 66 (213.0) 35 (97.2)

6 33 (82.5) 0 (0.0) 6 21 (67.7) 0 (0.0)

8A 18 (45.0) 0 (0.0) 8A 0 ( 0.0) 0 (0.0)

ALTER- M-X PLUS OTHER PROJECTS ALTER- .4-X PLUS OTHER PROJECTS
NATIVE )% above normal growth baseline) NATIVE (% above normal growth baseline)

PROP. PROP.
ACTION 33 (82.5) 0 (0.0) ACTION 43 (138.7) 18 (50.0)

1 33 (82.5) 0 (0.0) 1 23 ( 74.2) 18 (50.0)

2 33 (82.5) 0 (0.0) 2 43 (138.7) 18 (50.0)

3 33 (82.5) 0 (0.0) 3 93 (300.0) 53 (147.2)

4 33 (82.5) 0 (0.0) 4 43 (138.7) 18 (50.0)

5 33 (82.5) 0 (0.0) 5 93 (300.0) 53 (147.2)

6 33 (82.5) 0 (0.0) 6 43 (138.7) 18 (50.0)

SA 18 (45.0) 0 (0.0) SA 22 ( 71.0) 18 (50.0)

BEAVER COUNTY, UT. IRON COUNTY, UT.

ALTER- PEAK YEAR. LONG TERN ALTER PEAK YEAR [ LONG TERM

NATIVE H-X INDUCED CHANGE NATIVE M-X INDUCED CHANGE
(% above normal growth baseline) (% above normal gro th baseline)

PROP. PROP.
ACTION 50 (277.8) 33 (165.0) ACTION 7 ( 8.9) 4 ( 4.5)

1 11 (61.1) 2 (10.0) 1 50 (63.3) 31 (34.8)

2 11 (61.1) 0 ( 0.0) 2 0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0)

3 14 (77.8) 4 ( 2.0) 3 63 (84.0) 42 (47.2)

4 14 (77.8) 4 ) 2.0) 4 63 (84.0) 42 (47.2)

S 70 (388.9) 43 (215.0) 5 9 (12.0) 7 (7.8)

6 70 (388.9) 43 (215.0) 4 9 (12.0) 7 (7.8)

$A 12 ( 66.7) 0 ( 0.0) 8A 0 ( 0.0) 0 )0.0)

ALTER- K-X PLUS OTHER PROJECTS ALTER- P-X PLUS OTHR PRJECTS

NATM (W Shove aecul qrowth baseline) uTr (% shove nog= gorA bsaeinae)
PROP. PROP.
ACTION 67 (372.2) 51 (255.0) AC ION 7 ( 8.9) 4 ( 4.5)

1 35 (194.4) 20 (100.0) 1. 50 (63.3) 31 (34.8)

2 35 (194.4) 18 ( 90.0) 2 0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0)

3 37 (205.5) 21 (105.0) 3 64 (85.3) 42 (47.2)

4 37 (205.5) 21 (105.0) 4 64 (85.3) 42 (47.2)

5 94 (522.2) 51 (255.0) 5 10 (13.3) 7 ( 7.9)

6 94 (522.2) 61 (305.0) 0 10 (13.3) 7 (7.9)

IA 30 (166.0) 18 ( 90.0) IA 1 ( 1.3) 0 ( 0.0)
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Table 4.3.2.6-26. (page 3 of 3)

NEVADA/UTAH
PUBLIC SAFETY PERSONNEL REQUIREMENTS

JUAB COUNTY, UT. MILLARD COUNTY, UT.

ALTRP YAR LONG TERM PEAK YEAR LONG TERN

'.4ATIrV oX INDUXD CHANGE NATIVE M-X INDUCED CHANGE
(% above normal growth baseline) (% above normal growth baseline)

ACTION 16 (64.0) 0 (0.0) ACTION 19 (45.2) 0 (0.0)

1 16 (64.0) 0 (0.0) 1 19 (45.2) 0 (0.0)

2 18 (72.J) 2 (6.9) 2 71 (169.0) 34 (75.6)

3 16 (64.0) 0 (0.0) 3 19 (45.2) 0 (0.0)

4 16 (64.0) 0 (0.0) 4 19 (45.2) 0 (0.0)

5 16 (64.0) 0 (0.0) 5 19 (45.2) 0 (0.0)

6 16 (64.0) 0 (0.0) 6 19 (45.2) 9 (0.0)

A 0 ( 0.0) 0 (0.0) 8A 20 (50.0) 0 (0.3)

ALTET M-X PLUS OTHER PROJECTS ALTER- M-K PLUS OTHER PROJECTS
NATIV. )% above normal growth baseline) ATIVE (% above normal growth baselie)

PROP. PROP.
ACTON 24 (96.0) 2 (6.9) ACTION 43 (102.2) 11 (24.2)

1 24 (96.0) 2 (6.9) 1 42 (100.0) 11 (24.2)

2 26 (104.0) 4 (13.8) 2 94 (223.8) 45 (100.0)

3 24 (96.0) 2 (6.9) 3 42 (100.0) 11 (24.4)

4 28 (112.0) 2 (6.9) 4 42 (100.0) 11 (24.4)

5 24 (96.0) 2 (6.9) 5 43 (102.4) 11 (24.4)

6 24 (96.0) 2 (6.9) 6 43 (102.4) 11 ( 24.4)

SA 8 (32.0) 2 (6.9) SA 46 (115.0) 11 (24.4)

UTAH/SALT LAKE COUNTY, UT. WASHINGTON COUNTY, UT.

PEAK YAR LONG TERM PEAK YEAR LONG %TRALTER- ATRNATIVE M-x nDUCzD CHANGE NATIVE H-X INDUCED CHOGE

(% above normal growth baseline) (% above normal growth baseline)

PROP. PROP.
ACTION 33 (0.9) 0 (0.0) ACTION 2 (1.9) 0 (0.0)

1 33 (0.9) 0 (0.0) 1 4 (3.8) 2 (1.6)

2 36 (1.0) 0 (0.0) 2 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

3 37 (1.0) C (0.0) 3 5 (4.8) 4 (3.3)

4 34 (1.0) 0 (0.0) 4 5 (4.8) 4 (3.3)

5 38 (1.0) 0 (0.0) 5 2 (1.9) 0 (0.0)

6 35 (1.0) 0 (0.0) G 2 (1.9) 0 (0.0)

8 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) A 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

AL"EP- I- p IS om, PROJECTS ALTER- m-x PLUS OTHER PROJECTS
mATsvS I abeve ne ewssl*ev-h baseline) NaTZVN (C ebeve nose. gxewth baseline)
PROP. PROP.RIO 

ACTION 2 (1.9) 0 (0.0)
2, 60 (1.6) 19 (0.5)

A I 60 (1.6) 9 (0.5) 2 4 (3.8 ) 2 (1 .6 )
2 61 (1.6) 19 (0.5) 2 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
3 64 (1.7) 19 (0.5) 3 5 (4.8) 4 (3.3)
4 61 (1.6) 19 (0.5) 4 5 (4.8) 4 (3.3)
5 65 (1.7) 19 (0.5) 2 (1.9) 0 (0.0)

4 65 (1.7) 19 (0.5) 5 2 (1.9) 0 (0.0)

2A 7 (0.7) 19 (0.5) 9 A 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
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Public Safety Considerations- - Alternative 1

372.2 percent over the normal growth baseline. After the peak year, as construction
activity decreases, the public safety personnel requirements fall off to reach a
permanent long-term requirement for 33 personnel, 165 percent over baseline, and
other projects will increase the number to 51, or 255 percent over baseline. A need
for 17 temporary public safety personnel which is 25 percent of the long term
baseline, can be expected. Other projects would decrease the need to 18.8 percent
which is still a significant impact that will likely place burdens on the existing
public safety system during peak years. Iron County in Utah is projected to
experience long-term spillover effects from the base at Milford, however, the
impacts are expected to be minimal, requirements being only 4.5 percent above
baseline in the long-term.

All other counties in the deployment region are projected to experience only
short-lived M-X related public safety personnel requirements, however, these are
often extreme and likely to have significant impacts in a number of counties.
Counties in which peak year impact requirements represent an especially large
percent increase over normal growth baseline include Eureka (550 percent) and
Lincoln (100 percent). Eureka County will require a total of 22 additional public
safety personnel in the peak year 1988, and is likely to experience a need of
85 percent of the peak year baseline since no personnel are required in the long-
term. Other significantly impacted counties will be White Pine, Nye, Juab, and
Millard with needs for temporary public safety personnel of 68 percent, 45 percent,
39 percent and 31 percent, respectively. The remaining counties, Washington and
Salt Lake, while having peak-year personnel needs, are not significantly impacted.

Potential mitigation strategies for this impact include prepaid property taxes
for use in financing additional service, a state community development authority to
finance public services, and provision of federal law enforcement and planning
grants. The problems of overloading police and fire services can be at least
partially solved, as with other public service and facility problems, through
additional funding to expand the services. However, this additional funding is most
useful when expansion of the service has been carefully planned in time to meet
peak demand.

ALTERNATIVE 1 (4.3.2.6.3.3)

Under this alternative, the DDA facilities and the first oper;,ing base remain
the same as under the Proposed Action, with the first operating base at Coyote
Spring Valley and the second moved from Milford to Beryl in Iron County, Utah.
There are no significant differences between the Proposed Action and Alternative I
at the regional level. The only significant differences occur at the individual county
level, in Beaver and Iron counties in Utah. With the second operating base no longer
in Beaver County, its M-X related peak year public safety personnel requirements
fall to only 11 which is still a significant increase uver baseline requirements
(61.1 percent). Long-term needs are reduced to only two personnel. As a result, the
need for temporary public safety personnel is estimated at 31 percent of the
baseline in the peak year. Long-term cumulative requirements of M-X plus other
projects remain at a high percent over baseline, 100 percent, due to population
spillover effects from Iron County.

Public safety personnel requirements are in general six times greater in Iron
County under Alternative I than the Proposed Action, due to the presence of the
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Public Safety Considerations- -Alternatives 1, 2, 3

operating base in Iron County. In this case, 50 additional personnel will be required
to meet peak year demands (63.3 percent increase over baseline) and 31 personnel
will be needed over the long-term. The resultant number of temporary public safety
personnel that can be anticipated will be about 15 percent of baseline for the peak
year, a figure that is reduced slightly when other projects are included. Even so, a
need for temporary personnel of this size may present public safety service delivery
problems during the peak construction period.

ALTERNATIVE 2 (4.3.2.6.3.4)

Under Alternative 2, with full deployment in Nevada/Utah, the first operation
base is located at Coyote Spring (Clark County, Nevada) with the second operating
base near Delta (Millard County, Utah). The impacts at the regional level are
virtually identical to those under the Proposed Action, Impact in Clark County is
essentially identical to that experienced under the Proposed Action with an M-X
induced requirement of public safety personnel of 83 (4.1 percent of baseline needs)
in the peak year of 1986 and 36 (1.4 percent) permanent, long-term personnel. The
need for 47 temporary public safety personnel equals 2.2 percent of the baseline.
The number of personnel required in Millard County is substantially above the level
experienced under the Proposed Action: 71 vs. 19 at the peak and 34 vs. 0 in the
long-term. These represent 169 percent vs. 45 percent and 75 percent vs. 0 percent
above respective baseline levels. The absolute need for temporary public safety
personnel is 37 under Alternative 2 and 19 under the Proposed Action, yet the
relative magnitude of this deficit varies little between actions: 33 percent and
31 percent, respectively.

There is spillover effect in only one county: Juab. Here, however, the impact
is only slightly less than that experienced under the Proposed Action with a need for
16 temporary public safety personnel. All other county impacts are directly
attributable to the construction of protective shelters and are short-lived but severe
in some locations. These impacts are as follows for selected counties: Eureka (22
additional personnel, 550 percent above peak year baseline, need for 22 temporary
personnel and 85 percent deficit), and White Pine (22 persons, 67 percent above peak
year baseline, need for 21 temporary personnel and 68 percent deficit). Iron and
Washington Counties in southwestern Utah experience no impact at all.

ALTERNATIVE 3 (4.3.2.6.3.5)

With Alternative 3 the first operating base is located at Beryl in Iron County,
Utah and the second operating base at Ely in White Pine County, Nevada. At the
deployment regiorf level impacts are essentially identical to those under the
Proposed Action, with the addition of 254 public safety personnel in the peak year of
1987 (259 under the Proposed Action) and 85 persons in the long-term (73 under the
Proposed Action).

With the removal of the base from Clark County, Nevada, the impacts
incurred here fall almost to zero (two peak year jobs). In Iron County, on the other
hand, the additional requirement in the peak year (1986) amounts to 63 public safety
personnel as compared with seven under the Proposed Action. The percentage
difference over baseline is 84 percent for Alternative 3 vs. 8.9 percent for the
Proposed Action. In the long-term the difference is equally significant: 42 vs. 4
positions and 47 percent vs. 4.5 percent for Alternative 3 and Proposed Action,
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Public Safety Considerations- - Alternatives 3, 4, 5

respectively. There is a need for 21 temporary public safety personnel which
amount to 15 percent of the peak year baseline.

In White Pine County, the location of the second operating base, the impact is
more substantial, both absolutely and relatively. The absolute number of additional
public safety personnel required at peak year for Alternative 3 is 66 (213 percent
above baseline) compared to 21 (68 percent above baseline) for the Proposed Action.
In the long term the corresponding figures are 25 (69 percent) and 0 (0.0 percent).
The absolute need for temporary public safety personnel is 41 jobs which represents
42 percent of the baseline for the peak year.

Spillover effects occur in Beaver and Washington counties, Utah, both of which
are adjacent to Iron County. The effects in Beaver County are less than under the
Proposed Action: 14 vs. 50 additional personnel required in the peak year and 4 vs.
33 in the long-term. The effects in Washington County are larger than under the
Proposed Action although they are relatively insignificant.

All other counties experience only short-term effects and these effects are
identical to those experienced under the Proposed Action.

ALTERNATIVE 4 (4p.3.2.6.3.6)

Alternative 4 calls for the first operating base to be located near Beryl in Iron
County, Utah and the second operating base at Coyote Spring in Clark County,
Nevada. As with Alternatives I through 6 the regional level impacts are identical to
those under the Proposed Action.

For Iron County the impacts are identical to those experienced under
Alternative 3 and will not be repeated here (see Alternative 3). For Clark County
the impact is less than that of the Proposed Action (where it is the location of the
first operating base): 56 vs. 85 additional persons in the peak year for Alternative 4
and the Proposed Action, respectively and 28 vs. 36 in the long-term, respectively.
The percentage change above baseline is very small: 2.7 percent in the peak and 1.1
percent in the long-term.

There are long-term impacts in Beaver and Washington counties which are
identical to those experienced under Alternative 3. The impacts on all other
counties are identical with those of all previous alternatives and the Proposed
Action.

ALTERNATIVE 5 (4.3.2.6.3.7)

The first operating base under Alternative 5 is located near Milford in Beaver
County, Utah with the second operating base near Ely in White Pine County,
Nevada.

For the deployment region as a whole the impacts are essentially identical to
those of the Proposed Action. For Beaver County, the impacts call for an additional
requirement of 70 public safety personnel in the peak year (1986) which is
389 percent above that year's baseline. This number is 40 percent greater than thle
corresponding figure to the Proposed Action. In the long run the additional
requirements number 43 (215 percent above baseline) which is 30 percent above the
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Public Safety Considerations- -Alternatives 5, 6, 7

requirement under the Proposed Action. There is a need for 27 temporary public
service personnel which is 31 percent of the M-X induced peak year baseline. Such
impacts will cause severe public safety personnel problems unless they are antici-
pated and adequately planned for.

The impacts in White Pine County are significant: 66 additional persons in the
peak year (213 percent above baseline) and 35 (97 percent above baseline) over the
long-term. This level of impact is greater than for any other alternative and the
Proposed Action. Such impact levels require substantial planning to alleviate
service disruptions.

There are spillover effects in both Iron and Washington counties, Utah but they
are small in absolute and relative magnitude. All other counties experience short-
term effects identical to those under other Alternatives and the Proposed Action.

ALTERNATIVE 6 (4.3-2.6.3.8)

Under Alternative 6, the DDA facilities remain the same as under the
Proposed Action. 'As a result at the regional level there are no significant
differences between Alternative 6 and the Proposed Action. The first operating
base has been switched from Coyote Spring to Milford and the second operating base
from Milford to Coyote Spring. Thus, requirements are reduced in Clark County and
increased in Beaver County and Iron County. Clark County will need only
66 percent of the peak year public safety personnel it would need under the
Proposed Action, an insignificant requirement in either case. Beaver County's peak
year requirements are 4 percent higher than those under the Proposed Action.
However, the anticipated need for temporary public safety employees is actually
less in absolute terms, 9, compared to 17 personnel under the Proposed Action. Iron
County's peak year requirements have increased by two from seven to nine
personnel, a 12 percent increase over baseline.

ALTERNATIVE 7 ('i.3.2.6.3.9)

Under Alternative 7, the decision to deploy the M-X system in Texas/New
Mexico with bases near Clovis in Curry County, New Mexico and Dalhart in Hartley
County, Texas creates large impacts in terms of public safety personnel and
infrastructural requirements. In all affected counties, there occurs a year in which
public safety requirements will peak after which they will decrease to a long-term
level (above that of the projected baseline level), or to zero. The difference
between peak and long-term requirements varies with the location of a base vs.
protective structures only.

For the Texas/New Mexico deployment region as a whole, public safety
personnel requirements total 281 (see Table 4.3.2.6-27) in the peak year of 1987
which represents an increase of 10.6 percent over the normal growth baseline. This
compares with an additional requirement of 259 persons for the Proposed Action in
Nevada/Utah which represented only a 4.2 percent increase over normal growth
baseline. The absolute requirement for Al -native 7 is thus 8.5 percent higher than
for the Proposed Action. With regard to the long-term personnel requirements, they
number 94 (3.3 percent above normal projected baseline). For the Proposed Action
in Nevada/Utah the corresponding figures are 73 and 1 percent. The Alternative 7
requirement level is some 28 percent above the Proposed Action level. The need for
temporary public safety personnel is also more severe, although not significant, in
Texas/New Mexico under this alternative than under the Proposed Action in
Nevada/Utah: 6.4 percent vs. 2.9 percent.
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Table 4.3.2.6-27. (page 1 of 3)

TEXAS/NEW MEXICO

PUBLIC SAFETY PERSONNEL REQUIREMENTS

DEPLOYMENT REGION T BAILEY COUNTY, TX.
AL EARn YEAR LONIG TKm EAK- nYEA LONG TRM

NATIVE M-X INHJDU HADN= K-X ZK0=0 CRAM=
above noraLL growth baseline) (8 above normal gwth aeihno)

281 (10.6) 94 (3.3) 8 (27.6) 0 (0.0)

15 256 s.9, 48 (1.7) 0 (0.0)

CASTRO COUNTY. TX. COCHRAN COUNTY, TX.
a" Im PEAS IEA LG TZPM

AMTR- AZTER-I 2Mnt
ao normal g (I above normal growth beline)

'7 , '7 0 0

0 (.0) 0 .0) o 0 (0.0)

0 (oo (0.0 0 0o0)0 (0.0)

-. DALLAM COUNTY. TX. DEAF SMITH, COUNTY, TX.
PEA YEAR I ONG 1336 PEAR YEAR "G11

NJamI K-K 11D Ciwem NATMV N -X ZHOCC CRAM=
(8 above normal roth baseline) (M e normal. getw h baseline)

7 39 (150.0) 5 (17.9) 15 (19.7) 0 (0.0)

Sa1 42. (30.7) 1[a 10 ( 42.3) 0 ( 00). 0 (0.0)

HALE COUNTY, .TX. HARTLEY COUNTY, TX.
-M - VALT -

ATI1 "-x lowU=0 CRAUM NATZ N-K znco Cnm
0 aw nuom, grw" baeuaa -. (I ebm "mot If"" baaOlsa)

2 (1.4) 0 O.0) 7 40 (2S5.7) 26 (162.5)

0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 9 ( 64.3) 0 ( 0.0)

3744
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Table 4.3.2.6-27. (page 2 of 3)

TEXAS/NEW MEXICO

PUBLIC SAFETY PERSONNEL REQUIREMENTS

HOCKLEY COUNTY. TX. 1 LAMB COUNTY, TX.

MAIvE X- IDUCD CHANGTE NATIVE N-INDUCED CHANGE
a bhove noua growth baseline) ( above noral qrth ba.l.inal

3)0 (0.0) 0 0 (0.0)

6 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 (0.0) 3 (0.0)

LUBBOCK COUNTY, TX. I 7 MOORE COUNTY, TX.
______ MR__________rem_____________MR LONG TIN-

ALTh3I PEK1AR1N-TP ALUMR-
NATIVE N-K INDUCD CHNGE ~ NATIVE N-I INDUCED CHANE

11 ,Above normal growth baseline) (above al growth baseline)
7 11 (20.3) 5 (8.9)

20 (2.3) 0 o 0)

8 I 13 (1.5) 0 (0.0) I 0 . 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

OLDHAM COUNTY. TX. PARMER COUNTY, TX.
FEA VEA ENoTm 9 l" LONG lEX1-

NATIVE N-K INDCED CHNGEZ I ATIV N-K INDCED CHANGE
'. above normal growth baseline) ) % above normal growth baseline)

7 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 10 (27.0) 0 (0.0)

0 o (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

POTTERJRKNDALL COUNTIES, TX. SHERMAN COUNTY, TX.
PEAX YEAR WHO "MN ALM Va Le PERtER 1 As

ALTO_________ AT-
VAYEW N-K ZOUII COMMR PAfl N- INDUCED CHANE

53 ( 82 2 (15.4) 0 (0.0)

13 (2.0) 0 (0.0) 0 ) 0.0) 0 (0.0)

3744
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Table 4.3.2.6-27. (page 3 of 3)

TEXAS/NEW MEXICO
PUBLIC SAFETY PERSONNEL REQUIREMENTS

SWISHER COUNTY, TX. 1 CHAVES COUNTY, NM.
ALTM N- Am -z PK k.

NATM K 1,- DUCD onAo 14ATrVE ,-X tDcD CAmw
% &be normal growth baselne) 9 a.e noal growth be l.ne)

0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 17 (8.3) (0.0)

B 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) ( 15 (7.0) 0 (0.0)

, L i I

CURRY COUNTY, NM. DE BACA COUNTY, NM.
AL /'''I ALTER- -

(I ab&be normal growth baseline) (a ahove normal growth baselLne)
"--ZV N- ag cxs I NAIE - I U AN

80 (49.7) 47 (29.4) 7 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

0 74 (46.0) I 48 (28.8) ! 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

HARDING COUNTY, NM. - QUAY COUNTY, NM.
FmA TEAR LW TINE" n am

NATrVE N-I ZJWVU= CRAM= iAXE N- IDaUOIN
( ove normal growth baseline) Im ( Se nogeal growth baselLse)

17 (850.0) 0 (0.0) 17 (42.5) 0 (0.0)

6 16 (850.0) 0 (0.0) 14 (35.0) 0 (0.0)

ROOSEVELT COUNTY, NM. UNION COUNTY, NM.

" Wm TIME - N= " EAtams TENS

WkE19 *-E ZiIuCU M iiN NATMV N.E ino= amiN
1 above normal growth b eline) (1 ahoy maL grow" baselLe)

19 (30.6) 2 (3.2) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

16 (26.7) 2 (3.2) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

3744
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Public Safety Considera tions- -Alternatives 7, 8

Among the permanently impacted counties under this alternative, i.e., those
which incur long-term effects, five are in Texas (the base location counties of
Dallam, Hartley, Moore, Potter and Randall) with two in New Mexico (Curry and
Roosevelt). In New Mexico the greatest long-term impact occurs in Curry County
where an additional 80 persons are required in the peak year of 1986 (almost 50
percent above baseline needs in that year) and where 47 additional personnel are
required in the long-term (29 percent above baseline). The need for temporary
public safety personnel is 13.7 percent and 21 percent, respectively, in Curry and
Roosevelt counties. The long-term effect in Roosevelt County is attributable to
spillover effect from Curry. Two other counties in New Mexico will experience
significant impacts which will be of a temporary nature: Harding and Quay. The
impact is due solely to protective structure construction activity and not base
county spillover effect. Harding County has a peak year requirement induced by
M-X activity of 17 public safety personnel which constitutes a need for temporary
public safety personnel of 89 percent of the M-X-induced peak year baseline. Quay
County has the same number of additional personnel required in the peak year which
represents a need for temporary public safety personnel of 30 percent of the M -X
peak year baseline. Advance planning in anticipation of such severe impacts will be
necessary in bath counties.

In Texas the counties of Dallam and Hartley experience peak year additional
public safety personnel requirements of 39 (150 percent above baseline) and 40
(285 percent above baseline), respectively. Their respective long-term requirements
are 5 and 26 which represent 17.9 percent and 162.5 percent over the appropriate
year baseline levels. The need for 34 temporary personnel in Dallam equals
52 percent of the baseline and 14 in Hartley equals 25 percent of this baseline.
Three other counties experience long-term effects due to spillover from the base
counties: Moore, Potter, and Randall. Their need for temporary public safety
personnel expressed absolute numbers of 6 and 44 (for Potter/Randall counties
combined) or 9.2 percent and 6.3 percent of the M -X-induced peak year baseline.
Significant impacts occur in three additional counties, all of which are attributable
to short-term construction activity. These counties are Bailey, Palmer, and Deaf
Smith where the number of peak year public safety personnel required are 8, 10, and
15, respectively, which represent a need for temporary public service personnel
equal to 22 percent, 21 percent, and 17 percent of the M-X-induced peak baseline,
respectively.

ALTERNATIVE 8 ('..3.2.6.3.10)

This is a split-deployment alternative, with the DDA facilities split between
Nevada/Utah and Texas/New Mexico, and bases located near Coyote Spring, Nevada
and near Clovis, New Mexico. Consequently, the Nevada/Utah deployment region's
peak year public safety personnel requirements are only 40 percent of those under
the Proposed Action. Only 36 additional personnel will be required in the long term,
compared to 73 under the Proposed Action.

As a result of the split deployment and the reduced number of in-migrants the
public safety personnel needs will be much lower in most counties under this
alternative. Clark County's (location of Coyote Spring base) peak year personnel
requirements are 72 percent of those under the Proposed Action, although the long
term impacts remain the same. Nye County's peak year needs are almost halved,
and Beaver County's are reduced to 24 percent of those under the Proposed Action.
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Lincoln County's requirements are still 78 percent of those under the Proposed
Action and Millard County's requirements remain about the same. In White Pine,
Iron, Eureka, Juab, Salt Lake and Washington counties, peak year requirements are
reduced to nothing, which is quite a substantial difference for some of the counties.
Under this split deployment alternative the second operating base is located near
Clovis in Curry County, New Mexico. In the peak year of 1987, this deployment
alternative calls for an additional regional requirement of public safety personnel
numbering 156 which is 55.5 percent of the requirements of the full deployment
option in Texas/New Mexico (Alternative 7). The long-term regional personnel
requirement is 48 as compared with 94 under full deployment. There is a need for
108 temporary public safety personnel under split deployment, only 57.7 percent the
full deployment level.

In New Mexico the largest absolute personnel requirements (both in the peak
year and long-term) occur in the base county (Curry County). In the peak year of
1986, 74 (46.0 percent) additional public safety personnel are required by the project
with 48 (28.8 percent) in the peak year. This results in a need for 30 temporary
public safety personnel which is equal to 13 percent of the M-X-induced peak year
baseline. Larger relative shortfalls occur in other counties because of spillover
effects (Roosevelt) and protective structure construction effects (Harding and
Quay). The absolute numbers of required temporary personnel are 14, 16, and 14 in
these counties, respectively, but the relative magnitude of these needs are
substantial: 17.9 percent, 88.9 percent, and 25.9 percent, respectively.

In Texas the county effects are solely attributable to the construction of
protective structures. The greatest relative impacts occur in Hartley and Dallam
counties where the need for temporary public safety personnel is equal to 39 percent
and 30 percent of the M-X-induced peak year baselines, respectively, although there
are larger absolute impacts in Lubbock and Potter/Randall counties. Because of the
higher baseline, however, in these last mentioned counties, the relative impact is
small (ranging between 1.4 percent and 3.3 percent only).
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Urban Land Use

URBAN LAND USE

INTRODUCTION (4.3.2.7. 1)

Construction and operations of the M-X system would generate demand for
additional land to be converted to various urban uses such as housing, commercial
retail and commercial, industrial, public and institutional uses, and streets and
highways, to accommodate the population forecast for local communities. These
requirements which are projected as a function of changes in population size and
composition, different economic variables such as personal income and expenditure
patterns, and normative standards for certain facilities-are likely to tax the
capabilities of the land development industry in the rural communities of the region
and diminish the supply of private land available for future expansion. Furthermore,
the "boom-bust" nature of the project-related growth results in long term require-
ments for additional urban land which are considerably less than during construction.
The probability that a large share of the short-lived requirements would be met by
lower quality temporary structures and facilities is likely to have significant short
term implication for the quality of the residential environment in the most severely
affected communities.

Urban land is analyzed for the Proposed Action and the alternatives in terms
of additional amounts of land needed to accommodate the project-induced popula-
tion growth relative to the amount of urban land available (vacant) and the amount
of land currently developed for urban uses in each of the operating base counties.
The land requirements are aggregated into a single figure for all urban land uses,
including housing, schools, parks, retail businesses, offices, industry, and streets.

The best available figures are utilized concerning the amount of vacant and
developed urban land in the incorporated and unincorporated communities of the
counties. In some cases jurisdictions are in the process of updating master or
comprehensive plans; when more current figures are available they will be utilized
for the final EIS analysis. In some counties, acreages of urban land (vacant and
developed) are available only for the incorporated cities. As a result, urban land in
the unincorporated portions of the county, which in most cases is a minor portion of
the total urban land, has not been accounted for. Table 4.3.2.7-1 provides data on
current vacant and developed urban land in the 0B counties.



r- oc a
C t- C

r- C.

m b-

C- 5-c C

-' s c :

r- mCC- c

C~ C C C-

o. L~C.C ~ ~ C

-dm r ( a 5-

Sc.

c- m ~ c z 3 - < <I..

0- c c m - t o "

.a <C C- C%3 < C )I

C 5-
t - C C: cccc

C9 j

v-I E

> >) 5- .

E- V V.CL C

I"- i'- z L

cc5 C s.-

C~~ uC* CL t C- .

,41, 3- - C -



Urban Land Use--Proposed Action

For comparison purposes with the vacant and developed land the analysis uses
the urban land requirements for two separate years. The years selected are the year
of peak demand which varies by county between 1985-1989, and the year
representing long term demand (1994). Table 4.3.2.7-2 provides the peak year and
long term urban land area requirements generated by M-X-related population in the
OB counties and the percentage of vacant and developed land these requirements
represent.

The projections of the urban land area requirements are made on a county by
county basis. In the analysis, the OB counties are discussed in detail, while the
adjacent counties with small spillover effects receive less attention. It is assumed
that operations workers will select residential locations within commuting distance
of the OB site and the OB county receives the major share of the population and its
demands for urban land.

The derivation of the urban land requirements employed the use of a computer
model. Additional information on the model and inputs may be found in the
document "Socioeconomic Impact Analysis Model" (ETA-28).

PROPOSED ACTION (4.3.2.7.2)

DDA Impacts

The Proposed Action will have impacts upon the amount of land needed for
urban development in the nearby communities. The incoming workers and house-
holds will require additional land to be converted from other uses to accommodate
housing, businesses, schools, public facilities, and streets.

Coyote Spring OB Impacts

It is assumed that the incoming workers for the first operating base will reside
in communities within reasonable commuting distances of the Coyote Spring Valley
site, including communities in the Las Vegas and Moapa Valley areas of Clark
County and the Alamo community in Lincoln County. Since 90 percent of the
permanent requirements for additional community land is in Clark County, it is used
as the basis for the analysis of the urban land area requirements. In 1977 there were
43,335 acres of developed urban land in the cities of Las Vegas, North Las Vegas,
Henderson, and Boulder City and the unincorporated portions of Clark County in the
Las Vegas Valley. The four cities had a total of approximately 96,000 vacant acres
that are assumed to be available for development in this analysis, with most of this
acreage concentrated in the cities of Las Vegas and North Las Vegas.

In the peak year, the Proposed Action would generate demand for about 2,800
acres of additional urban land in the county. This amount of land is equivalent to
6.3 percent of the developed land in the Las Vegas Valley and 2.9 percent of the
vacant land within the area of the four incorporated cities. The long term demand
for additional urban land in Clark County, as a result of the Proposed Action, would
be 530 acres, which constitutes 1.2 percent of the existing developed land in the Las
Vegas Valley and 0.6 percent of the vacant land in the four incorporated cities as of
1977. The consequences of the urban land area requirement in Clark County under
the Proposed Action are not likely to be significant. Although future projections of
land development are not available on a yearly basis for Clark County, it is
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j Urban Land Use--Proposed Action

anticipated that the Proposed Action would constitute a minor share of the baseline
urban, land conversion expected during the peak years.

The M-X-related urban land conversion by the peak year would be approxi-
mately 5.3 times as great as that required in the long term if land were developed to
meet all of the requirements in the peak year. However, it is expected that the
peak requirement will not be totally accommodated by structures built on a
permanent basis but rather by land development with the following characteristics:
1) use of temporary facilities which require a relatively low capital investment and
are easily removed, with land returned to its former use, following the end of the
construction period, e.g., mobile homes, temporary school classrooms, unpaved
roads; 2) crowding of certain permanent facilities during the peak "boom" period,
such as housing, retail sales space, classrooms, streets and highways, and 3) possible
overbuilding of some permanent facilities such as housing, and retail sales space.
Mitigations for the impact of the urban land requirements are provided at the end of
the section.

Milford OB Impacts

Beaver County, Utah would be the primary residential area for the second
operating base near Milford. Spillover of base-related population would generate
some demand for additional land devoted to urban uses in several communities in
Iron, Washington, and Millard counties. The present analysis of the urban land
requirements focuses on Beaver County, although greater detail for adjacent
counties is presented in Chapter 4. Within Beaver County, the community of
Milford would be likely to experience the generated share of the urban land
development generated by the Proposed Action, while lesser effects would be felt in
the communities of Beaver and Minersville. In 1978, Beaver County had 992 acres
of developed urban land and 699 acres of vacant land within the present boundaries
of its communties.

The effect of the Proposed Action on requirements for urban land in Beaver
County follows a pattern of large increases during the construction "boom" followed
by declines to considerably lower permanent requirements. In the peak year, 1,512
acres of urban lanj would be required while in the long term the demand for
additional urban land as a result of the Proposed Action is 704 acres. A large share
of the facilities provided during the "boom" period are likely to be temporary, so
that the land could ultimately revert back to non-urban uses.

The urban land requirements are relatively high in Beaver County under the
Proposed Action compared to the land requirements in other OB counties under
other alternatives. The urban land requirements, during the peak year represent 152
percent of the developed land and 216 percent of the vacant urban land while in the
long term the equivalent proportions are 71 percent and 100 percent, respectively.
Changes of this magnitude will significantly alter the residential shopping, transpor-
tation, and business patterns in Beaver County.

The normal baseline requirements for additional urban land in the communities
of Beaver County would be small, relative to the growth resulting from the proposed
action during initial construction years.
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Urban Land Use--Alternatives 1, 2

ALTERNATIVE 1 (4.3.2.7.3)

Under Alternative I the location of the first operating base remains the same
as in the Proposed Action while the second OB would be changed. The urban land
requirements related to the OB at Coyote Spring remain the same as for the
Proposed Action while requirements in Iron County would increase significantly with
a concomitant decrease in Beaver County.

Beryl OB Impacts

Although several adjacent counties are likely to experience project-related
increases in demands for urban land, Iron County, Utah is used as the basis for the
analysis of the urban land area requirements for the base near Beryl. Communities
which may be affected in adjacent counties include Minersville and Milford in
Beaver County, Enterprise in Washington County, and Pioche-Panaca in Lincoln
County, Nevada. Within Iron County, the Cedar City area and Newcastle as well as
the rural area near the base site would likely experience the greatest portion of the
base-related urban land development. In 1978 Iron County had 3,160 acres of
developed urban land and 4,961 acres of vacant urban land.

In the peak year, 1,471 acres of urban land would be required, while in the long
term demand would be lowered to 663 acres as construction related population
leaves the area. The peak year requirements are 2.2 times as great as the long term
needs. The urban land requirements in the peak year represent 47 percent of the
developed land and 30 percent of the vacant urban land while in the long term the
equivalent proportions would be 21 percent and 13 percent, respectively. Changes
of this magnitude will significantly alter the residential shopping, transportation,
and business patterns in Iron County.

The rate at which the conversion of land will take place, either from vacant to
developed or rural to urban, will impact Iron County in a highly sign if icant manner.
The normal baseline community land development in Iron County would be small
relative to the growth induced by the M-X project during the initial construction
years.

ALTERNATIVE 2 (4.3.2.7.4)

The location of the base near Coyote Spring Valley would remain the same as
in the Proposed Action while the second OB would be located near Delta, Utah. The
requirements for additional land devoted to urban uses in Millard County would
increase significantly. In 1979 Millard County had 3,415 acres of developed urban
land and 5,761 acres of vacant urban land. Although some requirements for
additional urban land are likely to be experienced in adjacent Juab and Beaver
counties, the largest demand, more than 85 percent, would be in Millard County.
The Delta-Hinckley area would likely receive the greatest increase in demand for
urban land, while lesser effects could be felt in the communities of Fillmore and
H-olden.

Delta OB Impacts

In the peak year 2,027 acres of urban land would be required while in the long

term demand is considerably lower at 727 acres. The peak year requirements are
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Urban Land Use--Alternatives 3, 4

2.8 times as great as the long term needs. Much of the demand in the peak year is
like-., to be met by temporary facilities such as mobile homes, with land reverting
back to non-urban uses in the long term. The community land requirements in the
peak year represent 59 percent of the develcoed land and 87 percent of the vacant
residential land while the equivalent proportion,, in the long term are 21 percent and
31 percent, respectively. Changes of this magnitude will significantly alter the
urban shopping, transportation, and business patterns in Millard County.

The rate at which the conversion of land to urban uses would take place would
have significant consequences since baseline growth would be small relative to the
growth induced by the M-X project during the initial construction years.

ALTERNATIVE 3 (4.3.2.7.5)

Operating bases near Beryl, Utah and Ely, Nevada are proposed under
Alternative 3. Requirements for additional urban land in Iron County as a result of
the base near Beryl would be higher by about 400 acres, or 27 percent, in the peak
year than is projected for Alternative 1. Impacts on available lands for development
in Iron Co'-nty will be correspondingly higher under this alternative.

Ely OB Impacts

White Pine County, Nevada is used as the basis for the analysis of the urban
land area requirements for the second OB site at Ely. The Ely community is likely
to experience the greatest share of the project-induced demand for land develop-
ment, with lesser effects likely in Ruth and McGill. In 1976 White Pine County had
1,872 acres of developed urban land and 893 acres of vacant urban land. In the peak
year 2,151 acres of additional urban land would be required while the long terin
demand would be considerably lower at 761 acres. The peak year rea.,iirements are
2.8 times as great as the long term needs. The peak land requirements represents
116 percent of the developed land and 241 percent of vacant land. The long term
demand is equivalent to 41 percent and 85 percent, respectively, of the developed
and vacant urban land. Changes of this magnitude will significantly alter the
residential, shopping, transportation, and business patterns in White Pine County.

The rate at which the conversion of land to urban uses would take place would
likely have significant consequences since the baseline growth in White Pine County
would be small relative to the growth induced by the M-X project during the initial
construction years.

ALTERNATIVE 4 (4.3.2.7.6)

Under Alternative 4 operating bases are proposed to be located near Beeryl,.
Utah and at Coyote Spring Valley, Nevada. The urban land requirements generated
as a result the base near Beryl (Iron County, Utah) would remain the same as or
Alternative ,

The second operating base at Coyote Spring Valley would require about 27
percent less urban land in the peak year than projected for the Proposed Action.
Additional demand for urban land in Clark County would total 2,058 acres in the
peak year while the long term demand would be substantially lower at 407 acres.
The peak year requirements are four times greater than the long term needs.
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The urban land requirements in the peak year represent 4.6 percent of the
developed land and 2.1 percent of the vacant land in the county while the equivalent
proportions would be 0.9 percent and 0.4 percent, respectively, in the long term.
Changes of this magnitude would not significantly alter the residential, shopping,
transportation, and business patterns in Clark County. The urban land conversion
induced by the M-X project would be small relative to the amount which is likely to
occur without the project.

ALTERNATIVE 5 (4.3.2.7.7)

Alternative 5 proposes an OB I near Milford, Utah (Beaver County) and a
secondary OB near Ely, Nevada (White Pine County). Requirements for additional
urban land would be higher by one third than projected for the Proposed Action.
Beaver County would experience demand for 2,017 additional acres of urban land in
the peak year as a result of the base near Milford. The long term requirements for
urban land would be considerably lower at 942 acres. The peak year requirements
would be 2.1 times as great as the long term needs.

The urban land requirements in the peak year represent 203 percent of the
county's developed land and 289 percent of the vacant urban land while the
equivalent long term proportions area 95 percent and 135 percent, respectively.
Changes of this magnitude will significantly alter the residential, shopping, trans-
portation, and business patterns in Beaver County. The rate at which the conversion
of land to urban use would take place would likely have significant consequences to
Beaver County since the normal baseline land development would be small relative
to the growth induced by the M-X project during the construction phase.

The urban land requirements for the second operating base at Ely (White Pine
County, Nevada) remain as described for Alternative 3.

ALTERNATIVE 6 (4.3.2.7.8)

Under Alternative 6, operating bases are proposed at Milford, Utah (Beaver
County) and at Coyote Spring Valley, Nevada (Clark County). The projected urban
land requirements in Beaver County would remain as described for Alternative 5.
The project induced requirements for additional urban land in Clark County are
projected to be similar to the requirements under Alternative 4.

ALTERNATIVE 7r (4.3.2.7.9)

Under Alternative 7, with full deployment in Texas/New Mexico, the operating
bases would be located near Clovis, New Mexico (Curry County) and the Dalhart,
Texas (Hartley County). The following analysis examines the most significant urban
land area requirements which are in the OB counties in Texas/New Mexico. More
inclusive analyses in Chapter 4 and the technical reports appendices (ETA's 8 and 9)
provide discussion and tables of the urban land requirements in the non-OB counties
in Texas/New Mexico.

Clovis OB Impacts

The analysis of urban land requirements for the base at Clovis is for Curry

County only, although a small amount of demand for land in community uses would
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be experienced in Roosevelt County in nearby Portales. In Curry County the major
share of the effects are likely to be felt in the area from Clovis to Melrose. Curry
County had approximately 2,475 acres of vacant and 8,545 areas of developed urban
land in 1980. In the peak year 2,528 acres of additional urban land are projected to
be required as a result of the project. It is likely that some of the peak year
demands for housing, retail business, streets, and public facility land uses would be
met by temporary facilities such as mobile homes, with the land reverting back to
non-urban uses after the construction boom. The long term demand is projected to
be considerably less than in the peak year. The long term requirements, 1,015 acres,
are about 60 percent less than are the urban land needed during the peak year.

The peak land requirements represent 30 percent of the total amount of land
currently in urban uses in Curry County while the equivalent proportion in the long
term would be 11.9 percent. The comparable proportions for vacant urban land are
102 percent in the peak year and 41 percent in the long run. Changes of this
magnitude are likely to significantly alter the urban residential, transportation, and
business patterns in Curry County. The rate at which the conversion of land to
urban uses would take place is likely to have significant consequences since normal
baseline land development in Curry County would be small relative to the growth
induced by the project during the construction period.

Dalhart OB Impacts

Hartley and Dallam Counties, Texas, would receive the largest share of the
increased demand for land in urban uses, although sizable effects are also projected
for Moore County and the metropolitan Amarillo area. The present analysis is
limited to Hartley and Dallam, with additional details in Chapter 4. In 1978, Hartley
County had 24,700 acres and Dallam County 7,900 acres of land in urban uses. The
communities most likely to be affected in the two-county area are Dalhart, with the
greatest share of the demand, and Hartley and Channing. In the peak year 2,288
acres of additional urban land would be required while the long term demand, 732
acres, is only one-third as large. The urban land requirements in the peak year
represent I percent of the total urban land in Hartley and Dallam Counties while the
equivalent long-term proportion is 3 percent.

ALTERNATIVE 8 (4.3.2.7.10)

Alternative 8, with split deployment in the Nevada/Utah and Texas/New
Mexico areas, distributes the urban land use requirements into two distant regions.

Peak year requirements for urban land in Clark County would be less than
projected for the Proposed Action. Clark County would experience demand for 1,858
acres of additional community land in the peak year, a decrease of 954 acres or 34
percent from the Proposed Action. In the long term the demand would be 522 acres,
about the same as for the Proposed Action. The peak year requirements are 3.6
times as great as the long term needs. The peak requirements for additional land in
urban uses represent 4 percent of the county's developed land and 2 percent of the
vacant urban land while the equivalent proportion in the long term are 1.2 percent
and 0.5 percent, respectively. Changes of this magnitude would not significantly
alter the residential, shopping, transportation, and business patterns in Clark
County.
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Urban Land Use--Alternative 8

Requirements for additional land in community uses in Curry County would be
lower (18.5 percent less) in the peak year than projected for Alternative 7. The
projected demand for additional urban land in the peak year is 2,060 acres while in
the long term the requirements for 802 acres, about 21 percent less than projected
for Alternative 7. The peak year requirements would be 2.6 times as great as the
long term needs. The peak land requirements represent 24 percent of the total land
currently in urban uses in Curry County while the proportion of vacant land is 83
percent. The long term demand is equivalent to 32 percent of the vacant land. The
rate at which the conversion of vacant land to urban uses would take place would
likely be significant.

URBAN LAND USE MITIGATION STRATEGIES

The following mitigation approaches, could be undertaken by different levels
of government (local, state, and federal) to aid in reducing the adverse consequences
of large-scale conversion of non-urban land to community urban uses:

o Set up impact mitigation task force with local, regional, and state
officials, business representatives, ranchers, farmers, Air Force repre-
sentatives, etc. to advise local and regional governments. Advisory
committees could be established to facilitate the flow of information,
identify problems and needs, and seek the means for meeting the needs
in a timely manner.

o Application by local and regional governments for HUD 701 Comprehen-
sive Planning Program Grants and Community Development Block Grants
to support local land use planning efforts.

o Preparation or updating and adoption of zoning ordinances, subdivision
regulations, and comprehensive plans by local governments to guide
growth.

" Development of the capacity at municipal and county level to enforce
zoning ordinance and subdivision regulations.

o Utilization of land banking by municipalities, counties, or states to
direct temporary urban facilities to suitable locations during peak
construction period.

o Encouragement through county or state actions, the establishment of
new towns or development zones to handle a portion of the peak and/or
long term urban land needs.

o Encouragement by local and regional governments of the design of
temporary facilities that will provide benefits over the long term, e.g.,
facilities for mobile homes that can be used as campgrounds and RV
overnight areas centers following the end of the construction period.

o Establishment of urban service areas to ensure that urban development
will take place only within designated zones.

" Designation of planned unit development (PUD) zones where a mixture of
land uses specially suited to construction workers and their families may
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Urban Land Use--Alternative 8

be developed on a temporary basis, e.g., housing, recreation, neighbor-
hood commercial, day-care facilities. Such PUDs would encourage the
selection of housing by workers in suitable locations rather than in
outlying rural and/or agricultural areas.

" Establishment of a up state assistance program to identify federal
sources of funds for local and regional land use planning programs.

" Establishment of state and university sponsored training programs in land
use and growth management for officials and administrators in affected
local governments.

o Creation of a department of local affairs at state levels to provide
technical assistance for land use planning.

o State actions to ensure that regional planning commissions examine
issues of regional significance vis-a-vis urban land use, e.g., availability
of urban land, conversion of agricultural land to urban land, and the
impingement of urban uses into rural areas.

" Federal provisions of funding for local and regional land use planning
efforts (H-UD 701, CBDG; EPA; EDA) and for infrastructure to support
land development.

" Use of Four Corners Regional Commission to coordinate federal, state,
and local activities.

o Provisions of land to be used on temporary basis for development of
urban land uses (housing, neighborhood commercial, recreation, etc.)
needed by construction workers and families. Land could be adminis-
tered and/or leased by BLM, Department of Defense, or other federal
agencies.

Many of these potential mitigation strtegies are currently being planned in a
cooperative effort between the Department of Defense and potentially affected
jurisdictions.
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Quality of Life

QUALITY OF LIFE

INTRODUCTION (4~.3.2.8.1)

Quality of life means different things ) different people. it includes a job,
hopefully a meaningful one with purposc and tangible results; it also means an
opportunity to purchase goods and services that can make life more enjoyable. That
enjoyable life would include adequate housing and transportation, good schools and
religious facilities, and, for emergencies, m zdical and health care, police protection,
and fire and safety services. When many of the basic needs are satisfied, quality of
life broadens into the environment to include recreation, a weekend at the lake, the
opportunity to be alone with yourself and your family, the clean air to see the next
mountain and the freedom to climb it.

The concerns expressed by local residents about population growth and housing
and the attitudes toward potential impacts to mining and grazing and water, are all
tied to this concept of quality of life. The aspiration and concerns of old-time
residents and newcomers will revolve around the quality of life that existed, exists,
and will exist in the communities, the counties, and the valleys where M-X is finally
deployed. A large negative impact can occur when in-migration causes rapid,
heterogeneous population growth, especially if the growth is followed by an equally
rapid decline in employment after the boom. Growth in excess of 15 percent per
year can strain social organization and the adequacy of housing, social services and
other infrastructure. Indicators of social stress include rates of crime, divorce, and
suicide.

Beneficial impacts will be most noticeable near operating base locations and
will include economic impacts such as greater economic stability and diversity as
well as more and better paying jobs. Noneconomic benefits include better health
care and community facilities and greater educational opportunities.

Some individuals will express antagonism, even fear, at what they perceive to
be a loss of lifestyle; others will herald the change and proclaim the total benefits
of new growth, new vitality. Neither will be completely correct for M-X and its
related activities will change the lifestyle of most residents in the deployment area.
The degree to which the change is categorized as "bad" or "good" will depend upon
two factors:

4-533



Quality of Life

o the attitude of people affected toward change.
o the degree to which plans for potential change are made and imple-

mented.

The individual who fears change, perceives change as bad, and refuses to plan
for it will be impacted the most if change occurs. The individual who anticipates
the change and plans to adjust, regardless of his or her attitude toward change, will
find such change neither all bad nor all good, but acceptable and workable.
Communities, as well as individual plans and perceptions, are equally central to this
concept.

The M-X caused change to quality of life will be in two phases: during
construction and during operation. The major detrimental impacts will occur in the
short-term, during construction. In the long-run, the Air Force has been a
successful neighbor to communities through the West. One of the most difficult
activities the Air Force has attempted in peace time is the closing of a base. When
an announcement is made that a base will close anywhere in the nation, local
opposition to the closing comes through congressmen, through local petitions, and
through economic and environmental studies. In base closure cases, the people of
the affected communities, both long-term residents and new residents have
expressed the opinion that the Air Force base contributed to an improved quality of
life for the community.

There are changes underway which will affect the quality of life in the states
and counties under consideration for M-X basing whether or not M-X occurs.
Energy and mineral development will come; and the impacts may not be mitigated
through federal support. For example, Route 6 in Nevada between the Railroad
Valley oil fields and Tonopah, Nevada has been degraded due to industrial traffic;
Tonopah itself has become a new mineral boomtown; Ely, Nevada, is economically
depressed due to the mineral boom-bust cycle, but could boom again with the White
Pine Power Project. Increasing energy and labor prices combined with drawdown of
the Ogalalla aquifier have economically hurt Texas and New Mexico farmers,
ranches, and their associated communities.

Since perception of quality of life and its components is highly individualistic
and changeable, an overall assessment of the M-X generated impact is difficult.
The impact to lifestyle and associated quality of life will be related to population
increase. At the regional level, the increase in job opportunities and in per capita
incomes will be perceived by many residents as positive, keeping new entrants to the
job market within the region, and increasing the economic diversity of the area.
impacts will be felt most acutely in the small community-rural areas with private
land and some established services.

The projected changes to quality of life involve both quantifiable and abstract
elements. The quantifiable include population growth, police, housing, health
services, community infrostructure elements, and education. Each resource or
resource category that is quantifiable is presented under its own subheading.

Abstract items in addition to the quantifiable elements include:

o Institutions: governmental, religious, educational, and recreational fea-
tures will diversify and become more heterogeneous in the impacted
communities.
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Quality of Life--Proposed Action; Alternatives 1-6

o Social Structure: Relative and absolute changes will alter the inter-
connected system of lives and institutions; neighbors may become more
distant, the structure of institutions may become more formalized.

" Cultural: certain related, traditional, and isolated ways will be replaced
by a more progressive and competitive culture.

o Personal Lives: resident roles will be changed and redefined, more
people with different behaviorial characteristics will be present, and
each individual will become a smaller part of the larger whole.

Sociologists agree that measures of quality of life may be degraded at growth
rates in excess of 15 percent or at employment growth rates of 8 percent or more
for three consecutive years. Quality of life will be most greatly influenced near
operating bases. Only Clark County with a large current population is able to absorb
the growth associated with an operating base without exceeding these rates of
growth.

Tables 4.3.2.8-1 and 4.3.2.8-2 indicate counties in which high rates of
population growth are predicted to exceed levels which may degrade quality of life.

PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 1-6

All communities within or adjacent to the DDA will undergo a change during
construction which will alter the present residents' lifestyle. The smaller, static,
and more homogeneous communities are the ones likely to be impacted the most.
The large, dynamic, heterogeneous communities will be better able to cope with the
change.

Large city suburban residents who are used to a dynamic lifestyle will face
some inconvenience due to temporarily stressed local services. Small community-
rural residents, unless they plan for the change, will find the increased crowding,
diversity of cultural and religious backgrounds, and new demands upon community
services during construction to be overwhelming. Details in this EIS for such areas
as population in-migration education, land use and community service requirements,
and health service needs will form the basis for planning efforts. Planning for
growth and needed services is mandatory to preserve the elements of small quality
of life while obtaining the benefits of economic stimulation.

The fact that various sized communities in the region have experienced major
growth and construction over the past decades yet still retain a desirable quality of
life strongly argues that the growth of the M-X system can be accommodated and
the new residents assimulated in the present local residents will work together with
the newcomers to retain a desirable lifestyle. With the proposed M-X action Lund,
Utah could look like Minersville or Milford; Minersville or Milford like Cedar City;
and Cedar a doubled-in-size urban community. But although each community would
change the quality of life that appeals to residents and visitors could be retained.

ALTERNATIVE 7

in many ways the small community-rural lifestyle of Texas/New Mexico is

similar to that which prevails in southwestern Utah. The farming communities are

4-535



C L r - r - r -4

t.0 7, . -M. - . r- - -

Cd-

CoC
wC

>- ~ ~

Cd CC

o C
c c

o 0~ C~ )c

N Cl I '.

Cd 0

Cd a

-0 C

cL c

u W ~4 Z A- M U0a
C C

4-536

- . sa C".



Table 4.3.2.8-2. Character-
ization of population
growth in the Texas/
New Mexico deployment
region.

COUNTY ALTERNATIVE

8B

Bailey S L

Castro L L

Cochran L L

Dallam S. P P

Deaf Smith L L

Hale L L

Hartley (7) S, P S, P

Hockley L L

Lamb L L

Lubbock L L

Moore L L

Oldham L L

Parmer P P

Potter/Randall L L

Sherman L L

Swisher L L

Chaves L L

Curry (7, 8) S S

DeBaca L L

Harding S. P S. P

Quay P P

Roosevelt P L

Union L L

3925-1

*Numbers in parenthesis indicate
alternative(s) for which counties
contain an operating base.

S = sustained annual growth of 8.0

percent or more for at least
three years.

P = Peak growth of at least 15.0
percent in any one year.

L - Less annual growth than S and P.
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Quality of Life--Alternative 8

small, with nedium-sized cities regularly spaced. Agriculture dominates employ-
ment. "i Texas/New Mexico communities have common religious beliefs, a
common farming heritage, and have changed little in past decades. Larger cities
with suburban lifestyles are located on the DDA's periphery.

The main differences between the Texas/New Mexico and Nevada/Utah DDAs
are the population density throughout the area (much higher in Texas/New Mexico
than in Nevada/Utah) and the land ownership (nearly all private in Texas/New
Mexico). These two differences highlight the key quality of life variables that would
be impacted in Texas/New Mexico; private land and relocation of people. The
relocation of people can take one of three forms:

" Physical movement of residence or other facilities to another part of the
present owner's property.

o Construction of a new home on the present owner's property and
dismanteling of the existing structure.

" Relocation, of the individuals from the existing parcel to alternative
parcels or to existing communities.

Although the total population relocation is less than would be associated with
highway construction through an urban neighborhood, the broad distribution of the
impact combined with a deep connection to the land makes such change a significant
impact to present lifestyle.

ALTERNATIVE 8

The split basing alternative reduces the overall impacts upon each of the
alternative system DDAs and concurrently deploys the system in a way designed to
reduce the community specific impacts.

The Nevada/Utah system is deployed to concentrate the system around the
central Coyote Spring operating base and the more urban Clark County. This results
in reduced impacts from both construction and operation in the rural communities
on the periphery of the system. Although the regional impacts are reduced, specific
counties such as Lincoln and Clark will still be impacted by a large, diverse
construction workforce.

The Texas/New Mexico split-basing DIDA was selected to minimize impact
upon residents through minimum relocation and to reduce impact upon irrigated
agriculture. Both of these steps preserve the rural, small community quality of life
that currently prevails. Thus, the net effect of split basing is to more than
proportionally reduce the impacts to the prevailing lifestyles in the respective
areas.
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T ranspor tat ion-- Proposed Action

TRANSPORTATION

INTRODUCTION (4.3.2.9.1)

The transportation system within the project area might be significantly
affected in two ways: it may be greatly expanded thus improving accessibility
within the region, and traffic may increase as a result of the influx of people .I

The impact on accessibility can be measured in terms of the degree of
improvement of the road system in the area. The impact on traffic can be measured
by the increase in traffic on the road system. The indirect impacts associated with
increases in traffic and accessibility, such as noise, air pollution, use of recreation
facilities, disturbance of sensitive areas, etc., are discussed in other sections of this
DEIS.

PROPOSED ACTION (4.3.2.9.2)

DDA Impacts

No significant impacts are anticipated on air or rail traffic in the selected
deployment area. More commercial flights may be scheduled to airports near OBs
but this cannot be estimated. No air traffic overflight restrictions are anticipated
except the normal restrictions that would apply over the OBs.

The Proposed Action would involve construction of approximately 8,500 miles

of new roads in an area of the Great Basin which presently has relatively poorI
access. Figure 4.3.2.9-1 shows the existing road system within the affected region.
Roads constructed for the project will be open to the public, producing a long term
change in the accessibility in the area. The expansion of the road system would
increase the accessibility into and within the region, which could encourage
development and facilitate use of the area for recreation. This would increase the
potential for damage to sensitive resources in formerly remote areas. Without this
project it is unlikely that many new roads would be constructed in the region, except
in the immediate vicinity of other major projects which may be constructed. Table
4.3.2.9-1 summarizes the impacts on accessibility and their significance for each of
the subunits in the area.
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Table 4.3.2.9-1. Potential long-term im-
pacts to accessibility and

short-term impacts to
traffic volumes due to
location of DDA in Nevada/
Utah for Proposed Action
and Alternatives 1-6.

TRAFFIC ACCESSIBILITi

HYDROLOGIC SUBUNIT SHORT-TERM LONG-TERM

NO. NAME J IMPACT' IMPACT'

Subunits with M-X Clusters and DTN

4 Snake I
5 Pine
6 White
7 Fish Springs

B Dugway
9 Government Creek
46 Sevier Desert
46A Sevier Desert & Dry Lake'
54 Wah Wah
137A Big Smoky-Tonopah Flat
139 Kobeh

140A Monitor-Northern
140B Monitor-Southern
141 Ralston
142 Alkali Spring

148 Cactus Flat
149 Stone Cabin' N1]]]]
151 Antelope
154 Newark"

'2

155A Little Smoky-Northern
155C Little Smoky-Southern
156 Hot Creek
170 Penover
171 Coal
172 Garden
173A Rgllroad-Southern
173B Railroad-Northern
174 Jakes'
175 Long
178B Butte-South
179 Steptoe
180 Cave
181 Dry Lake'
182 Delamar
183 Lake
184 Spring
196 Hamlin
202 Patterson
207 White River
208 Pahroc
209 Pahranagat L

3912-2

INo impact. (No or insignificant increase in

traffic.)
Low impact. (Some increases in traffic is

expected; however, no road improvements should

be required.)

MModerate impact. (Increases in traffic likely

to cause delay or inconvenience 
to motorists.

Minor road improvements may be required at

critical locations.)

High impact, (Major increases in traffic

expected which could generae requirements 
for

stbstantial road system improvements.)

2 No imnact.

Low impact. (Nu, roads will only slightly

improve access.)

_Moderate impact. (Quality of roads subsian-

tially Improved.)

High impact. (High quality roads constructed

In areas wlilere onlly t f1Ph ul pOor (Iul lt y I'OiOi

currently' exist.)

'Conceptual locations of Aren Support Cent rs (ASCs).

4-541



Transportation--Proposed Action

The temporary influx of people into the region during the construction period
would cause a large increase in traffic within the DDA during that period.

The impact would be greatest near construction camps, and within nearby
communities, due to the presence of supply trucks, personnel buses, and private
vehicles belonging to construction workers. While the total amount of traffic that
might use the existing road network would, in most cases, not exceed its capacity, it
would be substantially higher then current levels. This would cause occasional
delays and inconvenience to motorists. Table 4.3.2.9-1 shows recent traffic volumes
and projected traffic volumes during the peak construction year. In mountain
passes, where capacity is severely reduced by steep grades and winding alignment,
congestion might occur at times due to slow moving trucks, buses or construction
workers commuting from nearby communities. The impact would be relatively
short-term because each of the camps would be in use for only two to three years.
Table 4.3.2.9-1 summarizes the projected traffic impacts within the DDA.

Communities within the region, especiallly those near construction camps, will
be affected both by traffic increases associated with temporary population increases
and by traffic passing through them to other destinations, such as construction
camps. While the traffic will only be temporary, some street improvements such as
widening or installation of traffic signals may be required at some locations in order
to accommodate the traffic. The two communities likely to be affected the most
are Tonopah and Ely.

Most of the construction traffic itself would use the project roads which are
specifically designed to avoid intersection with heavily or even moderately travelled
roads ways. At locations where project roads crossed existing roads there would be
occasional delays to some motorists by the crossing of construction vehicles.

The anticipated increase in traffic on the existing roads would increase the
maintenance efforts needed to keep the roads in good condition, especially during
the construction period when heavy supply trucks would be using the existing roads.

During the operations phase only a small amount of traffic would use the
existing roads in the DDA. There will be no long-term impacts on traffic.

Operating Base and their Vicinities

In the vicinities of the operating bases the major impacts would be due to
increases in traffic on the existing road system which would cause inconveniences
and delays to motorists, increase the amount of maintenance required, and may
necessitate major road improvements. Within communities near the bases, major
additions to the street system would be required to accommodate the traffic
associated with an increase in population and to provide access to new housing units
and commercial development.

During the construction of the operating bases, there would be a large influx
of people into the nearly communities who would only remain a few years. The
impacts associated with this temporary phenomenon could occur in either of two
ways depending upon how the local communities planned for it. If no special
provisions were made to accommodate this short term growth, the associated
increases in traffic would likely strain the existing road system, exceeding capacity
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Transportation--Alternative I

at critical intersections and along major streets. Congestion at these locations,
especially during peak periods, would result. However, once the construction period
was over, the traffic would subside to the levels anticipated for the long term
operations phase.

On the other hand, if the road system was expanded to the extent necessary to
accommodate the short term traffic levels, then traffic would flow smoothly, but
the act of expanding the road system would be a major impact. Once the short term
effect was over, the road system would be more than adequate to accommodate the
long term traffic levels, In either case the short term impacts associated with
increases in traffic would be significant.

The DDA impacts on traffic are summarized on Table 4.3.2.9- 1 and the
operating base impacts on traffic are summarized on Table 4.3.2.9-2.

Coyote Spring OB Impacts

The first operating base would be constructed at Coyote Spring under the
Proposed Action. Once the base is operational, approximately 2,400 military and
civilian personnal would be commuting to the base from neighboring communities,
primarily Las Vegas. A comparable amount of construction workers would be
commuting during peak construction activity. In order to accommodate this traffic,
U.S. 913 between the base and 1-15 would have to be widened to four lanes unless
mitigation measures such as staggered work shifts or substantial use of bases or I
carpools are implemented. Traffic along State Route 7 will also increase
considerably but it would still not exceed the available capacity. Within Las Vegas
and other nearby communities, such as in Moapa Valley, improvements to the major
streets may be required at some locations. This could include street widening or
installation of traffic signals. The specific improvements that may be required
depend upon where the new development actually occurs. Figure 4.3.2.9-2 shows
the projected traffic volumes in the vicinity of Coyote Spring once the base is fully
operational.

Milford OB Impacts

Under the Proposed Action the second operating base would be at Milford.
The proposed site currently has access via unpaved roads only. If only the road to
Milford were improved it would have to be widened to four lanes in order to
accommodate the anticipated traffic. If the road to Minerville were also improved,
two lanes would be adequate for both roads. This would also significantly reduce the
amount of traffic that would have to pass through Milford to get to the base. Some
roadway improvements to existing streets would be required in Milford in either
case. Some improvements may also be required in other communities also, such as
Minerville. Figure 4.3.2.9-3 shows the projected traffic volumes in the vicinity of
Milford once the base is fully operational.

ALTERNATIVE 1 (4.3.2.9.3)

This alternative would utilize the same DDA as the Proposed Action as well as
the first operating base at Coyote Spring. The second base would be at Beryl. In
order to accommodate the anticipated traffic, the road between Beryl and Beryl
Junction would have to be improved and widened to four lanes. Other minor
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Table 4.3.2.9-2. Potential impacts on traffic which could
result due to the location of the DDA and
operating bases (OBs) for the Proposed Action
and Altern-tives 1-6.

LONG-TERM TRAFFIC IMPACTS'

HYDROLOGIC SUBUNIT COYOTE SPRING ILFORD,

BERYL, UTAH VALLEY DELTA, UTAH ELY, NEVADA UTAH

ALTS. 1,3,4 P.A. & ALTS. ALT. 2 O.A
NO. NAME 2 LT6, & ALTS. 5,6! 1,2,4 & 6

Subunits with OB Suitability Areas

4 Snake
5 Pine - I-
6 White I
7 Fish Springs
8 Dugway

9 Government Creek ----

46 Sevier Desert
46A Sevler Desert-Dry Lake2
54 Wah Wah
137A Big Smoky-Tonopah Flat
139 Kobeh
140A Monitor-Northern
140B Monitor-Southern
141 Ralston
142 Alkali Spring
148 Cactus Flat,
149 Stone Cabin'
151 Antelope
154 Newark: - -

155A Little Smoky-Northern
155C Little Smoky-Southern

156 Hot Creek - .

170 Penoyer __ ---_--

171 Coal
172 Garden
173A Railroad-Southern173B Railroad-Northern I

174 Jakes"175 Long _
178B Butte-South -- _-.l
179 Steptoe
180 Cave
181 Dry Lake'
182 Delamar

1 83 Lake ~~
184 Spring
196 Hamlin
202 Patterson

207 White River
208 Pahroc209 Pahranagat .. ..

Other Affected Subunits

48 Beaver ~f
50 Milford
51 Maggie Creek _

52 Lund District ' p

53 Beryl-Enterprise
210 Coyote Spring

212 Las Vegas216 Garnet

217 Hidden-North

218 California Wash
219 Muddy River Springs
220 Lower Moapa

E __ No impact. (No or insignificant increase in traffic on existing roads.)

E--- Low impact. (Some increase in traffic is expected, however, no road improve-
ments should be required.)

Moderate impact. (Increase in traffic likely to cause occasional delay or
inconvenience to motorists. Minor road Improvements may be required at critical
locations.)

High impact. (Major increases in traffic expected which could generate require-
ments for substantial road system improvements.)

'Conceptual location of Area Support Center (ASC%).
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Transport at ion--AlIternat ives 2, 3, 4

improvements may be required but in general the existing road system near the base
would accommodate the anticipated traffic without congestion. Table 4.3.2.9-2
summarizes the projected impacts on traffic near the Beryl operating base site.
Within the nearby communities, primarily Newcastle, Enterprise and Cedar City,
home improvements would be required on major streets in order to accommodate
the anticipated traffic. Figure 4.3.2.9-4 shows the projected traffic volumes in the
vicinity of Beryl once the base is fully operational.

ALTERNATIVE 2 (4.3.2.9.4)

The impacts would be the same as for the Proposed Action except that the
second operating base would be at Delta. Due to the anticipated increase in traffic,
US 50 between the proposed site and Delta would have to be widened to four lanes,
but other roads in the vicinity should adequately accommodate the anticipated
traffic. Since most of the off-base development would be expected to occur within
or near Delta, spot capacity improvements and improved traffic control may be
required at some locations. Table 4.3.2.9-2 summarizes the projected impacts on
traffic near the Delta operating base site. Because the proposed site is near a
construction camp location, the short term cumulative impacts during the construc-
tion period will be greater than that associated with construction of the second
operating base under the Proposed Action. Figure 4.3.2.9-5 shows the projected
traffic volumes oce the base is fully operational.

ALTERNATIVE 3 (4.3.2.9.5)

This alternative utilizes the same DDA as the Proposed Action but the
operating base locations are different. The first operating base would be near Beryl
and the second operating base would be near Ely.

Near Beryl the traffic impacts would be similar to those discussed for
Alternative 1, but since it would be the first operating base in this case, traffic
volumes would be about 20 percent higher. Figure 4.3.2.9-6 shows the projected
traffic volumes once the base is fully operational if Beryl is the first opreating base.

Near Ely, the increase in traffic along US 6-50-93 between the proposed site
and Ely may require widening the road to four lanes. Most of the other roads in the
vicinity would also experience increases in traffic but should be able to accommo-
date the traffic without congestion. Within Ely itself, the anticipated traffic,
especially along US 50, would approach the capacity of the existing road making
improvements necessary to avoid congestion during peak periods. Table 4.3.2.9-2
summarizes the iOrojected impacts on traffic near the Ely operating base site.
Figure 4.3.2.9-7 shows the projected traffic volumes once the base is fully
operational.

As in the cases of Delta, Ely would have short term traffic impacts associated
with construction of the ODA as well as the operating base.

ALTERNATIVE 4 (4.3.2.9.6)

The impacts would be similar to those identified for Alternative 1. The only
difference is that Beryl would be the first operating base in this case and therefore
projected traffic levels will be about 20 percent higher (as in Alternative 3) and
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Transportation--Alternatives 5, 6, 7

Coyote Spring Valley would be the second operating base and therefore projected
traffic levels would be about 20 percent less. Figure 4.3.2.9-8 shows projected
traffic volumes if Coyote Spring Valley is the second operating base.

ALTERNATIVE 5 (4.3.2.9.7)

The impacts within the DDA would be comparable to the Proposed Action.
Milford, however, would be the first operating base in this alternative, consequently
projected traffic levels would be about 20 percent higher than for the Proposed
Action. The second operating base would be at Ely and the impacts would be the
same as discussed for Alternative 3. Figure 4.3.2.9-9 shows projected traffic
volumes if Milford is the first operating base.

ALTERNATIVE 6 (4.3.2.9.8)

The impacts would be the same as for the Proposed Action except that the
location of the first and second operating bases would be switched. Projected
traffic levels would be about 20 percent higher near Milford (as in Alternative 5) and
about 20 percent lower near Coyote Spring Valley (as in Alternative 4).

ALTERNATIVE 7 (4~.3.2.9.9)

The same types of impacts that are anticipated for the Proposed Action in
Nevada/Utah would occur for this alternative in Texas/New Mexico but not
necessarily to the same degree. Within the DDA the existing road network is
already extensive and accessibility is good to most areas. Therefore the increase in
accessibility and the corresponding indirect impacts would be substantially less than
in Nevada/Utah. There are few areas in this region that are not already accessible
so that the additions of the project roads would not be as likely to encourage more
travel or more development as it would in Nevada/Utah. Figure 4.3.2.9-10 shows
existing highways in the area and current traffic levels.

In general, traffic increases within the DDA would not exceed the capacity of
the road system, primarily because of the relatively low volume of traffic currently
using the roads and because construction activity would be spread out over a wide
area. Some inconvenience and delay in the short-term may occur near the
construction camps and within some of the small communities in the area.
Nevertheless, the amount of inconvenience and delay would be small and of
relatively short duration. The traffic associated with construction may increase the
amount of maintenance required on the existing roads. Table 4.3.2.9-3 summarizes
the projected impacts in the DDA and for the operating bases.

The anticipated project-related traffic in the comminities of Dimmitt and
Hereford may overload the existing street system during the time when nearby
construction camps are operating. Some road improvement may be necessary to
accommodate traf fic.

The first operating base site near Clovis would be an expansion of an existing
facility, Cannon AFB, therefore traffic patterns would remain basically the same
although there would be an increase in volume. Some congestion may result along
US 60 unless improvements are made, especially at some of the critical intersec-
tionis. There may be some localized traffic problems within Clovis itself during peak
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Table 4.3.2.9-3. Potential impacts
on traffic whichcould result due

to the location of
the DDA and operat-
ing bases (OBs) in
Texas/New Mexico
for Alternative 7.

COUNTY SHORT-TERM LONG-TERM
YIMPACT' IMPACT'

Counties with M-X Clusters and DTN

Bailey, TX2
Castro, TX'
Cochran, TX
Dallam, TX'
Deaf Smith, TXHartley, TX 3 '

Hockley, TX
Lamb, TX
Oldham, TX
Parmer, TX ,
Randall, TX'
Sherman, TX
Swisher, TX
Chaves, N"M'
Curry, NM
DeBaca, NM
Guadalupe, NMN
Harding, NM

2

Lea, NM
Quay, NM:
Roosevelt, NM-'
Union, NM 1

3914-2

F No impact. (No or insignifi-

imcreases in traffic on
existing roads.)

Low impact. (Some increases
in traffic expected: however,
no road improvements should be
required.)

fModerate impact. (Increases
in traffic likely to cause
occassional delay or incon-
venience to motorists. Minor
road improvements may be
required of critical locations).

High impact. (Increases in
traffic expected which could
generate requirements for sub-
stantial road system improve-
ments

2 Construction camp in county.

3Operating base in county.

4Conceptual location of Area Support Centers (ASCs).
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Transportation--Alternative 8

periods when traffic destined for the base will concentrate on approaches to US 60.
In order to relieve traffic along US 60 near the base, it may be desirable to provide
an access point directly from State Route 467. Table 4.3.2.9-3 summarizes the
projected traffic impacts near the Clovis operating base site. Figure 4.3.2.9-11
shows the projected traffic volumes in the vicinity of the Clovis site once the base
is fully operational.

In the vicinity of the second operating base near Daihart, the increase in
traffic could result in some problems in the nearby communities. Dalhart, Dumas
and Hartley could be adversely affected by operating base-induced traffic traveling
in or through them. All three of the communities could experience localized traffic
problems at one or more locations along the main streets depending upon where new
housing units or associated commercial establishments are constructed. Table
4.3.2.9-3 summarizes the projected traffic impacts near the Dalhart operating base
site. Figure 4.3.2.9-12 shows the projected traffic volumes in the vicinity of the
Daihart site once the base is fully operational.

The mitigation measures identified for the Proposed Action could also be
implemented for this alternative.

ALTERNATIVE 8 (4.3.2.9.10)

This alternative involves placing half of the system in Nevada/Utah and half in
Texas/New Mexico with one operating base in each. Consequently the impacts in
each region would be less extensive, although the concentrations of impact around
the project facilities would be similar.

Only half as many roads would be constructed in each region, therefore the
increase in accessibility* would be proportionately less than discussed for the
Proposed Action and Alternative 7. The impacts on traffic near the construction
camps would be similar to the full basing alternatives but only about half as many
camps would be required in each region. Table 4.3.2.9-4 summarizes the projected
impacts on traffic for Alternative 8.

The impacts on traffic near the Coyote Spring Valley operating base site would
be similar to those discussed for the Proposed Action and the impacts near the
Clovis operating base site would be similar to those discussed for Alternative 7.
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Table 4.3.2.9-4. Potential impacts on
traffic due to split
base location of DDA
and operating bases
in Nevada/Utah and
Texas/New Mexico for
Alternative 8.

HYDROLOGIC SUUNIT F T
OR COUNTY SHORT-TERM LONG-TERMIMPACT

1  
IMPACT:

NO. 
NAME

Subunits or Counties with M-X Clusters and DTN

4 Snake
5 Pine

2

6 White
7 Fish Springs
46 Sevier Desert'
46A Sevier Desert-Dry Lake

2 ,
'

54 Wah Wahi
155C Little Smoky-Southern
156 Hot Creek
170 Penoyer
171 Coal
172 Garden
173A Railroad-Sou hern
173B Railroad-Northern
180 Cave

2

181 Dry Lake
3

182 Delamar
183 Lake

2

184 Spring
196 Hamlin
202 Patterson
207 White River

Other Affected Subunits or Counties

210 Coyote Spring
212 Las Vegas
216 Garn et
2:7 Hidden-North
218 California Wash
219 Muddy River Springs
220 Lower Moapa

Bailey, TX
Cochran, TX
Dallam, TX

2

Deaf Smth, TX
Hartley. TX

.

ockley, TXLamb, TX
Oldham. TX
Parmer, TX

Chaves NM
3

Curr , NM
Debaca, NM

Lea, Nit--

Quay, NM
Roosevelt, NM

; '

•.Union, NM L--

3915-2

No impact. (No significant increases in
traffic on existing roads.)

Low Impact. (Some increase in traffic is
expected, however, no road improvements
should be required.)

UModerate impact. (Increases in traffic
likely to cause occasional delay or incon-
venience to motorists. Minor road improve-
ments may be required at critical locations.)

High impact. (Major increases in traffic
expected which could generate requirements
for substantlal road system improvements.

2
Conotruotion camp in count,

Concep!tual ((,cat ion of Ari-a Support (entf-rs (Nts
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