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CREAMER & NOBLE ENGINEERS
PO. BOX 37 ® ST. GEORGE, UTAH ¢ 84771
PH (435)673-2677 © FAX (435)673-8484 o E-MAIL crencble@infowest.com

September 25, 2000

M. Reed E. Harris, Utah Field Supervisor oo~ Faxtote 7671 [*°g ag=coliibe” ¢

. _ : o = ‘
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ]?I[E)d;‘m:‘ Bullocl [ Taree Mt drad
Lincoln Plaza : j #. i
145 East 1300 South, Suite 404 Pone =
Salt Lake City, UT 84115 Faxs
Dear Mr. Harris:

The City of St. George is proposing an alternative primary access road for the St. George
Replacement Airport from that presented in the Draft Environmental Assessment. [ have
enclosed a map of the proposed route. The road is approximately 16,300 feet in length and will
follow an existing roadway corridor. A total of 5,300 feet of this existing roadway is unpaved.
The project will consist of widening the pavement on both sides of the existing roadway and
construction of gravel shoulders. A three lane wide pavement section will be provided: two
3.6 m travel lanes and a 4.3 m two-way center left turn lane. In addition, two shoulders ranging
from 0.6 m to 2:4 m in width would be constructed.

A threatened, endangered and candidate inventory was conducted for plants (Dale Ross) and
wildlife (Dr. Bill Mader) for the proposed access road (reports enclosed). No plants of special
concern were located during the survey and it appears that none exist in the area. A spot check
will be conducted in May during the flowering period to verify the conclusion. No federally
listed or candidate species of wildlife were observed during the survey. Two Utah sensitive
species were observed, chuckwalla and ring-tailed cat. These species will be mitigated for, as
discussed in the Draft Environmental Assessment, if any are encountered during construction.

By way of this letter, we are requesting your concurrence with the findings in the sensitive
species inventories and approval of this route as the primary access road for the proposed
St. George Replacement Airport. Since we need to finalize the environmental assessment by
1 November 2000, we are requesting your response within 30 days of receipt of this letter. We
will assume your approval and clearance of this access route if we do not receive any comments
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within 30 days. We appreciate your cooperation in this matter and look forward to your

response.
Sincerely,
CREAMER & NOBLE ENGINEERS
(g VoffeLom
Terry J. Hickman
Environmental Coordinator
TIH/bam
Enclosures
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September 25, 2000

M. John Kimball, Director
Department of Natural Resources
Division of Wildlife Resources

1594 West North Temple, Suite 2110
P.0O. Box 146301

Salt Lake City, UT 841 14-6301

Dear Mr. Kimbali:

The City of St. George is proposing an alternative primary access road for the St. George
Replacement Airport from that presented in the Draft Environmental Assessment. 1 have
enclosed a map of the proposed route. The road is approximately 16,300 feet in length and will
follow an existing roadway corridor. A total of 5,300 feet of this existing roadway is unpaved.
The project will consist of widening the pavement on both sides of the existing roadway and
construction of gravel shoulders. A three lane wide pavement section will be provided: two
3.6 m travel lanes and a 4.3 m two-way center left turn lane. In addition, two shoulders ranging
from 0.6 m to 2.4 m in width would be constructed.

A threatened, endangered and candidate inventory was conducted for plants (Dale Ross) and
wildlife (Dr. Bill Mader) for the proposed access road (reports enclosed). No plants of special
concern were located during the survey and it appears that none exist in the area. A spot check
will be conducted in May during the flowering period to verify the conclusion. No federally
listed or candidate species of wildlife were observed during the survey. Two Utah sensitive
species were observed, chuckwalla and ring-tailed cat. These species will be mitigated for, as
discussed in the Draft Environmental Assessment, if any are encountered during construction.

By way of this letter, we are requesting your concurrence with the findings in the sensitive
species inventories and approval of this route as the primary access road for the proposed
St. George Replacement Airport. Since we need to finalize the environmental assessment by
1 November 2000, we are requesting your response within 30 days of receipt of this letter. We
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will assume your approval and clearance of this access route if we do not reccive any comments
within 30 days. We appreciate your cooperation in this matter and look forward to your

response.
Sincerely,
CREAMER & NOBLE ENGINEERS
& o Q) o>
=y
Terry J. Hickman
Environmental Coordinator
TIH/bam
Enclosures
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Jeff R Larsen Marsh USA Risk & Insurance Services
Vice President 60 East South Temple, Suite 1600

Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

801 539 7431 Fax: 801 539 7427

Jeff Larsen@marshmc.com

April 7, 2000 M AR S H

Mr. Larry Bullock

Public Works Facility of St. George City
197 East 200 North

St. George, Utah 84770

Subject: Owner Controlled Insurance Programs (OCIP)

Dear Mr. Bullock:

Mr. Scott Hirschi provided your name to me a couple of weeks ago as an individual I should introduce
myself to and the organization that I represent. This letter is in regard to the new airport construction
project for the St. George/Washington County area.

There is a cost saving method to provide for the insurance requirements of a construction project, which
protects the interests of the owner, general contractor, and all tiers of contractors on a specific project. In
addition savings are generated which can be confirmed to the owner. This concept provides higher limits
of protection, provides higher safety standards, and provides for minority contractors to bid given the
same construction requirements are for all contractors.

This concept is called an Owner Controlled Insurance Program (OCIP). I have prepared some materials
providing general information on this risk management alternative. I would appreciate the opportunity to
talk to you about it further. If an owner (St. George City) wants to do an OCIP, it should put the
information into the bid specifications that go out. The reason for such is the contractors will bid without
insurance costs, and will have to provide verification of this cost for review by the administrator. Our
organization would fulfill the requirements for administration and assisting the City with the necessary
information for bid purposes.

We have been involved with about 12 OCIPs in our office. We currently are representing 5 clients with
single, or multi-site locations.

I have attached the most recent annual report of which Marsh is on a global basis. In Utah Marsh is the
largest premium writer and is administering more OCIPs than all other brokers combined.

It is a tested concept. We have completed one project in St. George, and will have additional ones in the
future. We hope to include the St. George airport as another success story.

I will call you in about 10 days to discuss this with you further. Thank you in advance for your time in
reviewing this recommendation.

Sincerely,
Jeff R Larsen
cc: Mr. Scott Hirschi ~Washington County Economic Development
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; HISTORY

Although not as old as mankind, Wrap-Ups

MARSH

An MMC Company

(Controlled Insurance Programs -- Owner or 1 Hi
. History
Contractor) have been around for many years. Many
attribute the programs as originating in the late 1940s, 2. Definition
early 1950s with the mega-projects of that generation; 3. Types of Wrap-Ups
and wrap-ups have been used ever since as a program
to consolidate insurance purchase for construction 4. Advantages
projects. 5. Perceived Disadvantages
6. Legislative Hurdles
7. Forms of Coverage

2. DEFINITION 8. Loss Control
A single insurance program, the wrap-up covers the 9. What's the Role of the Program
job-site risks of the owner, construction manager, N
general contractor, contractors, and subcontractors. 10. Who are the Major Carriers
It is a risk management technique for handling loss Writing Wrap-Ups?
exposures relatefi to single and multiple site 11. Can a Wrap-Up be Written on a
construction activities. The program sponsor Global Basis?
procures certain insurance coverage on behalf of
some or all parties working at the job-site, rather 12. What is the Process to Implement
then having each firm supply its own insurance. The a Wrap-Up?
wrap-up does not shift the chain of liability. 13. Conclusion
Negligent parties are still responsible for their own
actions. The only difference between a wrap-up and
other insurance arrangements is that a single entity
buys insurance policies that will respond to most
claims.

Wrap-Ups are also known as:

OCIP = Owner Controlled Insurance Program (Owner Sponsored)

CCIP = Contractor Controlled Insurance Program (Contractor Sponsored)

CIP = Controlled Insurance Program
OPIP = Owner Provided Insurance Program
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Besides traditional, single project wrap-ups, the list of types of wrap-ups is continuing to grow to

include:
-~ Non-U.S. Wrap-Ups (CAR)
(Single or Multiple Sites)
-~ Single Project
« Cons truction Value s of $75 millionor more
- "Gate" (Maintenance) Wrap-Up

(Single or Mul fipl e Sites)

= Ongoing maint ena nce , re novation, and re pair work
expectedtogenerate at lea st$3 0§ 40 millionper year in
contrac tor labor costs.

- Rolling Wrap-Up
(Single or Multiple Sites)
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The "types" listed above should not limit how the wrap-up concept is applied. Instead, think of a
wrap-up as a risk management technique that can be used to package insurance coverage for all

identified parties that have a common risk performing work for a single source.

4, ADVANTAGES

The advantages of a wrap-up can be categorized as: cost savings, control, and public relations.
To highlight the major elements of each:

M Cost Savings stem from the structure of the insurance program. Loss-sensitive
programs, such as large deductible plans, incurred - or paid-loss retrospectively
rated plans, and, in some cases, captives or self-insurance, enable the program
sponsor to capitalize on favorable loss experience.

In these plans, insurance costs consist of a basic, fixed administration charge plus
actual sustained losses, subject to a maximum amount per claim. Alternatively,

some programs are written on a discounted guaranteed cost basis, locking in some
portion of the savings potential at program inception.
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Additional savings are achieved through:

Economies of Scale - a single program eliminates administrative redundancies
and creates purchasing leverage, as well as opportunities to negotiate
advantageous cash flow programs because of the premium volume.

Elimination of mark-ups - under a wrap-up, insurance charges are not included
in contractor bids, therefore pass-throughs and related costs the contractor
otherwise could apply to its profit and overhead costs are reduced.

M Control - In light of such issues as the courts' changing interpretation of tort
liability, the financial instability of some insurers, the unpredictability of jury
awards, and the ability to control costs through effective claim and loss
management, firms that represent the "deep pockets" (owners, prime contractors
and/or construction managers) view wrap-ups as a means to extend their influence
over several important aspects of the insurance program, including:

Limits - The limits carried under a wrap-up are available to all contractors
enrolled in the program. No longer must the choice be made between a lower
limit and a contractor's ability to obtain coverage.

Quality of coverage and carrier stability - Under a wrap-up, program Sponsors
control the decisions on these issues.

Claims management - The participation of multiple insurers in a non-wrap-up
project increases the likelihood of lawsuits and subrogation actions between
contractors, its insurers and others, as each tries to shift liability to another
party in the event of a significant accident. With wrap-ups one insurer
represents all covered parties, minimizing finger pointing and enhancing the
ability to focus on fair, aggressive claims management.

Loss Control - A coordinated and focused loss control program is the
cornerstone of a successful wrap-up. The presence of a loss control
representative(s) at the job site enhances the likelihood of good safety
performance by all.

M Public Relations is enhanced through:

Broader participation by disadvantaged, minority, and women-owned business
enterprises as insurance requirements cease to be a potential barrier to bidding
work.

Claims handling - insurance responds to legitimate claims, keeping customers
and members of the public satisfied thus avoiding negative publicity.
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5. PERCEIVED DRAWBACKS

Despite the significant economic and administrative advantages of wrap-ups, some firms are
reluctant to use them.

Economic Validation

Critics of the wrap-up approach cite difficulty verifying cost savings, particularly whether or not
contractors have removed the cost of insurance from their bids. Most contractors make a good
faith effort to eliminate insurance loading from bid proposals if for no other reason than to be
responsive to their client and to avoid being too expensive. In cases where doubt exists, the
wrap-up administrator should monitor compliance by requiring contractors to identify their
insurance costs ("bid deducts"), as well as by auditing actual insurance policies.

While front-end savings cannot be guaranteed, many users believe their wrap-ups have resulted
in savings -- in part through the bid deducts, but largely through the insurance program funding
structure, itself.

Contractor Resistance

Contracting firms come in many sizes; their resistance to wrap-ups can retlect that fact. Larger
firms object because they have similar coverage -- or a better program -- and limits as
competitively priced as those of the wrap-up. But they often do not pass the competitive price on
to the owner, nor will their program apply to all contractors working at a location. Mid-size and
smaller firms that have not been involved with wrap-ups often object from fear of the unknown.

Communication with them about the program, how it works, and how it can benefit them will
minimize their concerns. Contractors of all sizes need to be informed about the coverage
provided by the wrap-up and shown how it compliments their own insurance programs to reduce
the potential of coverage gaps or the chance of duplicate charges by their insurer.

Contractors also are concerned about administrative burdens. However, many of the tasks for
implementing and managing the program can be shifted to the broker/administrator. In fact,
when closely examined, many administrative duties, including monitoring insurance
compliance/certificates from all the contractors and subcontractors, exists whether or not the
insurance is provided through a wrap-up.

Some contractors contend that the fact that the owner pays for the project insurance eliminates
the contractor's motivation to prevent losses. Keep in mind that contractors still have strong
contractual requirements for safe performance. Creating a partnership environment among the
owner and the participating contractors can enhance accident prevention. In addition, the
contractor's loss experience under the wrap-up affects its workers compensation experience
costs.

When you add them up a wrap-up's advantages far outweigh the perceived drawbacks, which can
be minimized through efficient management and communication.
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6. LEGISLATIVE HURDLES

Most states permit the use of wrap-ups, in one form or another, with many states following the
National Council on Compensation Insurance (NCCI) rules. However because state laws and
rules are subject to change, regulations should be reviewed on a case-by-case basis. In addition,
the growing trend toward continuous wrap-ups, such as rolling wrap-ups and gate/maintenance
programs, has been supported by a nationwide NCCI filing intended to eliminate various
restrictions on wrap-ups. These restrictions have requirements relating to:

e minimum premium
e project confined to a single location

e project construction for a definite duration

4 Forms oF COVERAGE

Traditionally, wrap-up programs include:

e Workers Compensation

e General and Excess Liability
However, more recently the program parameters have been broadened to create a fully integrated
wrap-up, with coverages including any or all of the following:

e Builder's Risk (CAR/EAR) including transit

e Delay in Start Up (Business Interruption)

e Additional Loss of Profits (ALOP)

e Force Majeure

e Systems Performance/Efficacy

e Environmental

e Professional Liability

e Minority Surety Support

e Other (as appropriate for a specific project)
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8. Loss CONTROL

Loss control and safety programs are critical to a wrap-up's success. Although safety is a non-
delegable duty (i.e. each employer cannot relinquish responsibility for its employees), having a
focused loss control program for all parties associated with the project helps to create and
support a cohesive construction team.

The hazards created by contractors at a construction project impact many elements -- the public
(bodily injury and property damage), workers, damage to existing facilities (if any), and damage
to the construction work itself. A project specific safety program based on a hazard and risk
analysis should be developed. The focus being toward the effective management of the loss
control process with the objective of incident minimization. It is critical to a safe job that the
loss control program:

M Recognize and respond to these hazards, and

M Contractually obligates each contracting party to participate and comply with the
program.

Relationships and responsibilities do not change under a wrap-up, none the less, the financial
results of the wrap-up often are affected by safety so it becomes a high priority for all concerned.

Since loss control is an integral part of a wrap-up, and as such, should receive high priority in the
allocation of management resources. We know that the best opportunity to achieve the economic
benefits of a wrap-up is by substantially reducing the number of job-site incidents which occur
during the construction phase. This is accomplished by proactive involvement on the part of
everyone involved in the construction process.

There are many approaches to managing a wrap-up's safety program. They range from the
program sponsor establishing philosophical standards (with contractual obligation) to hands-on
involvement by the sponsor.

The management and enforcement of the loss control program might involve staff provided by
the owner, contractor, broker/administrator, insurance company, or an independent firm, or a
combination of these interests. While there is no one right approach; the loss control program
should be designed to address the specific needs of the client and project.
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9. WHAT'S THE ROLE OF THE PROGRAM SPONSOR?

The critical roles for a successful wrap-up are:

e  Wrap-Up risk management
e Contractor liaison (Administration)

e Safety

For each category, the program sponsor must establish goals and objectives, and determine
policy. The broker/administrator should focus on:

e assisting the sponsor in setting objectives,
e implementing the sponsor's decisions, and

e reducing the administrative burden of the sponsor.

A wrap-up should have clear objectives that form the basis for the overall program design as well
as for measuring all segments of the program.

10. MAJOR CARRIERS WRITING WRAP-UPS

Several highly qualified insurers are aggressively pursuing wrap-up business, including
Aetna/Travelers, AIG, Argonaut, CIGNA, Hartford, Liberty Mutual, Reliance, St. Paul and
Zurich-American. Many have established units dedicated to managing wrap-up programs. And
a number of other carriers will consider writing wrap-ups, particularly if they participate on
another insurance program for any of the wrap-up's principals.

11. CAN WRAP-UPS BE WRITTEN ON A GLOBAL BAsIS?

Wrap-ups are typically used for risks in the United States, rather than for international projects,
because they normally focus on workers' compensation insurance for all participating
contractors. Outside the U.S. workers' compensation benefits are handled much differently.
Most large international construction projects are insured on a Construction All Risk/Erection
All Risk (CAR/EAR ) form which includes coverage for builder's risk and liability arising from
operations at the project site. However in this instance, wrap-ups are structured like other
insurance programs for many international projects. They involve the placement of a single
insurance program covering the job-site risks of the project owner, general contractor and/or
construction manager, and all contractor/subcontractors. However, under a CAR/EAR, the
builder's risk insurance is the key coverage. This illustrates the difference between insurance
environments in the U.S. and elsewhere.
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12. WHAT IS THE PROCESS TO IMPLEMENT A WRAP-UP

The following flow chart outlines the process.

Thorough analysis of risk, careful program design, realistic goals and objectives, and internal
support and buy-in are the keys to program success.

The Wrap-Up Life Cycle

Conce pt Introduction Edu cati on Campaign

Team Building

Design &
Implement ation

Enroliment

Contr actor
Orie ntation
Close out

Wrap-ups offer some clear advantages for certain construction projects. While not a panacea,
they offer an effective way to address the risk management needs of project owners, contractors,
and design firms. Although the traditional wrap-up is U.S. based, the concept can apply to
worldwide risks. Providing a fully integrated program can be a major benefit for a project --
simplifying insurance purchases and claims adjustment.

13. CONCLUSION
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JEFF KLEIN PO BOX 1268

ST. GEORGE, UT 84771
(435) 574-2627 FAX 574-3948

Via Facsimile: 435-674-4261
Please Immediately Forward to the Mayor

April 6, 2000

ST. GEORGE CITY OFFICES
MAYOR MCARTHUR

175 East 200 North

ST. GEORGE, UT 84770

Re: April 6th° City Council Meeting - Agenda Item Airport Overlay Zone

Dear Honorable Mayor:

| am unable to attend tonight's meeting. This letter should serve as my notice
requesting the staff to cease and desist from any and all illustrations, references,
or representations to a secondary runway. This should include airport areas of
influence, approach paths, etc., located on adjoining property within the city limits
of St. George. The City's staff has indicated both publicly and privately that St.
George City has no immediate intentions to, and/or, may not ever acquire or
construct a secondary runway in its proposed location.

Sincerely,

Jeff Klein
Member Twin Falls LLC
Private Land Owner
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construction of the proposed project.

4.28.3 Mitigation

To mitigate short term impacts to air and water quality which result as part of the construction of the
proposed St. George Municipal Airport, measures outlined in the State of Utah Department of
Environmental Quality letters (Appendix A-27 and 28) and from the Governor of Utah (Appendix
A-49) will be implemented. The operation of construction equipment can result in very short term
noise levels between 80 and 93 dBA at a distance of 50 feet {refer to Section 4.1.2 of this document).
However, as there are no sensitive land uses in the vicinity of the preferred alternative site that would

be affected by construction noise, this is not considered a significant impact.

4.21 Cumulative impacis
Three factors that could possibly resuit in cumulative impacts as a result of the proposed St. George
Municipal Airport have been identified. They are traffic circulation, Southern Corridor Route and

the Redevelopment Plan. Each of these items are addressed in this section.

4.21.1 Traffic Circulation

The St. George area is accessed primarily by Interstate 15 and Utah State Highway 18 (Figure___).
Presently, access to the preferred alternative site is limited. Current vehicle access to this site from
St. George is by way of a narrow undivided paved road which connects to Little Valley road and
enters the project area on the northwest boundary. From St. George, you proceed on River Road to
2450 South, then go east on 2450 South to Litile Valiey Road, then go south on Little Valley Road
to the paved Washington County Road, then up the grade to the west boundary of the proposed site.
This is the same road that was used to access the old CAA facility. If the preferred route was not
constructed (Southern Corridor Route), this route could be an alternative access route to the preferred
site. mm would be upgraded to St. George City standards and the width
increased to accommodate a 4-lane road.

45 Chapter 4.0
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4.21.2 Southern Corridor Partion of the Proposed Regional Beltway

The proposed access route 10 the preferred site is via the proposed Southern Corridor portion of the
Regional Beltway Route. The Southern Corridor Route is proposed as a 4-lane limited access
highway, which would be Jocated adjacent to the southern boundary of the preferred site. This
portion of the regional beltway route would be connected to Interstate 15 at the proposed Atkinville
Wash interchange (located between the existing Port of Entry and Rest Areat e near Mile
Post 3).

An environmental assessment is currently being prepared for the Southern Cormridor Route. The
design and alignment of this route has accommodated an airport access road to the southern
boundary of the preferred site (Figure _). Spproxmately | million dollars has been budgeted for
by the end of 2000
alignment of this route has becn finalized, environmentally analyzed and right-of-ways aequmred. \M&CL&Q

this environmental assessment and it i expected to be complet o date, the

The access road off of the Southemn Corridor Route to the preferred site boundary has been
environmentally cleared through a combination of the studies conducted for this document and the

studies completed for the Southern Corridor environmental assessment.

Planning for the Regiona! Beltway Route has been ongoing for over five years. The concept has
received a broad base of support from property owners, local and county governments, Utah
Depariment of Transportation and the Federal Highway Administration. Federal funding of 8
million dollars has been allocated for the construction of the proposed Atkinville Wash interchange
on Interstate 15. The present schedule for completion of the Southern Corridor Route is compatible

with the proposed airport schedule.

The Southern Corridor portion of the Regional Beltway Route would have less financial and human
impact than any of the other access routes that were analyzed. It would provide the most accessible
and shortest route to the preferred site with the least impact to environmental and social resources

compared to any of the other access routes that have been analyzed. Coordination with the Utah

46 Chapter 4.0
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Department of Transportation (Appendix A-47) and the Federal Highway Administration (Appendix
A-48) was conducted pertaining to the use of the Southern Corridor portion of the Regional Beltway
Route as the primary access route to the preferred airport site. Use of this route as the access rouie
to the proposed airport site. would resuit in the fewest impacts to the environment and the present

infrastructure of the local area compared to any of the other alternatives available.

4.21.3 Redevelopment Plan
A Redevelopment Plan has been developed for the exlsmff;t George Municipa) Airport site. The
plan is necessary because the City of St. George intends ;an("handemig the site once the proposed
airport is operational. The FAA requires that prior to abandonment of such a facility, a
redevelopment plan must be prepared to insure that the site is environmentally compatible with
surrounding land uses and can be economically utilized for other purposes. The plan also assists the
City of St. George in disposing of the property in a manner that they can recognize the greatesi
economic gain possible, while at the same time, assure that the proposed future development is

compatible with adjacent land uses.

The efforts required to redevelop the site and related cost estimates are divided into two phases of
work. The first phase includes all the work necessary 10 restore the existing airport site to pre-

development conditions, including removal of fuel storage facilities, asphait pavements, buildings

and miscellaneous structures. :
ﬁcrfm:'r'l'iﬁeﬁll underground fuel tanks have been removed in accordance with the Utah State
Department of Environmental Quality, Division of Environmental Response and Remediation

Regulations.

Mo G ﬁ wlepdt Lo edam am o\¥
In addition, 1twi to-also-reclaimrthe abandoned City dump along a portion of the

westerly edge of the airport plateau. The dump has not been used for over 30 years and has not
posed any threat to the safety and operation of the airport, however, 10 Snsure optimum future

development of this area, the abandoned dump will require a certain amount of reclamation wark.
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The second phase of this Redevelopment Plan includes all the work required to provide the airport
property with the necessary access and utilities for the planned future development. This work will
include construction of new access roadwaéculinary water eransmissien lines, storm drainage

W
facilities and wastewates-outiiiiines.

It is estimated that the existing airport site will provide 249 acres of developable land. This site is
located in the middle of the most rapidly growing area within the City of St. George. As part of the
Redevelopment Plan, the balance betweenthe needs of commercial and residential development will
be considered. In addition, consideration will be givento the environmental and economic concerns
as well. At present, the airport property is zoned Open Space while surrounding property is zoned
for light commercial and residential development. There are no apparent major obstacles to
overcomc in obtaining compatibility between the Redevelopment Plan for the existin