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Project Background and Purpose  
This project focused on clarifying and streamlining the permitting process from a research 
and administrative perspectives including:  

�= analysis of the role/responsibility of the PI/researcher,  
�= the role/responsibility and steps to process a permit within the UA Land Office,  
�= and the role/responsibility and steps to process a permit within the UAF 

Environmental Health & Safety Office.  
Approximately 100-200 permits are required for processing each field season; nearly 80 -90% 
of these are UAF permit requests, the remainder are UAA/UAS.  
 
Team Members 
Mike Abels, Institute of Arc tic Biology Toolik Field Station  
Bob Busey, International Arctic Research Center   
Jeff Freymueller, Geophysical Institute  
Jamie Hollingsworth, Institute of Arctic Biology Bonanza Creek LTER  
Frances Isgrigg, UAF Environmental Health, Safety & Risk Management (EHS&RM) 
Jay Jones, Institute of Arctic Biology         
Tina Schimschat, UA Land Management (UA Land) 
Dian Siegfried, UA Land Management 
Emily Youcha, Institute of Northern Engineering  
Jennifer Harris, Margo Griffith, Faye Gallant, UAF PIT Crew Facilitators  
 
Brief Description of Problem  
Researchers have been frustrated by the amount of time and oversight involved in applying 
for a land use permit. Delays can disrupt field schedules, delaying research projects, 
expenditures, and indirect cost reco very. As the university’s budget shrinks, there are fewer 
resources available to spend on administrative processes. Administrative staff in UA Lands 
and UAF EHS&RM struggle to process permits quickly when information is missing; 
researchers often are not aware of resources and requirements for a complete permit 
application.  
 
Recommendations  
 

1.  UA Land will no longer hold a permit submission for any UAF internal risk review 
by or notification to EHS&RM.  
 
UAF EHS&RM currently reviews all UAF permit applications, which delays the 
submission of applications to external agencies by UA Land. Restructure the UAF risk 
evaluation process, clarifying the difference between a risk review where action is 
needed vs. notificat ion to UAF EHS&RM where no action is required (see 
Recommendation 6). Regardless of review, UA will no longer hold any permit 
application under review by UAF EHS&RM - the review/notification will occur in 
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Appendix B – Training Needs 
Appendix C – Risk Review Decision Tree 
Appendix D – Intake Form and Checklist 
Appendix E – Permit Coordinator Position  
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APPENDIX A: BLANKET PERMITS 

Blanket Permit -  One UAF department with multiple researchers all with different scopes of work 
contained on one permit issued by one property owner for one location.  

PROS CONS 
One permit for multiple users. (If 
they are working in the same area, 
with similar activity and shared 
resources)  

Multiple users with different scopes of work -  



  

 

BLM is not charging UA the fees it could.  



  
APPENDIX B: TOPICS FOR TRAINING/EDUCATION LAND-USE PERMIT 

Training/Education  
• What sorts of activities need permitting  
• Potential consequences for not having a permit  
• UA vs. UAF responsibilities 
• Timelines for Permit Processing 

Associated Topics 
• UAF Risk Related 

• Environmental Permitting/Responsibilities  
• Risk  0 ts
0 Tc 04qRies 



  
 
APPENDIX C: UAF RISK REVIEW DECISION TREE 
The UAF EHSRM (Risk) review of land use permits will occur in tandem with the permit 
application process; the PI will contact UAF EHSRM 


