








SARAH PALIN

GOVERNOR
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
OFFICE OF PROJECT MANAGEMENT AND PERMITTING
ALASKA COASTAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
SQUTHCENTRAL REGIONAL OFFICE 7 CENTRAL OFFICE 3 PIPELINE COORDINATOR'S QFFICE
550 W 7" AVENUE SUITE 705 F.O. Box 111630 411 WEST 4™ AVENUE, SUITE 2C
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501 JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811-1030 ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501
PH: {907) 269-7470 FAX: (507) 269-3981 PH: (307) 465-3562 FAX: (307} 465-3075 PH: (907) 2857-1351 FAX: (907) 272-3829
July 9, 2007
Division of Design and Construction
590 University Avenue, PO Box 758160
Fairbanks, AK 99775-8160
Attention: Mr. Mike Ruckhaus, Senior Project Manager
Re: ACMP REVIEW NOT REQUIRED, NOT IN COASTAL ZONE

Construction of Science Support Building at Toolik Field Station, Alaska

Dear Mr. Ruckhaus,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above referenced project. The location of the
proposed project: T 9S8 R111TE, Section 29 Umiat Meridian, (Toolik Field Station), is not within
the coastal zone boundaries of Alaska, but is located in the North Slope Borough Coastal
District. A State review for consistency with the Alaska Coastal Management Program {(ACMP)
is not required.

Please note that Mr. Johnny Aiken is the ACMP District Coordinator for the North Slope
Borough Coastal District, and is the appropriate person to contact for scoping comments
pertaining to the Coastal Management Plan. Because I did not sce his name on the distribution
list for the scoping letter received by this office, I am including it as an attachment fo this
message and forwarding a copy to him for any consideration and submission of additional
ACMP related comments.

Nothing in this letter may be construed as excusing you from compliance with other statutes,
ordinances, or regulations that may affect any proposed work.,

Thank you and please feel free to contact me at (907) 269-7478 with any questions.
Sincerely,

@}Waﬁrm Bollard

Christine Ballard
Project Review Assistant

“Develop, Conserve, and Enhance Natural Resources for Present and Future Alaskans.”



Enc: Pagel & 2, CPQ

cel

William Ashton, PEC, Anchorage

Roselynn Smith, DNR, Fairbanks

Robert McLean, DFG/DHR, Famrbanks
Johnny Atiken, North Slope Borough, Barrow
Margie Goatley, DNR/SHPO, Anchorage
Mark Fink, DFG, Anchorage

Ellen Simpson, DFQG, Anchorage

Dan Forster, North Slope Borough, Barrow

“Develop, Conserve, and Enhance Natural Resources for Present and Future Alaskans.”
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United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Fairbanks Fish and Wildlife Field Office
101 12" Avenue, Room 110
Fairbanks, Alaska 99701
July 10, 2007

Mike Ruckhaus, P.E.

Senior Project Manager

UAF Facilities Services

Division of Design and Construction
P.0.Box 758160

Fairbanks, AK 99775-8160

Re: IPY Science Support Building

Dear Mr. Ruckhaus:

The Fish and Wildlife Service has reviewed the scoping information provided to us on the
proposed construction of the International Polar Year science support building located at the
Toolik Field Station (TFS). The 5,600 square-foot, two-story building will support winter
research activities at the TFS by providing climate-controlled laboratory, office, and storage
space. In addition, the building will provide roof-top mounting of atmospheric monitoring
instrumentation. The proposed building will be located within the existing footprint of the TFS
facility.

Threatened and Endangered Species: There are no federally listed endangered species found
within the project area, nor do we anticipate the listing of additional species in this area within
the time-frame of this project. Therefore, we do not anficipate impacts to listed specics as a
result of this project and additional consultation with the Service on endangered and threatened
species will not be required.

Potential Impacts to Fish, Wildlife and Habitat Resources: The proposed project will not
result in wetland loss at the TFS and therefore will not directly impact nesting birds. However,
the proposed roof-top placement of atmospheric monitoring equipment may expose migratory
birds to the risk of collision with guy wires or antennas, depending upon the height of the
proposed instrumentation and the amount of guy wire needed to secure the equipment in place.
While the Service does not anticipate roof-top mounting of such equipment will be a problem,
we will need additional information regarding the type and height of the instruments before we
can fully assess the collision risk to birds. In general, free-standing, unlighted, antennas and
towers less than 200 feet above ground level are recommended to decrease the incidence of bird
strikes.

The Service appreciates the opportunity to comment on the proposed construction of the IPY
science support building at the TFS at an carly stage in the planning process. The information
provided in the scoping packet is helpful in making initial comments regarding this project.
These comments are not intended to be final, ror should they be considered as concluding that



__ there are no impacts fo fish and wildlife. The additional material we requested pertaining tothe .~

type and height of roof~mounted atmospheric monitoring equipment to be used will further assist
us in making recommendations to minimize impacts to migratory birds. Please contact Louise
Smith at (907) 456-0306 ox louise_smith@fws.gov should you have any questions concerning
these comments. B S )
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Branch Chief, Project Planning
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Becker, Steve

From: Julie Keener {jak@shanwil.com]

Sent:  Tuesday, July 24, 2007 3:04 PM

To: Becker, Steve

Subject; Fwd: RE: UAF Science Support Bldg, Scoping document received/Not in Coastal Zone

>>> "Gordon Brower" <Gordon.Brower@north-slope.org> 7/11/07 11:11.54 AM >>>
this project will require the review from the NSB, please contact the NSB Land Management office at 852-0440

From: Ballard, Christine A (DNR) [mailto;christine.ballard@alaska.gov]

Sent: Monday, July 09, 2007 11:39 AM

To: jak@shanwil.com ; Dan Forster; Gann, David J (DNRY), Simpson, Ellen M (DFG); Gordan Brower; Johnny Alken; Westphal,
Kellie M (DNR); McLean, Robert F (DNR); Goatley, Margie M (DNR); Fink, Mark J (DFG);
regpagemaster@poalz.usace. army.mil ; Smith, Roselynn R (DNR); Ashton, William 8 (DEC)

Subject: UAF Science Support Bldg, Scoping document received/ Not in Coastal Zone

Dear Mr. Ruckhaus,
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above referenced project. The location of the proposed project:

T 95 R11E, Section 28 Umiat Meridian, (Toolik Field Station), is not within the coastal zone boundaries of Alaska, but is located
in the North Slope Borough Coastal District, A State review for consistency with the Alaska Coastal Management Program
(ACNMPY} is not required.

</>Piease note that Mr. Johnny Aiken is the ACMP District Coordinator for the North Slepe Borough Coastal District, and is the
appropriate person to contact for scoping comments pertaining to the Coastai Management Plan. Because | did not see his
name on the distribution list for the scoping letter received by this office, | am including it as an attachment to this message and
forwarding a copy to him for any consideration and submission of additional ACMP related comments.

Nothing in this letter may be construed as excusing you from compliance with other statutes, ordinances, or regulations that may
affect any proposed work.</>

Thank you and piease feel free to contact me at (907) 269-7478 with any guestions.

Christine Baliard, Project Review Assistant

DNR, Office of Project Management and Permitting
phone: (807) 269-7478, fax: (907} 269-3981
christine ballard@alaska.gov

8/30/2007



DEPT. OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION

SARAH PALIN, GOVERNOR

July 11, 2007

Mike Ruckhaus, P.E.,

Senior Project Manager

UAF Facilities Services

Division of Design and Construction
590 University Avenue

P.O. Box 758160

Fairbanks, AK 99775-8160

Dear Mr. Ruckhaus,

The Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC) welcomes
your request for input on the proposed construction of science support
buildings at the UAF Toolik Field Station (TFS) research facility. We have
reviewed the project information provided and have the following
comunents regarding potential envirorunental impacts within ADEC’s
jurisdiction: '

Solid Waste

Because solid waste from the Toolik Field Station is transported to an
existing, permitted solid waste disposal facility, the project does not
require a solid waste disposal permit. All solid waste removed from the
TFS must be covered or enclosed during transport to comply with
ADEC’s solid waste regulations. Any solid waste spilled during transport
must be promptly picked up. Hazardous waste transport and disposal
are regulated by the USDOT and the EPA and need to be accomplished in
compliance with federal regulations as noted in your documents. The
plan mentions that burnable solid wastes will be incinerated at the site
in a diesel-fired incinerator. This activity is exempt from solid waste
permit requirements unless the incinerator is designed to treat more
than five tones of waste per day or ten tons per batch. If the design
capacity of the incinerator exceeds those limits, the unit would require a
solid waste treatment permit. Please note that the ADEC can also require
a permit if we find that the incinerator is operated in a manner that
causes a nuisarnce or threatens human health or the environment.

zg’,:g printed on recycled paper



Drinking Water

The Toolik Ficld station has been assigned Public Water System ID
Number AK2350146. The water system will be classified based on the
population served and the dates of operation. The system is currently
classified as a Class B public water system (PWS), based on it serving
more than 25 people a day for more than 60 days, but less than 6
months of the year. This equates to a transient non-community (TNC)
water system under federal definitions. Current records indicate that the
water system operates from approximately May through August each
year. If the system were to operate year round and serve at least 25
people, it could be classified as a new Class A Public Water System. This
equates to a nontransient noncommunity (NTNC) water system under
federal definitions. A new Class A PWS would need to provide the
financial and managerial capacity information required under 18 AAC
80.207 along with engineering plans. Please note that a Class A PWS has
significantly more monitoring requirements and contaminant levels to
comply with in comparison with a Class B system. Please also note the
following items:

» Scoping Document, pg 5, #8: The request for approval to use the
well, construct a transmission line, and a new bag filtration system
to serve the existing water system is currently under review. The
review is being conducted as a Class B PWS. If the sysiem is
reclassified to a Class A PWS, the existing treatment system may
need to be modified to comply with the more stringent treatment
requirements. Approval to construct and operate the storage tank
would require prior approval from the department.

e Scoping Document, page 11: Water Well — modifications to the
distribution system will require prior approval from the
department.

e Scoping Document, page 11: Water Treatment System — using the
existing membrane water treatment system will require prior
approval from the department. A request for approval was
submitted in the past, but the proposal has been inactive since
2004. New drinking water regulations have taken effect since that
time that would need to be addressed before any approval could be
finalized. Using the membrane treatment system will likely affect
the operator certification requirements as specified under 18 AAC
80.007 and 18 AAC 74.



On a personal note, my experience with the operation of
environmental monitoring equipment in winter conditions here in
Juneau may be of interest. The equipment was installed to assist the
Juneau Airport Tower. Information on the instrumentation can be
found at http://www.tc.faa gov/its /worldpac/techrpt/ctin02-18. pdf
Uninterrupted winter operations required the use of superheated
instruments as well as heating of the support structures for the
instruments. While the rime ice conditions of the Coast Range
mountain range may not be replcated north of the Brooks Range, you
may encounter some of the problems noted in this report. While the
power draw of the system was not described in any detail, please note
that the power draw was surprisingly substantial, especially the
power draw of the heaf trace tape at lower temperatures. Similar to
your operation, the ski area operates on diesel generators and this
power draw increased the overall load so that they ended up running
their 150kW generator more often than the 100kW generator, which
could lead to increased emissions.

Sincerel

Gary Mendivil
Program Coordinator




Becker, Steve

From: Curtis.Jennifer@epamail.epa.gov

Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2007 1:27 PM

To: Julie Keener

Subject: Re: UAF Science Support Building Scoping Document, Toolik Field Station
Attachments: EPA letter.pdf; UAF agency scoping attachment with figures.pdf

EPA letter.pdf {60 UAF agency
KB} coping attachment .

Thank vou for the opportunity to comment on this
project. EPA does not have any comments at this time.

Jennifer Curtis, NEPA Reviewer/Compliance Coordinator US EPA-Alasgka
Operations COffice

222 West 7th Ave., #19

Anchorage, AK 99513

Phone: 907/271-6324

Fax: 907/271-2424

curtis.jennifer@epa.gov

"Julie Keener"
<jak@shanwil.com

> To

Jennifer Curtis/Ri0/USEPA/US@EPA

07/26/2007 10:53 lole!
AM

Subject

UAF Science Support Building
Scoping Document, Toolik Field
Station

Ms. Curtis, attached is the letter sent to Marcia Combes, as well as the
Agency Scoping Attachment. We would appreciate if you could indicate
whether the EPA has any comments on the proposed project.

Regards,

Julie Keener

jak@shanwil . com

Shannon & Wilson, Inc.

2355 Hill Road

Fairbanks, Alaska 99709-5326



Tel: (907)479-0600C
Fax: (207)479-5691

Excellence, Innovation, Service, and Value Since 1954 (See attached file:

EPA letter.pdf) (See attached file: UAF agency scoping attachment with
figures.pdf)



Becker, Steve

From: Julie Keener [jak@shanwil.com)]
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2067 3:10 PM
To: Mike Ruckhaus

Cc: Becker, Steve; David McDowell
Subject: Fwd: Scoping letter

>>> "Holley, Michiel E POA" <Michiel.E.Holley@poal2.usace.army.milx
=»» 7/30/07 11:26:16 AM >=>

Julie,

Thanks for the opportunity to comment on the proposed project. Our
comments are pursuant to the jurisdiction of the Department of the Army
regarding waters of the U.S. that may be impacted by any proposed work that
would fall under Corxps jurisdiction. This iz a two part test of both
geographical and activity-specific jurisdiction.

Toolik Lake and adjacent wetlands are congidered te be jurisdictional forx
the purposes of Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Therefore, any
discharge of dredged or f£ill material into thesgse waters of the U.S. would
require a permit from the Corps unless the activity is exempt (for example,
construction of farming, silviculture, or temporary mining roads).

Thisg is a preliminary jurisdictional determination (JIR) intended for
scoping purposes. Once a final project design and plans are completed and
submitted to this office, an approved JD can be provided.

Thanks again,

Mike Holley

Team Leader

Regulatory Division

U.5. Army Corps of Engineers



Becker, Steve

From: Mike Ruckhaus [mruckhaus@fs.uaf.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2007 4:38 PM

To: Julie Keener

Subject: Re: Tim Hammond, BLM

Julie,

Shellie Jaccbsen (BLM) called and asked for more time. Apparently this
should be reviewed by the Yukon region not the Arctic region and she just
received it. We do need to look at the lease, but the lease includes a
provision for the SSB already, although it is not specific about the
height. I indicated they could take a little more time, but we are not
going to wait months for them. I did not set a specific date.

Mike

Julie Keener wrote:

> Mike, did you receive comments from BLM on Toolik?

>

> Also, they should have contacted you by now about the proposed
> building being "beyond the scope of the lease."

o

> Julie Keener

> Shannon & Wilson

- UAF Facilities Services -



SARAH PALIN, GOVERNOR

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

550 W, 7TH AVENUE, SUITE 1310

DIVISION OF PARKS AND QUTDOOR RECREATION ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 995071-3565
OFFICE OF HISTORY AND ARCHAEOLOGY o ony st

August 2, 2007
File No.: 3130-2R UAF

SUBJECT: International Polar Year Science Support Building
Toolik Field Station, Scoping Letter

Mike Rucklaus

Division of Design and Construction
UAT Facilities Services

University of Alaska Fairbanks

P.O. Box 758160

Fairbanks, AK 99775-8160

Dear Mr. Ruckhaus,

We have received your scoping letter (6/11/07) regarding the proposed construction ol
the International Polar Year Science Support Building (IPY-SSB) within the Toolik Field
Station. According to our records an archacological survey located ten archaeological
sites along the eastern shore of Toolik Lake prior to the construction of the Toolik Field
Station. One archaeological site, designated PSM-038, was located m the immediate
vicinity of the current facility and partially excavated prior to destruction. As PSM-038
no longer exists, our office believes that the construction of the International Polar Year
Science Support Building at either of the three locationg designated on page 10 of the
International Polar Year Science Support Building: Toolil Field Station Scoping
Document (May 2007) will not adversely affeet any cultural resources.

Please contact Margie Goatley at 269-8722 if you have any guestions of if we can be of
further assistance.

Sincerely,
. e~
%w@,k)}-(,\%;,,;D/Cm

Judith E. Bittner
State Ilistoric Preservation Officer

JEB:mmg




United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
. o TAKE PRIDE
Central Yukon Field Office INAMERICA
1150 University Avenue
Tairbanics, Alaska 99709-3844
http://www.blm.gov/ak

In reply refer to:
F-91037
(2912)(025)

Mike Ruckhaus, P.E.,

UAF Facilities Services

Division of Design and Construction
590 University Avenue

P.O. Box 758160

Fairbanks, Alaska 99775-8160

Dear Mr, Ruckhaus;

We have reviewed the Environmental Analysis for the International Polar Year Science Support
Building and have the following comments:

‘The EA provides no rationale for the conclusions it reaches; rationale should accompany all
conclusions,

Several resource topics that are usually found in EAs are not covered. Please refer to the
enclosed list of Critical Elements.

The Utility Corridor Management Plan mentions that there are rare plants in the Toolik Research
Natural Area. We believe the EA should address rare plants and disclose how the project will
affect them.

The cffects of the project on BLM Sensitive Species and State of Alaska Species of Special
Concern should be analyzed.

The No Action Alternative is not addressed.

The impacts of the proposed action on subsistence users, resources, and access must be
considered per 16 USC 3120, Will any TFS employees have their permanent residence at TES,
and so qualify as yural residents of GMU 26B 7 I{ so, this should be disclosed,

The effects of this project on invasive plants should be disclosed. This should include the effects
associated with initial construction, as well as the connected action of the increased human
activity in the future associated with the new building,



The Biotic Communities section on pages 2 and 3 discusses the Brooks Foothills ecoregion of
Alaska. This area is undefined, but seems to include an area much larger than the Toolik Lake
area and seems to be too broad. The section makes several statements which are not true for the

Toolik Lake RNA:

1) We do not believe arctic fox, snowshoe and tundra hares are common in the Toolik
Lake RNA.,

2) The marmot that occurs in the TFS is the Alaska marmot.

3) We do not believe that muskox are becoming more commen in the Toolik Lake RNA.
4) We do not consider rough-legged hawks or snowy owls to be common in the Toolik
Lake RNA. In fact, none of the species listed are ones we would have picked as
“common”, representative birds of the Toolik RNA.

5) We do not believe that the “highiands” in and near the Toolik Lake RNA are
particularly important habitat for peregrine falcons vis a’ vis other nesting raptors (e.g.
gyrfalcons or golden eagles).

6) All five species of specific (sic) salmon do not spawn in the area; no Pacific Salmon
spawn in the Toolik Lake RNA.

Other concerns with Page 3 include:

1) You mention that caribou from three herds move through the area but state that the
IPY-SSB is not “... expected to affect wildlife habitat or wildlife migration corridors™.
CEQ regulations direct that environmental documents be supported by evidence that the
needed environmental analyses has occurred, We believe a justification to suppozt this
statement should be disclosed (e.g. logic presented or literature cited).

2) Youmention that some “minor™ vegetation clearing must be accomplished for this
project. However, you state that, “The project would not result in an intentional take of
migratory birds, their eggs or nests.” We believe you should define “minor” and provide
a rationale for this statement.

3) You state that “...minor increase in incidental bird strikes may occur as a result of
atmospheric monitoring equipment mounted on the roof...” What does “minor” mean?
Would mitigations of some sort (i.e. coloration, lighting or affixing a bird frightening
device to the array) reduce this source of mortality?

The Light Emissions and Visual Impacts section is infriguing. The current camp is a cluster of
one-story buildings and tents; the tallest structures in camp are the outhouse towers. We think
the proposed two-story building will dominate the camp and that the change is not minimal, We
expect that the colloquial name for the building will not be complimentary. Has any visibility
analysis been conducted? How far away can the camp currently be seen, and how far away will
the new building be visible? Will birds or mammals be attracted to the lights?

The first sentence in Natural Resources and Energy Supply section should be “The proposed
project could result in a minor increase in consumption of natural resources. ..



1) We do not agree that there will only be a minor increase in consumption of natural
resources. The building will be the fargest in camp and will likely consume an enormous
amount of fuel even if it is extremely energy efficient. It at feast doubles the volume of
heated space in the camp. It extends the research season from four or five months to
twelve months, How many more truckloads of fuel a year will need to be hauled on the
Daiton Highway? How many more trips by researchers?

2) Most of the research at TFS is driven by the theory of global warming by carbon
emissions. We are surprised that there is no discussion of the increase of carbon
emissions by the project, and of mitigation measures to minimize contributing to the

probiem that is being studied.

The Secondary and Cumulative Impacts section seems to be out of order. It should be towards
the end of the document. It is also very weak., We believe:

1) The building wili facilitate year round human occupancy of the TES. In addition, the
building will increase the general level of human activity both at the facility, and in the
greater area due to 1) initial construction, 2) increased research activities, and 3) off-duty
recreation by people who use the facility. This human activity is a connected action
(those that are closely related to the proposed action). The effects of this increased
human presence on the Biotic Community should be disclosed.

2) The cumulative effects of this building on the Biotic Community, when added to the
existing infrastructure at the TFS, should be disclosed, The effects of this incremental
increase in infrastructure on the viewshed should also be disclosed.

There is no schedule for construction, so it is difficult to analyze the impacts during construction.
Is this going to be built over the winter? Nevertheless, the Temporary Construction Impacts

needs to include as impacts:

1) Temporary increase in Dalton Hwy. traffic for haul/backhaul of construction

equipment, materiai, and personnel

2) Potential effects to wildlife and recreation (hunters, birders, hikers) due to the
acknowiedged increase in noise and vibration

3) Potential effects on visual character from scaffolding, cranes, etc., that are much talier
than the proposed building during hunting and tourist season.

4) Will construction workers live at TFS during construction? If not, where will they
live? Will they be able to recreate, including hunting and fishing, in the area during their
off-duty hours? If so, this should be disclosed.

Sincerely,

J—_\ w . ¢ Jg - R S
Nichelle ¥ /Jacobson N i
Manage

Central Yukon Field Office
Enclosures



Critical Elements:

1.

2,

10.

11

12.

13.
14.

15,

Air Quality (The Clean Air Act of 1955, as amended)

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs) (Federal Land Policy and
Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976)

Cultural Resources {National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended)
Environmental Justice (Executive Order (E.Q.) 12898)

Farm Lands, Prime or Unique (Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 1977)
Floodplains (E.O. 11988, as amended)

Invasive, Non-native Species (Lacey Act, as amended; Federal Noxious Weed Act of
1974, as amended; Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended; and E.O. 13112,
Invasive Species, 2/3/99.)

Native American Religious Concerns (American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978)
Subsistence " (Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) of 1980)

Threatened or Endangered Species (Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended)

Wastes, Hazardous or Solid (Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976, and
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980)

Water Quality, Surface & Ground (Clean Water Act of 1987; Safe Drinking Water Act
Amendments of 1996; E.O. 12088 amended by E.O. 12580, and E.O. 12372.)

Wetlands/Riparian Zones (E.O. 11990)
Wild and Scenic Rivers (Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968, as amended)

Wildemess (FLPMA of 1976 and Wilderness Act of 1964)

Footote No.': While not listed in Appendix $ of the NEPA Handbook, Subsistence is a required
critical element as per ANILCA, Section 8§10,





