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Worksheet 

Documentation of Land Use Plan Conformance 
and 


Determination of NEPA Adequacy 

(DOI-BLM-OR-L040-2011-037-DNA) 

U.S. Department of the Interior 

Oregon Bureau of Land Management 


Klamath Falls Resource Area 


The signed CONCLUSION at the end of this worksheet for a Determination of NEPA Adequacy 
(DNA) is part of an interim step in the Bureau of Land Management’s (BLM’s) internal analysis 
process and does not constitute an appealable decision; however, it constitutes an administrative 
record to be provided as evidence in protest, appeals and legal procedures. The route traverses 
lands managed by BLM’s, Klamath Falls Resource Area. The BLM is the federal agency 
responsible for issuing right-of-way grants for natural gas pipelines across federal lands for the 
Ruby Pipeline Project. As such, BLM, with concurrence from the Fremont Winema National 
Forests, will oversee this process in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) and will have the lead in providing input and direction for activities associated with 
construction and restoration. 

OFFICE: Klamath Falls Resource Area (Lakeview District Office) 

TRACKING NUMBER:  FERC/EIS-0232F 

CASE FILE/PROJECT NUMBERS: 2880 NVN-084650 

PROPOSED ACTION TITLE/TYPE: Ruby Pipeline Project/Natural Gas Pipeline Cathodic 
Protection Facilities 

APPLICANT: Ruby Pipeline, L.L.C. 

LOCATION/LEGAL DESCRIPTION: 

NOTE: NEW TABLE WITH CORRECTIONS 

Table 1. Cathodic Protection Facilities and Roads, Klamath Falls Resource Area. 
Main 
Line 

Valve 
(MLV) 

No. 

Facilities 
Being 

Requested 

BLM 
Field 

or 
Forest 

Service 
Office 

MP Ruby 
Quad 
No. 

Legal 
Description 

Length 
(feet, 

approx) 

Acreage 

41 
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RUBY PIPELINE PROJECT BLM DNA CATHODIC PROTECTION FACILITIES 

Build 
Cathodic 
Protection 
Site 
50 ft wide 
740 ft 
(SE 
boundary) 
760 ft 
(NW 
boundary) 

Klamath 
Falls 

659.24 112A Portions of Lot 5, 
Section 19, T41S, 
R14.5E. 

NA .086088

 Build New Klamath 659 112A Portions of Lot 5 in 90 .06198 
Road from Falls (approx) Section 19, T41S, 
K-3B to R14.5E. 
MLV 41 

A. Description of the Proposed Action and Any Applicable Mitigation Measures 

The Ruby Pipeline Project (Project), proposed by Ruby Pipeline, LLC (Ruby), is composed of 
approximately 675.2 miles of 42-inch diameter natural gas pipeline, along with associated 
compression and measurement facilities, located between Opal, Wyoming and Malin, Oregon. 
The Project would include an approximate 2.6-mile lateral, known as the PG&E Lateral, to be 
constructed in Klamath County, Oregon. As proposed, the Project would have a design capacity 
of approximately 1.5 million Dekatherms per day, depending on final subscriptions. The 
Project's rights-of-way (ROWs) would cross four states: Wyoming, Utah, Nevada, and Oregon. 
In addition to the existing King Compressor Station at Opal, Wyoming, Ruby proposes to install 
four new compressor stations for the Project: one located near the Opal Hub in Wyoming, one in 
western Utah, one near the mid-point of the Project north of Elko, Nevada, and one northwest of 
Winnemucca, Nevada. 

The original Proposed Route for the pipeline was analyzed in the Ruby Pipeline Project Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) published in January 2010. As part of its ROW grant 
application, Ruby submitted a “detailed construction, operation, rehabilitation, and 
environmental protection plan,” also known as a Plan of Development (POD) to BLM for the 
Ruby Pipeline Project. 43 CFR §2804.25(b). Ruby’s POD describes how it will comply with the 
applicable laws, regulations, and BLM Resource Management Plans in the construction and 
operation of the Project. The POD also describes additional environmental protection measures 
that Ruby will implement on the public and private lands crossed by the Project. The Project 
POD, incorporated by reference herein, also identifies avoidance, minimization, and 
conservation measures to address potential impacts to resources.  

The actions described for the Salt Lake Field Office are part of a larger action that includes 
construction of four cathodic protection sites and 15 short segments of new access roads. In total, 
Ruby’s cathodic protection and access proposals would affect about 9 acres in 7 BLM Field 
Offices and 1 National Forest. 
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� Build an above ground cathodic protection site 
� Build a new road from K-3B to MLV 41 

 

RUBY PIPELINE PROJECT BLM DNA CATHODIC PROTECTION FACILITIES 

Under this DNA Ruby proposes to: 

• For MLV 41 

Ruby would install cathodic protection at the selected MLV site. The MLV site provides the 
pipeline with power (thermally electrically generated [using natural gas to generate the 
electricity]). The cathodic protection site would be at MLV 41 and would be placed to comply 
with US Department of Transportation requirements at 20 mile intervals. Ruby has positioned 
the MLVs along access roads and the valves are set off from the road ROW edge. As a result, 
short access roads are needed so operations personnel do not have to drive across the ROW to 
get to the valves. 

Deep well cathodic protection groundbeds would be located at the MLV. Several surface 
cathodic protection groundbeds on BLM lands were included in the ROW grant and have been 
authorized. 

The proposed actions would create about 0.9 acres of new disturbance in the Klamath Falls 
Resource Area. 

Above Ground Cathodic Protection Facilities 

Construction would begin with top soiling the work area from the MLV site to the end of the 
work area where the ground bed would be installed, a width of no greater than 15 feet. A 
backhoe or ditcher would be used to install a #2 cp cable at least 2 feet deep from the block valve 
to the start of the anode bed. This single ditch would be approximately 440 feet long. At the end 
of the single ditch, the anode bed would be installed using a backhoe. A trench would be dug 6 
feet deep by 16 inches wide and 260 feet long, for installation of the anodes and coke breeze. 
The anodes would be 20 Duriron Type D FeSiCr anodes with individual lead wires attached. 
These wires would be connected to the # 2 cable either by direct splice or through a junction box 
placed at the first anode. A 6 inch layer of Loresco DW-1 coke breeze would be placed in the 
ditch and the anodes laid on top of the coke breeze and then covered with an additional 6 inches 
of coke breeze. Then the 16 inch wide ditch would be backfilled and cleaned up and the top soil 
replaced. The right-of-way would then be revegetated, using the seed mix prescribed in the 
Reclamation Plan. This would be a one-time only activity that would occur this fall, and 
monitoring of and remediation of the reclamation effort would be included in the overall 
monitoring effort that would occur under the Reclamation Plan. 

Once a cathodic protection facility is constructed, there would be no ongoing access beyond that 
already contemplated and discussed in the EIS and other permit documents. This would involve 
a one-time per year entry to each valve location. The main purpose would be to check and 
lubricate the valve. 
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RUBY PIPELINE PROJECT BLM DNA CATHODIC PROTECTION FACILITIES 

New Access Roads 

The 0.6 miles of new access road, which is 25 to 445 feet long and up to 30 feet wide, will be 
surfaced with materials delivered from off site. It would be flat bladed and would eventually 
become two-track roads used for permanent access. Construction would be completed in one to 
two days at each of the sites. 

Mitigating Measures 

All applicable mitigating measures developed in conjunction with the Ruby Pipeline Final EIS 
and Record of Decision would be applied to construction and operation, including limited 
operating periods for protection of wildlife, and handling of soils and restoration of vegetation on 
the cathodic protection sites and along the new access roads. 

B. Land Use Plan (LUP) Conformance 

LUP Name Date Approved 
Klamath Falls Resource Area Resource Management Plan 1995 

Klamath Falls Resource Management Plan 2008 

The Klamath Falls Resource Area initiated planning and design for this project to conform and 
be consistent with the 1995 Klamath Falls Resource Area Resource Management Plan. In 
December 2008, this plan was revised with the Klamath Falls Record of Decision and Resource 
Management Plan (2008 ROD/RMP).   

On July 16, 2009 the U.S. Department of the Interior, withdrew the Records of Decision (2008 
ROD) for the Western Oregon Plan Revision and directed the BLM to implement actions in 
conformance with the resource management plans for western Oregon that were in place prior to 
December 30, 2008. Since project planning and preparation of National Environmental Policy 
Act documentation for these projects began prior to the effective date of the 2008 ROD, these 
projects have been designed to comply with the land use allocations, management direction, and 
objectives of the 1995 Resource Management Plan.   

Following a March 31, 2011 decision by the United States District Court for the District of 
Columbia in Douglas Timber Operators et al. v. Salazar, which vacated and remanded the 
administrative withdrawal of the Klamath Falls 2008 ROD and RMP, the KFRA evaluated this 
project for consistency with both the 1995 RMP and the 2008 ROD and RMP. Based upon this 
review, I have determined that the selected alternative is consistent with both the 1995 
ROD/RMP and the 2008 ROD/RMP. Although the selected alternative contains some design 
features not mentioned specifically in the 2008 ROD/RMP, these design features are consistent 
with the ROD and RMP. 

The proposed action is in conformance with the applicable LUPs because it is specifically 
provided for in the following LUP decisions: 
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RUBY PIPELINE PROJECT	 BLM DNA CATHODIC PROTECTION FACILITIES 

The 1995 RMP “Rights-of-Way Objectives” states that the District should “continue to make 
BLM-administered lands available for needed ROWs where consistent with local comprehensive 
plans, Oregon statewide planning goals, and rules, and the exclusion and avoidance of areas 
identified in the RMP” (BLM, 1995 [page 66]). The RMP also allows BLM to “consider new 
locations for rights-of-way projects on a case by case basis. In cases where the applicant can 
demonstrate that the use of an existing route or corridor will not be technically or economically 
feasible; that the proposed project is otherwise consistent with the RMP; and that it is designed to 
minimize damage to the environment, the proposed action would conform to the utility location 
management direction in the RMP”.   

The 2008 RMP Lands, Realty, Access, and Transportation management objectives (BLM, 2008 
[page 50-51]) includes, “Provide needed rights-of-way, permits, leases, and easements over 
BLM-administered lands in a manner that is consistent with federal and state laws”; and “New 
permanent or temporary roads and stream-crossing structures will be constructed where needed 
for the implementation of management direction”. 

No land use plan amendments are needed based on either RMP.  

C. Identify the applicable National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documents and 
other related documents that cover the proposed action. 

Ruby Pipeline Project Final Environmental Impact Statement (January 2010, FERC/EIS-0232F) 

Final-Klamath Falls Resource Area Management Plan and EIS (September 1994)  

Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Revision of the Resource Management Plans of 

the Western Oregon Bureau of Land Management (October 2008)   


D. NEPA Adequacy Criteria 

1. Is the new proposed action a feature of, or essentially similar to, an alternative analyzed 
in the existing NEPA document(s)? Is the project within the same analysis area, or if the 
project location is different, are the geographic and resource conditions sufficiently similar 
to those analyzed in the existing NEPA document(s)? If there are differences, can you 
explain why they are not substantial? 

X 	Yes

 No 


Documentation of answer and explanation: 

Although the cathodic protection system is not specifically described in the Ruby Pipeline FEIS, 
there are numerous citations that indicate that access roads and MLVs with cathodic protection, 
and ongoing monitoring of those facilities are included in the proposed action and alternatives 
analyzed. 

Page 2-4, Table 2.1.2-1 lists MLV locations along the entire route of the pipeline and Page 2-27 
states that “All underground piping would be coated and equipped with cathodic protection to 
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RUBY PIPELINE PROJECT	 BLM DNA CATHODIC PROTECTION FACILITIES 

prevent corrosion”. This is repeated on Page 4-41, “Ruby would use externally coated pipe and 
install cathodic protection where necessary to guard against corrosion. Additionally, Page 2-31 
relates that the “pipeline cathodic protection system also would be monitored and inspected by 
pipeline personnel periodically to ensure proper and adequate corrosion protection.” Page 2-32, 
says that “Ruby would also inspect MLVs annually and document the inspection results.” 

Page 2-3 of the FEIS acknowledges Ruby does not know exactly how or where road 
improvements would be required along any given road identified as potentially needing 
improvements. This information would not be available until after Ruby’s construction 
contractor identifies which roads it prefers to use, how it prefers to use the roads, and the weather 
at the time of use. There is reference to permanent access as part of normal maintenance and 
operations as well. Page 4-142 states that, “Access roads would be used extensively during 
pipeline construction and restoration activities and occasionally during operation to conduct 
monitoring and maintenance of pipeline facilities.” 

Although the Ruby Pipeline Project FEIS assumes that Ruby would restore all roads to their 
preconstruction condition, except where the landowner has requested that the improvements be 
left in place (Page 4-163) a variance process provides for minor changes. Page 2-3 notes that 
Ruby could request route realignments or additional construction workspace needs indentified 
during construction under the post-approval variance process (see section 2.5.3). Minor route 
realignments and other workspace refinements often continue past the project planning phase and 
into the construction phase. As a result, the project location and areas of disturbance described in 
this EIS may require refinement after project approval (assuming the project is approved). These 
changes frequently involve minor route realignments, shifting or adding new temporary extra 
workspaces or staging areas, or adding additional access roads. 

2. Is the range of alternatives analyzed in the existing NEPA document(s) appropriate with 
respect to the new proposed action (or existing proposed action), given current 
environmental concerns, interests, and resource values? 

X 	Yes

 No 


Documentation of answer and explanation: 

The EIS does not array alternatives based on MLVs or cathodic protection. The alternatives 
addressed in the FEIS are route alternatives. The MLVs and cathodic protection are features of 
all alternatives with the exception of the No Action Alternative. Section 102(E) of NEPA directs 
that agencies shall study, develop, and describe appropriate alternatives, which involves 
unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources. Because there are no 
potential impacts related to the proposed action that would require resolution through further 
analysis of alternatives (see the attached Interdisciplinary [ID] team checklist), the range of 
alternatives addressed in the Ruby Pipeline FEIS is adequate. 

3. Is existing analysis adequate in light of any new information or circumstances (such as, 
rangeland health standards assessment; recent endangered species listings, updated list of 
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RUBY PIPELINE PROJECT	 BLM DNA CATHODIC PROTECTION FACILITIES 

BLM sensitive species)? Can you reasonably conclude that new information and new 
circumstances would not substantially change the analysis of the new proposed action? 

X 	Yes

 No 


Documentation of answer and explanation: 

There is no new information for the project area that is relevant to the proposal. Cultural and 
biological surveys have been completed and appropriate consultation completed. See attached 
Oregon State Historic Preservation Office letter, AINW’s archaeological survey report and 
E&E’s biological report. 
4. Are the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects that would result from implementation 
of the new proposed action similar (both quantitatively and qualitatively) to those analyzed 
in the existing NEPA document? 

X 	Yes

 No 


Documentation of answer and explanation: 

Much of the proposal would occur within an area that has already been disturbed by pipeline 
construction or involves an existing road.  The additional impacts to soils, water, vegetation, and 
other resources resulting from the minor ground disturbance associated with the proposed action 
would be within the range of those direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts already analyzed in 
Chapter 4 of the EIS. 
5. Are the public involvement and interagency review associated with existing NEPA 
document(s) adequate for the current proposed action? 

X 	Yes

 No 


Documentation of answer and explanation: 

Public involvement efforts during preparation of the Ruby Pipeline Project FEIS are adequate for 
the proposed action. FERC, in close cooperation with the BLM, held six public scoping meetings 
in April 2008 at locations along the route to provide the public with an opportunity to learn more 
about the Ruby Pipeline Project and to comment on environmental issues that should be 
addressed in the Ruby Pipeline Project EIS. The draft EIS was filed with the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) and a formal notice of availability was issued in the Federal Register 
on June 26, 2009. A copy of the draft EIS was mailed to those agencies, tribes, organizations, 
and individuals that attended meetings or submitted written comments on the project, as well as 
other interested parties. A 45-day comment period was provided for the draft EIS. Seven public 
comment meetings were held during the comment period. All timely environmental comments 
on the draft EIS are addressed. The Ruby Pipeline Project FEIS was distributed to all interested 
members of the public and government agencies for review. In addition, the BLM has notified 
the public of this proposal by posting it on the Nevada BLM Ruby Pipeline Project web page at 
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RUBY PIPELINE PROJECT BLM DNA CATHODIC PROTECTION FACILITIES 

http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/info/nepa/ruby_pipeline_project.html and the Ruby Pipeline LLC 

website, www.rubypipeline.com.
 
None of the agencies or other stakeholders expressed opposition to the proposed change in 

timing of construction activities.
 

E. BLM Interdisciplinary Staff Consulted: 

Name Title Resource/Program Represented 
Don Hoffheins Supervisory Planner Resource Planning 
Stephen Horne Archaeologist Cultural Resources 
Andy Hamilton Hydrologist Water Resources 
Steve Hayner Wildlife Biologist Terrestrial, Avian Species 
Grant Weidenbach Outdoor Recreation Planner Recreation, Visuals 
Dana Eckard Range Conservationist Range, Wild Horses, Botany 
Shane Durant District Forester Vegetation Management 

CONCLUSION (If you found that one or more of these criteria is not met, then you cannot 
conclude that the NEPA documentation fully covers the proposed action). 

Plan Conformance: 

This proposal conforms to the applicable land use plan. 


Determination of NEPA Adequacy 

Based on the review documented above, I conclude that this proposal conforms to the applicable 

land use plan and that the NEPA documentation fully covers the proposed action and constitutes 

BLM’s compliance with the requirements of the NEPA. 


Donald J. Holmstrom 10/5/11 
Donald J. Holmstrom Date 
Manager, Klamath Falls Resource Area 

Note: The signed Conclusion on this Worksheet is part of an interim step in the BLM’s internal 
decision process and does not constitute an appealable decision. However, the lease, permit, or 
other authorization based on this DNA is subject to protest or appeal under 43 CFR Part 4 and 
the program-specific regulations. 
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RUBY PIPELINE PROJECT BLM DNA CATHODIC PROTECTION FACILITIES 

ATTACHMENTS: 

Attachment 1. ID Team Checklist 
Attachment 2. Amendment Maps 
Attachment 3. Archaeological Survey of the Revised Main Line Valve 41 Groundbed Location 

Ruby Pipeline Project, Klamath County, Oregon, June 30, 2011 (9 pages) 
Attachment 4. Oregon SHPO letter of Concurrence, July 18, 2011 (1 page) 
Attachment 5. Ecology and Environment, Inc., Ruby Pipeline Biological Survey Report for MLV 

41 and ground bed near MP 659.5 (1 page) 
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RUBY PIPELINE PROJECT BLM DNA CATHODIC PROTECTION FACILITIES 

Attachment 1. ID Team Checklist 

INTERDISCIPLINARY TEAM CHECKLIST 

OFFICE: BLM - Klamath Falls Resource Area 

Project Title: Ruby Pipeline Project Cathodic Protection Facilities and Roads 

NEPA Log Number: DOI-BLM-NV-W030-2011-0001-DNA (DOI-BLM-OR-L040-2011-037-DNA)  

File/Serial Number: 2880 NVN-084650 

TRACKING NUMBER: FERC/EIS-0232F 

Project Leader: Don Hoffheins 

DETERMINATION OF STAFF: (Choose one of the following abbreviated options for the left 
column) 

NP = not present in the area impacted by the proposed or alternative actions  
NI = present, but not affected to a degree that detailed analysis is required 
PI = present with potential for relevant impact that need to be analyzed in detail in the EA 
NC = (DNAs only) actions and impacts not changed from those disclosed in the existing NEPA 
documents cited in Section D of the DNA form. The Rationale column may include NI and NP 
discussions. 

Determi-
nation Resource Rationale for Determination* Name of Reviewer Date 

RESOURCES AND ISSUES CONSIDERED (INCLUDES SUPPLEMENTAL AUTHORITIES APPENDIX 1 H-1790-1) 

NC Air Quality 

Impacts on air quality would include very minor 
increases in fugitive dust emissions from operation of 
vehicles on permanent and new access roads and from 
operation of equipment during construction of the 
proposed cathodic protection site and new access roads. 
No new major sources of air emissions are proposed. 
Impacts on air quality are analyzed in Section 4.11 on 
page 4-261 to 4-277 of the Ruby Pipeline FEIS. “Air 
quality impacts from the construction phase of the 
project would result primarily from construction 
equipment and fugitive dust emissions. Construction 
equipment and other mobile sources would be powered 
by diesel or gasoline fuels and would have intermittent 
and short-term (generally limited to the construction 
period) emissions of CO, SO2, NOx, PM10/PM2.5, and 
VOCs. Emissions from gasoline and diesel engines 
would be built to comply with the EPA mobile source 
regulations (40 CFR85). Because the construction 
equipment would only be operated on an as-needed 
basis, the emissions resulting from the operation of 
construction equipment would be minimal.  Ruby has 
created a Fugitive Dust Control Plan (Appendix O of 

Don Hoffheins 8/25/11 
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RUBY PIPELINE PROJECT BLM DNA CATHODIC PROTECTION FACILITIES 

Determi-
nation Resource Rationale for Determination* Name of Reviewer Date 

the FEIS) that identifies potential dust emission sources 
and requires control measures for the generation of 
fugitive dust during construction further minimized. 
Therefore, additional analysis of impacts on air quality 
is not necessary. 

NC 
Areas of Critical 
Environmental 

Concern (ACECs) 

None of the proposed new access roads or the cathodic 
protection sites is located within or near ACECs. No 
additional analysis is required. 

Don Hoffheins 8/25/11 

NC BLM Natural Areas 
None of the proposed new access roads or the cathodic 
protection sites is located within Natural Areas 
identified through BLM planning documents. 

Don Hoffheins 8/25/11 

NC Cultural Resources 

Section 4.11 on pages 4-261 to 4-277 of the FEIS 
analyzes potential impacts on cultural resources from 
the Ruby Pipeline Project. Surveys were conducted for 
a 300 foot corridor that extends 150 feet from the 
centerline of the permanent pipeline right-of-way. 
Surveys for access roads were done for a 100 foot wide 
corridor. This includes the majority of the proposed 25 
to 445 foot long new access roads to the main line 
valves. Surveys were conducted for all acreage 
proposed for MLV 41 and the access roads and no 
cultural sites were located.  Since project design and 
environmental compliance is not a static process during 
an undertaking of the scope of the Ruby Pipeline 
Project adjustments to the Area of Potential Effect 
(APE) are necessary as the project moves forward. 
Both the Memorandums of Agreement (MOAs) and 
Treatment Plans acknowledge this situation, and have 
developed a series of protocols for dealing with 
adjustments to the APE. A review of the adjusted APE 
for the proposed cathodic protection sites and new 
access roads recommends that no further work is 
necessary as there are no cultural resources within the 
adjusted APE that are eligible or potentially eligible for 
listing to the National Register of Historic Places. 
(Archaeological Survey of the Revised Main Line 
Valve 41 Groundbed Location, Ruby Pipeline Project, 
Klamath County, Oregon - Report No. 2731). 

Don Hoffheins 8/25/11 

NC Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions (GHGs) 

The GHG emissions associated with construction and 
operation of the project are identified in Section 
4.11.1.1 and are discussed in Section 4.11.1.2 on page 
4-272. Potential impacts on climate change from 
emissions of GHGs from the Ruby Pipeline Project are 
analyzed in section 4.13.11 of the FEIS. GHG 
emissions from the proposed project would not have 
any direct impacts on the environment in the project 
areas. Currently there is no standard methodology to 
determine how the project’s relatively small 
incremental contribution of GHGs would translate into 
physical effects to the global environment. However, 
the emissions would increase the atmospheric 
concentration of GHGs, in combination with past and 

Don Hoffheins 8/25/11 
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RUBY PIPELINE PROJECT BLM DNA CATHODIC PROTECTION FACILITIES 

Determi-
nation Resource Rationale for Determination* Name of Reviewer Date 

future emissions from all other sources, and would 
contribute incrementally to climate change that 
produces the impacts on climate change. On September 
22, 2009, the EPA issued the final Mandatory 
Reporting of Greenhouse Gases Rule. It requires 
reporting of GHG emissions from suppliers of fossil 
fuels and facilities that emit greater than or equal to 
25,000 metric tons of GHG (as carbon dioxide 
equivalent emissions) per year. None of the activities 
related to the proposed cathodic protection sites or new 
access roads would emit 25,000 metric tons of GHGs. 
Therefore, additional analysis of GHGs is not required. 

NC Environmental Justice 

Section 4.9.7 on pages 4-229 to 4-232 of the FEIS 
addresses Environmental Justice concerns for the Ruby 
Pipeline Project. The proposed cathodic protection sites 
and new access roads would not have a 
disproportionate effect on any minority, low income, or 
Native American population. None of the proposed 
facilities would be near any population centers or 
communities. Ruby has retained a Native American 
Coordinator who is assisting in identifying and training 
local Native American tribal monitors along the 
pipeline route to ensure that potential cultural impacts 
of the project, including any potential impacts on 
subsistence practices, are properly recognized and 
respected. Therefore, additional analysis of 
Environmental Justice concerns is not necessary. 

Don Hoffheins 8/25/11 

NC Farmlands  
(Prime or Unique) 

Potential impacts on Prime Farmlands from the Ruby 
Pipeline Project are analyzed in Section 4.2.1.2 on 
pages 4-30 and 4-31 of the FEIS. Of the 9 acres 
affected by the proposed cathodic protection sites and 
new access roads, none are located on prime farmlands. 
Therefore, additional analysis of impacts on prime or 
unique farmlands is not required. 

Don Hoffheins 8/25/11 

NC 
Fish and Wildlife 
Excluding USFW 

Designated Species 

General Wildlife impacts of the Ruby Pipeline Project 
are addressed in Sections 4.5.1 through 4.5.5 on pages 
4-97 to 4-112 of the FEIS. The proposed cathodic 
protection sites and construction of new roads would 
create an increment of disturbance and occupancy of 
about 0.17 acres in crucial mule deer winter range. 1.12 
acres of mule deer winter range, and 0.06acres in Elk 
winter range. No riparian or aquatic habitats would be 
disturbed. Based on previous surveys, no active raptor 
nests are within 0.50 miles of the proposed cathodic 
protection sites or new access roads. With application 
of committed mitigation for wildlife and application of 
designated construction avoidance periods, any 
increment of impact on general wildlife species would 
be so minor that additional analysis is not necessary. 

Don Hoffheins 8/25/11 

NC Floodplains 
None of the proposed cathodic protection sites or 
proposed new access roads would be located in 
floodplains. Therefore, additional analysis of impacts 

Don Hoffheins 8/25/11 
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on floodplains is not required. 

NC Fuels/Fire 
Management 

Impacts on Fire Regimes are analyzed in Section 4.4.11 
on pages 4-94 o 4-96 of the FEIS. Ruby has developed 
a Fire Prevention and Suppression Plan (Appendix H of 
the FEIS) to minimize the potential for fires and to 
facilitate a plan of action should a fire occur. With 
application of the Fire Suppression Plan the proposed 
cathodic protection facilities and new access roads 
would not add appreciably to the impacts addressed in 
the FEIS, thus additional analysis is not necessary. 

Don Hoffheins 8/25/11 

NC 
Geology / Mineral 
Resources/Energy 

Production 

Section 4.1 on pages 4-7 to 4-21 of the FEIS addresses 
impacts to geologic conditions and mineral resources. 
The FEIS analysis assumes that Ruby has agreed to 
restore all roads to their preconstruction condition, 
except where the landowner has requested that the 
improvements be left in place but notes that blasting 
would result in permanent, irreversible improvements 
to roads in many cases. Construction of the cathodic 
protection sites and construction of short new access 
roads as proposed would alter geologic conditions on 
about 9 acres of the for construction of the cathodic 
protection sites or new access roads. This would 
increase the overall disturbance by only 0.002 percent 
(based on figures included in Tables 2.2.1-1 and 2.2.2-2 
of the FEIS.). Altered geologic conditions would 
remain on about 2.2 acres of access roads that would be 
built to access main line valves. Given the minute 
increment of disturbance to geologic conditions, 
additional analysis is not necessary. Multiple mineral 
prospects are in the vicinity of MP 509 where there 
would be a cathodic protection site and 128 feet of new 
road. However Ruby would negotiate, where 
appropriate, damages, access rights, and easements 
with existing, permitted claim owners to compensate 
for or minimize any restrictions to future mining of 
mineral resources. No oil and gas or other energy 
minerals would be affected by the proposed actions; 
therefore, no additional analysis of impacts on Geology 
and Mineral Resources is necessary. 

Don Hoffheins 8/25/11 

NC Hydrologic Conditions 

Impacts on hydrologic conditions from the Ruby 
Pipeline Project are addressed in Sections 4.2.2.3 
(pages 4-34 and 4-35) and 4.3.3 (pages 4-68 and 4-74) 
of the FEIS. Additional analysis of impacts on 
hydrologic conditions is not necessary because none of 
the proposed cathodic protection sites or new access 
roads would be in playas or wetlands, 

Don Hoffheins 8/25/11 

NC 
Invasive 

Species/Noxious 
Weeds 

The potential for introduction or spread of invasive 
species and noxious weed by the Ruby Pipeline Project 
is analyzed in Section 4.4.6 on pages 4-85 through 4-89 
of the FEIS. The analysis acknowledges that movement 
of equipment along the construction right-of-way and 

Don Hoffheins 8/25/11 
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along access roads also could provide opportunities for 
seed transport into new uninfested areas. In general, 
habitats with more bare ground, such as cropland, 
sagebrush, salt desert scrub, and relatively dry or open 
forests are more susceptible to invasion than areas that 
have relatively closed canopy cover or have extreme 
climate or soils that are tolerated by fewer noxious 
weeds. Because of the connectivity of lands by access 
roads, the potential effects of invasive or noxious 
weeds would not be limited to the project’s area of 
disturbance. Because Ruby would implement a noxious 
weed control plan with follow-up monitoring, the 
spread of noxious and invasive species would be 
minimized and controlled. Therefore additional 
analysis of the potential for introduction and spread of 
invasive species and noxious weeds is not necessary. 

NC Lands/Access 

Construction of the proposed cathodic protection sites 
and new access roads would not block or interfere with 
existing transportation access or infrastructure. The 
Ruby Pipeline Project FEIS assumes that Ruby would 
restore all roads to their preconstruction condition, 
except where the landowner has requested that the 
improvements be left in place. The current proposal is 
for 0.6 miles of newly constructed roads to main line 
valves. This action would expand access for the public. 
However because the requested roads would be in short 
segments (25 to 445feet in length), and would end at 
the MLVs/cathodic protection sites, thus there would 
be little increase in access at any one location. 
Therefore, additional analysis of impacts on lands or 
access to lands is not needed. 

Don Hoffheins 8/25/11 

NC Livestock Grazing 

Impacts of the Ruby Pipeline Project on livestock 
grazing are addressed in Section 4.8.1.1 on pages 4-128 
of the FEIS. Construction and new access roads would 
impact livestock grazing by disturbing foraging areas 
and interrupting/displacing grazing activities for the 
duration of construction. Construction activities could 
also cause damage to or require removal of fences or 
other natural barriers used for livestock control. Ruby 
would be required to replace or compensate for 
damaged livestock facilities. Because the proposed 
actions would affect a total of only 9 acres distributed 
over 4 states, there would be no noticeable reduction in 
livestock forage or changes in livestock management. 
Additional analysis is not required.  

Don Hoffheins 8/25/11 

NC Migratory Birds. 

Potential impacts of the Ruby Pipeline Project on 
migratory birds are addressed in Section 4.5.5 on pages 
106 to 112 of the FEIS. Construction of the proposed 
cathodic protection sites and new access roads could 
overlap with the nesting season for many migratory 
bird species and cause direct and indirect impacts on 
migratory birds. Indirect impacts could be associated 

Don Hoffheins 8/25/11 
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with increased human presence on new access roads 
and noise from construction activity that is close 
enough to disturb actively nesting birds. However, 
Ruby has entered into the Agreement with the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) in order to coordinate 
and collaborate with the agencies regarding the 
implementation of effective conservation measures for 
migratory birds and their habitats within and in the 
vicinity of its right-of-way. Because conservation 
measures would be applied to construction of the 
cathodic protection sites and the individual new access 
roads would extend existing access by only 25 to 445 
feet, any increment in impact to migratory birds would 
be negligible. Therefore, additional analysis is not 
required.  

NC Native American 
Religious Concerns 

Native American Religious concerns for the Ruby 
Pipeline Project are addressed in Section 4.9.7 on pages 
4-232 to 4-241 and Section 4.10.5 on pages 4-260 and 
4-261 of the FEIS. Native American Consultation is 
described in Section 4.10.3 on pages 4-242 to 4-259. 
Because Ruby has developed Treatment Plans related 
to any Native American TCPs and areas with 

Don Hoffheins 8/25/11 

traditional religious or cultural significance and 
because no sites eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places would be affected, no additional Native 
American Religious Concerns are anticipated. 

NC Paleontology 

Impacts on Paleontological resources from the Ruby 
Pipeline Project are addressed in Section 4.1.4 (pages 
4-13 to 4-14) and Section4.13.1 (page 4-300) of the 
FEIS. Potential impacts in fossil localities during 
construction could include direct impacts such as 
damage to, or destruction of, fossils resulting from 
excavation activities; indirect impacts such as erosion 
of fossil beds resulting from slope regrading and 
clearing of vegetation; and unauthorized collection of 
significant fossils by construction personnel or the 
public. Proposed cathodic protection sites and new 
access roads associated with MLVs 21 and 24 in the 
Elko Field Office and 26, 29, 31 and 32 in the 
Winnemucca Field office are in areas with moderate to 
high potential for fossil resources. Ruby has developed 
a Paleontological Resources Monitoring Plan 
(Appendix I of the FEIS) to address monitoring and 
mitigation of impacts to paleontological resources. 
Because the increment of impact from construction of 
cathodic protection sites and new access roads to areas 
with moderate to high potential for fossil resources 
would be only about 5.12 acres and paleontological 
resources would be monitored and mitigated, no 
additional analysis of impacts is necessary. 

Don Hoffheins 8/25/11 

Rangeland Health 
Standards  

The components of rangeland health including soils, 
vegetation, and water resources are adequately Don Hoffheins 8/25/11 
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addressed in the FEIS. No further analysis of impacts 
on rangeland health is necessary. 

NC Recreation 

Impacts on recreation are addressed in the FEIS under 
several headings including Visual Resources, 
Socioeconomics, Special Recreation Areas, and Game 
Species. The proposed cathodic protection sites and 
new access roads would be in areas that are used for 
dispersed recreation. No important recreation sites or 
recreation destinations such as scenic byways or 
national trails would be directly impacted. Indirect 
impacts to recreation sites and areas would be 
negligible because the individual proposed actions 
create only minor disturbance (0.02 to 3.30 acres). Any 
increment in impacts to recreation from the proposed 
cathodic protection sites and new access roads would 
be negligible.  

Don Hoffheins 8/25/11 

NC Socioeconomics 

Socioeconomic Impacts of the Ruby Pipeline Project 
are addressed in Section 4.9 on pages 4-209 to 4-228 of 
the FEIS. The analysis concludes that overall, the 
indirect and induced economic impacts would represent 
a small fraction of the total output of each affected state 
and would represent a minor one-time, nonrecurring 
stimulus to the statewide economies. Operational 
payroll would be relatively insignificant because only 
19 people would be employed permanently by the 
project, 11 of whom would most likely reside in 
Colorado. The proposed cathodic protection sites and 
new access roads represent only a minor addition to the 
scope of the project and do not alter the economic 
conclusions of the FEIS. 

Don Hoffheins 8/25/11 

NC Soils 

Impacts on soils from the Ruby Pipeline Project are 
addressed in section 4.2 on pages 4-23 through 4-38 of 
the FEIS. The FEIS notes that pipeline construction 
activities such as clearing, grading, trench excavation, 
backfilling, heavy equipment traffic, and restoration 
could result in adverse impacts on soil resources along 
the construction right-of-way, in temporary work areas 
(including camps and temporary housing facilities), and 
on new and improved access roads. Clearing would 
remove protective vegetation cover and would expose 
soil to the effects of wind, sun, and precipitation, which 
could potentially increase soil erosion and the eventual 
transport of sediment to sensitive areas such as 
wetlands or waterbodies. Grading and equipment traffic 
could compact soil, reducing porosity and percolation 
rates, which could result in increased runoff potential. 
In addition, grading could result in the mixing of 
topsoil with subsoil, which could result in long-term 
reduction of agricultural productivity and could 
introduce subsurface rocks to the soil surface. 

Excavation for the cathodic protection sites and new 

Don Hoffheins 8/25/11 
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access roads could lead to the mixing of topsoil and 
and/or gravel into the soil surface. Soil contamination 
from equipment spills and/or leakage of fuels, 
lubricants, and coolants could also impact soils. No 
cryptobiotic soils or agricultural soils would be affected 
by the proposed cathodic protection sites or new access 
roads. Because only 9acres of new disturbance would 
be required, and Ruby would apply its Upland Erosion 
Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan 
(Appendix F of the FEIS), Spill Plan (Appendix J), and 
Restoration and Revegetation Plans (Appendix L), to 
the proposed cathodic protection sites and new access 
roads,  so impacts on soils would be minimized. 
Additional analysis is not required 

Threatened, 
Endangered or 
Candidate Plant 

Species 

Impacts on Threatened, Endangered or Candidate Plant 
species the Ruby Pipeline Project are analyzed in 
Section 4.7 in Table 4.7-1. There are no known 
occurrences of special status plant species in the 
vicinity of the proposed cathode protection sites or new 
access roads. Therefore, no additional analysis of 
impacts on special status plant species is necessary. 

Don Hoffheins 8/25/11 

NC 

Threatened, 
Endangered or 

Candidate Animal 
Species 

Impacts on Threatened, Endangered, Candidate, and 
Petitioned species from the Ruby Pipeline Project are 
analyzed in Section 4.7 on pages 4-123 to 4-152 of the 
FEIS. No aquatic, amphibious, or riparian species 
would be affected by the proposed cathode sites or new 
access roads because there would be no stream 
crossings or water depletions and the proposed 
facilities would not be placed in wetlands, floodplains, 
or riparian areas. No federally listed threatened or 
endangered terrestrial species are known to occur at the 
proposed catholic protection sites or along the proposed 
new access roads. Therefore, no addition analysis of 
impacts on federally listed animal species is necessary. 

Only two petitioned species, the greater sage grouse 
and the Pygmy rabbit could be affected by the proposed 
catholic protection sites and new access roads. The 
FEIS reports that the Ruby Pipeline Project would 

Don Hoffheins 8/25/11 

directly disturb approximately 16,427.5 acres of land 
(greater sage-grouse habitat and other habitat) for 
construction, including the pipeline right-of-way, 
temporary extra workspaces, contractor yards, access 
roads, and aboveground facilities. The proposed 
catholic protection sites and new access roads would 
increase the project related disturbance by only 9 acres. 
The FEIS reported disturbance of 1.50 percent of the 
greater sage-grouse habitat available along the pipeline 
and less than 0.02 percent of the land within its range 
would remain accurate. Required limited operating 
periods (LOPs) would apply to construction of the 
cathodic protection sites and new access roads. Ruby 
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would use access roads to inspect the mainline valves 
on average only once per year. Pg 4-141 of the FEIS 
reports that “Ruby has stated that no surface buildings 
or pipeline appurtenances (not including signing 
required by United States DOT, mainline valves, or 
cathodic protection test facilities) would be occupied or 
constructed within 0.6 miles of know active leks.” 
None of the proposed cathodic protection sites or new 
access roads would be within 0.6 miles of an active lek. 
Pg 4-144-145 of the FEIS adequately addresses impacts 
as follows: “The Habitat Evaluation Analysis 
completed as part of the greater sage-grouse and pygmy 
rabbit conservation plan (Appendix M) quantified the 
compensation acreages necessary to mitigate and offset 
the direct impacts associated with the disturbance to the 
sage-steppe ecosystem. It also considered the indirect 
impact on habitat functionality that would occur as a 
result of noise and dust impacts on areas immediately 
adjacent to project construction areas, as well as the 
fragmentation of habitats that would result from 
pipeline and road construction. Residual impacts 
associated with long-term loss of sage habitats (some 
sage species require 100 years or more to reach full 
restoration) and permanent losses associated with the 
compressor location and permanent roads were also 
factors in the Habitat Evaluation Analysis for sage-
grouse and pygmy rabbit.” Ruby has committed 
dedicated funding for the purposes of completing 
greater sage-grouse and pygmy rabbit conservation 
measures identified in the greater sage-grouse and 
pygmy rabbit conservation plan in Appendix M of the 
FEIS.  

The highest status described for greater sage-grouse in 
the FEIS is “BLM sensitive”. The FEIS discusses the 
status of greater sage-grouse (pg. 4-141) as having been 
previously petitioned for listing by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (FWS) under the Endangered Species 
Act (ESA). As stated in the FEIS, an initial finding on 
those petitions of “not warranted” for listing under the 
ESA was subsequently challenged in court and 
prompted an additional review with a finding expected 
in February 2010. That finding has now been 
completed with a determination that greater sage-
grouse is warranted for listing under the Endangered 
Species Act but that further action on that listing is 
precluded by other priorities within the FWS 
(“warranted but precluded”). Thus the status of greater 
sage-grouse currently remains consistent with that 
described in the FEIS as designated BLM Sensitive 
pending further action by FWS. 

Since completion of the FEIS BLM has developed draft 
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guidance for the protection of sage-grouse habitats 
encompassing 75 percent of the breeding population in 
each state. However, there have been no legal changes 
in the status of sage-grouse since the “warranted but 
precluded” finding by FWS. 

The analysis of potential impacts of construction within 
sage grouse habitat includes all aspects of the proposed 
action and is adequate for purposes of the current 
proposed action for cathodic protection sites and new 
access roads. 

NC 
State and Agency 

Sensitive Species and 
Habitat Associations 

Potential impacts of the Ruby Pipeline Project on state 
sensitive species and habitat association are assessed in 
Section 4.7.4 on pages 4-152 to 4-158 of the FEIS. 
Ruby identified 215 sensitive BLM, USFS, or state-
listed species that could occur in the project area 
through discussions with BLM, USFS, and state 
agencies, and through review of state heritage 
databases and literature. Because most impacts on 
special status species are a function of the type of 
habitat disturbed (habitat association), the length of 
time necessary for important habitat characteristics to 
be restored, a species’ mobility, a species’ dependence 
on specific habitat features, or a species’ disturbance 
tolerance, the FEIS addresses potential impacts on 
sensitive and state-listed species according to habitat 
associations. The proposed cathodic protection sites 
and new access roads would involve a total of only 9 
acres distributed among sagebrush steppe, salt desert 
shrub, Juniper Woodland, and Mixed Conifer Forest 
habitat associations. New roads would be short 
extensions (25 to 445 feet) of existing roads. There 
would not be additional habitat fragmentation and 
Ruby would revegetate and restore the cathodic 
protection sites following construction. Therefore, any 
increment in impact on sensitive species from the 
proposed activities would not be large enough to 
require further analysis. 

Don Hoffheins 8/25/11 

NC Wastes 
(hazardous or solid) 

Handling of hazardous materials and wastes is 
addressed in Section 4.2.3 on page 4-36 and Ruby’s 
Spill Plan (Appendix J of the FEIS) and includes clean-
up procedures designed to minimize soil contamination 
that could result from accidental spills or leaks of fluids 
from construction related equipment or materials. Ruby 
would implement the procedures set forth in the Spill 
Plan to minimize the spread of contamination and to 
ensure the health and safety of construction workers 
and the general public in the event that an unanticipated 
area of suspected contamination is encountered during 
construction. Ruby’s Spill Plan includes, but is not 
limited to, measures for: 
• identifying preventative measures to avoid hazardous 

Don Hoffheins 8/25/11 
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material spills or leaks; 
• regulating locations for refueling, lubricating, and 
equipment washing activities; 
• providing for vehicle and equipment inspection and 
maintenance; 
• defining proper storage and handling of fuels, 
lubricants, and hazardous materials; 
• identifying immediate spill response procedures; and 
• establishing reporting and notification protocols. 

None of the proposed cathodic protection sites or new 
access roads is in or near any known hazardous waste 
sites. Given committed mitigation and plans for 
handling of hazardous materials and wastes, no further 
analysis is necessary. 

NC 

Water 
Resources/Quality 
(drinking/surface/ 

ground) 

Impacts of the Ruby Pipeline Project on water 
resources are addressed in Section 4.3 on pages 4-39 to 
4-67 of the FEIS. Because the proposed cathodic 
protection sites and new access roads are not within 
200 feet of any water supply wells, would not be in 
wetlands, floodplains, or riparian areas, and would not 
cross any surface waters, there would be no additional 
impacts to surface waters. The Ruby Pipeline project 
crosses several areas known to contain groundwater 
within 6 feet of the ground surface. These areas are 
located in Box Elder County, Utah (MPs 109.0 to 119.7 
and 124.0 to 127.0); Humboldt County, Nevada (MPs 
404.0 to 410.0, 454.0 to 464.0, 466.0 to 483.0, and 
488.0 to 497.0); and Lake County, Oregon (MPs 614.3 
to 627.6). The only proposal that would be in these 
areas would be construction of a new road from 
Leonard Creek Road to MLV 31. Road construction 
would not disturb the ground water aquifer. The road 
could alter overland flow and groundwater recharge, 
but the road would be only up to 128 feet in length. 
Therefore, additional analysis of impacts on ground 
water resources is not required.  

Don Hoffheins 8/25/11 

NC Wetlands/Riparian 
Zones 

Impacts of the Ruby Pipeline Project on riparian 
vegetation are addressed in Section 4.4.3 on pages 4-82 
to 4-85 of the FEIS. None of the proposed cathodic 
protection sites or new access roads would be located 
in wetlands or riparian areas. Therefore, additional 
analysis of impacts on riparian vegetation is not 
necessary. 

Don Hoffheins 8/25/11 

NC Wild and Scenic 
Rivers 

Wild and scenic rivers are addressed in Section 4.3.2.2 
on pages 4-59 and 4-60 of the FEIS. The Ruby Pipeline 
Project does not cross any designated wild, scenic, or 
recreational rivers. None of the proposed cathodic 
protection sites or new access roads would be within a 
quarter mile any proposed or designated wild, scenic, 
or recreational river. Therefore, no additional analysis 
of impacts to wild and scenic rivers is necessary. 

Don Hoffheins 8/25/11 
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NC Wilderness/Wilderness 
Study Areas 

Section 4.8.3 on pages 4-176 and 4-177 of the FEIS 
addresses Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas. The 
Ruby Pipeline Project, including the proposed cathodic 
protection sites and new access roads does not involve 
direct or indirect impacts to any designated Wilderness 
Area or Wilderness Study Areas. Therefore, no 
additional analysis of impacts on Wilderness or 
Wilderness Study Areas is necessary. 

Don Hoffheins 8/25/11 

NC Forest Service 
Roadless Areas 

Section 4.8.3 on pages 4-176 and 4-177 of the FEIS 
addresses inventoried Forest Service Roadless Areas 
The Ruby Pipeline Project, including the proposed 
cathodic protection sites and new access roads does not 
involve direct or indirect impacts to any inventoried 
Forest Service Roadless Area. Therefore, no additional 
analysis of impacts on Roadless Areas is necessary. 

 NA - Don Hoffheins  8/25/11 

NC Woodland/Forestry 

Forest Fragmentation from the Ruby Pipeline Project is 
analyzed in section 4.4.8 on pages 4-90 and 4-91 of the 
FEIS. Timber removal and management is addressed in 
Section 4.4.10 on pages 4-92 and 4-93. The only 
proposed actions that would occur in forested or 
woodland areas would be construction of a cathodic 
protection site and new road from road K-3B to MLV 
41 in the Klamath Falls Resource Area and a new roads 
from Forest Service Road 4017 (L-19) to MLV 40 in 
the Fremont Winema National Forests. Only 1acre of 
disturbance would be required. Given the negligible 
increment of impact in forested or wooded areas, 
further analysis of impacts on woodlands or forestry is 
not necessary. 

Don Hoffheins 8/25/11 

NC 
Vegetation Excluding 

USFW Designated 
Species 

Impacts on vegetation types and communities from the 
Ruby Pipeline Project are addressed in Section 4.4.1 on 
pages 4-75 through 4-85 of the FEIS. The FEIS states 
that construction of the project within surveyed areas 
would impact about 9,224.8 acres of sagebrush steppe, 
2,519.6 acres of salt desert scrub, 346.5 acres of juniper 
woodland, 577.1 acres of mixed conifer forest, 2.2 
acres of North Pacific wooded volcanic flowage, 205.9 
acres of riparian forest, 1,055.7 acres of grassland, 
788.0 acres of mountain meadow brush, and 1,021.4 
acres of pasture and agricultural land. The primary 
direct impact from pipeline related construction would 
be the cutting, clearing, and removal of existing 
vegetation within the construction workspace. The 
degree of impact would depend on the type and amount 
of vegetation affected, the rate at which vegetation 
would regenerate after construction, and the frequency 
of vegetation maintenance conducted on the right-of-
way during pipeline operation. 

The proposed cathodic protection sites and new access 
roads would add only about 9 acres of new disturbance, 
mainly in salt desert shrub and sagebrush steppe. Given 

Don Hoffheins 8/25/11 
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the small increment in disturbance from the proposed 
cathodic protection sites, that no special vegetation 
communities or riparian or wetland vegetation would 
be impacted, and that Ruby would restore vegetation on 
the proposed cathodic protection sites, vegetation 
would not be impacted to a degree that would require 
further analysis. 

NC Visual Resources 

Impacts on visual resources from the Ruby Pipeline 
Project are analyzed in Section 4.8.4.5 on pages 4-191 
to 4-206 of the FEIS. None of the proposed cathodic 
protection sites or new access roads would be within 
the foreground of any of the Key Observation Points 
(KOPs) shown on Table 4.8.4-5. The proposed new 
access would be only short extensions (25 to 445 feet in 
length) of existing roads and would not alter the current 
visual setting. All of the proposed cathodic protection 
sites and proposed new access roads would meet Visual 
Resource Management (VRM) objectives. Therefore, 
additional analysis of impacts on visual resources is not 
necessary. 

Don Hoffheins 8/25/11 

NC Wild Horses 
Burros 

and 

Potential impacts on Wild Horses and Burros from the 
Ruby Pipeline Project are assessed in Section 4.5.7 on 
pages 4-112 to4-115 of the FEIS. The FEIS states that 
construction of the pipeline could also affect wild 
horses and burros by creating safety hazards for the 
animals due to open trenches or vehicle collisions and 
increasing the likelihood of harassment. As with 
livestock there would be a temporary reduction in 
forage for wild horses until vegetation is re-established. 

The proposed cathodic protection sites and new access 
roads would not create a physical hazard from 
trenching but construction of new access roads could 
lead to additional harassment of horses. Any increment 
of impact to horses from the proposed cathodic 
protection sites and new access roads would be 
negligible because the new access roads would be only 
short (25 to 445 feet in length) extensions of existing 
roads. Additionally, because the proposed actions 
would disturb a total of only 9 acres distributed over 4 
states there would be no noticeable reduction in forage 
for wild horses. For these reasons, wild horses would 
not be impacted to a degree that requires further 
analysis. 

Don Hoffheins 8/25/11 

NC National Conservation 
Areas 

Impacts on National Conservation Areas are addressed 
in Section 4.8.3.6 on page 4-184 of the FEIS. The 
pipeline, proposed cathodic protection site, and new 
road at MP 548 would be within approximately 1 mile 
of the northern boundary of the Black Rock Desert-
High Rock Canyon NCA. The NCA is protected for its 
historical significance associated with emigrant trails 
and for wilderness recreation. Visitors to the NCA may 

Don Hoffheins 8/25/11 
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RUBY PIPELINE PROJECT BLM DNA CATHODIC PROTECTION FACILITIES 

Determi-
nation Resource Rationale for Determination* Name of Reviewer Date 

notice increased levels of construction traffic on roads 
in the general area. The FEIS reports that the impacts 
on the recreational or historic values of the NCA would 
be minor, short-term, and limited to the duration of 
construction. Under the present proposal for the 
cathodic protection site and new road the duration of 
the impact would be extended to the life of the project. 
However, the proximity of the proposed cathodic 
protection site and new access road near to the Black 
Rock Desert-High Rock Canyon Emigrant Trails NCA 
occur close to and across already established roads. 
Any increment in impact would be negligible. 
Therefore, further analysis is not required. 

FINAL REVIEW:
 

REVIEWER TITLE  
AND NAME 

DRAFT DOCUMENTATION 
REVIEW 

INITIAL/DATE 

FINAL DOCUMENTATION 
REVIEW 

INITIAL/DATE 

Environmental Coordinator: Don Hoffheins 
DKH 8/25/11 DKH 10/5/11 

Authorized Officer: Donald J. Holmstrom 
DJH 8/26/11 DJH 10/5/11 
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PROJECT: 

TYPE: 

LOCATION: 

USGS QUAD: 

COUNTY: 

PROJECT 
AREA: 

AREA 
SURVEYED: 

FINDINGS: 

PREPARERS: 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY OF THE REVISED 
MAIN LINE VALVE 41 GROUNDBED LOCATION, 

RUBY PIPLINE PROJECT, 
KLAMATH COUNTY, OREGON 

Survey for the Revised Main Line Valve (MLV) 41 Groundbed Location 

Archaeological survey 

Section 19, Township 4 1 South, Range 14 'h East, Willamette Meridian; 
Milepost (MP) 659.33 

Brady Butte, OR, 7.5-minute, 1988 (Provisional Edition) 

Klamath 

0.86 acre 

0 .86 acre 

• No archaeological resources were newly identified within the revised 
MLV 4 1 groundbed location. 

• A portion of the revised MLV 41 ground bed is within the bou ndary of 
previously recorded site 35KL3113, which consists of the remnants of a 
telephone line constructed in 1936. S ite 35KL3113 is eligible for listing in 
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). No evidence of site 
35KL3113 was found within the revised location of th e MLV 41 groundbed. 
AINW recommends that construction of the ground bed will have No Effect 
on site 35KL3113. No further archaeological investigations are 
recommended. 

Nicholas J. Smits, M.A., R.P.A. 

INTRODUCTION 

Ruby Pipeline, LLC (Ruby), is constructing a 1,086-kilometer (km) (675-mile !mi])long, 
42-inch d iameter natural gas pipeline between Opal, Wyoming, and Malin, Oregon. In January 
2011 , Environmental Planning Group, Inc. (EPG), performed an archaeological survey for a 
proposed Main Line Valve 41 (MLV 41) groundbed in Klamath County, Oregon (Reed 201 1). 
Ground beds consist of buried material that serves as anodes for the cat hodic protection of the 
pipeline. Ruby has s ince revised the design of the proposed ground bed at MLV 41 on the north 
side of Ruby Pipeline, shifting its alignment so that it is oriented northeast/southwest (Figures 
1 and 2). 

The revised MLV 41 groundbed is located in Section 19 ofTownship 41 South, Range 
14 \12 East, Willamette Merid ian, at approximately Milepost 659.33 in Klamath County. It is on 
land managed by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Klamath Falls Resource Area (KFRA). 
Construction of the bed will disturb an area measuring approximately 15 meters (m) (50 feet 

Ruby Pipeline - Archaeological Survey for the Revised MLV 41 Groundbed 
Klamath County, Oregon 
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[ft)) wide and 229 m (750ft) long, or 0.86 acre. The revised alignment of the MLV 41 
groundbed is oriented northeast/southwest, and it is bisected by modern-day Willow Valley 
Road. This report documents the results of a pedestrian survey performed by Archaeological 
Investigations Northwest, Inc. (AINW), in June 2011 for the revised groundbed location. 

No evidence of archaeological resources was identified during the survey within the 
revised groundbed location. A portion of the revised MLV 41 groundbed alignment is within 
the boundary of previously recorded site 35KL3113, which consists of remnants of a telephone 
line constructed by the Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) in 1936. Site 35KL3113 is eligible 
for listing in the NRHP, and has been reported in previous reports for the Ruby Pipeline project. 
Although telephone poles made of juniper logs are visible at site 35KL3113 in multiple places 
along Willow Valley Road, no evidence of site 35KL3113 was found within or near the revised 
alignment of the MLV 41 ground bed. AINW recommends that construction of the ground bed in 
this location will have No Effect on site 35KL3113. No further archaeological investigations are 
recommended. 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The revised MLV 41 groundbed location is in southeastern Klamath County, on public 
land administered by the BLM (Figures 1 and 2). The revised MLV 41 groundbed alignment is 
on relatively flat terrain approximately 122 m (400 ft) south of Willow Valley Reservoir (Figures 
1 and 2; Photos 1 through 4). The elevation of the groundbed is approximately 1,384 m 
(4,540 ft) above mean sea level. Willow Valley Road extends through the revised alignment of 
the groundbed, which is on the north side of Ruby Pipeline. Vegetation in this area consists of 
sagebrush, rabbitbrush, grasses, and juniper trees. 

PREVIOUS ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS 

The Ruby Pipeline corridor was surveyed by EPG in 2009 and reported in the 
Addendum IJ report for the project (Dobschuetz et al. 2010); the area surveyed by EPG in 2010 
is shown (in green) on Figure 2. Two archaeological isolates were identified and recorded near 
MLV 41 during EPG's survey reported as Addendum II. Isolate IF 158, located approximately 
10m (33ft) east of the revised MLV 41 groundbed, consisted of six obsidian flakes found on 
the ground surface (Dobschuetz et al. 2010:83) . Isolate IF 162, located approximately 88 m 
(289ft) west of the revised MLV 41 groundbed, consisted of one wheelbarrow, two large metal 
cans, two glass bottles, and one tobacco tin. As shown on Figure 2, approximately 35m 
(115ft) of the revised MLV 41 groundbed alignment is within the area previously surveyed by 
EPG for Addendum II. 

As part of the survey reported as Addendum II, EPG also identified site 35KL3113 
(Dobschuetz et al. 2010:152-153), which had been previously recorded by the BLM as site 
FYO 1-0 14-001. Site 35KL3113 consists of the remnants of a telephone line constructed by the 
CCC in 1936. During their survey, EPG re located 106 extant telephone poles consisting of 
juniper logs supported by rock jacks. In some locations, wires and insulators were found still 
attached to the poles. The revised alignment of the MLV 41 groundbed extends through the 
recorded boundary of linear site 35KL3113; however, the nearest recorded evidence of the site 
consists of two juniper telephone poles located approximately 262 m (860 ft) to the east of the 
revised MLV 41 groundbed. 

In November 2010, AINW performed a pedestrian survey of the Ruby Pipeline corridor 
between MP 645.0 and MP 666.4 in an effort to find and record previously unidentified stacked 
rock features (Punke 201 1). During that survey, AINW recorded s ite 35KL3489, located 

Ruby Pipeline - Archaeological Survey for the Revised MLV 41 Ground bed 
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approximately 130m (427ft) east/southeast of the revised MLV 41 location. Site 35KL3489 
(temporary number AJV-R22) consisted of two individual stacked rock features, both single 
rock placements (Punke 201l:Table 10). 

In December 2010, AINW conducted shovel probing to investigate six archaeological 
isolates found on BLM land for the Ruby Pipeline project (Davis et al. 2011), including two 
isolates near the revised MLV 41 groundbed location. Isolate AL-10, located about 60 m 
(197ft) west of the southern end of the revised MLV 41 groundbed, consisted of two obsidian 
flakes. One of the flakes at AL-l 0 was found on the ground surface, and the other flake was 
found in the upper 10 centimeters (4 inches) of a shovel probe. Isolate AL-11 , located about 
120m (394ft) west of the southern end of the revised groundbed, consisted of a single obsidian 
flake found on the ground surface. 

In January 2011, EPG completed an archaeological survey for a proposed groundbed 
near MLV 41 (Reed 2011). The area surveyed by EPG is shown (in pink) on Figure 2, and it is 
located approximately 30 m (98 ft) west of the revised ground bed alignment. EPG recorded one 
archaeological resource, isolate IF 41-1, during the survey. Isolate IF 41-1 consisted of a Coca
Cola bottle manufactured in Klamath Falls in 1939. 

In March 20 11, AJNW performed a pedestrian survey for a variance requested by the 
Ruby Pipeline project for use and improvement of access road K-3B (also known as Hopeless 
Pass Road) (Tisdale and Walker 2011). Access road K-3B is located approximately 140m 
(459 ft) east of the revised MLV 41 groundbed location, and the area surveyed by AINW is 
shown (in yellow) on Figure 2. No cultural resources were identified during AJNW's survey. 
Site 35KL3066, a small lithic scatter, is located just west of access road K-3B and 
approximately 135m (443 ft) east of the revised MLV 41 groundbed. Site 35KL3066 will be 
avoided by the Ruby Pipeline project. 

In summary, several previous archaeological surveys have been conducted in and near 
the revised location of the groundbed at MLV 41. Pre-contact archaeological resources, 
including small, sparse lithic scatters and stacked rock feature sites, are common in the area; 
however, subsurface archaeological deposits at these pre-contact sites are rare. Historic-period 
archaeological sites are also common, particularly near roads like Willow Valley Road. For a 
more detailed description of the pipeline project, environmental setting, culture history, 
previous archaeology, and ethnographic and historical information, the reader is referred to the 
Ruby Pipeline project main survey report (Dobschuetz et al. 2009). 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL FIELD INVESTIGATIONS AND FINDINGS 

The revised MLV 41 groundbed location was surveyed on June 17, 2011, by AfNW 
archaeologists Joey Veysey, B.A., Lea Loiselle, B.A., Scott Slowinski, B.A. , and Brian Coker, 
B.A., under the direction of Nicholas Smits, M.A., R.P.A. Klamath Tribal monitors Danni Case, 
Dustin Townsend, and Garrett McNair were present during the survey. The AJNW 
archaeologists performed a pedestrian survey of the proposed ground bed area, which measures 
approximately 229x15 m (750x50 ft) , or 0.86 acre (Figure 2). The centerline and outer edges of 
the groundbed corridor had been cleared staked in the field. The revised MLV 41 groundbed 
location was surveyed using transects spaced no more than 5 m (16ft) apart and oriented 
parallel to the length of the groundbed. The pipeline corridor itself served as the southwestern 
boundary of the survey area. Mineral soil visibility across the entire survey area was good, 
ranging between 50% and 75% depending on the vegetation. Construction of Ruby Pipeline 
was also in progress at the time of the survey (Photo 3). 

Ruby Pipeline - Archaeological Survey for the Revised MLV 41 Groundbed 
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No historic-period or pre-contact archaeological resources were identified during the 
pedestrian survey. No telephone poles or other evidence of site 35KL3113 was observed within 
or near the revised MLV 41 groundbed location. Modern utility poles are present along Willow 
Valley Road (see Photo 2). On the south side of Willow Valley Road was a drainage ditch 
oriented roughly parallel to the alignment of the proposed ground bed (Figure 2). The ditch 
feeds an existing drainage pond, which was filled with water at the time of the survey in June 
2011. The southern end of the pond extends into the groundbed area as shown on Figure 2. 
AINW crew members carefully inspected the exposures of mineral soil afforded by the edges of 
the pond and the spoils piles lining the northern and western edges of the pond (Photos 3 
and 4). 

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

AINW has completed an archaeological pedestrian survey for the revised MLV 41 
groundbed for the Ruby Pipeline project. The proposed groundbed n ear MLV 41 is located 
entirely on· lands managed by the BLM KFRA. No evidence of archaeological resources was 
identified during the survey of the revised ground bed location. 

A portion of the revised alignment for the MLV 41 groundbed is within the boundary of 
previously recorded site 35KL3113, which consists of remnants of a telephone line constructed 
by the CCC. Site 35KL3113 is eligible for listing in the NRHP. No evidence of site 35KL3113 
was found within or near the revised alignment of the MLV 41 ground bed; none of the qualities 
that allow the CCC-era telephone line to be included in NRHP are evident in the MLV 41 
groundbed corridor. AINW recommends that construction of the ground bed in this location 
will have No Effect on site 35KL3113. No further archaeological investigations are 
recommended. 
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Photo 1. ~destrian suiVey in progress at the revised MLV 41 
groundbed location. The view is toward the southwest from 
the northeast comer of the sUIVey area. 

Photo 3 . View of the drainage pond at the southwestern end 
of the MLV 41 groundbed. The view is toward the southwest. 
Note Ruby Pipeline construction in the background. 

Photo 2 . CNeiView of the location where the revised MLV 41 
groundbed alignment intersects Willow Valley Road. The 
view is toward the northwest. 

Photo 4. View of the drainage pond at the southwestern end 
of the MLV 41 groundbed alignment. The view is toward the 
north. 
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July 18,2011 

Ms. Laurie Boros 
FERC 
888 first Street, NE 
Washington, DC 20426 

RE: SHPO Case No. 08-0252 

--- --------- ----------
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St.l lf• I {istori< l'rt''-t' rv,rHon <)I fJu· 
n5 -;wnmcr St 1\J L, StC' C 

Sa l<•m, 0 J~ 9';3!l I 12hfl 

(5(B) YSt,·llc,?t 
I a-.: i'i01) yf'{,-07'.1.1 
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Ruby Pipeline Project, FERC Docket No. CP09-54-000 
Archaeological Survey of the Revised Main Line Valve 41 Groundbed Location. Ruby Pipeline Project. 
Klamath County 
SHPO Report No. 24421 

Dear Ms. Boros: 

Our office recently received AINW's report about the project referenced above. The report was assigned 
SHPO Repott NO. 24421. We concur with BLM's determination that the Main Line Valve 41 Groundbed 
project will have no effect on any known cul!11ral resources. Therefore no additional archaeoloigcal work is 
necessary for U1e project's action. 

Please be aware, however, that if during development activities AINW or their staff encounters any cultural 
material (i.e., historic or prehistoric), all activities should cease immediately and an archaeologist should be 
contacted to evaluate the discovery. Under state law (ORS 358.905-955) it is a Class B misdemeanor to 
impact an archaeological site on public or private land in Oregon. Impacts to Native American graves and 
cultural items are considered a Class C felony (ORS 97.740-760). If you have any questions regarding my 
lel1er or review, feel free to contact me at your convenience. 

Sincerely, 

(\ . ' 

) aW\ ~~d!A!V\ 
Tom Churchill, MAIS, RPA 
SHPO Archaeologist 
(503) 986-0676 
thomas.churchill@state.or.us 

cc: Jo R~..:sc, AINW Inc 
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ecology and environment, inc. 

Ruby Pipeline Biological Survey Report for MLV 41 and ground bed near MP 659.5 

BACKGROUND 

On June 17, 2011, Ecology and Environment (E&E) biologists surveyed the MLV site #41 ground 
bed site in Klamath County, Oregon (see attached map). The purpose of the biological survey 
was to evaluate the site for sensitive plants or animals, or crit ical habitat including wetlands and 
streams. 

SURVEY METHODOLGY 
The team had a handheld GPS unit, Trimble GEO XT, with the boundary of the site shapefile on it 
to assist in navigation. Survey methodology consisted of conducting a meandering survey within 
the confines of the site, which followed the Project survey protocols approved by federal and 
state agencies in 2008. When features were found, the team logged in points on to the GPS unit. 
In addition the site was staked by civil survey. 

SURVEY RESULTS 

Habitat for MLV 41 groundbed is moderate quality Juniper woodland with 20% bare 

ground/rock. Mature Juniperus occidentalis comprises about 10% cover. Bromus 
tectorum, an invasive species covers about 25% of the site. Scattered shrubs are 
dominated in low numbers of by Artemesia tridentata, and Purshia tridentata. The 

dominant native grass is Poa secunda. One noxious weed clump was observed and 

recorded for Taeniatherum canput-medusae (Medusahead Rye). It encompasses a 10 
foot diameter with 25% cover. At the time of visit no migratory bird nests were present. 

There were no sensitive wildlife or plant species documented. No waterbody or wetland 

impacts will accrue with use of the groundbed . 

. i . 
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Facing SW showing habitat taken from Willow Valley Road. 
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