
 
 
 

September 14, 2009 
 
 
 
 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
888 First Street, N.E. 
Washington, D.C.  20426 
 
Attention: Ms. Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary 
 
 Re: OEP/DG2E/Gas 1 
  Ruby Pipeline, L.L.C.; 
  Ruby Pipeline Project 
   Docket No. CP09-54-000 
 
Commissioners: 
 
 On August 28, 2009, Ruby Pipeline, L.L.C. ("Ruby") received a data 
request from the Office of Energy Projects ("OEP") in Docket No. CP09-54-000 
seeking environmental information related to Ruby's proposed Ruby Pipeline 
Project ("Project").  Accordingly, Ruby is filing with the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission ("Commission") its responses to the August 28, 2009 
OEP Data Request.   
 
Description of Proceeding 
 
 On January 27, 2009, Ruby filed its application, pursuant to Section 7(c) 
of the Natural Gas Act, requesting (i) a certificate of public convenience and 
necessity authorizing the construction, ownership, and operation of new 
interstate natural gas pipeline facilities; (ii) a blanket certificate of public 
convenience and necessity authorizing Ruby to provide open-access 
transportation services with pre-granted abandonment approval; and (iii) a 
blanket certificate of public convenience and necessity to construct, operate 
and/or abandon certain eligible facilities, and services related thereto.  The 
Project is comprised of approximately 675 miles of 42-inch-diameter, high 
pressure natural gas pipeline linking production areas in the Rocky Mountain 
region to demand regions in northern California, Nevada, and the Pacific 
Northwest.  The pipeline project will be referred to as the "Ruby Pipeline Project" 
or "Project."   
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Description of Information Being Filed 
 
 In accordance with the Commission's CEII filing requirements, Ruby is 
eFiling with the Commission's Secretary this letter and responses to the August 
28, 2009 data request.  Given the time frame allowed for preparing its responses, 
Ruby is in the process of finalizing its responses to Request Nos. 2, 3, 4a, 4e, 4f, 
8, 9, 11, 15, 22, 24, 25, 27, 35, 36, and 41-62.  Ruby will file its responses to 
these pending requests by no later than September 18, 2009.  
 
 Ruby is eFiling this document with the Commission's Secretary in 
accordance with the Commission's Order No. 703, Filing Via the Internet 
guidelines issued on November 15, 2007 in Docket No. RM07-16-000.  Ruby is 
also providing electronic copies of this filing to the Commission's Office of Energy 
Projects.   
 

 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
RUBY PIPELINE, L.L.C. 
 
 

 
 
Enclosures 
 
cc: David Swearingen, OEP 
  
 



 

Certificate of Service  
 

 
 I hereby certify that I have this day caused a copy of the letter to be 
served upon each person designated on the official service list compiled by the 
Commission's Secretary in this proceeding in accordance with the requirements 
of Section 385.2010 of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission's Rules of 
Practice and Procedures. 
 
 Dated at Colorado Springs, Colorado as of this 14th day of September 
2009. 
 
 

 
 
 
P.O. Box 1087 
Colorado Springs, Colorado 80944 
(719) 520-3782 
 
 



 

STATE OF COLORADO   ) 
                    ) 
COUNTY OF EL PASO   ) 
 
 
RICHARD DERRYBERRY, being first duly sworn, on oath, says that he is a 
Director of Regulatory Affairs of Ruby Pipeline, L.L.C.; that he has read the 
Responses filed on May 18, 2009 to the Office of Energy Projects' Data Request 
dated August 28, 2009 at Docket No. CP09-54-000, and that he is familiar with 
the contents thereof; that, as such Director, he has executed the same for and on 
behalf of said Companies with full power and authority to do so; and that the 
matters and facts set forth therein are true to the best of his information, 
knowledge and belief. 
 
 

 
 
 
 SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me, the undersigned authority, on 
this 14th day of September 2009. 
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GENERAL 
 
 
1. A review of the topographic maps filed by Ruby on August 7, 2009 reveals 

five new route realignments: milepost (MP) 102.7 to 102.9; 330.0 to 330.5; 
537.8 to 539.6; 601.8 to 602.2; and 603.0 to 604.0.  Explain these route 
realignments and provide a separate environmental analysis of each 
realignment discussing the purpose for considering the realignment, the 
existing environmental conditions along the realignment, and the 
environmental benefits and drawbacks of the realignment.  Provide a table 
for each realignment showing a comparison of environmental factors 
between the realignment and the corresponding segment of the proposed 
route. 

 
Response: 
 
MP 102.7 to 102.9 
 
This route realignment was developed to accommodate the installation of a 
launcher/receiver/mainline valve assembly.  This involves a minor pipeline 
realignment diverging from the proposed route at MP 102.7 and reconnecting at 
MP 102.9 to match the original pipeline configuration.   
 
MP 330.0 to 330.5 
 
The realignment was to accommodate a reduction in size of the compressor 
station acreage and to avoid a potential gravel extraction area identified by the 
landowner.  This involves a minor pipeline alignment diverging from the originally 
filed route at MP 330.0 and reconnecting at MP 330.5.  The realignment resulted 
in a minor temporary impact to wetlands (0.3 acres). 

 
MP 537.8 to 539.6 

 
The realignment was to avoid an outlying parcel of the Sheldon NWR not 
originally identified.  This minor pipeline alignment diverges from the originally 
filed route at MP 537.8, reconnecting at MP 539.6 and, as adjusted, completely 
avoids all Sheldon National Wildlife Refuge property.   
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MP 601.8 to 602.2 
 
This route realignment was developed to improve the alignment and minimize the 
disturbance associated with a crossing of Deep Creek.  This minor pipeline 
alignment diverges from the originally filed route at MP 601.8, reconnecting at 
MP 602.2.  The new alignment will allow a better approach and crossing of the 
creek.  This realignment slightly reduces the impact on wetlands, but crosses two 
streams (Deep Creek and Horse Creek) and deviates farther from an existing 
right-of-way (See Attached Figure). 

 
MP 603.0 to 604.0 
 
The route was realigned to avoid an archaeological site.  This minor pipeline 
alignment diverges from the originally filed route at MP 603.0, reconnecting at 
MP 604.0.  The new alignment will not impact cultural resources, slightly reduces 
the impacts on wetlands and is more closely aligned with an existing right-of-way. 

 
MP 665.0 to 667.0 
 
Due to a delay in landowner permission to perform a civil survey and conduct 
environmental studies, Ruby based its original alignment on satellite imagery.  
After landowner approval, on-the-ground civil and environmental surveys resulted 
in the variation.  The realignment begins at MP 665.0 and rejoins the route at MP 
667.0.  The realignment resulted in fewer impacts to wetlands but deviates 
farther from an existing right-of-way. 

 

Mileposts Centerline 
Date 

Length
(miles)

Number 
of 

Perennial 
Streams 

Wetlands
(miles 

crossed) 

Parallel 
to 

Existing 
ROW 

(miles) 

NWR 
Refuge 
(miles 

crossed)

July 2009 0.41 0 0.04 0.05 0 102.7 to 
102.9 Nov, 2008 0.36 0 0 0.05 0 
              

July 2009 0.65 0 0 0.27 0 330.0 to 
330.5 Nov, 2008 0.57 0 0 0 0 
              

July 2009 1.93 0 0 0 0 537.8 to 
539.6 Nov, 2008 0.59 0 0 0 0.26 
              

July 2009 0.50 2 0.02 0.30 0 601.8 to 
602.2 Nov, 2008 0.93 1 0.09 0.37 0 
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Mileposts Centerline 
Date 

Length
(miles)

Number 
of 

Perennial 
Streams 

Wetlands
(miles 

crossed) 

Parallel 
to 

Existing 
ROW 

(miles) 

NWR 
Refuge 
(miles 

crossed)

              
July 2009 0.99 1 0.01 0.62 0 603.0 to 

604.0 Nov, 2008 1.87 1 0.04 0.04 0 
              

July 2009 2.00 0 0 0 0 665.0 to 
667.0 Nov, 2008 2.00 0 1.00 0.63 0 

 
 
 
Response prepared by or 
Under the supervision of: Lynn Christensen 

 Consultant 
 Project Management Department 

 Telephone:  719/520-4211 
 

John Jermyn 
Consultant 
Project Management Department 
Telephone:  719/520-4272 
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4. Regarding the August 19 filing, explain the following apparent discrepancies 
and provide updated information where appropriate: 

a. Many of the tables in the supplemental filing differ in total project 
length (for examples, see tables 4.2.1-2, 4.3.2-1, 4.4.3-1, 4.5.5-1, 
and 4.8.2-1). 

 
b. Table 4.1.2-1 indicates the project could impact a geothermal well 

at MP 666; however, item XXIII of Ruby’s August 10 filing implies 
this well is either not present or is not an issue due to the route 
variation.   

 
c. Table 4.1.2-1 includes distance and direction to mineral resources 

for Ruby’s newly incorporated route alternatives and variations; 
however, these distances and directions are identical to the 
distances and directions on the original route.   

 
d. Table 4.2.1-1 identifies an increase in the amount of Highly Wind 

Erodible and Droughty Soils crossed in Lincoln County, Wyoming; 
however, the route has not changed in Lincoln County.  Additional 
data discrepancies were identified for other soil limitations in 
Lincoln, Uinta, Rich, Cache, Humboldt, Washoe, and Lake 
Counties and on the Pacific Gas & Electric Lateral. 

 
e. Table 4.3.1-1 has multiple entries for water supply wells within 300 

feet of the project area at MP 76.5.  These entries span Cache and 
Box Elder counties, Utah. 

 
f. Tables 4.4.1-2 and 4.8.1-1 show a relatively large reduction in the 

amount of land that would be affected by access roads and is 
missing data for all access roads in Wyoming and Utah.    

 
 
Response No. 4b: 
 
During a database search on the Geo-Heat Center State Geothermal Databases" 
CD from the Oregon Institute of Technology, Ruby identified a geothermal well at 
MP 666 identified as KL-475.  This well is located at Latitude 42.050, West 
Longitude 121.229 North in Section 6, Township 41 South, Range 14 East, 
Klamath County, Oregon.  However, Ruby field survey teams were not able to 
recognize the well on the ground surface.  Ruby conducted additional database 
searches but was unsuccessful in locating the geothermal well that was 
previously identified at MP 666.  Ruby consulted with the Oregon Institute of 
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Technology via email; however, such efforts were also unsuccessful at locating 
the well. 
 
Notwithstanding the uncertainty in verifying the location and the existence of the 
geothermal well, Ruby will avoid impacts to any geothermal well located in the 
vicinity of MP 666 by accepting the Southern Langell Valley variation.  A route 
variation in the former vicinity of MP 666 relocated the pipeline over a mile from 
the well identified as KL-475. 
 
Response No. 4c: 
 
Revisions to Table 4.1.2-1 in the DEIS were not completed prior to publication.  
Corrected distances and direction to mineral resources for Ruby’s newly 
incorporated route alternatives and variations will be provided to the Commission 
for inclusion in the FEIS by no later than September 18, 2009.   
 
Response No. 4d: 
 
While updating the information on the proposed route for the August 19 filing, it 
was discovered that data on Highly Wind Erodible and Droughty Soils crossed in 
Lincoln and Uinta Counties, Wyoming was miscalculated in the January 
submittal.  Table 4.2.1-1 submitted on August 19 was updated to correct these 
data and to correct other soil limitation data inconsistencies.   
 
 
Response prepared by or 
Under the supervision of: Nicole Pedigo 

 Consultant 
 Environmental Project Management 

 Telephone:  719/667-7529 
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5. According to information provided to Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission (FERC) staff by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Ruby 
is requesting a 135-foot-wide construction right-of-way on BLM-
administered land where full right-of-way topsoil segregation would be 
implemented.  This is inconsistent with the proposed 115-foot-wide right-of-
way Ruby has filed with the FERC.  Explain this discrepancy. 

 
Response: 
 
 
Ruby is not specifically requesting a 135-foot construction right-of-way from BLM.   
Ruby proposes to topsoil the ditchline and spoil side across the length of the 
project, which can be accomplished within the nominal 115 feet.  If full right-of-
way topsoiling is requested by a landowner or required by a land management 
agency, Ruby may need additional workspace for storage up to 25 feet.  To date, 
Ruby has not received any requests by a landowner or a land management 
agency for full right-of-way topsoiling.   
 
 
Response prepared by or 
Under the supervision of: John Jermyn 

Consultant 
Project Management Department 
Telephone:  719/520-4272 

 
 



RUBY PIPELINE, L.L.C. 
 

Responses to the OEP Data Request Dated August 28, 2009 
Relating to the Ruby Pipeline Project 

Docket No. CP09-54-000 
 

Page 7 of 40 

6. Identify the locations where Ruby anticipates winter construction and 
provide a discussion of winter construction techniques that would be used.  
Consider that certain project areas may be inaccessible during winter.  For 
areas amenable to winter construction, provide a discussion of how Ruby 
would maintain construction access to the project area after large rain or 
snowfall events in northwestern Nevada and southeastern Oregon or other 
remote locations.  Include a discussion of travel times between workers’ 
living accommodations and the construction site, and how those travel times 
may impact the construction schedule during periods of inclement weather.   

 
Response:  
 
Ruby anticipates that the pipeline will be substantially complete by 
mid-November, but may encounter winter conditions any time after October.  
Ruby is aware of the designated construction windows for crucial winter habitat 
and is planning its construction accordingly. There may be activities such as 
hydrostatic testing and tie-ins that extend into the winter months; however, the 
amount of construction associated with these activities would be minimal.  Ruby 
will arrange for snow removal as needed.   
 
Inclement weather could require additional time to travel from living 
accommodations to the work site near the vicinity of the Vya camp.  Travel time 
from other living accommodations will be affected by inclement weather due to 
possible poor road conditions on highways, county roads and other roads.  If 
road conditions are very poor, Ruby and the contractor may choose to not send 
crews out to the project site.  Travel time in good weather may require 30 
minutes to two hours depending on where the construction spread is in relation to 
contractor housing.  In inclement weather, the travel time may double if road 
conditions are harsh.  Increased travel time is not expected to significantly 
challenge the work schedule.  However, the more significant effect on the work 
schedule would be the actual productivity decline from working in inclement 
weather.   
 
Due to the sequence of construction in the following areas, construction may 
extend into winter conditions:  MP 1 to MP 30, MP 264 to MP 294, MP 519 to MP 
549 and MP 615 to MP 645.  If winter conditions do occur in these areas, Ruby 
anticipates that the right-of-way will be accessible to construction crews.  Ruby 
will use its construction equipment to remove snow from the right-of-way.  
Construction work will continue, however, productivity could be reduced by up to 
50%.  Ruby would adjust the timing of construction or add additional resources 
as necessary to address winter conditions.   
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Response prepared by or 
Under the supervision of: Lynn Christensen 

 Consultant 
 Project Management Department 

 Telephone:  719/520-4211 
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7. Section 4.1.3 of Ruby’s latest draft Plan of Development (POD) submitted to 
the BLM and concurrently filed with the FERC is inconsistent in how it 
describes Ruby’s plans for restoration of new and improved access roads.  
Clarify Ruby’s restoration plans for new and improved access roads, 
keeping in mind the FERC staff’s recommendation in the draft EIS that Ruby 
restore all roads to their preconstruction condition unless the landowner or 
land managing agency requests in writing that a road be left in its improved 
condition.  Report on the status of any discussions with landowners and 
land managing agencies regarding which access roads would be allowed to 
be left in an improved condition after construction and include 
documentation identifying these roads.  Estimate the number of access 
roads project wide that would be restored to their preconstruction condition 
and the number that will be left in their improved condition. 

 

Response: 
 
Ruby agrees with the FERC staff’s recommendation to return all access roads 
used during construction of its Project as close as practicable to their 
preconstruction condition, unless the landowner or land managing agency 
requests in writing that a road be left in its improved condition.  To date, no 
landowner or land managing agency has provided Ruby with a written request to 
leave a road in the improved condition.  Therefore, at this time, Ruby intends to 
restore all access roads to their pre-construction condition, as practicable.  As 
Ruby continues with its negotiations with private landowners and land managing 
agencies, Ruby will seek written direction on road restoration.  Some private 
landowners have indicated an interest in leaving roads in their improved 
condition but reserve the right to make that final decision when they see the 
road's condition at or close to the end of construction.   
 
 
Response prepared by or 
Under the supervision of: Dan Gredvig 
 Consultant 
 Right-of-Way 
 Telephone:  719/520-4450 
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10. Determine whether heavy metals, such as mercury, are naturally occurring 
in high levels in geologic materials along the pipeline route; identify any 
such locations; and discuss the potential for construction to contaminate 
nearby ground and surface waters with heavy metals.  Indicate how Ruby 
would monitor for heavy metal release and mitigate any impacts, if 
necessary. 

 
Response: 
 
Ruby has identified the location of mines, mining districts, and the potential for 
mining where mining claims have been filed.  These mining areas have the 
highest likelihood of containing naturally occurring heavy metals in the host rock 
and have been avoided if possible.  Mercury mines in western and central 
Nevada are part of a broad mercury belt.  An investigation conducted by the 
USGS indicated that run-off from mercury mines in the Humboldt River basin did 
not have a significant influence on the Humboldt River (Gray USGS).  These 
mercury mines are found in a variety of host rocks, including sandstone, 
limestone, chert, granitic rocks, diabase dikes, rhyolitic tuffs and flows, andesites, 
and metamorphic rocks such as schists and phyllite (Gray USGS).   
 
Some of these same rock types will be crossed by the Ruby Pipeline Project and 
are unavoidable, primarily from MP 631.5 to MP 633.0.  The likelihood for 
construction in this area, or other areas along the route, to contaminate nearby 
ground and surface waters is considered low.  The release of heavy metals or 
mercury from the rock requires a reduction process that often includes a strong 
acid environment.  During Ruby’s pipeline trenching activities, material excavated 
from the trench will generally remain as a coarse aggregate.  Once Ruby backfills 
its trench, the coarse aggregate material will be returned to the trench where it 
will not be exposed to the presence of acidified water.  The potential for 
contamination is further reduced by Ruby’s Erosion Control Plan, which 
describes how any water run-off will be prevented or contained.   
 
Despite the low potential for contamination, Ruby’s geologic consultant will 
examine MP 631.5 to MP 633.0 for evidence of mineralization or alteration.  The 
consultant will obtain surface soil samples at a number of locations, including any 
areas of mineralization or alteration, in this section of the route prior to beginning 
ground-disturbing construction activities.  These soil samples will be tested for 
mercury using conventional methods acceptable to the US EPA.  
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Based on the results of this mercury sampling, Ruby will, as appropriate: 
 

• Develop a health and safety protocol to mitigate potential impacts 
associated with health-hazardous minerals, particularly mercury, to be 
implemented where mineralized or altered rock is encountered along the 
pipeline in Oregon; 

• Evaluate its fugitive dust control plan after the mercury test results are 
obtained to determine if modifications are needed and make appropriate 
modifications;  

• Implement its fugitive dust control plan and its plans and procedures to 
minimize erosion or other impacts outside of the construction right-of-way; 
and  

• Notify the construction contractor of any measures to be implemented 
during construction to respond to these issues. 

 
Ruby will also conduct pre- and post-construction sampling and monitoring of 
groundwater wells along the Project route.  The well sampling program will 
establish baseline conditions and detect changes to groundwater wells, including 
changes in groundwater chemistry with respect to heavy metals.  Changes in 
groundwater chemistry will be evaluated to determine the cause and if 
remediation considerations are needed. 
 
 
Response prepared by or 
Under the supervision of:   Lynn Christensen 

 Consultant 
 Project Management Department 

 Telephone:  719/520-4211 
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12. The Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries identified a 
potential discrepancy in data found in the state’s databases relative to the 
USGS databases and studies completed by Ruby.  Comment on whether 
state geologic hazard databases were utilized in Ruby’s studies, and if not, 
evaluate these databases and confirm there are no additional hazards that 
must be considered for the route and its modifications. 

 
Response: 
 
Ruby reviewed the USGS 2008 National Seismic Hazard Maps website and used 
the site’s interactive map feature to determine peak horizontal acceleration with a 
2% probability of exceedance for seismic hazards.  No Oregon State database of 
historic earthquakes was consulted.  However, for faults, Ruby consulted an 
Oregon dataset since it was obvious a number of faults were being "clipped" at 
the Nevada/Oregon state line and therefore data were missing from the national 
dataset.  The USGS Quaternary Fault and Fold Database and the Spatial digital 
database for the geologic map of Oregon (Open File Report 03-67) were both 
reviewed to determine faulting potential across the project.   

Ruby used the National Atlas website to obtain the USGS National Landslide 
Hazards Program information for landslides across the project right-of-way.  
Ruby also reviewed the Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries 
(DOGAMI) Statewide Landslide Information Database for Oregon (SLIDO).   

The DOGAMI report, titled “Relative Earthquake Hazards Maps of Ground Motion 
Amplification, Liquefaction, and Slope Instability in Klamath County,” was 
reviewed and indicated a potential of low to none with a few small areas of 
moderate hazard.  DOGAMI has not published any liquefaction potential data for 
Lake County.  Ruby’s geologic consultant MACTEC performed a helicopter 
reconnaissance along the entire route, reviewed USGS and state resource maps 
and data and used Google Earth Pro images to evaluate landslide and 
liquefaction hazards.  The results of the evaluation were reported in a Slope and 
Liquefaction Hazard Evaluation for the entire project route.   

Ruby used the National Atlas website to obtain digital data of the USGS Open-
file report 2004-1352 to determine subsidence risk and potential across the 
project right of way. No electronic State databases covering the risk of 
subsidence are known at this time and no state geologic agencies were 
consulted on the risk of ground subsidence.  The design and construction of the 
pipeline must be in accordance with DOT regulations in 49 CFR 192 which 
require protection from hazards that may cause the pipeline to move or to sustain 
abnormal loads.  Based on a finite element stress analyses performed by Ruby’s 
geological consultant MACTEC, it was determined that at four major fault 
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crossings mitigation would be needed, such as heavy wall pipe or sand shading 
between the pipe and soil backfill, to keep fault-induced strain to less than the 
threshold of pressure integrity.  Beyond the inclusion of these mitigation 
measures, ground subsidence is not considered a substantial risk.  No further 
desktop evaluation or analysis is planned.  

Ruby consulted the State Interagency Hazard Mitigation Team’s “State of 
Oregon: Oregon’s Enhanced State Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan” to determine 
flood hazards.  Lake and Klamath Counties were not listed as counties where 
flooding is a major concern.  Additionally, Ruby consulted the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) flood maps that were available for all 
proposed project above ground facilities. Ruby is not aware of flood hazard maps 
provided by DOGAMI. 

Ruby consulted the USGS website database to determine the risks due to 
volcanism.  Ruby is not aware of any literature from DOGAMI that presents risk 
potential due to volcanic eruptions.  No further desk top evaluation or analysis is 
planned.  

 
 
Response prepared by or 
Under the supervision of: Lynn Christensen 

 Consultant 
 Project Management Department 

 Telephone:  719/520-4211 
 

John Jermyn 
Consultant 
Project Management Department 
Telephone:  719/520-4272 
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Soils 
 
 
13. Identify by milepost the locations where Ruby anticipates needing to import 

padding material to the right-of-way.  Provide the expected volumes and 
sources of padding material and any required permits or approvals. 

 
Response:  
 
Ruby has not yet identified specific MPs where importing padding material is 
required.  Even where it appears on the surface to be solid rock, the subsurface 
may often yield padding material, through the use of padding buckets or padding 
machines.  Identification of padding sites is determined during initial grade work 
and during the ditching operation.   
 
Once padding sites are identified, Ruby has several options available for padding 
material: screening ditch spoil, using a portable crusher, hauling material from 
appropriate areas along the ROW, installing rock shield, and hauling padding 
material from off-site.  If imported padding is the only option available, then Ruby 
would need one cubic yard per one linear foot.  Importing padding material would 
be the most expensive option and would only be used if the other options were 
not available.  Imported padding material would be purchased from commercial 
sand and gravel pits.  Acquisition of sand and gravel from commercial providers 
does not require any permits or approvals.  Based on previous construction 
experience and an overview of the route, Ruby estimates that less than 3% of the 
route will need hauled-in padding.  Those estimates do not require a significant 
amount of padding and do not indicate that the acquisition of padding material 
adversely affect the surrounding areas.    
 
 
Response prepared by or 
Under the supervision of: Lynn Christensen 

 Consultant 
 Project Management Department 

 Telephone:  719/520-4211 
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14. For table 4.2.1-1 in Ruby’s August 19 filing, identify where SSURGO data 
was used to determine soil limitations and where STATSGO data was used. 

 
Response:  
 
The milepost ranges provided below were described using STATSGO data.  All 
other data is from the SSURGO database. 
 
 

MP start MP end State County 
0.0 48.0 WY Lincoln / Uinta 

74.8 75.9 UT Cache 
637.7 665.514 OR Lake / Klamath 

 
 
Response prepared by or 
Under the supervision of: Nicole Pedigo 

 Consultant 
 Environmental Project Management 

 Telephone:  719/667-7529 
 
 
 



RUBY PIPELINE, L.L.C. 
 

Responses to the OEP Data Request Dated August 28, 2009 
Relating to the Ruby Pipeline Project 

Docket No. CP09-54-000 
 

Page 16 of 40 

16.  In its August 10 filing, Ruby proposed changing the definition for identifying 
playas such that the number of playas crossed by the project would be 
reduced from 25 to 6.  Provide the original criteria Ruby used for identifying 
playas along the project route, why Ruby changed the criteria, and explain 
how the new criteria provide equal or better protection to playas.   

Response:  
 
Original Criteria for Identifying Potential Playas: Ruby identified areas of potential 
playa habitat during field surveys using criteria from two US Army Corps of 
Engineers documents – "Delineating Playas in the Arid Southwest" and "Duration 
and Frequency of Ponded Water on Arid Southwestern Playas".  Playa points 
were recorded in the field on hand-held GPS units where suspected playa areas 
were crossed.  In all, 26 playa points were recorded during field surveys and 
based on a point location exhibiting some playa features.  The field data points 
were then entered into a GIS database.  
 
QA/QC of Playa Habitat Data: Additional analysis of the 26 playa point locations 
and topographic and aerial photographic maps showed that the original criteria 
used to identify playa characteristics resulted in over-inclusion of areas that did 
not deserve treatment as playas.  Likewise, many of the playa points were within 
the same playa feature or were located in drainages or washes exhibiting linear 
flow paths.  The playa data points in the GIS database that were considered to 
be within the same playa feature were projected into linear features.  Based on 
this analysis, revision of the definition of playa characteristics was warranted to 
better reflect actual playa areas.  The additional analysis and revised definition 
resulted in the total number of playas crossed by the project being reduced 
to six.  In its August 10 comment letter, Ruby provided linear distances to FERC 
for inclusion in the FEIS instead of individual playa habitat point locations.   
  
Playa Definition:  To mitigate for impacts to playa on a functional basis it is 
important that playa landforms be understood or defined through a geologic and 
geomorphic perspective, not a habitat perspective. 
 
The American Geological Institute Glossary of Geology (Neuendorf et al., 2005) 
defines ‘playa’ or ‘playa lake’ as: 
 
• “a flat, alluvial coastland, as distinguished from a beach,” 
• “a term used in SW [the southwestern] U.S. for a dry, vegetation-free, flat 

area at the lowest part of an undrained desert basin, underlain by stratified 
clay, silt, or sand, and commonly by soluble salts,” 

• “the term is also applied to the basin containing an expanse of playa, which 
may be marked by ephemeral lakes,” 
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• “a shallow, intermittent lake in an arid or semiarid region, covering or 
occupying a playa in the wet season but subsequently drying up,” 

• “an ephemeral lake that upon evaporation leaves or forms a playa.” 
 
Playas have been classified (Cooke et al., 1993) as follows: 
 

1. Surface-water discharging playas. Water table is too deep for groundwater 
discharge.  

2. Groundwater discharge by capillary action  
3. Groundwater table coincident with playa surface  
4. Groundwater discharge by phreatophytes or other plants  
5. Groundwater discharge from springs  
6. Combinations of 2 through 5  

 
Geotechnical and Geophysical Investigations: Ruby initiated a geotechnical and 
geophysical field investigation of the potential playa areas identified during the 
field habitat surveys.  The investigation concluded that all playa points identified 
in the DEIS are located in the beds of pluvial lakes (Lake Bonneville in Utah and 
Lake Lahontan and Lake Meinzer in Nevada).  The nature of the old lake bed 
soils along the right-of-way, combined with shallow groundwater conditions, 
suggests that the surface hydrology of playas is dominated by groundwater 
discharge.  Test pits and geotechnical test borings completed near the locations 
identified in DEIS Table 4.2.2-1 indicate lake bed silt and clay soils exist to 
depths of seven feet or more (pipeline trench depth).  Caliche or hardpan soils 
were not encountered to depths as great as 50 feet.  Groundwater or nearly 
saturated soil encountered in the test pits and borings indicate that surface water 
is not a factor in formation of playas along the proposed Ruby Pipeline right-of-
way.   
 
Based on the geologic and geomorphic definition and classification, analysis of 
topographic maps and Google Earth Pro images, and subsurface soil information 
at five locations and geophysical data at 12 locations, Ruby has determined that 
playa, as identified in the DEIS, will not require soil segregation, and that the 
natural hydrology of these areas will not be impaired during excavation or post 
construction trench backfilling.   
 
Mitigation Measures: During pipeline construction, but prior to excavating the 
trench, Ruby proposes to conduct additional studies along the trenchline within 
the playas as defined on a geologic and geomorphic basis to determine if soil 
conditions include caliche or impermeable layers.  If caliche or an impermeable 
layer is found to be important in the surface hydrology of a playa, Ruby would 
restore impermeable soil layers with the appropriate excavated trench material 
during backfilling operations. 
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Response prepared by or 
Under the supervision of: Nicole Pedigo 

 Consultant 
 Environmental Project Management 
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WATER USE AND QUALITY 
 
 
17. Section 2.1.1 of the August 2009 Hydrostatic Testing and Discharge Plan 

identifies the Bear River South Fork as a source for hydrostatic test water 
that contains sensitive species.  This waterbody is not included in table 
2.1-1 and table 2.1-2.  Please clarify. 

 
Response:  
 
The referenced tables will be updated to include this water source for hydrostatic 
testing and dust control.  Ruby is currently investigating the requirements to use 
this water source with the appropriate permitting agencies.  If the Bear River 
South Fork is not acceptable, Ruby is proposing to use the High Line Canal 
(Porcupine Reservoir) as an alternate source. 
 
 
Response prepared by or 
Under the supervision of: Lynn Christensen 

 Consultant 
 Project Management Department 

 Telephone:  719/520-4211 
 

John Jermyn 
Consultant 
Project Management Department 
Telephone:  719/520-4272 
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18.  Provide a table that lists the permits, permitting agencies, permit contact 
and phone number, and the anticipated timeline for obtaining all water 
appropriation permits.  Also provide the following for each well that would be 
used on the project: 

a. the unique well number for all existing wells; 
b. the name of the well owner; 
c. any water appropriation limits established for the well or property; 
d. the aquifer from which water would be obtained; 
e. the pumping rate proposed for the well; 
f. the duration of anticipated pumping; 
g. for existing wells, the average rate that water has historically been 

pumped during its general use; 
h. an inventory of all existing wells, springs, and water bodies within a 

1 mile radius of the project well and the aquifer from which water is 
derived for these resources; 

i. an inventory of all properties with known releases of regulated 
hazardous materials within the potential area of influence of the 
wells proposed to be pumped; and 

j. for all new wells and for those existing wells that are proposed to be 
pumped in a manner  that varies from their norm (e.g., differing 
rate, volume, or duration), provide a technical evaluation of the 
project’s potential impact on surrounding wells and springs.  
Specifically, address potential for impacts on surrounding well and 
spring sustainability; impaired groundwater quality due to drawing 
in saline water from underlying aquifers; and potential impacts of 
discharging contaminated or saline water onto wildlife habitat.  
Provide a plan to monitor and test potential project impacts on 
nearby wells and springs and to restore any wells or springs that 
are impacted by pumping well water for project use.  Cite 
methodology for all evaluations. 

 
Response:  
 
Ruby has applied, or is in the process of applying, to each state’s water right 
permitting authority to secure authorization for temporary use of water for the 
hydrostatic testing and dust abatement water needs for the Project.  The 
information regarding water appropriation permits requested in subparts a. 
through g. of this request is provided in the attached spreadsheet.  Ruby has also 
provided detailed water sources, places of use, and water volume information in 
its Hydrostatic Testing and Dust abatement plans.   
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Each state’s water right permitting process will involve a review of Ruby’s 
proposed water sources, points of withdrawal, places of use, and water volumes.  
The review process will include a review of the proposed volumes and rates of 
withdrawal to determine whether the use will adversely impact existing water 
users and the state’s water resources.  The water permitting agencies will also 
seek input from other state natural resource agencies regarding potential 
adverse impacts to water quality and fish and wildlife.  Ruby will only use water 
sources that are authorized and approved by the respective state water right 
permitting agencies.  Ruby will comply with any limitations or conditions on 
withdrawal imposed by these agencies. 
 
 
Response prepared by or 
Under the supervision of: Dan Gredvig 
 Consultant 
 Right-of-Way 
 Telephone:  719/520-4450 
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19. For any contaminated groundwater sites that are used for water 
appropriation, provide a plan to test water for contaminants and any 
comments from state permitting agencies. 

 
Response:  
 
 
All of the existing groundwater source sites being proposed for use by Ruby are 
free of contaminants.  Ruby’s determination was based on research conducted 
by expert water resources engineering consultants in each state crossed by the 
Project that were hired by Ruby.  These consultants have queried each state’s 
permitting agencies, available well data, mapping, and their identification of 
possible contamination.  Based on this review, they have confirmed that Ruby’s 
proposed hydrostatic and dust abatement groundwater sources are not identified 
as being contaminated.   
 
 
Response prepared by or 
Under the supervision of:  Dan Gredvig 
 Consultant 
 Right-of-Way 
 Telephone:  719/520-4450 
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20. Provide a detailed analysis of the impacts of pipeline construction and 
operation (including blasting and water appropriations and discharges) on 
One Mile Spring (MP 521.5). 

 
 
Response:  
One Mile Spring is located approximately 4,350 feet south of the proposed 
pipeline.  As documented in the attached report from Mactec Engineering and 
Consulting, Inc., this distance is sufficient to ensure that vibrations from blasting 
for the pipeline trench should have no impact on One Mile Spring.  The report 
also concludes that the pipeline trench is probably too shallow to interfere with 
groundwater flow to the spring.  However, to ensure that the trench does not 
become a conduit to divert water away from the spring, Ruby will adopt the 
report’s recommendation to use trench plugs to protect existing fracture zones 
that may be serving as conduits to the spring.   
 
 
Response prepared by or 
Under the supervision of: Lynn Christensen 

 Consultant 
 Project Management Department 

 Telephone:  719/520-4211 
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MACTEC ENGINEERING AND CONSULTING INC. 
5628 East Slauson Avenue  LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90040 

(323) 889-5300  FAX (323) 889-5398 
www.mactec.com 

 

Date: September 8, 2009   
    
To: Lynn Christensen, El Paso 

Armida Solis, El Paso 
John Jermyn, El Paso 

    
From: Jeffrey R. Keaton, PhD, PE, PG 

Senior Principal Engineering Geologist  
Nan Natanom‐Harrold 
Staff Geotechnical Engineer 

    
Subject Potential Pipeline Construction Impacts on Onemile Spring, Humboldt County, Nevada 

MACTEC Project 4953‐09‐0881 Task 6 
  
 
 
Introduction The pipeline alignment  is 4,350  feet north of Onemile Spring, as shown on Figure 1. The 
pipeline will be 42 inches in diameter and covered by 3 feet of backfill, resulting in a construction trench 
that  is at  least 6.5  feet deep. The excavation will extend  to a nominal depth of approximately 7  feet. 
Where possible, the trench will be excavated with heavy equipment; blasting will be used where rock is 
encountered.  
 
The geologic map of Nevada (Stewart and Carlson, 1978) indicates that the alignment will cross Tertiary 
age  volcanic  rock  (rhyolitic  flows)  and  shallow  intrusive  rocks.  Engineering  geologists  conducted  a 
helicopter  reconnaissance  of  the  alignment  in  late May  2008,  and  seismic  refraction  surveys  were 
performed  at  28  locations  in  northwest  Nevada  and  southern  Oregon  to  help  define  areas  where 
blasting  should  be  expected  for  rock  excavation  at  pipeline  depth.  One  of  these  seismic  refraction 
surveys, Line 10, was performed at a  location about 2800  feet northeast of Onemile Spring  (Figure 1). 
Volcanic rock, consistent with the geologic map of Nevada, was noted during the field work in this area. 
The  seismic  refraction  survey  results are presented on Figure 2;  the  interpretation of  the  results was 
that blasting should be anticipated in the bottom one foot of the excavation. 
 
Discussion  Potential  pipeline  construction  impacts  on  Onemile  Spring  can  be  subdivided  into  two 
categories:  

1) effects of blasting and  
2) interception and diversion of subsurface water flow by the backfilled trench. 
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Effects  of  Blasting  Any  blasting  required  for  construction  excavation  in  rock  areas  along  the  Ruby 
Pipeline  alignment will  be  limited  to  a  depth  of  7  feet.  The  construction  ditch  in  rock  areas will  be 
approximately  8  feet wide.  Blasting  operations will  be  done  in  accordance with  applicable  state  or 
county  regulation,  but  the  details  of  the  blast  design will  be  developed  by  the  contractor.  Blasting 
“powder factors” will be designed on the basis of the strength of the rock or  its seismic (compression‐
wave) velocity and  the depth at which  rock  is encountered  that  requires blasting  for excavation. The 
results of Seismic Refraction Survey Line 10 shown on Figure 2  indicate that seismic velocities could be 
as high as 6,000 to 7,000 feet per second at a depth of 7 feet. Three boxes with hatched patterns are 
located along the seismic velocity scale bar on Figure 2; these boxes indicate the approximate range of 
marginal  rippability  for  Cat  325BL,  Cat  330BL,  and  Cat  345BL  excavators  from  Rucker  and  Fergason 
(2006). Based on  the  results of Survey Line 10,  it appears  that  the excavation could be accomplished 
with a Cat 345BL excavator, but that the Cat 325BL and Cat 330BL excavators might meet refusal. The 
Survey Line 10  results  show  that hard  rock  requiring blasting does not extend  to  the ground  surface; 
however,  the  seismic  line  is  about 2000  feet  from  the pipeline  alignment  and  ground  conditions  are 
variable. 
 
A hypothetical conservative blast design was evaluated in this analysis of potential impacts of the Ruby 
Pipeline on Onemile Spring. For geologic conditions consisting of hard rock at the ground surface,  the 
volume of rock per foot of trench would be approximately 2 cubic yards (56 cubic feet). A typical powder 
factor is 1.3 pounds per cubic yard for rock with a seismic velocity of 10,000 feet per second, according 
to tables  in Dowding (2000). A higher powder factor of 1.6 pounds per cubic yard may be appropriate 
for  trench  excavations  which  require  rock  fragmentation  to  sizes  that  are  suitable  for  removal  by 
excavators. 
 
A  stemming  factor  of  1.2  feet  per  inch  of  blast‐hole  diameter,  and  a  typical  blast‐hole  diameter  of 
2 inches produces a stemming depth of 2.4 feet. The remaining 4.6 feet of the 7.0‐foot‐deep blast holes 
would be  loaded with explosive agent. For production blasting on a  large project, ammonium nitrate‐
fuel oil  (ANFO) was assumed  for  calculation purposes. ANFO has a  specific gravity of 0.82 grams per 
cubic centimeter, so the weight of explosive per blast hole would be 5.137 pounds. The powder factor of 
1.6 indicates that 5.137 pounds of ANFO could fragment about 3.21 cubic yards of rock. Therefore, one 
blast hole would be needed for each 1.6 feet of trench  in a hard rock condition where rock  is present 
from  the  ground  surface  down  to  below  pipeline  depth.  Hard  rock  material  probably  will  swell 
approximately  15  percent  as  a  result  of  blast  fragmentation;  therefore,  in  trench  excavations,  the 
contractor probably will choose to detonate each blast hole individually. The actual size and pattern of 
blast holes probably will be modified to produce the desired excavation without making the trench too 
wide. Multiple blast holes detonated at the same time with a total of 5.137 pounds of explosive agent 
would fragment the same volume of rock and produce the same peak particle velocity as a single hole 
with the same amount of explosive agent. Dowding (2000) indicates that vibration control in blasting is 
achieved  by  detonations  spaced  in  time  by  at  least  0.008  seconds  (8‐ms  “delay”).  The  peak  particle 
velocity produced by blast excavation of  the  trench would be  limited  to  the effects of  the amount of 
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explosive  in each blast delay regardless of how many  linear  feet of  trench were blasted  in a multiple‐
delay blast. 
 
Dowding  (2000) presents a graph of  the variation  in more  than 2,500 measurements of peak particle 
velocity for blasting  in a variety of conditions that shows a  log‐normal distribution of attenuation. The 
graph uses ‘scaled distance’, which is distance from the blast divided by the square root of the weight of 
explosive  agent used  in  the blast or  in  a  single detonation  in  a multiple‐delay blast. Dowding  (2000) 
calculated statistical parameters for the variations and included lines representing 50th, 84th, and 95th 
percentile relations. The 50th and 95th percentile prediction of peak particle velocity  for a blast using 
5.137 pounds of explosive agent are shown on Figure 2. 
 
The  graph on  Figure 2  indicates  that,  for  the  anticipated worst‐case blasting needed  along  the Ruby 
Pipeline  for  rock  excavation,  the  potential  for  structural  damage will  be  restricted  distances  ranging 
from 5 to 20 feet (50th and 95th percentile) from the blast. The same blast would produce effects that 
are  unpleasant  to  humans  at  distances  ranging  from  80  to  250  feet  (50th  and  95th  percentile),  and 
effects  that are perceptible  to humans at distances  ranging  from 1,000  to 3,200  feet  (50th and 95th 
percentile). The graph on Figure 2 uses a red line to represent the 50th percentile values of peak particle 
velocity  as  a  function  of  distance, whereas  a magenta  line  is  used  to  represent  the  95th  percentile 
values. These  same  colors are used on Figure 1  to  indicate  the distance  from  the pipeline alignment 
associated with the threshold of human perception of blasting. It can be seen on Figure 1 that Onemile 
Spring is farther from the pipeline alignment than the 95th percentile distance of human perception for 
blasts of the maximum size anticipated for rock excavation. The distances to the threshold of structural 
damage would  not  be  discernable  from  the  line  representing  the  pipeline  alignment  at  the  scale  of 
Figure 1. 
 
Collapse of karst cavities and underground mine workings can be compared to blast damage to unlined 
openings in rock discussed by Dowding (2000). Dowding’s (2000) discussion is based on experiments by 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers  in  the  late 1940s and early 1950s with  large explosions above and 
slightly off axis  from  tunnels  in  sandstone and granite. These experiments  indicated  that a minimum 
peak particle velocity of 36  inches per  second was needed before  intermittent  roof  failures occurred. 
The attenuation of blast effects shown on the graph on Figure 2 indicates that a peak particle velocity of 
18 inches per second might be experienced under unusual circumstances (95th percentile) at a distance 
of 5 feet or less from an anticipated blast for the Ruby Pipeline project. Consequently, collapse of karst 
or damage to underground mine workings or other openings induced by blasting for the Ruby Pipeline is 
unlikely even for nearby features that are outside the construction right‐of‐way for the project. The rock 
along  the  Ruby  Pipeline  alignment  near Onemile  Spring  is  volcanic  (rhyolitic  flows);  therefore,  karst 
cavities would not  be  expected because  they  are  features of  limestone or  other  soluble  formations. 
Volcanic rock can include natural tubes that can act as subsurface conduits for groundwater movement. 
 
Interception and diversion of subsurface water  flow The 7‐foot‐deep pipeline  trench would have  the 
potential  to  intercept  surface water and  shallow  subsurface water. The backfilled  trench would have 
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higher hydraulic conductivity  than  the adjacent undisturbed soil or  rock. Therefore,  the Ruby Pipeline 
could have some potential impact on surface water or shallow subsurface water feeding Onemile Spring 
if  the pipeline were between  the  source of  the water and Onemile Spring. The drainage basin above 
Onemile Spring is shown on Figure 1 with blue hatched lines. The pipeline alignment does not cross the 
Onemile Spring drainage basin;  therefore,  the pipeline  trench  cannot  intercept  surface water  feeding 
the spring directly.  
 
Onemile  Spring most  likely  is  being  fed  by  groundwater moving  through  fractures  or  tubes  in  the 
volcanic bedrock upslope from the spring. The hillshade pattern on the base map of Figure 1 enhances 
visualization of the topographic conditions  in the vicinity of the spring. Several topographic  lineaments 
are  identified on Figure 1 with wide  light brown‐and‐gray  lines: 3 of the  lineaments on Figure 1 trend 
toward the northwest whereas 11 trend toward the northeast. The topographic lineaments probably are 
created  by  differential  erosion  along  fracture  zones  in  shallow  bedrock;  the  straight  pattern  of  the 
lineaments across varied topography suggests that fractures probably creating the lineaments are nearly 
vertical. Black dashed lines on Figure 1 represent unnamed, generally northwest‐trending faults in USGS 
Quaternary  Fault  and  Fold  Database.  Onemile  Spring  is  located  a  short  distance  upslope  from  the 
intersection of a long northwest‐trending lineament and a short northeast‐trending lineament. 
 
The movement of subsurface water toward Onemile Spring is unknown, but it is logical to assume that 
groundwater moves generally from the drainage basin north of the pipeline alignment between MP 521 
and MP 522 (denoted on Figure 1 with vertical, widely spaced, purple  lines) to Onemile Spring along a 
series  of  northwest‐  and  northeast‐trending  fractures.  A  prominent  northeast‐trending  topographic 
lineament is crossed by the pipeline alignment at approximately MP 521.7, a point on Figure 1 which is 
located a short distance west of the north end of the blue arrow denoting the distance from the pipeline 
to  Onemile  Spring.  Surface  water  from  the  drainage  basin  north  of  the  pipeline  alignment  flows 
southwest along a topographic  lineament for one mile, at which point  it  intersects the projection of a 
prominent northwest‐trending topographic  lineament (marked by the purple‐and‐white dashed  line of 
the  drainage  basin  boundary).  The  northwest‐trending  lineament  could  form  an  impediment  to 
southwest movement of groundwater which,  in  turn, could create a situation promoting groundwater 
discharge in the vicinity of Onemile Spring. 
 
An elevation profile of the Ruby Pipeline across the area north of Onemile Spring is shown on Figure 1. 
The elevation profile has a vertical exaggeration of 4 (H = 4xV). The thickness of the line representing the 
ground  surface on  the profile  is  greater  than  the depth of  the pipeline  excavation.  The  slope of  the 
ground  surface  from  the beginning of  the elevation profile  to  the crest of  the hill at MP 521  is  steep 
enough that most precipitation that falls on this slope probably runs off without substantial infiltration. 
The ground slope  is relatively gentle  from MP 521.0 to MP 521.45, and precipitation  infiltration could 
occur across  this  stretch.  From MP 521.45  to 521.75,  the ground  slope  is moderately  steep, and  the 
northeast‐trending  lineament  is  crossed  at  about MP  521.68.  The  alignment  crosses  gently  sloping 
ground beyond MP 521.75. 
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Conclusions and Recommendations Based on the analysis described above and presented on Figures 1 
and  2,  potential  impacts  on  Onemile  Spring  from  construction  of  the  Ruby  Pipeline  appear  to  be 
restricted to interception of water along a possible southwest‐trending drainage channel that coincides 
with a northeast‐trending topographic lineament at MP 521.68. Potential impacts from blasting appear 
to be negligible for direct vibrations at the spring or collapse of underground voids or conduits that may 
be  feeding  the  spring. Most of  the pipeline  alignment north of Onemile  Spring  is on  relatively  steep 
slopes with limited infiltration potential or on the crest of a hill with limited upslope drainage area.  
 
The groundwater geology controlling  recharge of Onemile Spring  is not known, but groundwater  flow 
through  fractures  or  conduits  probably  is  a major  factor.  Topographic  lineaments  are  evident  in  the 
immediate area of the spring, several of which are crossed by the Ruby Pipeline alignment. The 7‐foot 
depth  of  excavation  needed  for  pipeline  construction  probably  is  shallow  enough  that  groundwater 
movement will occur below  the  trench and not be  intercepted by  it. Possible exceptions  to  this  likely 
condition occur at MP 521.68 where the pipeline alignment crosses the prominent northeast‐trending 
topographic  lineament  that  is coincident with a stream channel and at MP 522.29 where  the pipeline 
alignment crosses the prominent northwest‐trending topographic lineament.  
 
Trench plugs will be used along the pipeline alignment based on a  formula of ground slope steepness 
and  slope  length  to  control  the  amount  and  velocity of water  that might  tend  to move  through  the 
trench backfill. We recommend that trench plugs be used in the vicinity of MP 521.68 and MP 522.29 to 
isolate  fracture  zones  that might  be  encountered  where  the  pipeline  alignment  crosses  prominent 
topographic  lineaments. We  further  recommend  that geologic  inspection of  the  trench excavation at 
these  two  locations be done during construction so that subsurface conditions can be documented.  If 
appropriate,  minor  adjustments  to  the  mitigation  measures,  such  as  use  of  geotextile,  could  be 
implemented without impeding construction progress. 
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We trust that this technical memorandum is satisfactory for your present needs. Please contact us with 
questions or if you require additional information. 
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21. Describe and provide location information of all sites Ruby proposes to use 
for washing contractor vehicles and equipment.  Identify the volumes and 
sources of water required for each site and explain how the volume of water 
required for cleaning was determined.  Discuss how Ruby would contain 
and dispose of waste water, detergents, and chemicals from the washing 
sites.  

Response: 
 
Initial washing of vehicles and equipment prior to arriving at the Project (before 
entering the ROW for first time) would occur at contractor yards where 
construction equipment is parked.  The contractor yards have been identified in 
previous filings.  Cleaning of all equipment and vehicles would be carried out 
using high-pressure equipment to remove seeds, roots, and rhizomes from the 
equipment prior to the vehicle’s arrival at Project ROW.  All the water and debris 
would be contained in the pit and allowed to evaporate on-site.  
 
In areas where noxious weed infestations have been identified in Ruby’s Noxious 
Weed Report or are noted in the field, the Contractor will stockpile cleared 
vegetation and salvaged topsoil adjacent to the area from which they are stripped 
to eliminate the transport of soil-borne noxious weed seeds, roots, or rhizomes.  
These stockpiled materials will be treated as contaminated and no construction 
equipment will be allowed to work in or on them.  Following clearing of noxious 
weed infestations, specific clearing equipment will be cleaned utilizing high-
pressure air to remove seeds, roots, and rhizomes from the equipment.  Once an 
area is cleared of this vegetation the cleared right-of-way will be available for use 
by the remaining construction crews and no cleaning of equipment and trucks 
would be required.    
 
In the unlikely event that equipment enters waterbodies containing known 
invasive aquatic species, Ruby will require that the equipment remain dry for 10 
consecutive days or be washed prior to entering another waterbody. If washing 
and disinfection is required, the equipment would be placed over a lined pit by 
using digging mats.  The equipment would be cleaned with either a steam 
cleaner (preferable) or a high pressure washer.  The steam would not require the 
application of a disinfectant due to its high temperature. It would also require 
much less water. If high pressure water is used, the quantity is estimated to be in 
the 100 to 200 gallon range for each piece of equipment cleaned.  Most high 
pressure washers have an output of 3 to 3.5 gallons per minute so a ½ hour to 1 
hour wash yields 100 to 200 gallons.  Assuming 10 vehicles per spread, that 
would equate to 2,000 gallons per spread, to be obtained from sources identified 
in Ruby's Dust Abatement Plan.  Project-wide, Ruby estimates a total of 14,000 
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gallons for the seven spreads.  All the water and debris would be contained in a 
water pit and allowed to evaporate on-site.  
 
 
Response prepared by or 
Under the supervision of: Lynn Christensen 

 Consultant 
 Project Management Department 

 Telephone:  719/520-4211 
 

John Jermyn 
Consultant 
Project Management Department 
Telephone:  719/520-4272 

 
 



RUBY PIPELINE, L.L.C. 
 

Responses to the OEP Data Request Dated August 28, 2009 
Relating to the Ruby Pipeline Project 

Docket No. CP09-54-000 
 

Page 26 of 40 

23. Identify any project areas that have not been surveyed for wetlands and 
provide a schedule for completing wetland surveys in these areas. 

 
 
Response:  
 
All Project areas in Wyoming, Nevada, and Oregon have been surveyed for 
wetlands.  Ruby has also surveyed most Project features in Utah, except for 
portions of access roads C-12 and C-18A located in Cache County.  These 
surveys will be completed as soon as landowner access is granted. 
 
 
Response prepared by or 
Under the supervision of: Nicole Pedigo 

 Consultant 
 Environmental Project Management 

 Telephone:  719/667-7529 
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26. Indicate if Ruby intends to use the BLM’s seed mix on Bureau of 
Reclamation withdrawn land.  If not, explain why not and provide details of 
the seed mix Ruby proposes to use on these lands. 

 
 
Response:  
 
POD Appendix K, Draft Restoration and Revegetation Plan for Oregon, specifies 
several different seeding mixes for use in Oregon depending on vegetation and 
soil types.  Ruby will use the same seeding mixes on Bureau of Reclamation 
withdrawn lands as it would on BLM lands for similar vegetation and soil types.  
The seed mixes were developed in coordination with BLM revegetation 
specialists in the Lakeview and Klamath Falls Resource Areas to address 
different vegetation and soil types in the region.  
 
 
Response prepared by or 
Under the supervision of: Nicole Pedigo 

 Consultant 
 Environmental Project Management 

 Telephone:  719/667-7529 
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28. Explain how Ruby plans to coordinate construction and reclamation in 
conjunction with the Summit Lake Paiute Tribe’s specific resource 
management practices such as its noxious weed control program and 
Lahontan Cutthroat Trout fisheries program. 

 
Response:  
 
Ruby’s proposed route does not cross the Summit Lake Paiute Tribe Reservation 
and is therefore not subject to the Tribe’s regulation.  However, Ruby staff has 
consulted with the Summit Lake Paiute Tribe about its ancestral lands.  Ruby has 
requested a copy of any tribal resource management practices, including the 
specific practices listed.  Ruby understands there is no consolidated Resource 
Management Plan available from the tribe at this time and that the Tribe is 
working on a draft of an "Environmental Inventory and Plan," which may include 
references for some resource management practices.   

Ruby also understands that the Tribe’s Natural Resources Director is researching 
information regarding noxious weed control and the Lahontan Cutthroat Trout 
fisheries program.  Ruby has asked the Summit Lake Paiute Tribe to provide this 
information for our review and for potential application in the Project.   

 
 
Response prepared by or 
Under the supervision of: Nicole Pedigo 

 Consultant 
 Environmental Project Management 

 Telephone:  719/667-7529 
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29. Explain why item XIX.C on page 53 of Ruby’s August 10 filing suggests that 
Ruby is no longer actively pursuing grazing deferment arrangements with 
landowners, grazing permittees, and land managing agencies as stated in 
the draft EIS.  Provide documentation showing that landowners, grazing 
permittees, and land managing agencies are amenable to accepting Ruby’s 
alternate proposed methods.   

 
Response:  
 
Ruby’s reference item XIX.C is not accurate.  Ruby continues to be amenable to 
grazing deferment arrangements (along with numerous other options) with 
landowners, grazing permittees, and land managing agencies.  To date, 
however, no private landowners have requested grazing deferments for their 
pastures or federal allotments where they are the grazing permittees.  
 
 
Response prepared by or 
Under the supervision of:  Dan Gredvig 
 Consultant 
 Right-of-Way 
 Telephone:  719/520-4450 
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30. Discuss Ruby’s approach to preventing problematic right-of-way reclamation 
due to wild horses and burros grazing, and provide a summary of 
discussions with the BLM addressing this issue. 

 
Response:  
 
POD Appendix K, Draft Restoration and Reclamation Plans for Wyoming, Utah, 
Nevada, and Oregon filed with FERC in July 2009, specifies actions to minimize 
wild horse and burro grazing within the reclaimed ROW: “Ruby will work with the 
BLM to minimize wild horse and burro grazing along the restored ROW for three 
years.  Possible management actions would be to provide water sources away 
from the ROW, include low palatable plant species in the seed mix such as 
sagebrush, temporary fencing with gaps, and/or reduce wild horse populations 
following BLM policy in appropriate management areas.”  BLM wild horse and 
burrow resource specialists were consulted in developing this management 
approach.  
 
 
Response prepared by or 
Under the supervision of: Dan Gredvig 
 Consultant 
 Right-of-Way 
 Telephone:  719/520-4450 
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31. The BLM has identified the need for additional visual resource analysis to 
provide a basis for determining whether the project can meet the objectives 
for the respective visual management classes.  The BLM considers that this 
analysis is essential for inclusion in the final EIS.  Toward this end, provide: 
(a) a technical resource analysis that discloses the potential effects on the 
existing visual resources within the entire project area and assesses the 
project’s compliance with federal and tribal land management visual 
resources objectives; and (b) site-specific visual resources assessment for 
inclusion in the POD.  In order to adequately address these requirements, 
complete the following: 

a. Identify and describe the regional landscape character types/areas 
for the entire project area. 

i. Delineate landscape character types based on terrain, 
vegetation, and land use, utilizing input from land 
management agency specialists. 

ii. Use existing information from the BLM’s Resource 
Management Plans, U.S. Forest Service’s (USFS) Forest 
Plans, and other agency and tribal management plans as 
appropriate. 

b. Qualitatively evaluate the potential visual impacts that would be 
created by the pipeline and associated facilities for the proposed 
route (including recently adopted alternatives and variations, and 
any other new project areas that have been identified since the 
draft EIS was issued) as well as for the Sheldon and Black Rock 
Route Alternatives, using the regional landscape character types to 
describe the potential effects. 

i. Use common viewer positions/aspects and foreground and 
middleground distance zones as the platform to evaluate the 
magnitude of change in visual character and quality from 
existing conditions to post-project conditions (assumed to be 
3 to 5 years) with mitigation measures. 

ii. The analysis should not be site-specific but instead focused 
on the typical impacts within a given landscape character 
type for the pipeline and associated facilities. 

c. Determine compliance with federal land management agencies’ 
visual management objectives. 

i. Complete a viewshed analysis (“seen area”) from the 
pipeline alignment and associated facilities. 

ii. Select the most critical key observation points (KOPs) within 
the seen area of the pipeline and associated facilities, 
making sure that there are representative locations within 
BLM Visual Resource Management Class I and Class II 
areas and USFS Scenery Management System Scenic 
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Integrity Levels Very High, High, and Moderate areas.  Key 
observation points may also be selected for sensitive areas 
outside of these resource management areas if determined 
necessary by field office specialists.  Complete visual 
contrast ratings from the critical KOPs. 

iii. Evaluate whether or not the pipeline and associated facilities 
would comply with the agencies’ management objectives 
and why it would or would not, assuming that the mitigation 
measures identified in the Westwide Energy Corridors 
Programmatic EIS are incorporated. 

iv. Determine compliance with scenic route and historic trail 
designations based on whether or not the required threshold 
of a moderately high visual quality rating would be 
maintained after the project is constructed. 

d. Complete a technical report documenting the visual resources 
assessment and provide a summary report for inclusion in the final 
EIS. 

e. Complete a site-specific visual resources assessment as part of the 
POD.  

i. Identify areas of high, moderate, and low levels of visual 
sensitivity; areas of high, moderate, and low landscape 
modification; and evaluate the visibility of the proposed 
project and associated facilities from the foreground and 
middleground distance zones.  

ii. Complete visual contrast ratings of the proposed pipeline 
and associated facilities from all KOPs including the 
production of stimulations to evaluate site-specific impacts, 
especially of the pipeline and associated facilities from areas 
of high levels of visual sensitivity.  

 
Response:  
 
A site-specific visual assessment will be submitted to FERC by no later than 
October 12, 2009.   
 
 
Response prepared by or 
Under the supervision of: Nicole Pedigo 

 Consultant 
 Environmental Project Management 

 Telephone:  719/667-7529 
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Cultural Resources 
 
 
32. Explain how Ruby would assure that pipeline construction would not disturb 

Mr. Lyonel DeGarmo’s (Fort Bidwell Indian Tribe) aunt’s grave.   

 
Response:  
 
Ruby has routed its pipeline to avoid disturbance of any known human remains.  
To date, the location of Mr. DeGarmo’s aunt’s grave has not been provided to 
Ruby.  Ruby will continue to work to obtain the location of this grave from 
Mr. DeGarmo and, if necessary, will reroute its pipeline in order to avoid affecting 
the grave.   
 
 
Response prepared by or 
Under the supervision of: Lynn Christensen 

 Consultant 
 Project Management Department 

 Telephone:  719/520-4211 
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33. Explain how Ruby plans to coordinate with the National Trails Intermountain 
Region of the National Park Service, the National Oregon/California Trail 
Center, and other public and private organizations in order to assure that all 
emigrant trails in the project area have been identified and considered. 

 
Response:  
 
Ruby has been in contact with National Trails Intermountain region of the 
National Park Service and other public and private organizations and has actively 
worked to address their concerns.  As emigrant trails were identified within the 
Project area, the cultural resource teams investigated the physical location of the 
trail to determine if physical remains are present and intact in that location. In 
circumstances where the proposed centerline extends across a contributing 
component of an emigrant trail, Ruby realigned the Project to cross 
noncontributing components (those intact segments already disturbed and 
lacking historic qualities). 
 
 
Response prepared by or 
Under the supervision of: Nicole Pedigo 

 Consultant 
 Environmental Project Management 

 Telephone:  719/667-7529 
 
 



RUBY PIPELINE, L.L.C. 
 

Responses to the OEP Data Request Dated August 28, 2009 
Relating to the Ruby Pipeline Project 

Docket No. CP09-54-000 
 

Page 35 of 40 

34. Explain how Ruby would assure that “the trail that Shoshone Mike traveled,” 
as identified by Chairman Robert Bear of the Shoshone-Paiute Tribes 
during the draft EIS comment period, is addressed in the final report of the 
Nevada Class III cultural resources surveys. 

 
Response:  
 
Ruby will work with Chairman Bear to address his concerns. If Chairman Bear 
can provide information on the location of the trail, Ruby will review the proposed 
location of the trail to determine whether Ruby’s proposed alignment will affect 
the trail.  Ruby is preparing a written reply to Chairman Bear and contacted Ted 
Howard, the Cultural Resources Director for the Shoshone-Paiute Tribes of the 
Duck Valley Reservation, regarding the concerns raised in Chairman Bear's 
letter.  If the trail will be adversely impacted, Ruby will consult with the 
appropriate agencies to determine measures to avoid, minimize and/or mitigate 
any impact.   
 
 
Response prepared by or 
Under the supervision of: Nicole Pedigo 

 Consultant 
 Environmental Project Management 

 Telephone:  719/667-7529 
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AIR QUALITY 
 
 
37. Indicate if Ruby intends to minimize fugitive dust by covering all haul truck 

loads regardless of freeboard space as requested by the U.S. Department 
of Interior.  

 
Response: 
 
The requirement to minimize fugitive dust would only apply to haul truck loads 
carrying sand, gravel, solid trash, or other “loose material.”  Ruby agrees to cover 
these types of loads.   
 
 
Response prepared by or 
Under the supervision of: Lynn Christensen 

 Consultant 
 Project Management Department 

 Telephone:  719/520-4211 
 

John Jermyn 
Consultant 
Project Management Department 
Telephone:  719/520-4272 

 
 
 



RUBY PIPELINE, L.L.C. 
 

Responses to the OEP Data Request Dated August 28, 2009 
Relating to the Ruby Pipeline Project 

Docket No. CP09-54-000 
 

Page 37 of 40 

SOCIOECONOMICS 
 
38. Provide a detailed summary of consultations with tribes to date regarding 
specific areas identified by tribal members used for subsistence.  Discuss how 
Ruby is addressing the subsistence/economic concerns of tribal members who 
are dependent on wild game, plant gathering, and other valuable natural 
resources within the project area. 

 
Response:  
 
Ruby's proposed route does not cross any existing tribal reservations.  However, 
Ruby has engaged in significant outreach to Indian tribes regarding cultural 
resource issues and other Project concerns, such as impacts to wildlife and 
subsistence lifestyles.  It should be noted that Ruby has not engaged, and cannot 
engage, in consultation with Indian tribes as government-to-government 
consultation.  FERC has not delegated this responsibility to Ruby, and such 
delegation to a project proponent cannot be done absent specific agreement 
from the relevant Indian tribes.   

During the spring of 2009, tribal leaders requested that Ruby identify and retain a 
Native American Coordinator for the project.  In response to this request, Ruby 
retained the services of Mr. Les Anderson in June 2009.  Mr. Anderson, a 
member of the Modoc Tribe, was formerly on the cultural resources staff of the 
Klamath Tribes as Native American Coordinator.  Mr. Anderson has extensive 
experience in ethnographic and archaeological consulting, including both cultural 
monitoring and the training of tribal monitors on previous pipeline-related 
projects.   
 
Working with the Ruby project team, Mr. Anderson will assist with 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 to 
subsistence practices, are properly recognized and respected.  Ruby and 
Mr. Anderson provided a tribal monitor training course to more than 20 tribal 
members in Elko, Nevada on August 4, 2009.  Tribal monitors have joined the 
Pacific Legacy crews in their ongoing pedestrian survey work.  An additional 
twelve tribal monitors have been retained as part of a “Special Advisory 
Committee of Tribal Monitors” who will assist Ruby on an as-needed basis and 
help facilitate tribal council and elder visits to the pipeline route, as well as serve 
as a crew ready to provide supplemental cultural resources work at any areas of 
particular tribal concern.   

 
Ruby has responded to any concerns about subsistence/economic concerns of 
tribal members who are dependent on wild game, plant gathering, and other 
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valuable natural resources within the Project area.  To date, no Project impacts 
to subsistence animals have been identified.  To the extent any such impacts are 
later identified, Ruby would follow appropriate mitigation/compensation 
measures.   
 
Various tribal members have indicated concerns about potential difficulty 
accessing traditional plants along the pipeline route.  Ruby is working with two 
members of the Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe to identify appropriate traditional 
plants and corresponding appropriate times for seed collection of those plants.  
Ruby intends to work with these tribal consultants to develop a seed bank, and 
potentially a nursery, to allow for access to subsistence/traditional use plants 
during pipeline construction.  Ruby has offered a similar effort to the Summit 
Lake Paiute Tribe, but, to date, the offer has not been accepted.  Ruby has 
discussed the opportunity for seed-banking in numerous public meetings and in 
its written responses to tribal concerns. 
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39. Estimate how many construction workers Ruby expects to utilize Sheldon 
National Wildlife Refuge campgrounds during construction. 

 
Response:  
 
Ruby is not planning to house construction workers in the Sheldon NWR 
campgrounds during construction of the Ruby Pipeline.  Ruby believes that its 
construction workers will prefer to stay at locations closer to the right-of-way.   
 
 
Response prepared by or 
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40. Provide an update on the status of negotiations with the Lake County 
Commission regarding transporting pipeline equipment/supplies via the 
Goose Lake Railroad. 

 
Response:  
 
Ruby’s most recent correspondence with the Lake County Commission was by 
letter, dated August 14, 2009.  The letter outlined the conditions of a grant by the 
Oregon Department of Transportation for the ConnectOregon II program signed 
by the Commissioners.  Generally, the purpose of the ConnectOregon II program 
is to upgrade, repair, and maintain railroad track.  The Lake County Railroad 
between Alturas, CA and Lakeview, OR (i.e., the Goose Lake Railroad) is 
included under this program.  Ruby has agreed to contribute a portion of the 
matching funds required by the grant to facilitate the improvement of the Goose 
Lake Railroad which may be used for transporting Ruby Pipeline construction-
related equipment/supplies.  Therefore, Ruby believes that the Lake County 
Commission will agree to the transportation of equipment/supplies via the Goose 
Lake Railroad.   
 
 
Response prepared by or 
Under the supervision of: Lynn Christensen 
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