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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This final environmental impact statement (EIS) for the Ruby Pipeline Project, proposed by Ruby 

Pipeline, L.L.C. (Ruby), has been prepared by the staff of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(FERC or Commission) to fulfill the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
(NEPA) and the Commission’s implementing regulations under Title 18 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations, Part 380 (18 CFR 380).  Ruby is seeking a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity 
for its Ruby Pipeline Project, which would include the construction and operation of natural gas pipeline 
facilities in Wyoming, Utah, Nevada, and Oregon.  The purpose of this document is to inform the public 
and the permitting agencies about the potential adverse and beneficial environmental impacts of the 
proposed project and its alternatives, and to recommend mitigation measures that would avoid or reduce 
adverse impacts. 

 
The FERC is the federal agency responsible for authorizing interstate natural gas transmission 

facilities under the Natural Gas Act, and is the lead federal agency for the preparation of this EIS in 
compliance with the requirements of NEPA.  The U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), and U.S. 
Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS); the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest 
Service (USFS) and Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS); the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(COE); the State of Utah Public Lands Policy Coordination Office; and the Board of County 
Commissioners in Lincoln County, Wyoming are cooperating agencies for the development of this EIS.  
A cooperating agency has jurisdiction by law or has special expertise with respect to environmental 
resource issues associated with the project. 

 
The BLM is the federal agency responsible for issuing right-of-way grants for natural gas 

pipelines across federal lands on this project.  Right-of-way grants are issued under Section 28 of the 
Mineral Leasing Act and 43 CFR 2800 and 2880 to any qualified individual, business, or government 
entity.  The BLM would decide whether or not to issue Ruby a right-of-way grant to cross all federal land, 
as well as any temporary use permits necessary for construction, based on the findings of this EIS; 
however, Section 28 of the Mineral Leasing Act and 43 CFR 2884.26 also states that a right-of-way 
through a federal reservation shall not be granted if the Secretary of the Interior or agency head 
determines that it would be inconsistent with the purposes of the reservation.  The BLM, therefore, would 
not issue a right-of-way grant or any temporary use permits until the heads of the BLM, Reclamation, 
FWS, and USFS had concurred with respect to use of lands under their respective jurisdictions.  Where 
concurrence is not reached, the Secretary of the Interior, after consultation with the heads of the BLM, 
Reclamation, FWS, and USFS, would decide whether or not to issue a right-of-way grant.   

 
All actions on federal lands that are proposed in Ruby’s application and in subsequent filings 

must comply with the respective resource management plans of the affected federal land managing 
agencies, or the management plans must be amended to include the project.  If the Ruby Pipeline Project 
is approved as proposed, the BLM and USFS may be required to amend certain resource management 
plans to ensure consistency.  FWS would not need to amend its plans.  This EIS examines the proposed 
action and alternatives that would require amendments or other administrative actions by the federal land 
managing agencies.  
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PROPOSED ACTION 
 
The purpose of the Ruby Pipeline Project is to provide a reliable means of natural gas 

transportation from suppliers in the Rocky Mountain region of the United States to consumers in Nevada 
and on the West Coast (Washington, Oregon, and northern California).  According to Ruby, the need for 
the project arises from a growing demand for natural gas in Nevada and on the West Coast coupled with a 
decrease in supply from foreign sources and an increase in supply in the Rocky Mountains.  The project is 
designed to transport up to 1.5 billion cubic feet of natural gas per day.   

 
The natural gas pipeline facilities, as proposed, would total 675.2 miles and would include:  
 
• about 672.6 miles of 42-inch-diameter mainline pipeline; and 
• about 2.6 miles of 42-inch-diameter lateral pipeline.   

 
The proposed aboveground facilities associated with the pipeline would include:  
 
• 1 electric-powered compressor station and 3 natural gas-powered compressor stations 

(totaling 160,500 horsepower of new compression); 
• 4 meter stations containing interconnects to other pipeline systems; 
• 44 mainline valves; 
• 20 pig launchers or receivers; 
• 4 new communication towers; and 
• miscellaneous communications equipment installed at 8 existing communication towers. 

 
In addition to the natural gas pipeline and aboveground facilities, electric transmission lines in 

Wyoming and Nevada would be constructed by Rocky Mountain Power and Harney Electric Cooperative, 
respectively, and relatively minor intrastate natural gas pipeline facilities in California that would be 
constructed by Pacific Gas and Electric Company.  We considered extending the environmental review to 
cover the Pacific Gas and Electric Company intrastate pipeline and determined that the FERC’s control 
and responsibility is not sufficient to warrant “federalizing” these facilities.  While Rocky Mountain 
Power’s and Harney Electric Cooperative’s electric power lines also would not fall under the FERC’s 
jurisdiction, we believe they are integral components of the proposed project.  Therefore, we have 
included the power lines in our environmental review.   

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
 
On January 31, 2008, the FERC began its pre-filing review of the Ruby Pipeline Project.  

Subsequently, Ruby contacted federal and state agencies to inform them about the project and the FERC’s 
pre-filing process.  Ruby hosted 10 public open house meetings in February and March 2008 to inform 
landowners, government officials, and the general public about the Ruby Pipeline Project and invite them 
to ask questions and express their concerns.  Ruby mailed about 3,100 invitations to the open house 
meetings and placed 16 advertisements in local newspapers in the project vicinity.  FERC and BLM staff 
participated in the open house meetings and provided information regarding the environmental review 
process.   

 
The FERC issued a Notice of Pre-Filing Environmental Review for the Ruby Pipeline Project, 

Request for Comments on Environmental Issues, and Notice of Public Scoping Meetings on March 28, 
2008 that explained the FERC’s pre-filing process; generally described the planned project; announced 
the time and location of public scoping meetings; requested written comments from the public; and asked 
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other federal, state, and local agencies with jurisdiction and/or special expertise to cooperate with the 
FERC in the preparation of the EIS.   The 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 draft EIS.   

 
Ruby continued to develop its project and to modify the pipeline route throughout the pre-filing 

period.  On September 26, 2008, the FERC issued a Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact 
Statement and Land and Resource Management Plan Amendment for the Ruby Pipeline Project, Request 
for Comments on Environmental Issues, and Notice of Public Scoping Meetings that opened a second 
scoping period, described the revised project route, announced the time and location of four additional 
public scoping meetings, and requested additional comments from the public.     

 
In total, 444 people attended the two sets of public scoping meetings and 76 individuals provided 

verbal comments.  Additionally, the Commission received comment letters from 166 federal, state, and 
local agencies; elected officials; environmental and public interest groups; Native American tribes; 
potentially affected landowners; and other interested parties.  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.  The Federal Register notice established a 45-day comment period on the draft EIS that 
ended on August 10, 2009.   

 
We1 held a total of seven public comment meetings during the draft EIS comment period.  The 

meetings provided interested parties with an opportunity to present oral comments on our analysis of the 
environmental impacts of the proposed project as described in the draft EIS.  A total of 23 people 
commented at the meetings.  In addition, we received 144 written comments on the draft EIS from 126 
federal, state, and local agencies; elected officials; environmental and public interest groups; Native 
American tribes; potentially affected landowners; and other interested parties.  All timely environmental 
comments on the draft EIS have been addressed in this final EIS, and although the comment period 
formally ended on August 10, 2009, all timely environmental comments on the draft EIS have been 
addressed in this final EIS. 

 
This final EIS was mailed to the agencies, individuals, and organizations on the mailing list in 

Appendix A, and filed with the EPA for issuance of a formal public notice of availability in the Federal 
Register.   

 
The USFS also has engaged the public in its review of proposed amendments to the Fremont 

National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP).  On March 19, 2009, the USFS published 
a Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement  (FERC Ruby Pipeline Project) and 
Request for Comments on the Proposed Forest Plan Amendments for the Fremont Land and Resource 
Management Plan to be included in the Ruby Project.  The notice explained that the USFS is proposing to 
prepare an amendment to the Fremont National Forest LRMP for the project, and that the FERC, as the 
lead agency for the project, is preparing an EIS that will discuss the environmental impacts of the project.  
The notice initiated the scoping process for the LRMP amendment and clarified that the decision on 
whether or not to amend the LRMP would be tiered to the analysis contained in the EIS.  The Fremont-
Winema National Forest received three letters during the scoping period, which ended on May 9, 2009.  

 
 

                                                      
1 The pronouns “we,” “us,” and “our” refer to the environmental staff of the FERC’s Office of Energy Projects. 
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PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION  
 
Construction and operation of the Ruby Pipeline Project could result in numerous impacts on the 

environment.  We evaluated the potential impacts of the proposed project, as reduced by Ruby’s proposed 
mitigation measures, on geology, soils, water resources, vegetation, wildlife, fisheries, special status 
species, land use, visual resources, socioeconomics, cultural resources, air quality, noise, and safety.  We 
also considered the cumulative impacts of this project with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
actions in the project area.   

 
Based on scoping comments, agency consultations, and our independent evaluation of resource 

impacts, the major issues identified in our analysis are in regard to: geologic hazards, paleontological 
resources, soils, waterbody crossings, water use, wetlands, federally threatened and endangered species, 
sagebrush steppe habitat, greater sage-grouse, pygmy rabbit, migratory birds, visual resources, non-local 
worker housing, and cultural resources.  Our analysis of these issues is summarized below and is 
discussed in detail in the appropriate resource sections in section 4.  Where necessary, we have 
recommended additional mitigation measures to minimize or avoid these impacts.  Section 5.2 of the EIS 
contains our conclusions and a compilation of our recommended mitigation measures. 

Geology, Paleontology, and Soils  
 
Potential geologic hazards in the project area include seismicity, landslides, and subsidence.  The 

proposed project would be constructed across 110 faults or fault zone crossings and across 32 areas where 
soils are susceptible to soil liquefaction.  Ruby has prepared site-specific measures to reduce the risk 
associated with these geologic hazards, including the use of heavier-walled pipe, pipeline realignment to 
avoid specific faults, and post-seismic event field evaluation.  Approximately 16 percent of the pipeline 
route crosses areas of moderate to high landslide risk.  Ruby would construct the pipeline to control 
runoff and erosion thereby minimizing the potential for slope failures.    

 
We have identified several areas along the proposed route with a moderate to high potential for 

containing important paleontological resources.  Ruby has prepared a Paleontological Resources 
Monitoring Plan to monitor for and address the discovery of significant fossil resources during 
construction.     

 
The soils in the project area are diverse and include sands and loamy and clayey soils derived 

from various bedrock materials.  Long-term or permanent impacts on soils would occur within areas that 
contain cryptobiotic soil crusts.  Cryptobiotic crusts can take several years to several centuries to be 
restored after alteration, depending on rainfall conditions.  This could be considered an irreversible or 
irretrievable impact in some areas.  Ruby would implement the mitigation measures contained in its 
Restoration and Revegetation Plans for soil management, seeding, restoration, and monitoring; and in its 
project-specific Upland Erosion Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan (Plan), as well as our 
additional recommended measures. 

Waterbody Crossings, Water Use, and Wetlands  
 
The proposed project would cross 1,069 ephemeral, intermittent, and perennial waterbodies and 

channels (some multiple times) within 11 major watershed basins.  The pipeline generally would cross 
waterbodies using the open-cut method, except at those waterbodies that contain sensitive species.  Such 
waterbodies would be crossed using a dry-ditch or horizontal directional drill crossing method.  
Waterbody crossings would be conducted in accordance with all federal and state regulations and permit 
requirements, and Ruby would minimize impacts by following measures identified in its project-specific 
Wetland and Waterbody Construction and Mitigation Procedures (Procedures), waterbody crossing 
commitments with the FWS, and our additional recommended measures. 
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Ruby would use about 402 million gallons of water from surface and groundwater sources for 

hydrostatic testing of the pipeline and dust control.  Water withdrawal and discharges would be conducted 
in accordance with all federal and state regulations and permit requirements.  To minimize impacts on 
surface and groundwater, Ruby has committed to certain water appropriation timing restrictions, 
withdrawal rate limitations, intake screening requirements, biocide treatments and neutralization, 
discharge restrictions, and other measures.  Impacts on surface waters would be minimized by following 
these measures and by following our additional recommendations.  Impacts on groundwater could be 
significant because of the volume of water proposed for use and the limited availability of groundwater in 
the region.  

 
Construction and operation of the pipeline would not result in the permanent filling of any 

wetlands, although forested wetlands within the maintained pipeline right-of-way would be converted to 
herbaceous or shrub-scrub wetlands.  Ruby would reduce temporary impacts on wetlands by following its 
project-specific Procedures, and by following additional measures on federal lands as required by land 
managing agencies.  Ruby also would be required to obtain authorization from the COE to discharge 
dredge or fill material into waters of the United States, including wetlands.   

 
Federally Listed Species 

 
Based on consultations with the FWS, 11 federally listed species (black-footed ferret, Ute ladies’-

tresses, and 9 fish species) may be affected by the proposed project.  We have determined that Ruby’s 
proposed water depletions in the Colorado River drainage basin are likely to adversely affect four of the 
fish species (Colorado pikeminnow, humpback chub, razorback sucker, and bonytail chub).  Specifically, 
Ruby proposes to withdraw 16,132,371 gallons (about 49.5 acre-feet) of water from the Hams Fork River 
for hydrostatic testing of the pipeline and dust control.  We have also determined that the project is likely 
to adversely affect the remaining five fish species, including the Lahontan cutthroat trout and the Warner, 
Modoc, shortnose, and Lost River suckers due to the crossing of waterbodies inhabited by these species.  
Thus, we will be entering formal consultation with the FWS for these five fishes as well as the four 
Colorado River drainage basin species and will request that the FWS prepare a Biological Opinion as to 
whether or not the Ruby Pipeline Project would likely jeopardize the continued existence of these species. 

 
Ruby is in the process of finalizing an Endangered Species Act (ESA) Conservation Action Plan 

with the FWS for ESA-listed species and designated critical habitats (see Appendix M).  Ruby has agreed 
to implement and/or fund measures that are clearly beneficial to listed species and their habitats and that 
assist with recovery of these species.  These measures should serve to offset the project’s impacts on 
listed species and critical habitats, but do not obviate our Section 7 consultation responsibilities under the 
ESA with the FWS. 

 
Sagebrush Steppe Habitat, Greater Sage-Grouse, and Pygmy Rabbit 

 
Construction of the Ruby Pipeline Project would affect about 8,775.9 acres of sagebrush steppe 

habitat, a critical habitat component for many wildlife and special status species such as pygmy rabbit, 
greater sage-grouse, and various migratory birds.  Depending on site-specific conditions, construction 
impacts on sagebrush steppe habitat would be significant as the habitat can take 50 years or longer to be 
restored.   

 
The greater sage-grouse is considered the most sensitive small game species in the project area 

and is currently undergoing review by the FWS to determine if the species warrants ESA protection.  The 
pygmy rabbit is also a sensitive species in the project area that has been petitioned for listing under the 
ESA.  Ruby has committed to measures to minimize impacts on greater sage-grouse and pygmy rabbit, 
including realignment of the pipeline, preconstruction surveys (for greater sage-grouse), construction 
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buffers (for greater sage-grouse), timing restrictions, and specific revegetation activities.  In addition, 
Ruby, the BLM, FWS, USFS, and state agencies have completed a mile-by-mile habitat analysis of the 
pipeline route, which includes an analysis of greater sage-grouse and pygmy rabbit habitat.  Ruby, the 
BLM, FWS, NDOW, Wyoming Game and Fish Department, and Utah Department of Wildlife Resources 
have drafted a cooperative conservation agreement for greater sage-grouse and pygmy rabbit.  The 
agreement proposes monetary funding for state conservation efforts and incorporates by reference 
conservation measures to minimize and mitigate adverse impacts associated with the project (see 
Appendix M).  Ruby has voluntarily agreed to implement the agreement and has also committed to not 
remove sagebrush during routine vegetation maintenance activities after construction.   

Migratory Birds 
 
A variety of migratory bird species, including both songbirds and raptors, are associated with the 

habitats identified along the project.  Construction could cause direct and indirect impacts on raptors and 
other migratory birds.  Ruby has agreed to comply with seasonal timing restrictions and spatial buffer 
zones for nesting raptors established by resource agencies.  Further, Ruby has prepared a draft 
conservation agreement with the FWS for the protection of migratory birds during construction (see 
Appendix M).  We expect that the final agreement will outline the procedures to avoid or minimize direct 
impacts on certain migratory birds, including passerine species, as well as define Ruby’s commitments to 
fund mitigation actions for migratory bird habitats that are impacted.   

Visual Resources  
 
The main visual impacts from construction of the pipeline would be from the clearing of forest 

areas for the pipeline and construction of aboveground facilities.  Generally, visual impacts along the 
pipeline would diminish over time as the affected areas age and blend in with the surrounding landscape 
and as vegetation becomes reestablished over the long term.  The BLM and USFS are responsible for 
considering the potential effects to visual resources when project activities occur on federally managed 
land.  Each agency implements a management program for evaluating the existing visual landscape and 
determining a project’s ability to meet the goals of that program.  The BLM and USFS evaluated the 
project’s effects to the visual character of the landscape and determined that the project would not be in 
compliance with BLM or USFS objectives in a number of locations.  The BLM and USFS identified 
several possible mitigation measures to reduce impacts to acceptable levels, and indicated that site-
specific measures would be developed based on the design and construction details provided by Ruby to 
the BLM in the Plan of Development. 
 
Non-Local Worker Housing 

 
In general, areas within a 50-mile radius of the project route were evaluated for socioeconomic 

impacts.  We determined that the combined demand for temporary housing from tourists, recreationists, 
local workers, and project construction crews could at times exceed the supply in some communities, 
particularly in northwestern Nevada.  If project demand for temporary housing were to exceed supply, 
project workers would be required to find accommodations in communities further from the project area.  
In order to address the potential lack of housing resources in northwestern Nevada, Ruby has proposed to 
build the Vya Construction Camp to provide temporary living quarters for up to 650 non-local pipeline 
workers.  The Vya camp would be located on a 160-acre private property parcel in Washoe County, 
Nevada.  Ruby also is coordinating with the Town of Lakeview, Oregon to establish a 12.1-acre 
temporary lodging facility to accommodate up to 425 construction employees. 

 
 



ES-7 
 

Cultural Resources 
 
Ruby has conducted cultural resource inventory surveys of the proposed pipeline route, as well as 

surveys of extra work spaces, staging areas, access roads, construction camps, and aboveground facility 
sites.  Ruby has identified cultural resource sites within the construction area in all states that would be 
crossed by the project.  Supplemental to the Section 106 survey reports, Ruby is sponsoring ethnographic 
studies of Native American tribes who claim traditional territory along the pipeline route.  These studies 
are underway and will not be completed until 2010; however, Ruby has submitted preliminary summaries 
of findings for these studies.   

 
FERC has not received reports for all surveys, evaluations, and special studies, such as 

ethnographic studies and some visual assessments of historic properties.  Ruby would be required to 
prepare treatment plans to address any historic properties that would be adversely affected by the project 
once all studies and the appropriate consultations are completed.  These treatment plans would be subject 
to review and approval by the appropriate agencies. 

 
The FERC and BLM initiated consultation with Native American tribes early in the pre-filing 

process.  The FERC and BLM have sent notices and consultation letters to tribes and have conducted 
meetings and field visits to elicit concerns and identify sensitive resources.  Numerous tribes have 
expressed concerns regarding the project’s impacts on archaeological and historic sites, potential for 
damage to remote and pristine lands, and potential for destruction of sensitive and traditional resources.  
We continued to receive comment and input from Native American tribes and individuals during and after 
the draft EIS comment period.  To ensure that our responsibilities under Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act are met, we have recommended that the appropriate studies, reports, and 
consultations be completed and/or addressed before treatment or construction is authorized. 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED  
 
Our discussion of alternatives considered for the Ruby Pipeline Project can be found in section 3 

of the EIS.  Alternatives considered include no action or postponed action, system alternatives, route 
alternatives, route variations, and aboveground facility site alternatives.  While denying project approval 
or taking no action (or postponing action) would avoid the environmental impacts identified in this EIS, 
the objective of providing a new source of natural gas from the Rocky Mountains to Nevada and the West 
Coast would not be met.  

 
We considered the recently authorized Pacific Connector Pipeline Project as a possible system 

alternative to the Ruby Pipeline Project.  However, our review found that this project would not be a 
reasonable alternative to the Ruby Pipeline Project.  We also considered using two existing pipeline 
systems (the Williams Northwest Pipeline and Kern River Gas Transmission Company) to move Rocky 
Mountain gas to the west.  However, neither of these pipelines have the capacity (using existing facilities) 
to accommodate the volumes that would be transported by Ruby, and both systems would need to expand 
their facilities between the Rocky Mountains and Nevada and the West Coast in a manner similar to 
Ruby. 

 
We originally considered 14 route alternatives to the Ruby pipeline to determine whether the 

alternatives would avoid or reduce impacts on environmentally sensitive resources crossed by the 
pipeline.  We concluded in the draft EIS that three of the route alternatives (Terrace Basin, Willow Creek, 
and South Langell Valley) would meet the project objectives, would be technically and economically 
feasible, and would confer an environmental advantage over the proposed route.  Therefore, we 
recommended in the draft EIS that Ruby incorporate these three route alternatives into the project.  Since 
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then, Ruby formally modified its proposal to adopt the recommended route alternatives.  The data and 
analysis in this final EIS reflect the inclusion of these three alternatives in Ruby’s proposed route.  Two 
additional two route alternatives, known as the Sheldon Route Alternative and Black Rock Route 
Alternative, were identified by resource agencies to reduce the project’s impacts on high quality greater 
sage-grouse habitat as well as Northern Paiute foods, medicines, sacred sites, and burials in northern 
Nevada.  Based on our analysis of the two alternatives, we have not recommended that Ruby incorporate 
them into the project.  Our discussion of these route alternatives is included in sections 3.4.12 and 3.4.13, 
respectively. 

 
We also originally considered 15 minor route variations to determine whether the variations 

would address land use concerns and/or avoid or reduce impacts on certain environmentally sensitive 
resources crossed by the proposed route.  After our evaluation, we recommended in the draft EIS that 
Ruby incorporate all 15 route variations into the project.  Since then, Ruby formally modified its proposal 
to adopt the recommended route variations.  The data and analysis in this final EIS reflect the inclusion of 
these 15 variations in Ruby’s proposed route. 

 
We received comments on the draft EIS requesting an analysis of a route alternative that would 

follow existing highways along the entire route, particularly Interstate 80 (I-80) where possible.  We 
developed the I-80 Corridor Route Alternative in response to these comments.  Based on our analysis, we 
have not recommended that Ruby incorporate the I-80 Corridor Route Alternative into the project.   

 
We also evaluated a potential route variation between MPs 575 and 590 in an area recently 

identified as the Barrel Springs Traditional Cultural Property (TCP).2  Based on our analysis of the Barrel 
Springs Western Route Variation, we concluded that there is no compelling reason to require Ruby to 
move its proposed alignment, which is adjacent to a power line corridor and associated access road. 

MAJOR CONCLUSIONS  
 
We conclude that construction and operation of the Ruby Pipeline Project would result in some 

adverse environmental impacts.  However, most of these would be reduced to less-than-significant levels 
with the implementation of Ruby’s proposed mitigation measures; additional measures and agreements 
being discussed by Ruby and other agencies related to permitting or conservation agreements; and the 
additional measures we recommend in the EIS.  The primary reasons for our decision are:  

 
• More than 44 percent of the project would be collocated with or closely parallel existing 

rights-of-way. 
 

• The project would be consistent with or in conformance with federal resource 
management plans, once amended. 

 
• Ruby would obtain all necessary federal, state, and local permits, approvals, and 

authorizations prior to commencement of construction. 
 

• Ruby would design, construct, test, and operate its pipeline in accordance with U.S. 
Department of Transportation regulations. 

 
• Ruby would implement resource- or activity-specific plans, procedures, and agreements 

(both those generated proactively by Ruby and those required specifically by federal, 
                                                      
2  FERC staff notes that the TCP in question is a proposed TCP and carries no designated status at this time.  
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state, or local agencies) to protect natural resources, avoid or limit environmental 
impacts, and promote restoration of all disturbed areas during construction and operation 
of the project. 

 
• Ruby would complete necessary surveys for sensitive species and cultural resources; 

would prepare survey reports summarizing the findings, as necessary; and agencies 
would be given opportunity to comment and complete any required consultations before 
Ruby would be authorized to begin construction. 


