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3.0 ALTERNATIVES 
 
In accordance with NEPA and FERC policy, we identified and evaluated alternatives to the 

proposed project to determine whether the alternatives would be reasonable and environmentally 
preferable to the proposed action.  These alternatives included the No Action and Postponed Action 
alternatives, the effects of energy conservation, alternative energy sources, system alternatives, major 
route alternatives, and route variations.  The analysis of alternatives is based on information provided by 
Ruby and our review of aerial photographs, USGS topographic maps, other publicly available 
information, input from cooperating and other resource agencies, and site visits.  We also have addressed 
alternatives identified during the project’s public scoping period and based on comments on the draft EIS.  
The evaluation criteria we use for considering alternatives are: 

 
• ability to meet the overall project objective of transporting Rocky Mountain natural gas 

to customers in Nevada and on the West Coast; 
• technical and economic feasibility and practicality; and 
• significant environmental advantage over the proposed project. 

 
It is important to recognize that not all conceivable alternatives are technically or economically 

feasible or practical.  Some alternatives may be impractical because they are unavailable and/or incapable 
of being implemented after taking into consideration costs, existing technologies, and logistics in light of 
the overall project purpose.  It is also important to consider the environmental advantages and 
disadvantages of the proposed action and to focus the analysis on those alternatives that may reduce 
impacts and/or offer a significant environmental advantage without merely transferring impacts from one 
area or group of landowners to another. 

 
Through the application of evaluation criteria and subsequent environmental comparisons, each 

alternative was considered to a point where it was clear if the alternative could or could not meet the 
evaluation criteria.  Those alternatives that meet the project objective and appear to be the most 
reasonable with less than or similar levels of environmental impact are reviewed in the greatest detail. 

3.1 NO ACTION OR POSTPONED ACTION ALTERNATIVES  
 
The Commission has three possible courses of action in processing applications under Section 7 

of the NGA: (1) deny the requested authorization (i.e., the No Action Alternative); (2) postpone action 
pending further filings or study (i.e., the Postponed Action Alternative); or (3) grant the Certificate with 
or without conditions. 

 
According to the Energy Information Administration [EIA] (2009a), annual consumption of  

natural gas is expected to increase in the United States by 2030, although it forecasts natural gas 
consumption to decline slightly over the short-term (the next decade).  The EIA (2009a) expects about 
22.5 quadrillion British thermal units (Btu) of natural gas to be consumed annually by 2010, 22.1 
quadrillion Btu to be consumed annually by 2020, and 24.2 quadrillion Btu to be consumed annually by 
2030. 

 
The Rocky Mountain region holds significant reserves of natural gas, but pipeline infrastructure 

constraints have contributed to years of bottlenecking in the Rocky Mountain region.  Lack of access to 
markets is one of the most serious barriers facing natural gas production in the Rocky Mountain region 
(DOE, 2003).  The Ruby Pipeline Project would connect existing domestic natural gas supply in the 
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Rocky Mountain region with demand markets in Nevada and on the West Coast at a time when imports 
are expected to decrease and further strain energy markets. 

 
If the FERC denies the proposal, the short- and long-term environmental impacts identified in this 

final EIS would not occur.  If the FERC postpones action on the application, the environmental impacts 
would be delayed; or, if the applicant decided not to pursue the project, the impacts would not occur at all.  
However, if the FERC were to select the No Action or Postponed Action alternative, the objectives of the 
proposed project, as described in Project Purpose and Need, section 1.1, would not be met and Ruby 
would not be able to provide a new source of natural gas to markets in Nevada and on the West Coast. 

 
Although it would be purely speculative and beyond the scope of this analysis to attempt to 

predict what actions might be taken by policymakers or end users in response to the No Action or 
Postponed Action alternatives, it is likely that potential end users would make other arrangements to 
obtain natural gas service (e.g., natural gas from another pipeline project or liquefied natural gas [LNG]-
derived natural gas) or make use of some combination of alternative fossil-fuel energy sources (e.g., fuel 
oil or coal), other traditional long-term fuel source alternatives (e.g., nuclear power or hydropower), 
and/or renewable energy sources (e.g., geothermal or wind power) to compensate for the reduced 
availability of natural gas that would be supplied by the proposed project.  It is also possible that energy 
conservation practices would be used to offset the demand for natural gas in the markets that would be 
supplied by the project.  Considered both individually and in combination, specific energy alternatives or 
conservation measures could either: (1) not provide the projected energy needs of the regional markets; 
(2) satisfy the project objectives by providing the projected regional energy demands with equal or less 
environmental impact; or (3) provide the required amount of energy but result in greater environmental 
impacts than those associated with the project if implemented with our recommended mitigation 
measures.  Section 3.2 discusses energy alternatives, including increased efficiency and conservation. 

3.2 ENERGY ALTERNATIVES 

3.2.1 Increased Efficiency and Conservation 
 
Denying or postponing a decision on Ruby’s application could limit access to new supplies of 

natural gas in the future, which could in turn contribute to higher natural gas prices.  Higher prices could 
potentially result in customers conserving or reducing the use of natural gas.  There is no doubt that both 
conservation and increased efficiency have an important role to play in the future energy needs of the 
western and northwestern United States. 

 
Energy demand in the United States has been increasing steadily, with total energy consumption 

growing from 78.2 quadrillion Btu per year in 1980 to an estimated 131.1 quadrillion Btu per year in 
2030.  Natural gas usage presently represents about 22 percent of all energy consumption in the United 
States and is anticipated to remain at a fairly steady percentage in the foreseeable future.  The continued 
demand for natural gas is being driven primarily by the use of natural gas for electricity generation (EIA, 
2009b). 

 
Energy conservation and increased efficiency in energy use have been a component of the 

national energy agenda since the Arab Oil Embargo in the mid-1970s.  Conservation and efficiency 
programs have been implemented in virtually every state since that time.  In Wyoming, the Wyoming 
Business Council administers the state’s Energy Program, which works to expand opportunities for 
efficiency and conservation.  In Utah, the Department of Environmental Quality and Utah’s electric 
utilities have formed a public-private partnership to promote energy conservation and efficient use of 
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electricity in Utah homes, businesses, and state-owned buildings.  In Nevada, the Nevada Legislature 
created the Nevada Renewable Energy and Energy Conservation Task Force to advise the Nevada State 
Office of Energy in the use of measures to conserve or reduce the demand for energy.  In Oregon, the 
Oregon Department of Energy (ODE) has a Conservation Division whose mission is, in part, to help the 
public save energy. 

 
While energy conservation can play a critical role in the future of the U.S. energy sector, growth 

projections suggest that the demand for energy, including natural gas, will outstrip cost-effective 
programs designed to stimulate energy conservation.  Although it is likely that continued high natural gas 
and electricity prices may result in some increase in the rate of conservation, the incremental increase will 
not have a material effect on the regional demand for new sources of natural gas supply, as evidenced by 
projections for future energy use (EIA, 2009a).  According to Ruby, additional regional natural gas 
supplies are needed to compensate for declining Canadian imports as well as the increasing regional 
demand from economic growth. 

 
Energy conservation is not, in itself, an energy source and cannot ultimately replace the natural 

gas needed by end users, such as industrial and residential customers.  Therefore, increased conservation 
does not provide an alternative to the proposed project, but rather is a complementary component of the 
overall energy demand and supply mix.  We note that Ruby is considering utilizing internally coated pipe 
to improve the hydraulic efficiency of its pipeline.  Improving hydraulic efficiency would conserve 
energy by reducing the fuel requirements of Ruby’s compressor stations and would decrease associated 
greenhouse gas1 (GHG) emissions. 

3.2.2 Renewable Energy 
 
Renewable energy resources represent an alternative to the use of natural gas depending on the 

types of resources and their uses.  For example, hydropower and wind power resources represent 
alternatives for electricity generation; whereas biomass, solar, and geothermal resources can be used to 
generate heat as well as electricity.  Renewable energy is often considered environmentally preferable to 
fossil fuels because it contributes fewer GHGs to the environment.  Solar, hydroelectricity, and wind 
power contribute negligible GHGs to the environment because no fuels are combusted.  Biofuels, on the 
other hand, require combustion and do contribute GHGs, although at a reduced rate compared to fossil 
fuels because they contain less carbon per unit of energy than fossil fuels.  The level of GHG emissions 
associated with a particular biofuel depends on the energy used in growing and harvesting the feedstock, 
as well as the energy used to produce the fuel (e.g., coal, natural gas, biomass).  According the U.S. 
Department of Energy (DOE), on a full fuel-cycle basis, corn ethanol has the potential to reduce GHG 
emissions by as much as 52 percent over petroleum-based fuels.  Ethanol made from cellulosic feedstocks 
(such as switchgrass or agricultural residues and corn stover) has the potential to reduce GHG emissions 
by as much as 86 percent.  Biofuels have the added benefit of providing a carbon sink.  As crops grow to 
produce the feedstocks for making the biofuel, they absorb carbon dioxide from the atmosphere (DOE, 
2009).  However, there are environmental impacts associated with most types of renewable energy, even 
non-combustible renewables.  For example, solar cells contain toxic and carcinogenic chemicals, such as 
cadmium telluride, gallium arsenide, and copper indium diselenide (BNL, 2003), which become disposal 
issues when solar cells reach the end of their useful lives.  Hydropower dams may affect fish, and wind 
turbines may affect birds and bats. 

 

                                                      
1  GHGs include carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), hydrofluorocarbons (HFC), perfluorocarbons 

(PFC), sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), and other fluorinated gases including nitrogen trifluoride (NF3) and hydrofluorinated ethers 
(HFE). 
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Over the past decade, worldwide emphasis on global climate change and high gasoline and oil 
prices has shaped the role of renewable energy in the United States.  At the federal level, Congress passed 
EPAct 2005, which was the first major energy law enacted in more than a decade.  One goal of EPAct 
2005 was to increase the role of renewable energy in the U.S. energy portfolio by providing federal tax 
incentives for renewable energy projects, funding research and development of renewable energy 
technology, compelling state permitting requirements for renewable energy, and requiring renewable 
fuels for automobile fuel mixes.  At the state level, a number of states also have adopted renewable 
portfolio standards or goals as means of reducing reliance on conventional fossil fuels.  A renewable 
portfolio standard or goal is a state policy that requires or encourages electricity providers to obtain a 
minimum percentage of their power from renewable energy resources by a certain date.  Currently, 33 
states plus the District of Columbia have renewable portfolio standards or goals in place.  For example, 
Utah has a goal of 20 percent by 2025; Nevada has a standard of 20 percent by 2025; Oregon has a 
standard of 25 percent by 2025; Washington has a standard of 15 percent by 2020; and California has a 
standard of 20 percent by 2010 (DOE, 2008a).  There is little doubt that renewable energy will play a 
larger role in the U.S. energy portfolio in the future, and the EIA estimates that renewable energy will 
jump nationally from about 6 percent of all energy consumed today to about 12 percent by 2030 (EIA, 
2009a). 

 
Hydropower, or generating electricity from water stored behind dams which is then run through 

turbines, plays a significant role in the current energy mix of the United States.  Hydropower will remain 
the largest source of renewable energy generation through 2030 (EIA, 2008a).  However, environmental 
concerns regarding the technology and the scarcity of available new sites limit hydropower’s growth.  
Hydropower’s share of the total electricity generated in the United States is expected to fall from 7.1 
percent in 2006 to 5.8 percent in 2030.  Most feasible hydroelectric facilities have already been developed 
(NWPCC, 2007), and it is unlikely that new dams would be constructed in the future because of high 
development costs, environmental impacts, and scarcity of sites.  In fact, efforts are currently underway to 
remove some existing dams to restore habitat.  Further, environmental scrutiny during the relicensing 
process for existing dams has, in some instances, resulted in an increased release of water for fisheries, 
which has reduced electric generation capacity.  Thus, the development of additional hydropower 
resources is not considered to be a reasonable or environmentally preferable alternative to the proposed 
project. 

 
A new potential source of future electric power is hydrokinetic energy, or electricity generated 

from ocean currents, swells, waves, or tidal action.  These facilities could only be developed offshore or 
in tidally influenced rivers.  The FERC recently initiated a licensing process for hydrokinetic test projects 
in the United States.  The goal of the FERC pilot process is to allow developers to test new technologies, 
to determine the best location for hydrokinetic facilities, and to discover the environmental effects 
associated with the siting and operation of such facilities.  It has been estimated that if hydrokinetic 
technologies could be successfully developed, the amount of available hydro-generated electricity (i.e., 
electricity generated from both hydropower and hydrokinetic facilities) in the United States could 
potentially double the amount of power currently coming from just hydropower facilities (FERC, 2008). 

 
There are currently no commercial-scale hydrokinetic facilities operating in the United States.  

Two small-scale hydrokinetic projects have been licensed by FERC, one of which has been installed.  At 
Hastings, Minnesota, a 70 kilowatt (kW) in-river hydrokinetic project developed in connection with an 
existing lock and dam was approved by amendment of the existing license and is now operating.  In 
Makah Bay, off of the coast of Washington state, a proposed 1 megawatt (MW) wave energy project was 
licensed, but the license was later surrendered.  Although numerous preliminary permits have been issued 
and some projects have entered FERC’s pre-filing process, no other hydrokinetic projects have been 
licensed by FERC.  The development of future hydrokinetic resources is speculative at this time because 
of technological challenges, financial barriers, and lack of information on potential environmental effects.  
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Therefore, we do not consider hydrokinetic facilities to be a reasonable, feasible, or foreseeable 
alternative to the proposed project. 

 
Geothermal resources are naturally occurring sources of heat, such as hot springs, geysers, or 

volcanoes that could be tapped to generate energy.  Geothermal resources exist in the project area and 
include high temperature (above 100 degrees Celsius) sources for electric generation; intermediate 
temperature (50 to 100 degrees Celsius) sources for industrial, agricultural, and municipal uses, and low 
temperature sources for residential heat pump uses (CEC, 2009; GEA, 2006).  The main barrier to the 
development of geothermal resources is the development cost associated with such projects.  Given the 
physical limits of geothermal sites that have a potential for future exploitation, the lack of interest from 
investors in developing new potential resources and the minimal amounts of energy that geothermal 
resources produce, we do not see this type of renewable resource as a feasible, reasonable, or predictable 
alternative to the proposed project. 

 
Biomass resources can produce electricity and heat or steam from wood, wood waste, plant and 

animal waste, or other organic matter.  Electricity generated from biomass is expected to grow from 39 
billion kW-hours in 2006 (1.0 percent of the total electricity generated in the United States) to 170 billion 
kW-hours in 2030 (3.2 percent) (EIA, 2008c).  However, barriers to further development of biomass 
resources include uncertainty in biomass outputs, the high costs associated with the transportation of 
forest products to an energy conversion facility, and lack of private capital investment in the development 
of additional biomass facilities (CBEA, 2008).  Future potential notwithstanding, because of the 
difficulties of developing biomass resources and the small amount of additional energy such resources 
could produce, we do not believe that this represents a feasible, reasonable, and foreseeable alternative to 
the proposed project. 

 
There are three primary ways to harvest solar energy: 1) direct sunlight into buildings for use in 

passive lighting and heating; 2) roof-mounted collectors that use sunlight to heat water; and 3) conversion 
of sunlight into electricity by using photovoltaic cells or solar panels.  Solar power has not yet made a 
significant contribution to the U.S. energy mix, and solar technologies in general remain too costly for 
grid-connected application (EIA, 2008c).  The Solar Energy Technologies Program at the DOE is 
conducting aggressive research, development, and deployment of solar energy technologies and systems, 
and is working to develop cost competitive, unsubsidized photovoltaics across the United States by 2015 
(DOE, 2008b).  At this time, however, solar power does not appear to be capable of producing enough 
energy in a timely manner to be considered a reasonable or feasible alternative to the Ruby Pipeline 
Project. 

 
There is considerable uncertainty about the growth potential of wind power, which depends on a 

variety of factors, including fossil fuel costs, state renewable energy programs, technology improvements, 
access to transmission grids, and public concerns about environmental and other impacts.  Generation 
from wind power is expected to increase from 0.6 percent of total electricity generated in the United 
States in 2006 to 2.4 percent in 2030 (EIA, 2008c).  Due to the variable nature of wind, wind turbines 
only generate about one-third of their maximum output capacity, on average.  Another barrier to 
development of wind farms is lack of transmission capacity.  Clustering effects at wind farms result in 
spikes and troughs in production that have no relation to demand and contribute to transmission 
congestion.  In 2008, the DOE published a report that examined the technical feasibility of using wind 
energy to generate 20 percent of the nation's electricity, or 300 gigawatts of wind generating capacity, by 
2030.  The report concludes that there are significant costs, challenges, and impacts associated with wind 
energy.  A substantial shift to wind power would require a major national commitment and would not 
likely be realized in a business-as-usual future (DOE, 2008c).  Therefore, while the use of wind power 
may have promise in meeting future U.S. energy needs, we do not consider wind power to be a reasonable 
alternative to the Ruby Pipeline Project. 
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3.2.3 Nuclear Energy 
 
Nuclear power has the potential to generate enough energy to substitute for the energy that will be 

supplied by the proposed project.  However, due to economic, environmental, and regulatory factors, the 
future of nuclear power as an energy alternative is uncertain.  There are currently 103 operating nuclear 
reactors at 65 sites in 31 states; these resources generate about 19 percent of the nation’s electricity.   

 
Until recently, no new nuclear power plants have been planned since the mid-1980s due to 

concerns raised after the Three Mile Island incident in Pennsylvania in 1979.  As a result of incentives 
offered in EPAct 2005, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission received 17 new applications for 
nuclear power plants between 2007 and 2008, and expects to receive 5 additional applications by the end 
of 2010.  The Northwest Power and Conservation Council believes that the earliest a new nuclear power 
plant could come on line in the Pacific Northwest would be 2015.  Electricity generated from nuclear 
power plants is expected to grow from 806 billion kW-hours in 2007 to 905 billion kW-hours in 2030, 
which would account for about 18 percent of total generation in 2030 (nearly the same share as in 2007) 
(EIA, 2008b).  Barriers to the nuclear industry include problems related to the disposition of spent fuel, 
long regulatory review time, and cost.  The Watts Bar nuclear power plant in Tennessee that began 
operation in 1996 took 23 years to complete, at a cost of $6.9 billion.  The proposed nuclear power plant 
at Bruneau, Idaho is estimated to cost $4.5 billion to build (Day, 2008).  Although there recently has been 
renewed interest in nuclear power production, we do not consider nuclear power to be a feasible 
foreseeable alternative to the proposed project.   

3.2.4 Fossil Fuels 
 
Petroleum and coal-based energy are commonly used and found throughout the United States.  

However, relative to natural gas, the increased use of petroleum or coal-based energy sources would 
result in greatly increased air emissions of pollutants.  Natural gas, when compared to other fossil fuels 
such as coal or fuel oil, is a relatively clean and efficient fuel that can reduce the emission of regulated 
pollutants (e.g., nitrogen oxide [NOx], sulfur dioxide [SO2], and particulate matter) or unregulated 
greenhouse gases (e.g., carbon dioxide [CO2]) (EPA, 2007a).  Estimates of air emissions can be 
developed based on reasonable assumptions regarding burning natural gas delivered by the project 
compared to burning fossil fuels that would likely be utilized if the gas from the project was not available.  
Table 3.2.4-1 lists the emissions that would result from the Ruby Pipeline Project assuming it provides 
the currently contracted volumes of about 1.2 bcf per day of natural gas out of the 1.5 bcf per day design 
capacity to the northwest U.S. market and the corresponding emissions that would result if an equivalent 
amount of energy were generated using coal or fuel oil in lieu of natural gas.  It is clear from the table that 
the use of either fuel oil or coal would increase emissions significantly.  Additionally, to comply with 
current air emission regulations, emission control technologies could be required that would limit the 
economic viability of any new fuel oil- or coal-fired facility. 

 
In addition to the increased emissions associated with the burning of coal or fuel oil, each of these 

fuels would have to be imported into the project area and stored, thus resulting in numerous secondary 
impacts associated with their mining, extraction, transportation, and refinement.  The distribution of these 
fuels to market would require more truck, barge, and train trips than the distribution of an equivalent 
amount of energy derived from natural gas.  Additionally, regulatory requirements, cost considerations, 
and public concerns make it questionable if new coal or fuel oil power plants could be sited and 
developed to serve the markets targeted by the proposed project within a timeframe that would meet the 
objectives of the Ruby Pipeline Project.  Therefore, we believe that the use of other fossil fuel energy 
sources is not preferable to the proposed project. 
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TABLE 3.2.4-1 

Comparison of Air Emissions from Burning Fossil Fuels  

Emission 
Emission Rate (tons per year)a  

Natural Gas Fuel Oil Coal 

SO2 143 112,636 301,321 
NO2 21,522 43,047 150,661 
PM10 1,723 2,441 6,673 
CO 21,379 22,672 4,703 
CO2 23,833,333 34,558,333 45,283,333 
Carbon  6,500,000 9,425,000 12,350,000 
─────────────────────────    
a The emissions generated by coal, fuel oil, and natural gas were estimated (EPA, 2007a).   

3.3 SYSTEM ALTERNATIVES 
 
System alternatives are alternatives to a proposed action that would make use of existing, 

modified, or proposed natural gas transmission systems to meet the stated objectives of the proposed 
project.  A system alternative would make it unnecessary to construct all or part of the proposed project, 
although some modifications or additions to another pipeline system may be required, or another entirely 
new system may need to be constructed.  Such modifications or additions would result in environmental 
impacts that could be less than, similar to, or greater than the impacts associated with construction of the 
proposed project.  The purpose of identifying and evaluating system alternatives is to determine whether 
or not the environmental impacts associated with the construction and operation of a proposed project 
would be avoided or reduced by using existing, modified, or proposed pipeline systems. 

 
In order to be a viable system alternative to the Ruby Pipeline Project, potential system 

alternatives would have to meet two criteria related to the project objective: 1) they would need to provide 
transportation of up to 1.5 million Dth/d of Rocky Mountain natural gas to customers in Nevada and on 
the West Coast; and 2) they would need to be able to transport the required volumes within the same 
general timeframe as the proposed project.  The system alternatives we identified and considered are 
shown on figure 3.3-1. 

 
Williams Northwest Pipeline (Williams Northwest) and Kern River Gas Transmission Company 

(Kern River) have existing pipeline systems that move Rocky Mountain gas to the west.  Williams 
Northwest delivers gas to Oregon, and Kern River delivers gas to southern California.  According to the 
posted Available Capacity Reports for Williams Northwest and Kern River, there is very little, if any, 
existing capacity available on these systems, and the pipelines do not have the capacity to accommodate 
the volumes that would be transported by the Ruby Pipeline Project.  In light of the fact that the Ruby 
Pipeline Project is designed to serve specifically Nevada and the West Coast, Williams Northwest and 
Kern River would be required to construct facilities similar to those proposed by Ruby in order to expand 
their systems from the Rocky Mountain region to these demand regions.  Thus, we are not recommending 
these system expansion alternatives. 
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Figure 3.3-1  System Alternatives 
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 As an alternative to expanding existing pipeline systems, we considered the possibility of 
proposed, but not yet constructed, natural gas transportation projects.  Williams Gas Pipeline Company, 
L.L.C. and TransCanada PipeLine USA Ltd. have jointly initiated the FERC’s pre-filing process for a 
new pipeline project to be located along the existing Williams Northwest pipeline system between 
Wyoming and Oregon.  The project, known as the Sunstone Pipeline Project, would be designed to 
transport about 575 million Dth/d of natural gas and would consist of a new 560-mile-long, 36-inch-
diameter pipeline that originates in Opal, Wyoming and interconnects with TransCanada PipeLine USA 
Ltd.’s Gas Transmission Northwest system at the Stanfield Market Center in northern Oregon.  According 
to Sunstone, the system could be expandable to 1 bcf per day.  From the Stanfield Market Center, natural 
gas could be shipped about 350 miles to the southwest on the Gas Transmission Northwest system to the 
Malin Market Center where the Ruby Pipeline Project would terminate. 

 
On November 14, 2008, the FERC accepted Sunstone’s October 23, 2008 request to initiate our 

pre-filing review of the project under Docket Number PF08-2-000.  On November 5, 2009, Sunstone 
terminated the pre-filing process; therefore, the Sunstone project is not a viable system alternative. 

 
Subsidiaries of Williams, PG&E, and Fort Chicago Energy Partners L.P. are jointly pursuing 

construction of the Jordan Cove LNG import terminal and the Pacific Connector Pipeline Project, an 
interstate natural gas transmission system (Docket Numbers CP07-441-000 and CP07-444-000).  The 
Jordan Cove LNG terminal, if built, would be capable of receiving LNG supplies from oversea 
production areas.  Pacific Connector would be a 230-mile-long, 36-inch-diameter pipeline designed to 
transport up to 1 bcf per day of natural gas from the Jordan Cove LNG terminal to markets in the Pacific 
Northwest, northern California, and northern Nevada.  On May 1, 2009, FERC issued a final EIS 
evaluating the environmental impacts associated with the proposed Jordan Cove and Pacific Connector 
projects.  On December 17, 2009, the Commission authorized the Jordan Cove LNG and Pacific 
Connector projects.  The eventual in-service dates, if any, are unknown at this time but would likely be 
well after Ruby’s projected in-service date.  Although the Jordan Cove LNG terminal and Pacific 
Connector pipeline would deliver natural gas to the Malin Market Center, it would not meet one of 
Ruby’s stated purposes, which is to supply the West Coast with natural gas from the Rocky Mountain 
region.  Further, the Pacific Connector pipeline would not have the capacity, as proposed, to transport the 
natural gas for its customers in addition to the volumes needed for Ruby’s commitments.   

3.4 MAJOR ROUTE ALTERNATIVES 
 
We considered other routes for the Ruby Pipeline Project to determine if the route alternatives 

would avoid or reduce impacts on environmentally sensitive resources.  The origin and delivery points to 
each route alternative are generally the same as the corresponding portion of a proposed pipeline.  
However, each alternative would follow a different route.  Route alternatives would not modify or make 
use of other existing or new pipeline systems, except that they may be collocated within the same rights-
of-way. 

 
Route alternatives are frequently sought out to avoid specific environmental resources or 

minimize the creation of new rights-of-way (greenfield2 routes) by routing pipelines within or adjacent to 
existing rights-of-way.  Collocation of facilities is a generally accepted means to control the location of 
development and limit impacts on sensitive resources by keeping disturbance within established corridors.  
Installation of new pipeline along an existing, cleared right-of-way (such as other pipeline, electric 

                                                      
2  The term “greenfield” is used to describe a route that does not follow existing rights-of-way and is not constrained by prior 

developments. 
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transmission line, road, or railroad) may be environmentally preferable to construction along a new right-
of-way, and construction effects and cumulative impacts can normally be reduced by use of a previously 
cleared right-of-way.  Likewise, long-term or permanent environmental impacts can normally be reduced 
by avoiding the creation of new right-of-way through previously undisturbed areas.  Route alternatives 
are typically only recommended if there alternative confers a significant advantage over the proposal.  
Otherwise, such an alternative merely represents a shift in impacts from one area or resource to another. 

 
Based on information received from Ruby, federal and state resource agencies, Native American 

tribes, the general public, as well as our own review, we identified and evaluated 15 route alternatives to 
Ruby’s proposed route (see table 3.4-1).   

 
TABLE 3.4-1 

Route Alternatives Summary for the Ruby Pipeline Project 

Name of Alternative MP Range Main Reason for Consideration of 
Alternative Status 

Northern Route 0.0 – 608.0a Major alternative corridor option Not Recommended 

Central Route 0.0 – 580.0a Major alternative corridor option Not Recommended 

I-80 Corridor 0.0 – 672.6a  Major alternative corridor option Not Recommended 

North Kemmerer 0.0 – 173.1 Avoid Cache Valley Not Recommended 

Route 30 0.0 – 173.1 Avoid Cache Valley, follow State Route 30 Not Recommended 

Questar 84.0 – 104.3 Follow existing corridor through Cache 
National Forest Not Recommended 

South Brigham City 105.5 – 158.1 Move to the south side of Brigham City Not Recommended 

Terrace Basin 189.8 – 209.7 Follow existing roads, avoid salt-scrub 
habitat 

Recommended in draft EIS; 
subsequently adopted by Ruby 

West-Wide Energy Corridor 270.0 – 675.2 Follow designated energy corridor Not Recommended 

AT&T East 302.6 – 349.9 Follow existing AT&T corridor Not Recommended 

Willow Creek 349.2 – 410.6 Follow existing AT&T corridor, avoid 
wetland impacts 

Recommended in draft EIS; 
subsequently adopted by Ruby 

Sheldon 483.2 – 599.7 Follow more existing road corridor Not Recommended 

Black Rock 424.2 – 562.2 Follow more existing road and power line 
corridor Not Recommended 

Jungo-Tuscarora 424.2 – 675.2 Follow more existing road and power line 
corridor Not Recommended 

Southern Langell Valley 643.2 – 675.2 Avoid sensitive cultural resource area Recommended in draft EIS; 
subsequently adopted by Ruby 

─────────────────────────   

a The endpoints for the Northern, Central, and I-80 Corridor route alternatives correspond to where the route alternative 
rejoins the proposed route.  However, the environmental analyses for these route alternatives are based on the entire 
length of the project.  The comparison for all other alternatives is limited to the alternative and the corresponding 
segment of the proposed route. 

 
We recommended in the draft EIS that Ruby incorporate three of these route alternatives into the 

final pipeline route: Terrace Basin, Willow Creek, and Southern Langell Valley.  Since then, Ruby has 
formally modified its proposed route to adopt all three of these route alternatives, and as such, they are 
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now a part of Ruby’s proposed project.3  The data and analyses presented in other parts of this final EIS 
reflect the inclusion of these route alternatives into the proposed route.  However, we have retained much 
of our original language from the draft EIS in this section regarding the environmental comparison of 
these alternatives to the corresponding segment of the original route as a means to document our review 
process.   

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

follow existing highway infrastructure along almost the entire route, and in particular following Interstate 
80 (I-80).  Recently, we received a request from the BLM that we evaluate an alternative route that would 
avoid a proposed Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) referred to as Barrel Springs.  A discussion of these 
route alternatives has been added to this section. 

 
3.4.1 Northern Route Alternative 

 
During preliminary project planning, Ruby identified the Northern Route Alternative as one 

possible route for transporting Rocky Mountain natural gas to Nevada and the West Coast.  The Northern 
Route Alternative begins and ends at the same points as the proposed pipeline, but follows an entirely 
different route up to about MP 608.  The Northern Route Alternative begins in Opal, Wyoming and 
traverses Idaho in a northwesterly direction, then turns west, enters Oregon, and follows a southwesterly 
direction to the end point in Malin, Oregon (see figure 3.4.1-1).  The Northern Route Alternative crosses 
federal and private land, with the route fairly evenly split between the two.  The BLM is the largest land 
managing agency along the route alternative.  Table 3.4.1-1 provides a comparison of the prominent 
environmental features of this alternative and the proposed route. 

 
The total length of the Northern Route Alternative is 636.8 miles, which is 38.4 miles shorter (5.6 

percent) than the proposed route.  The Northern Route Alternative reduces the total amount of land 
disturbance as compared to the proposed route and crosses less range capable of supporting greater sage-
grouse (34.0 fewer miles) and pronghorn antelope (164.5 fewer miles).  However, the route alternative 
creates substantially more greenfield right-of-way (140.5 more miles) and affects more and/or different 
environmental resources.  The route alternative traverses several special management areas, including one 
NWR (Cokeville Meadows), one state park (Balanced Rock), four Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs) 
(Bowden Hills, Alvord Desert, Rincon, and Basque Hills), one Outstanding Natural Area (Boulder 
Creek), one proposed Special Management Area (Rock Creek/Tunp Area), and three WSRs (the Owyhee 
River crossed once and the Donner and Blitzen River crossed twice).  Ruby’s proposed route does not 
cross any of these areas.  The route alternative also crosses more national trails (8 additional trail 
crossings), more crucial big game habitat (129.9 additional miles), more perennial waterbodies (15 
additional waterbodies), and more wetland habitat (9.2 additional miles).  The route alternative also 
requires construction of a new lateral in excess of 100 miles to reach delivery locations in Nevada where 
TransCanada PipeLine USA Ltd. has availability on its Gas Transmission Northwest system to 
interconnect with the proposed project.  Although the Northern Route Alternative could meet the 
objective of the project and would be technically and economically feasible, we have determined that the 
alternative would result in increased overall environmental impacts compared to the proposed project.  
Therefore, we do not recommend that this alternative be incorporated into the proposed project. 

 
 
 

                                                      
3  While we continue to find that the Southern Langell Valley Route Alternative is environmentally preferable to the 

corresponding segment of the originally proposed route, the BLM is currently reconsidering the comparative merits of both 
routes.  See our discussion in section 3.4.15. 
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Figure 3.4.1-1 Northern and Central Route Alternatives 
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TABLE 3.4.1-1 

Northern Route Alternative Comparison 

Environmental Factor Northern 
Route Proposed Route 

Length (miles) 636.8 675.2 
Parallel to Existing Rights-of-Way (miles within 500’ of centerline)  55.0 233.9 
NWRs Crossed (number) 1 0 
WSR Crossings (number) 3 0 
National Historic Trail Crossings (number) 10 2 
State Parks Crossed (number) 1 0 
WSAs Crossed (number) 4 0 
Outstanding Natural Areas Crossed (number) 1 0 
Proposed Special Management Areas Crossed (number) 1 0 
Greater Sage-Grouse Range Crossed (miles) 570.6 604.6 
Pronghorn Antelope Range Crossed (miles) 343.5 508.0 
Crucial Big Game Habitat Crossed (miles) 256.6 126.7 
Perennial Waterbodies Crossed (number) 75 60 
Wetland Habitat Crossed (miles) 17.2 8.0 

3.4.2 Central Route Alternative 
 
Ruby identified the Central Route Alternative during preliminary project planning as the shortest 

technically practical route for transporting natural gas from the Rocky Mountains to Nevada and the West 
Coast.  Like the Northern Route Alternative, the Central Route Alternative begins and ends at the same 
points as the proposed pipeline.  The Central Route Alternative follows the same corridor as the Northern 
Route Alternative from Opal, Wyoming, until about MP 185.0 in Idaho where it takes a more 
southwesterly route to Oregon and converges with the proposed route at about MP 580 (see figure 3.4.1-
1).  Two-thirds of the route alternative crosses public land and one-third crosses private land.  Table 
3.4.2-1 provides a comparison of the prominent environmental features of this alternative and the 
proposed route. 

 
The total length of the Central Route Alternative is 607 miles, which is 68.2 miles (10.0 percent) 

shorter than the proposed route.  The Central Route Alternative reduces the total amount of land 
disturbance as compared to the proposed route and crosses less range capable of supporting greater sage-
grouse (50.4 fewer miles) and pronghorn antelope (186.5 fewer miles).  However, the alternative parallels 
substantially less existing right-of-way (213.9 fewer miles) and affects more environmental resources.  
The Central Route Alternative traverses several special management areas, including 1 NWR (Cokeville 
Meadows), 1 state park (Balanced Rock), 17 WSAs (Bruneau River, Disaster Peak, Hawk Mountain, 
Hawksie-Walksie, Jarbidge River, Little Owyhee River, Lookout Butte, Lower Salmon Falls Creek, 
Mahogany Ridge, Pueblo Mountains, Red Mountain, Rincon, Sage Hen Hills, South Fork Owyhee River, 
Spaulding, Upper West Little Owyhee, and Yatahoney Creek), 1 Research Natural Area (Rahilly-
Gravelly), 1 proposed Special Management Area (Rock Creek/Tunp Area), 1 WSR (West Little Owyhee 
River), 2 bighorn sheep habitat areas (Bruneau-Jarbidge River and Owyhee River), and 7 Areas of 
Critical Environmental Concern.  The proposed route does not cross any of these areas.  The alternative 
also crosses more national trails (8 additional trail crossings), more crucial big game habitat (110.5 
additional miles), more perennial waterbodies (15 additional waterbodies), and more wetland habitat (4.7 
additional miles).  The alternative requires construction of new laterals in excess of 100 miles to reach 
locations in Nevada where TransCanada PipeLine USA Ltd. has availability on its Gas Transmission 
Northwest system to interconnect with the proposed project.  Although the Central Route Alternative 
could meet the objective of the project and would be technically and economically feasible, we have 
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determined that the alternative would result in increased environmental impacts as compared to the 
proposed pipeline.  Therefore, we do not recommend that this alternative be incorporated into the 
proposed project. 

 
TABLE 3.4.2-1 

Central Route Alternative Comparison 
Environmental Factor Central Route Proposed Route 

Length (miles) 607.0 675.2 
Parallel to Existing Rights-of-Way (miles within 500’ of centerline)  20.0 233.9 
NWRs Crossed (number) 1 0 
WSR Crossings (number) 1 0 
National Historic Trail Crossings (number) 10 2 
State Parks Crossed (number) 1 0 
WSAs Crossed (number) 17 0 
Research Natural Areas Crossed (number) 1 0 
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern Crossed (number) 7 0 
Proposed Special Management Areas Crossed (number) 1 0 
Greater Sage-Grouse Range Crossed (miles) 538.3 588.7 
Pronghorn Antelope Range Crossed (miles) 321.5 508.0 
Bighorn Sheep Habitat Areas Crossed (number) 2 0 
Crucial Big Game Habitat Crossed (miles) 237.2 126.7 
Perennial Waterbodies Crossed (number) 75 60 
Wetland Habitat Crossed (miles) 12.7 8.0 

 
3.4.3 I-80 Corridor Route Alternative 

 
The I-80 Corridor Route Alternative was developed in response to public scoping comments and 

comments on the draft EIS.  The commenters suggested that Ruby follow existing highway infrastructure 
along the pipeline route to the maximum extent possible.  Like the Northern and Central route 
alternatives, the I-80 Corridor Route Alternative begins and ends at the same points as the proposed route.  
The I-80 Corridor Route Alternative departs from the proposed route at approximate MP 21 where it 
intersects U.S. Highway 189, and then proceeds south along the highway until the intersection with I-80.  
The alternative follows I-80 southeast through Salt Lake City and then proceeds west to Winnemucca 
where it turns north onto U.S. Highway 95 until it intersects with State Highway 140.  The route then 
turns northwest and follows Highway 140 through the Sheldon NWR, into Oregon, and on to Malin (see 
figure 3.4.3-1).  The I-80 Corridor Route Alternative crosses fairly even amounts of federal and private 
land.  Table 3.4.3-1 provides a comparison of the prominent environmental features of this alternative and 
the proposed route. 

 
The total length of the I-80 Corridor Route Alternative is 795.0 miles, which is 122.4 miles (18.1 

percent) longer than the proposed route.  The alternative crosses the Sheldon NWR, the High Lakes Area 
of Critical Environmental Concern, and the Fort McDermitt Indian Reservation.  The proposed route 
crosses none of these areas.  The alternative crosses more national historic trail locations (177 more 
crossings), more perennial waterbodies (15 additional waterbodies), and more wetland habitat (4.7 
additional miles).  Conversely, the alternative crosses less crucial big game habitat (56.4 fewer miles) and 
less greater sage-grouse habitat (176.7 fewer miles). 
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Figure 3.4.3-1 I-80 Corridor Route Alternative 
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TABLE 3.4.3-1 

I-80 Corridor Alternative Comparison 
Environmental Factor I-80 Corridor Route Proposed Route 

Length (miles) 795.0 672.6 
Parallel to Existing Rights-of-Way (miles within 500’ of centerline)  795.0 386.2 
NWRs Crossed (number) 1 0 
National Historic Trail Crossings (number) 185 8 
Native American Lands (miles) 2.0 0.0 
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern Crossed (number) 1 0 
Greater Sage-Grouse Range Crossed (miles) 174.9 351.6 
Wyoming Core Sage-Grouse Breeding Areas Crossed (miles) 21.2 34.2 
Crucial Big Game Winter Habitat Crossed (miles) 25.4 81.8 
Perennial Waterbodies Crossed (number) 96 64 
Wetland Habitat Crossed (miles) 6.5 10.8 
Wells within 0.25 mile (number) 3,349 371 

 
 We received a comment suggesting that one of the advantages of the I-80 Corridor Route 
Alternative would be to avoid greater sage-grouse core breeding areas in Wyoming.  The commenter 
suggested that by following Highway 189 south from Kemmerer to I-80, greater sage-grouse core 
breeding areas would be unaffected.  Based on our review, we have determined that although the route 
alternative crosses less core breeding area, it does not avoid it altogether.  The route alternative crosses 
21.1 miles of core breeding area, whereas the proposed route crosses 34.2 miles.  Ruby is currently in the 
process of developing a greater sage-grouse habitat conservation agreement for the proposed route in 
cooperation with the BLM, UTPL, NDOW, and Wyoming Game and Fish Department (WGFD), with 
technical advice and input from the FWS.  The conservation agreement would address effects of the 
project on core greater sage-grouse areas and identify mitigation to reduce effects to an acceptable level, 
such as micro-realigning the pipeline route, minimizing blading on the right-of-way, timing windows, and 
offsite mitigation.   
 

One distinct disadvantage of the route alternative is impacts on cities and towns along the route.  
The I-80 Corridor Route Alternative crosses through the Salt Lake City metropolitan area and the towns 
of Evanston, Wyoming, and Elko and Winnemucca, Nevada.  Pipeline construction through these highly 
developed areas would involve significantly more landowners and more residential and commercial 
property.  It would also impact more water wells (about 3,349 water wells, as opposed to 371).  

 
Ruby stated that the additional length of the I-80 Corridor Route Alternative would require 

installation of additional compression to achieve the required delivery volumes.  The additional 
compression would increase long-term air emissions associated with operating the pipeline.  Furthermore, 
the additional pipeline length and the need for additional compression would increase the total project 
cost.  Ruby has committed to transportation rates in binding precedent agreements with its shippers.  
Ruby stated that increased construction costs associated with this alternative would result in increased 
transportation rates, and would essentially make the project infeasible (i.e., Ruby would not be able to 
build the project to meet the open season contracts; as such, the project objective would not be met). 

 
Although the I-80 Corridor Route Alternative would parallel existing road rights-of-way for its 

entire length and greatly reduce the amount of crucial big game and greater sage-grouse habitat affected 
by the project, it would impact a greater amount of land overall and would affect more special interest 
areas and trails, more perennial waterbodies, more wetlands, more water wells, more residential and 
commercial property, more landowners, and result in increased long-term air emissions.  Because the 
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route alternative would not confer a significant advantage over the proposed route and because of the 
drawbacks associated with increased costs, we do not recommend that this alternative be incorporated 
into the proposed project. 
 
3.4.4 North Kemmerer Route Alternative 

 
Ruby identified the North Kemmerer Route Alternative as a route that would avoid Cache Valley, 

Utah.  Cache Valley is a traditionally rural area where residents are active in protecting their rural lifestyle 
and the environment.  Ruby originally identified the North Kemmerer Route Alternative as its preferred 
route in its initial open house meetings in Utah, but revised its preferred route after further evaluation.  
The North Kemmerer Route Alternative follows the beginning portions of the Northern and Central Route 
Alternatives from MP 0.0 around the north side of the Bear Lake NWR.  The route departs from the 
Northern and Central Route Alternatives at MP 64.0 and proceeds westerly across the Caribou-Targhee 
National Forest, then turns southwest to reconnect with the proposed route at MP 173.1 in Box Elder 
County, Utah (see figure 3.4.4-1).  Table 3.4.4-1 presents a comparison of the pertinent environmental 
features of this alternative and the corresponding segment of the proposed route. 

 
TABLE 3.4.4-1 

North Kemmerer Route Alternative Comparison 

Environmental Factor North Kemmerer Route 
Corresponding 
Segment of the 
Proposed Route 

Length (miles)  172.8 173.1 
Parallel to Existing Rights-of-Way (miles within 500’ of centerline) 37.0 70.6 
Privately Owned Land (miles) 125.7 105.5 
Inventoried Roadless Areas Crossed (number) 2 0 
Proposed Special Management Areas Crossed (number) 1 0 
NWRs Crossed (number) 1 0 
National Historic Trail Crossings (number) 8 1 
Greater Sage-Grouse Range Crossed (miles) 172.8 173.1 
Pronghorn Range Antelope Crossed (miles) 124.3 137.4 
Perennial Waterbodies Crossed (number) 24 19 
Wetland Habitat Crossed (miles) 18.9 10.4 

 
The total length of the North Kemmerer Route Alternative is 172.8 miles, which is nearly the 

same length as the corresponding segment of the proposed route (0.3 mile shorter).  We received several 
comments during scoping from individuals in support of the North Kemmerer Route Alternative as a 
means of paralleling more existing right-of-way, minimizing impacts on private property, and preserving 
local conservation efforts in Cache Valley.  Both routes are entirely within greater sage-grouse range; 
however, the North Kemmerer Route Alternative parallels substantially less existing right-of-way (33.6 
miles less) and crosses more private land (20.2 miles more) than the proposed route.  The alternative also 
impacts more perennial waterbodies (five additional waterbodies), more wetland habitat (8.5 additional 
miles), and more National Historic Trails (seven additional crossings).  Additionally, the alternative 
crosses one NWR (Cokeville Meadows), one proposed Special Management Area (Rock Creek/Tunp 
Area), and two Inventoried Roadless Areas within the Caribou-Targhee National Forest (11.2 miles).  The 
corresponding segment of the proposed pipeline route crosses none of these features.  Although the North 
Kemmerer Route Alternative would meet the project objective and would be technically and 
economically feasible, we have determined that the alternative would not convey an environmental 
advantage over the proposed pipeline route.  Therefore, we do not recommend that this alternative be 
incorporated into the proposed project. 
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Figure 3.4.4-1 North Kemmerer and Route 30 Route Alternatives
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3.4.5 Route 30 Alternative 
 
Ruby developed the Route 30 Alternative as a variant of the North Kemmerer Route Alternative 

in an effort to identify a more environmentally advantageous route north of Cache Valley.  The Route 30 
Alternative follows U.S. Highway 30 out of Opal, Wyoming in a northwesterly direction to the Cokeville 
Meadows NWR.  It then follows a Williams Northwest pipeline through the NWR into northern Utah and 
southeastern Idaho to the east side of the Bear Lake NWR.  The alternative then connects with the North 
Kemmerer Route Alternative at about MP 56.5 and follows the North Kemmerer Route Alternative to the 
point where it converges with the proposed pipeline route at about MP 173.1 (see figure 3.4.4-1).  Table 
3.4.5-1 presents a comparison of the prominent environmental features of this alternative to the 
corresponding segment of the proposed route. 

 
TABLE 3.4.5-1 

Route 30 Alternative Comparison 

Environmental Factor  Route 30  
Corresponding 
Segment of the 
Proposed Route 

Length (miles) 182.8 173.1 
Parallel to Existing Rights-of-Way (miles within 500’ of centerline) 65.6 69.3 
Privately Owned Land (miles) 137.3 105.9 
Inventoried Roadless Areas Crossed (number) 2 0 
Proposed Special Management Areas Crossed (number) 1  0 
NWRs Crossed (number) 1 0 
National Historic Trail Crossings (number) 5 1 
Greater Sage-Grouse Range Crossed (miles) 182.8 173.1 
Pronghorn Antelope Range Crossed (miles) 119.3 137.4 
Perennial Waterbodies Crossed (number) 22 19 
Wetland Habitat Crossed (miles) 13.5 10.4 

 
The total length of the Route 30 Alternative is 182.8 miles, which is longer than the 

corresponding segment of the proposed route (9.7 miles longer).  The Route 30 Alternative parallels less 
existing right-of-way (3.7 miles less), crosses more private land (31.4 miles more), impacts more greater 
sage-grouse range (9.7 additional miles), crosses more perennial waterbodies (three additional 
waterbodies), affects more wetlands (3.1 additional miles), and crosses more National Historic Trails 
(four additional crossings).  Additionally, the alternative crosses one NWR (Cokeville Meadows), one 
proposed Special Management Area (Rock Creek/Tunp Area), and two Inventoried Roadless Areas 
within the Caribou-Targhee National Forest (11.2 miles).  The corresponding segment of the proposed 
route does not cross any of these areas, but does cross more miles of pronghorn antelope range (18.1 
miles more).  Although the Route 30 Alternative would meet the project objective and would be 
technically and economically feasible, we have determined that the alternative would not convey an 
environmental advantage over the proposed pipeline route.  Therefore, we do not recommend that this 
alternative be incorporated into the proposed project. 

 
3.4.6 Questar Route Alternative 

 
The Questar Route Alternative was developed in response to comments received during public 

scoping suggesting that Ruby follow the existing Questar pipeline corridor through the Cache National 
Forest and the Paradise Valley area in eastern Utah.  The Questar Route Alternative diverges from the 
proposed pipeline route at MP 84.0.  It follows an existing Questar pipeline right-of-way northwesterly 
across the upper parts of Paradise Dry Canyon and then traverses down Hyrum Canyon.  After exiting 
Hyrum Canyon, the Questar Route Alternative proceeds west across Cache Valley and turns 
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southwesterly and reconnects with the proposed route just east of Brigham City at MP 104.3 (see figure 
3.4.6-1).  The total length of the Questar Route Alternative is 26.0 miles.  Table 3.4.6-1 provides a 
comparison of the pertinent environmental characteristics of the alternative and the corresponding 
segment of the proposed route.  

 
TABLE 3.4.6-1 

Questar Route Alternative Comparison 

Environmental Factors Questar Route 
Corresponding 
Segment of the 
Proposed Route 

Length (miles) 26.0 20.9 
Parallel to Existing Rights-of-Way (miles within 500’ of centerline) 26.0 4.6 
State Wildlife Management Areas Crossed (miles) 0.0 0.8 
Perennial Streams Crossed (number) 1 2 
Wetland Habitat Crossed (miles) 0.4 0.0 

 
When compared to the proposed route, the Questar Route Alternative parallels 21.4 more miles of 

existing right-of-way, crosses one fewer perennial waterbody, and avoids crossing the East Fork of the 
Little Bear River WMA located southeast of Avon in Cache County, Utah.  This WMA is owned by the 
UDWR, which has expressed concern about the impact of the proposed route on the recreational qualities 
for which the State of Utah acquired the property.  Conversely, the alternative is 5.1 miles longer than the 
proposed route and affects 0.4 more mile of wetland habitat. 

 
The route alternative generally follows the existing Questar pipeline and forest roads along its 

entire length.  At first glance it would appear that such collocation could confer an environmental 
advantage over the proposed route.  However, Ruby stated that it could not collocate the pipeline within 
the existing right-of-way or within road easements because of particularly steep terrain in this area.  The 
route alternative requires a greater offset from the existing right-of-way and roads to accommodate the 
additional necessary grading and workspace.  Consequently, the alternative also results in additional 
erosion risk.  We conducted an aerial photography review of this route alternative and concluded that, 
while construction could be accomplished, the constraints mentioned by Ruby appear to be valid.  We 
have also evaluated recent mitigation information submitted by Ruby in response to concerns raised 
during review of the draft EIS regarding the impacts of the proposed route on the WMA (see section 
4.8.2.2).  While the proposed project would have a short-term effect on the recreational users of the 
WMA, we believe that implementation of Ruby’s proposed mitigation measures would minimize the 
long-term affects to use of the area, vegetation, and habitats.  Based on this information, we have 
determined that the Questar Route Alternative would not confer a significant environmental advantage 
over the proposed pipeline route.  Therefore, we do not recommend that this alternative be incorporated 
into the proposed project.   

 
3.4.7 South Brigham City Route Alternative 

 
The South Brigham City Route Alternative was suggested by a stakeholder during the scoping 

meeting at Brigham City, Utah, to realign the pipeline to the south of the city instead of to the north.  The 
South Brigham City Route Alternative diverges from the proposed route at MP 105.5.  It turns south past 
Willard Bay State Park, then turns west across the Great Salt Lake mud flats and Promontory Mountains.  
The alternative then turns north and follows the edge of the mud flats and reconnects to the proposed 
pipeline route near MP 158.1 (see figure 3.4.7-1).  Table 3.4.7-1 provides a comparison of the pertinent 
environmental characteristics of the alternative and the corresponding segment of the proposed route. 
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Figure 3.4.6-1 Questar Route Alternative 

3-21 



 3-22 
 

Figure 3.4.7-1 South Brigham City Route Alternative 

3-22 

3-22 



 3-23 
 

 
TABLE 3.4.7-1 

South Brigham City Route Alternative Comparison 

Environmental Factors South Brigham City Route 
Corresponding 
Segment of the 
Proposed Route 

Length (miles) 75.3 52.6 

Parallel to Existing Rights-of-Way (miles within 500’ of centerline) 43.0 6.8 

Perennial Streams Crossed (number) 7 6 
Wetland Habitat Crossed (miles) 30.7 8.2 

 
The total length of the South Brigham City Route Alternative is 75.3 miles, which is 22.7 miles 

longer than the corresponding segment of the proposed route.  As compared to the proposed route, the 
South Brigham City Route Alternative parallels about 36.2 more miles of right-of-way than the proposed 
route.  The route alternative also crosses one additional perennial waterbody and affects 22.5 more miles 
of wetlands, and crosses the Bear River where it forms a delta as it flows into the northeast arm of the 
Great Salt Lake.  The Bear River delta is the largest freshwater component of the Great Salt Lake 
ecosystem and creates significant wetland waterfowl habitat (Friends of the Great Salt Lake, 2009).  The 
delta is known to support diverse plant and animal species in a mixture of mudflat, river delta, brackish 
and freshwater marshes, temporary ponds, and a series of upland knolls.  It is especially important to 
birds, and is renowned for supporting large colonies of white-faced ibis, American avocets, white 
pelicans, cinnamon teal, Wilson’s phalaropes, red-necked phalaropes, snowy plovers, marbled godwits, 
and black-necked stilts.  The alternative crosses the delta between the Bear River Migratory Bird Refuge 
and Willard Bay State Park.  While we generally believe pipeline construction across individual wetlands 
and smaller complexes can be accomplished with minimal environmental impact, the crossing of the Bear 
River delta (about 20 miles of high quality wetland/delta habitat) would likely be more challenging, given 
the limited amount of interposing upland area that could be used for extra workspaces, spoil storage, 
equipment staging, refueling, etc.  Based on this information, we have determined that the South Brigham 
City Route Alternative would not confer an environmental advantage over the corresponding segment of 
the proposed pipeline route and are not recommending the alternative. 

 
3.4.8 Terrace Basin Route Alternative 

 
We recommended in the draft EIS that Ruby incorporate the Terrace Basin Route Alternative, as 

depicted in figure 3.4.8-1, into the final pipeline route.  Ruby has subsequently adopted this alternative 
and, as such, it is now a part of Ruby’s proposed project.  The data and analysis presented in the rest of 
this final EIS reflect the inclusion of this route in Ruby’s proposal.  The Terrace Basin Route Alternative 
was suggested by the BLM to avoid impacts on sensitive salt desert shrub vegetation and to avoid an area 
of potential wilderness characteristics in the area northwest of the Great Salt Lake between the Matlin-
Terrace Mountains and the Grouse Creek Mountains.  The route alternative diverges from Ruby’s original 
route at MP 189.8 and follows a county road southwest until it reaches State Highway 30, where the route 
turns south and follows the highway until it reconnects with the proposed route at MP 209.7 (see figure 
3.4.8-1).  The total length of the Terrace Basin Route Alternative is 22.6 miles.  Table 3.4.8-1 provides a 
comparison of the pertinent environmental characteristics of the alternative and the corresponding 
segment of the proposed route. 
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Figure 3.4.8-1 Adopted Terrace Basin Route Alternative 
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TABLE 3.4.8-1 

Terrace Basin Route Alternative Comparison  

Environmental Factors Terrace Basin Route 
Corresponding 
Segment of the 
Original Route 

Length (miles) 22.6 20.0 
Parallel to Existing Rights-of-Way (miles within 500’ of centerline) 17.5 12.5 
Nonfederal Lands Crossed (miles) 14.7 10.4 
Nonfederal Landowners Crossed (number) 11 5 
Perennial Streams Crossed (number) 0 0 
Wetland Habitat Crossed (miles) 0.0 0.0 
Sagebrush Steppe Habitat Crossed (miles) 17.6 3.4 
Salt-Desert Shrub Habitat Crossed (miles) 0.0 10.9 

 
The primary purpose of the alternative is to avoid impacts on salt desert shrub vegetation and 

playas, which, according to the BLM, are more sensitive to rehabilitation than sagebrush steppe in this 
area.  The Terrace Basin Route Alternative is 2.6 miles longer than the corresponding segment of the 
original route, but by following more miles of existing road right-of-way as opposed to creating a new 
corridor, the alternative crosses 10.9 fewer miles of salt desert shrub habitat.  The alternative instead 
crosses 14.2 more miles of sagebrush steppe habitat.  The Terrace Basin Route Alternative also avoids 
crossing an area that contains potential wilderness characteristics.  This area of the original route, referred 
to as the Terrace Basin Wilderness Character Unit, is not currently designated as a wilderness area or a 
WSA, but has been inventoried and found to have wilderness characteristics, including naturalness, size, 
and opportunity for a primitive recreational experience.  Neither the alternative nor the original route 
crosses perennial waterbodies or wetlands.   

 
We believe that the original route and the alternative are both environmentally acceptable.  

However, the Terrace Basin Route Alternative avoids the salt desert shrub habitat of concern to the BLM 
as well as the Terrace Basin Wilderness Character Unit.  In addition, the BLM indicated that it favors this 
alternative over Ruby’s originally proposed route.  Because of this, and the apparent benefits of the 
alternative regarding habitat restoration and avoiding an area the BLM has found to have wilderness 
characteristics, we find the alternative to be preferable over the corresponding segment of Ruby’s original 
route.   

 
3.4.9 West-Wide Energy Corridor Route Alternative 

 
We received several comments during scoping requesting that the pipeline be routed to follow the 

West-wide Energy Corridor (WWEC).  The WWEC is a collection of non-contiguous energy corridors 
identified by the DOE, U.S. Department of Defense, BLM, and USFS in 11 western states (Arizona, 
California, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming) 
(DOE, 2008d). 

 
EPAct 2005 requires federal agencies to identify corridors for oil, gas, and hydrogen pipelines 

and electrical transmission and distribution facilities on federal land.  It also requires federal agencies to 
incorporate the corridors into their land use and resource management plans and expedite applications to 
construct or modify oil, gas, and hydrogen pipelines and electricity transmission and distribution facilities 
within such corridors.  The DOE, U.S. Department of Defense, and BLM are in the process of amending 
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their respective planning documents to incorporate the WWEC designation.  The USFS has already 
amended its land use plans.  As many as 165 land use plans could require amendments.4 

 
The WWEC includes more than 6,000 miles of 3,500-foot-wide, non-contiguous corridor on 

federal lands.  The corridor does not extend onto interposing private or non-federal parcels.  A 3,500-foot-
wide corridor was designated by federal agencies to provide sufficient room to support multiple energy 
transport systems within the corridor.  However, not all areas of the WWEC are 3,500 feet wide or are 
designated for multiple energy transport systems.  Some localized areas of the corridor are less or more 
than the preferred 3,500-foot width, and some are specified for only one type of energy transport (e.g., 
pipeline only or electricity transmission only).     

 
The WWEC does not authorize specific energy projects within the corridor, nor does it preclude 

energy projects from being constructed outside the corridor.  Applications for energy projects within and 
outside of the WWEC continue to be subject to normal environmental review under applicable statutes.  
Energy projects within the WWEC, however, may benefit from coordinated interagency application 
procedures and land use plans that already have been amended to contain designated energy corridors.  
Despite the potential benefits, the non-contiguous nature of the WWEC can make utilizing the corridor 
for long projects across multiple federal parcels problematic and ineffective.  Project proponents must still 
obtain rights-of-way on interposing private lands that do not have a corridor designation.   

 
The WWEC Route Alternative begins at about MP 270.0 in Elko County, Nevada and proceeds 

in a southwesterly direction, generally following I-80, to approximately Wadsworth, Nevada, then turns 
northwesterly, through Washoe County, Nevada, and Lassen and Modoc counties in California, before 
terminating at the project end point in Malin, Oregon (see figure 3.4.9-1).5  The total length of the WWEC 
Route Alternative is 556.0 miles or approximately 150.8 miles (37 percent) longer than the corresponding 
segment of the proposed route.  Table 3.4.9-1 provides a comparison of the pertinent environmental 
characteristics of the alternative and the corresponding segment of the proposed route. 

 
TABLE 3.4.9-1 

West-Wide Energy Corridor Route Alternative Comparison 

Environmental Factor WWEC Route 
Corresponding 
Segment of the 
Proposed Route 

Length (miles) 556.0 405.2 
Parallel to Existing Rights-of-Way (miles within 500’ of centerline) 135.3 100.4 
Nonfederal Lands Crossed (miles) 198.7 126.1 
National Historic or Recreational Trail Crossings (number) 8 1 
Perennial Waterbodies Crossed (number ) 36 41 
Wetland Habitat Crossed (miles) 15.0 21.6 

                                                      
4  The WWEC final EIS and ROD are currently being challenged in federal court.  A lawsuit challenging the WWEC was filed 

on July 7, 2009, by 14 conservation groups and a Colorado county, who seek to enjoin use of the WWEC for agency 
planning and decision-making.  A final legal decision on this case is pending. 

5  Note that the Black Rock Route Alternative and Jungo-Tuscarora Route Alternative also follow portions of the WWEC. 
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Figure 3.4.9-1 West-Wide Energy Corridor Route Alternative 
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When compared to the proposed route, the WWEC Route Alternative is collocated with 34.9 
additional miles of existing right-of-way, crosses five fewer perennial waterbodies, and affects 6.6 fewer 
miles of wetland habitat.  However, the alternative is 150.8 miles longer than the proposed route, crosses 
72.6 more miles of non-federal land, and affects seven additional national or recreational trails.  Also, the 
extra pipeline length would necessitate more compression, which would, in turn, increase long-term air 
emissions.  Based on this information, it does not appear that the WWEC Route Alternative would confer 
a significant environmental advantage over the proposed route.   

 
Several non-environmental considerations also weigh against the WWEC Route Alternative.  

Ruby stated that the additional pipeline length and the need for additional compression would result in 
substantial increased costs that would make the project economically infeasible.  Further, routing the 
pipeline in California would trigger additional environmental review by the California Public Utilities 
Commission under the California Environmental Quality Act.  The time required for this additional 
review (up to 1 year or more) would prevent Ruby from meeting its desired in-service date.  Finally, the 
legal status of the WWEC designation is currently being reviewed in federal court.  Because the WWEC 
Route Alternative would not provide a significant environmental advantage over the proposed route and 
because of the drawbacks associated with the non-environmental considerations, we do not recommend 
that this alternative be incorporated into the proposed project. 

 
3.4.10 AT&T East Route Alternative 

 
During the scoping process, the BLM requested consideration of a route that would mainly follow 

an abandoned American Telephone and Telegraph (AT&T) cable right-of-way.  The AT&T East Route 
Alternative begins at MP 302.6 and rejoins the proposed route at approximately MP 349.9.  Ruby’s 
proposed route along this section follows several miles of an overhead electric transmission line (see 
figure 3.4.10-1).  The total length of the AT&T East Route Alternative is 48.5 miles.  Table 3.4.10-1 
provides a comparison of the pertinent environmental characteristics of the alternative and the 
corresponding segment of the proposed route. 

 
TABLE 3.4.10-1 

AT&T East Route Alternative Comparison  

Environmental Factors AT&T East Route 
Corresponding 
Segment of the 
Proposed Route 

Length (miles) 48.5 47.3 
Parallel to Existing Rights-of-Way (miles within 500’ of centerline) 48.5 28.6 
Nonfederal Lands Crossed (miles) 23.2 12.7 
Perennial Streams Crossed (number) 8 10 
Wetland Habitat Crossed (miles) 0.1 0.4 
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Figure 3.4.10-1 AT&T East Route Alternative 
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 When compared to the proposed route, the AT&T East Route Alternative is collocated with 19.9 
additional miles of former AT&T cable right-of-way, crosses two fewer perennial waterbodies, and 
affects 0.3 fewer mile of wetland habitat.  Conversely, the route alternative is 1.2 miles longer than the 
proposed route, crosses more private land, affects more wetlands at the Marys River crossing, and could 
have a greater impact on irrigation systems associated with the Tabor Creek Ranch.  Additionally, the 
benefits of collocation with the AT&T cable right-of-way would not be fully realized because the right-
of-way has been abandoned for several years, is currently not maintained, and is on its way to reverting to 
its natural condition.  In this case, we believe that the potential benefits of collocating with 28.6 miles of 
actively maintained overhead electric transmission line right-of-way outweigh the potential benefits of 
collocating with 48.5 miles of former underground cable right-of-way that is in the process of returning to 
its intrinsic ecological state.  Thus, we conclude that the AT&T East Route Alternative would not convey 
a significant environmental advantage over the proposed pipeline route and we are not recommending it. 
 
3.4.11 Willow Creek Route Alternative 

 
We recommended in the draft EIS that Ruby incorporate the Willow Creek Route Alternative, as 

depicted in figure 3.4.11-1, into the final pipeline route.  Ruby has subsequently adopted this alternative 
and, as such, it is now a part of Ruby’s proposed project.  The data and analysis presented in the rest of 
this final EIS reflect the inclusion of this route in Ruby’s proposal.  During the scoping process, the BLM 
requested consideration of a route that mainly follows an abandoned AT&T cable right-of-way and the 
Jungo-Tuscarora Road, west of where the AT&T East Route Alternative ends.  The Willow Creek Route 
Alternative begins at approximate MP 349.2 and rejoins the proposed route at MP 410.6 (see figure 
3.4.11-1).  The total length of the Willow Creek Route Alternative is 61.4 miles.  Table 3.4.11-1 provides 
a comparison of the pertinent environmental characteristics of the alternative and the corresponding 
segment of the original route. 

 
TABLE 3.4.11-1 

Willow Creek Route Alternative Comparison  

Environmental Factors Willow Creek Route  
Corresponding 
Segment of the 
Original Route 

Length (miles) 61.4 61.4 
Parallel to Existing Rights-of-Way (miles within 500’ of centerline) 37.2 11.9 
Nonfederal Lands Crossed (miles) 31.6 19.3 
Nonfederal Landowners Crossed (number) 8 3 
Perennial Streams (number) 7 4 
Wetland Habitat Crossed (miles) 0.9 1.5 

Willow Creek Restoration Area Crossed (miles) 0.9 0.0 
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Figure 3.4.11-1 Adopted Willow Creek Route Alternative 
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 The Willow Creek Route Alternative is about the same length as the corresponding segment of 
the originally proposed route, but about 25.3 miles of the alternative is collocated with the former (and 
currently unmaintained) AT&T cable right-of-way.  The alternative crosses 0.6 fewer mile of wetlands 
and avoids a unique wetland habitat referred to as the “Hot Lakes” at about MP 381.7.  Despite these 
benefits, the alternative crosses three more perennial streams, including two crossings of Willow Creek.  
The alternative also crosses about 0.9 mile of the Willow Creek Restoration Area, whereas the original 
pipeline route did not cross this area.  The Willow Creek Restoration Area is the result of a cooperative 
project between the BLM, NDOW, Barrick Mines, and the Reno and Midas Bighorns Unlimited groups 
to restore degraded, overgrazed ranchland into a sustainable ranching and wildlife habitat and watershed 
area.  The specific objectives of the restoration work are to improve greater sage-grouse habitat and water 
quality of Willow Creek for the Lahontan cutthroat trout.  The BLM indicted that the alternative would 
not impact valuable resources within the restoration area since it would not be within or immediately 
adjacent to riparian habitat around Willow Creek.  The BLM stated that it favors the alternative over 
Ruby’s originally proposed route.   

 
We believe that the original route and the route alternative have generally similar environmental 

impacts and are both environmentally acceptable.  The main consideration is the BLM’s input regarding 
land management goals, resource impacts, and its support of the alternative.  Therefore, we continue to 
find that the Willow Creek Route Alternative is preferable to the corresponding segment of Ruby’s 
original route. 

 
3.4.12 Sheldon Route Alternative 

 
During preliminary project planning, Ruby identified the Sheldon Route Alternative as one 

possible route across northwestern Nevada.  Ruby dropped the Sheldon Route Alternative in favor of its 
proposed route prior to filing its application with the FERC.  However, the BLM and NDOW requested 
that the Sheldon Route Alternative be evaluated in the EIS to, among other things, assess whether the 
project’s impacts on greater sage-grouse habitat would be smaller by following an existing road across the 
Sheldon NWR as opposed to creating a new corridor south of the NWR.  According to the BLM and 
NDOW, the proposed pipeline route crosses greater sage-grouse habitat that is especially high quality and 
unfragmented south of the Sheldon NWR.  The Sheldon Route Alternative attempts to avoid impact on 
this type of habitat by collocating with State Highway 140 along a major portion of the route.  The 
Summit Lake Paiute Tribe also expressed concern about the potential for the proposed pipeline route 
south of the Sheldon NWR to impact traditional Northern Paiute foods, medicines, and other current or 
historic subsistence resources.  Additionally, the tribe expressed concerns about known traditional sacred 
sites and possible burials along the proposed route.   

 
Collocation of facilities is a generally accepted practice to control the location of transportation 

and utility development and limit impacts on sensitive resources by keeping disturbance within or 
adjacent to established corridors.  The FWS has indicated that the current highway easement within the 
Sheldon NWR is exclusive to the highway, meaning that the Nevada Department of Transportation 
(NDOT) has exclusive rights to construct, maintain, and develop the land within the easement for a 
highway, and other uses are prohibited.  Our analysis of the Sheldon Route Alternative is based on the 
assumption that the pipeline could be collocated in the 200-foot-wide highway easement across most of 
the Sheldon NWR.  Due to road switchbacks and rough terrain, the Sheldon Route Alternative also 
includes two locations, totaling 4.5 miles, where the pipeline would need to be constructed outside the 
State Highway 140 right-of-way.  In order for this to occur, the FWS would need to amend the existing 
State Highway 140 easement to specifically allow for pipeline construction and operation, and would 
need to approve Ruby’s use of additional Sheldon NWR lands outside of the State Highway 140 right-of-
way.  Both of these actions would first require that FWS conduct technical analyses and make a legal 
determination that these uses are an Appropriate Use and Compatible Use of a NWR.  According to the 
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FWS, a natural gas pipeline is considered an economic use, and by regulation, this use could not be 
approved unless it was found to contribute to the purposes of the NWR or the mission of the NWR 
System. 
 

The Sheldon Route Alternative would depart from the proposed alignment near MP 483.2 in 
Nevada and would head northwest generally following the Highway 140 alignment across open sagebrush 
valleys and dispersed ranch/agricultural lands.6  Near Emigrant Pass, the alternative would head west, 
leave Highway 140, and pass through the northern low-elevation end of the Pine Forest Range, composed 
mostly of desertscrub and upland grasses.  The Sheldon Route Alternative would continue west and 
realign again with Highway 140 through a salt playa and into sagebrush and pockets of juniper as it 
would transect the Sheldon NWR and transition into the volcanic plateaus of the Intermountain Desert 
ecoregion through the remainder of the route alternative.  Within the volcanic plateau, the alternative 
route would descend an escarpment landform—Dougherty slide—and depart from the Highway 140 
right-of-way at approximately MP 563.  The Sheldon Route Alternative would continue across a rolling, 
sagebrush-covered plateau, descend Coleman Rim in southern Oregon at approximately MP 579, and 
cross a playa and agricultural valley.  On the west side of the valley the route alternative would ascend 
Coleman Rim and traverse a rolling plateau with substantial areas of juniper woodlands before connecting 
with the proposed route at MP 599.7 (see figure 3.4.12-1).   

 
Table 3.4.12-1 presents a comparison of the important environmental features of this alternative 

to the corresponding segment of the proposed route.  When reviewing the information included in the 
table the reader should keep in mind that Ruby has not completed on-the-ground surveys of natural and 
cultural resources along the Sheldon Route Alternative in the Sheldon NWR.  Some of the data in the 
table may not represent actual on-the-ground values, but rather reflects the best available information 
from sources such as maps, aerial photography, resources databases, government publications, and other 
publications and research papers. 

 
One impediment to constructing within the 200-foot-wide State Highway 140 easement is 

available workspace.  That is, the highway road surface bisects the easement, thereby limiting 
construction to an area about 75-feet-wide on just one side of the highway.  We acknowledge that the 
location of the highway relative to the construction work area would not be convenient for Ruby, but 
believe that construction within the limited right-of-way would be feasible.  We also note that Ruby could 
use work areas on both sides of the highway and would not be limited to work areas on just one side.  
Ruby has indicated that at least one MLV would be required on the Sheldon NWR because crossing the 
Sheldon NWR would exceed the maximum valve spacing limits specified in DOT safety regulations.  
Maps recently filed by Ruby identified two MLV locations within the Sheldon NWR at MPs 532.2 and 
551.6.  Ruby would be required to locate any valves within the Sheldon NWR entirely within the State 
Highway 140 easement. 

 
The Sheldon Route Alternative would impact many of the same resources as the proposed 

pipeline route.  Regardless of the route chosen, Ruby would be required to implement its mitigation plans 
(e.g., Plan, Procedures, Blasting Plan, Hydrostatic Test Plan, Spill Plan, Noxious and Invasive Weed 
Control Plan, etc.) as well as our recommendations (see section 5.2).   

 
 
 
 

                                                      
6   The route description in this paragraph was developed by the BLM to satisfy its visual impact evaluation needs. 
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Figure 3.4.12-1 Sheldon Route Alternative 
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TABLE 3.4.12-1 

Sheldon Route Alternative Comparison 

Environmental Factor Sheldon Route 
Corresponding 
Segment of the 
Proposed Route 

Length of Route (miles)  118.3 116.5 
Amount of Extra Workspace, etc. (acres)   266.7 562.6 
Amount of Access Roads (miles)  56.9 155.9 
Parallel to Existing Rights-of-Way (miles within 500’ of centerline) 51.5 23.3 
Citizen-Proposed WSA Crossed (miles) 14.1 0.0 
Sheldon NWR Crossed (miles) 34.5 0.0 
Sheldon NWR WSAs Crossed (miles) 1.5 0.0 
Greater Sage-Grouse Winter Habitat Crossed (miles) 12.9 72.7 
Greater Sage-Grouse Leks (within 2 miles of the centerline) 9 22 
Pronghorn Crucial Winter Habitat Crossed (miles)  4.0 0.0 
Perennial Waterbodies Crossed (number) 8 5 
Wetland Habitat Crossed (miles) 4.4 0.4 
Cultural Resource Sites Crossed (number identified in Class I records review) 29 21 
Northern Paiute Traditional Foods, Medicines, Sacred Sites, Possible Burials Unknown Yes 
Mineral Resources within 1,500 feet (number)  24 2 
Springs/Seeps within 300 feet (number)  2 1 
Wells within 300 feet (number)  2 3 
Paleontological Resources (PFYC >=3) (miles) 70.0 19.0 
Moderate to High Landslides (number of areas)  6 2 
Geologic Faults within 1,500 feet (number)   44 14 
Areas of Shallow Groundwater Crossed (number)  0 2 
Earthquakes within 100 miles (number)  16 4 
Shallow Rock Potentially Requiring Blasting (miles)  50.0 70.9 
Karst/pseudokarst (miles)  0 4 

Note:  Our evaluation of the Sheldon Route Alternative is based on collocation within the State Highway 140 easement to the 
greatest extent possible within the Sheldon NWR. 

 
 The total length of the Sheldon Route Alternative is 118.3 miles, which is nearly the same length 

(1.8 miles longer) as the corresponding segment of the proposed route.  Although the length of the 
Sheldon Route Alternative is nearly the same, the Sheldon Route Alternative parallels substantially more 
existing right-of-way (28.2 additional miles) than the proposed route.  The Sheldon Route Alternative 
also requires less extra workspace (295.9 fewer acres) and fewer access roads (99.0 fewer miles).7  Fewer 
access roads are required because a significant portion of the route is collocated with and accessible from 
State Highway 140.  

 
We evaluated various environmental resources along the Sheldon Route Alternative as compared 

to Ruby’s proposed route.  The Sheldon Route Alternative, when compared to the proposed route, has 4 
more areas of moderate to high landslide incidence, 30 more geologic faults, and has experienced 12 more 
earthquake events than the corresponding section of the proposed route.  The route alternative also has 22 
more mines/pits/quarries within 1,500 feet, 51 additional miles of potential significant paleontological 
resources (a Potential Fossil Yield Classification [PFYC] rating exceeding 3), 2 fewer miles of shallow 

                                                      
7 Larger-scale topographic maps depicting the Sheldon Route Alternative and the location of proposed extra workspaces and 

access roads are available on the FERC eLibrary (http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/search/fercadvsearch.asp) under document 
accession number 20090921-4005. 
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groundwater, 4 fewer miles of karst/pseudokarst terrain, and 20.9 fewer miles of shallow rock that may 
require blasting. 

 
Topographic relief along both the Sheldon Route Alternative and the proposed route ranges from 

nearly flat to rolling hills to a few areas of very steep relief.  While terrain can affect the cost of 
construction, it is relatively minor compared to other factors (e.g., length of the route and pipeline class 
location).  From a soils limitation perspective, the proposed route crosses fewer miles of highly water 
erodible, compaction prone and hydric soils, while the Sheldon Route Alternative crosses fewer miles of 
highly wind erodible, prime farmland, stony-rocky, and droughty soils, or areas with shallow bedrock.   

 
Two registered wells and two springs are known to occur within 300 feet of the route alternative, 

whereas three wells and one spring are within 300 feet of the proposed route.  Ruby estimates that the 
route alternative would require an additional 665,100 gallons of water for hydrostatic testing and dust 
control, an approximate 1.5 percent increase in water use. 

 
According to the FWS, the Sheldon NWR is the largest and most pristine piece of land 

representative of the sagebrush steppe ecosystem in the nation that is not grazed by domestic livestock, 
and is benefiting from current efforts to remove feral horses and burros (FWS, 2008a).  The fact that it is 
not grazed is important because grazing is both highly destructive to the habitat and increases the 
opportunity for noxious weed dispersal from livestock, horses, or burros inadvertently picking up seeds 
and moving them around and between their pastures.  Grazing also contributes to the expansion of juniper 
trees into grasslands and other communities because juniper seeds germinate only after passing through 
the alimentary tract of an animal.   

 
Approximately 300 species of birds, mammals, amphibians, fish, and reptiles and 650 species of 

plants are present on the Sheldon NWR.  Data suggest that wildlife diversity within the Sheldon NWR 
may be higher than areas outside its borders (Herbst, 1996; Williams and Storm, 1978).  A literature 
review conducted by Ruby of the two routes suggests the number of mammals along the routes is about 
even, with 51 species known to occur on the Sheldon NWR (not including feral horses or burros) and 54 
species south of the NWR.  A total of 111 species of breeding birds are known to occur on the Sheldon 
NWR, in comparison to 67 species to the south of the NWR.  Waterfowl comprise the major difference 
between the two areas.  A total of 19 species of reptiles and amphibians are known to occur on the 
Sheldon NWR, compared to 8 species to the south of the NWR. 

 
We note that the literature review covered the Sheldon NWR as a whole.  We believe that it is 

very likely that species richness along the corresponding portions of the proposed pipeline route, which is 
in a more remote, undisturbed area (as evidenced by lack of adjacent highway and 22 fewer nearby 
mines/pits/quarries), may be higher than that of the route alternative within the State Highway 140 
easement.  The FWS disagrees with this position stating that while it may seem intuitive that species 
richness and diversity are often greatly reduced within a highway right-of-way, the species richness and 
diversity along the State Highway 140 corridor within the Sheldon NWR is an atypical situation.  The 
FWS bases its opinion on the fact that grazing and wildlife management on the Sheldon NWR are 
controlled, whereas the proposed pipeline route has been subjected to grazing pressures over many 
decades.  Further, the FWS states that it coordinates closely with NDOT to limit the amount of the 
highway easement that is maintained (including blading and/or grading, mowing, etc.) so that optimal 
quantities of undisturbed habitat are allowed to flourish on the refuge.  The FWS further notes that pygmy 
rabbits occupy sagebrush habitat within the unpaved portion of the existing road right-of-way.  As a 
result, the portion of the State Highway 140 easement that is within the NWR boundary has relatively 
limited invasive species cover, much greater native vegetation cover, and far less cleared or bladed areas 
than is typically found outside of the refuge along the highway.   
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To determine the quality of habitat that exists along the Sheldon Route Alternative, the BLM, 
NDOW, and ODFW conducted a mile-by-mile habitat analysis for greater sage-grouse and mule deer (see 
table 3.4.12-2).  This analysis quantified habitat quality along the Sheldon Route Alternative and the 
corresponding segments of the proposed route.  A detailed description of the habitat categories is 
provided in Appendix M.  Generally, category 1 is high-quality habitat while category 4 is low-quality 
habitat.  This analysis was conducted using existing survey data, known sensitive habitat areas such as 
crucial winter ranges, and professional knowledge and judgment.  Based on this analysis the proposed 
route crosses more high-quality greater sage-grouse habitat than the Sheldon Route Alternative.  It should 
be noted that the FWS strongly opposes the validity of various data inputs and parameters and states that 
the data are not representative of actual habitat quality.  For example, the FWS contends that data 
comparing pygmy rabbit habitat are lacking and that in actuality more high-quality habitat for the pygmy 
rabbit would be affected on the Sheldon Route Alternative as compared to the proposed route.  We note, 
however, that of all the species that could have been considered, greater sage-grouse is the species that 
has received the most public and agency conservation attention on this project, and the main reason for 
the additional habitat evaluation was to specifically assess impacts on greater sage-grouse. 

 
TABLE 3.4.12-2 

Habitat Quality Along the Sheldon Route Alternative and the Corresponding Segment of the Proposed Pipeline Route 

Species Category 1 Category 2 Category 3 Category 4 None 

Greater Sage-Grouse (miles crossed)      

Sheldon Route Alternative 13.4 28.9 4.8 11.2 60.1 

Proposed Route Segment 27.4 18.9 32.2 - 37.7 

Mule Deer (miles crossed)      

Sheldon Route Alternative 13.6 30.5 80.4 51.1 - 

Proposed Route Segment 
(includes Nevada data only) 

28.5 31.7 50.1 7 - 
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Two federally listed threatened species are known to occur on or near the Sheldon Route 
Alternative: the Foskett Springs speckled dace (Rhinichthys osculus ssp.) and the Warner sucker 
(Catostomus warnerensi).  The Foskett Springs speckled dace inhabits Foskett and Dace springs, small 
desert springs located approximately 1.1 and 1.8 miles south of the Sheldon Route Alternative at MP 
584.0 on the west side of Coleman Lake in Lake County, Oregon.  Foskett Spring is a natural spring that 
rises from a springhead pool, flows through a narrow springbrook into a dense growth of cattails, flows 
into a shallow pool, and then disappears into the soil of the normally dry Coleman Lake.  The entire 
habitat is approximately 100 meters long and averages less than 0.3 meter deep.  Dace Spring is smaller 
than Foskett Spring and is choked with macrophytes.  Dace Spring flows through an outflow pipe that 
terminates in a concrete trough.  In 1987, the BLM acquired, through exchange, the 65 hectare parcel of 
land containing Foskett and Dace springs.  Both springs were fenced to exclude livestock.  Due to their 
distance from the route, impacts on these springs and the Foskett Springs speckled dace would not be 
expected by any construction of the Sheldon Route Alternative. 

 
The Warner sucker is known to occur in the Warner Valley and could occur near the Sheldon 

Route Alternative crossing of Twentymile Creek at MP 587.6.  Section 4.7.2.4 provides further detail 
regarding the Warner sucker.  Designated critical habitat for the Warner sucker is located approximately 
1.4 miles upstream of the Sheldon Route Alternative crossing of Twentymile Creek, but would not be 
crossed by the Sheldon Route Alternative.  Under the Sheldon Route Alternative, Ruby would cross all 
streams containing sensitive species using a dry crossing method and would adhere to in-water 
construction timing windows recommended by the ODFW.  Therefore, even if the Sheldon Route 
Alternative were recommended and approved, impacts on the Warner sucker on the Sheldon Refuge 
would not be significant. 

 
The ODFW has identified several habitats of concern along the Sheldon Route Alternative, which 

include greater sage-grouse high-viability core areas (i.e., intact shrub steppe habitat) from MPs 558 to 
580; California bighorn sheep range at MPs 565 and 580; 17 known pygmy rabbit colonies at various 
mileposts; an active greater sage-grouse lek from MPs 579 to 580; and Warner sucker habitat at 
Twentymile Creek.  However, the BLM noted that all these resources − greater sage-grouse core areas, 
California bighorn sheep range (about 8 miles of occupied habitat on the Surprise Field Office), pygmy 
rabbit colonies, and at least four identified active greater sage-grouse leks within 2 miles − also occur 
within the habitat crossed by the proposed route in the Surprise Field Office District.  

 
Ruby submitted a Class I cultural resource records review of the Sheldon Route Alternative in 

May 2009.  According to the information gathered during this review, the presence of recorded 
archaeological sites and the potential for discovering unrecorded archaeological sites along the Sheldon 
Route Alternative is comparable to that of the proposed route.  Fourteen percent of the construction 
corridor that would be needed for the Sheldon Route Alternative has been surveyed for cultural resources, 
and 29 sites have been recorded, compared to 29 percent surveyed and 21 sites recorded for the proposed 
route (prior to the Class III survey).  The records review of the broader 2-mile study area revealed that 
both the Sheldon Route Alternative and the proposed route contain a similar density of recorded 
archaeological sites, indicating that the discovery of sites along either route is to be expected.  Lithic 
scatters are the most common site type found along both routes.  A stone ring, three rock cairns, and three 
stone quarries are site types found along the Sheldon Route Alternative, which are not found along the 
proposed route.  A ground stone site and two hearth sites were found along the proposed route, but not 
found along the Sheldon Route Alternative.  There is a slightly greater concentration of rock shelters and 
petroglyphs previously recorded along the proposed route as compared to the Sheldon Route Alternative 
(two rock shelters, three petroglyphs on the Sheldon Route Alternative; eight rock shelters, six 
petroglyphs on the proposed route), but the amount of survey completed is not sufficient to render these 
numbers statistically significant.  Survey records from the General Land Office (a predecessor agency to 
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the BLM) indicate that several historic roads, such as the road to Fort Bidwell and the road to Pueblo 
Valley are crossed by both routes (Robinson and Dobschuetz, 2009). 

 
The Class III survey of the proposed route through Nevada discovered 570 archaeological sites 

within the survey corridor, with 253 of the sites recommended as eligible for listing on the NRHP (see 
section 4.10.1.3).  The Class I records review suggested that a similar density of sites and site types would 
be discovered during a Class III survey of the Sheldon Route Alternative. 

 
The Sheldon Route Alternative would avoid known areas of concern to the Summit Lake Paiute 

Tribe along the proposed route.  Both the Sheldon Alternative and the proposed route are located within 
the traditional territory of the Northern Paiute peoples.  The Summit Lake Paiute Tribe Reservation is the 
closest reservation to the Sheldon Route Alternative, located 2 miles to the south of the Sheldon NWR.  
The next closest Native American reservation is the Fort McDermitt Paiute and Shoshone Tribes 
Reservation, which is 130 miles to the east.  The Summit Lake Paiute Tribe and other Northern Paiute 
tribal members have commented that the Sheldon Route Alternative would avoid known areas of concern 
and they prefer the Sheldon Route Alternative to the proposed route.  However, field work along the route 
alternative has not been completed and it is possible that completion of on-the-ground cultural resources 
surveys along the route alternative would reveal additional resources of importance to the Summit Lake 
Paiute Tribe. 

 
Within the Sheldon NWR, the State Highway 140 easement abuts the Virgin Valley Mining 

District (an area that is actively mined for opal) and four WSAs (Big Springs Table, Gooch Table, 
Sagehen Hills, and Round Mountain).  WSAs are areas of federal land that have been formally 
inventoried and found to have retained their primeval character and influence, without permanent 
improvements or human habitation, and are managed to preserve their natural conditions.  The WSAs on 
the Sheldon NWR were established through a formal, multi-year process by the FWS and have been 
officially submitted through the Secretary of the Interior and the U.S. President to Congress for potential 
legal designation as wilderness.  WSAs are not officially included in the National Wilderness 
Preservation System until Congress decides whether or not to designate them as wilderness.  The FWS is 
required by federal law and policy to maintain the wilderness characteristics of each WSA until Congress 
decides whether it should either be designated as wilderness or should be released for other purposes (see 
section 4.8.5). 

 
The Sheldon Route Alternative would cross at least 1.5 miles of the Gooch Table WSA within the 

Sheldon NWR at one of the locations where the alternative would need to diverge from the highway 
right-of-way due to rough terrain.  The FWS noted that the actual crossing length and associated impacts 
within the WSA may be as many as 5.3 miles depending on the degree of collocation within the highway 
easement.  The FWS manages WSAs to protect their wilderness character (including size, naturalness, 
and opportunities for solitude and primitive recreation) (FWS Manual, Part 610, Chapter 4).  This is 
accomplished by conducting case-by-case reviews of proposed uses.  Analyses include appropriateness 
findings, compatibility determinations, wilderness minimum requirement and minimum tool analyses, and 
NEPA review.  The FWS stated that routing the pipeline through the WSA would adversely affect the 
WSA’s wilderness character and would conflict with the management direction of the area; therefore, it is 
highly unlikely to be authorized by the refuge manager.  Further, the FWS stated that any improvements 
of access roads through the Sheldon NWR, whether on the Sheldon Route Alternative or the proposed 
route, would be conditioned on the prevention of inappropriate uses within a WSA.  No access roads are 
located within WSAs, although State Highway 140, County Road 8a, Knott Creek Road, and Summit 
Lake Road all are adjacent to WSAs along portions of their routes. 

 
The Sheldon Route Alternative also would cross three citizen-proposed WSAs in Oregon totaling 

about 19 miles.  Citizen-proposed WSAs are areas recommended by the Oregon Natural Desert 
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Association for designation as WSAs for their wilderness resource values and characteristics.  Citizen-
proposed WSAs along the Sheldon Route Alternative include the Sheldon Rim, Spaulding Addition, and 
Coleman Rim.  The BLM is not prohibited from routing pipelines through citizen-proposed WSAs, but is 
required to review such projects within areas the BLM has identified as having wilderness characteristics 
under project-specific EISs such as this.  Additionally, it should be noted that both Congress and citizen 
proponents of WSAs have shown a willingness to adjust boundaries to accommodate utility rights-of-way 
when such actions are shown to be environmentally prudent. 

 
According to the FWS, construction of the Sheldon Route Alternative would discourage wildlife 

observations and viewing, hunting, photography, and education in affected areas of the Sheldon NWR.  
When officially determined compatible on a refuge-specific basis, such wildlife-dependent uses are the 
priority public uses of the refuge.8  In contrast to management of multiple-use federal lands, few other 
public uses and almost no economic uses are authorized on NWRs, unless the refuge manager determines 
that such use is compatible or beneficial to the refuge.  Because the route would be mainly collocated 
with State Highway 140 within the NWR, impacts on these types of recreation activities would be 
minimized, and similar types of recreation along the corresponding portion of the proposed route would 
be more substantially impacted, given its remote location.  However, the FWS contends the impact on 
recreational activities within the NWR would still be too great.   

 
Biological research, especially research that focuses on addressing refuge resource management 

issues, is an essential component of the overall management program at the Sheldon NWR.  Research is 
conducted by FWS personnel and professional cooperators, such as USGS and university scientists.  
Research by other qualified personnel can also be authorized when it is officially found appropriate and 
determined compatible.  The FWS has expressed concern that construction of the Sheldon Route 
Alternative could impact some of the more than 14 research projects currently being conducted on the 
Sheldon NWR.  The BLM has commented that it also conducts annual animal surveys along portions of 
the proposed route as well as along the Sheldon Route Alternative, emphasizing that impacts on research 
projects are not solely limited to the Sheldon NWR.  Based on information provided by the FWS, we 
have determined that most research has already been completed or is sufficiently far from the Sheldon 
Route Alternative such that it would not be affected by pipeline construction or operation.  Four studies, 
however, could be affected: annual greater sage-grouse lek counts, annual raptor nest occupancy surveys, 
annual pronghorn summer census, and long-term monitoring of reptiles at Railroad Point.  Annual greater 
sage-grouse lek counts are conducted on the Sheldon NWR to monitor population trends.  Construction 
activities could affect annual lek counts because they could discourage birds from using nearby leks 
during construction and could compel lekking outside of the Sheldon NWR.  Upon implementation of 
either route, Ruby has committed to preconstruction surveys to identify active leks and to implementing 
seasonal and special restrictions to avoid impacting active leks (see section 4.7.3.1).   

 
Annual raptor nest occupancy surveys involve revisiting historic nest sites on the Sheldon NWR 

and documenting occupancy.  Raptor nesting areas have been documented on Sheldon Refuge since at 
least 1912, and surveys continued on the Sheldon NWR annually until at least the late 1980s.  As with 
greater sage-grouse counts, construction activities could affect raptor nest surveys because they could 
discourage birds from using nearby nests during construction and could force nesting outside of the 
Sheldon NWR.  Ruby has committed to completing aerial surveys within 1 mile of the pipeline route for 
active raptor nests prior to commencement of project activities and to implementing seasonal and special 
restrictions to avoid impacting active nests (see section 4.5.5). 

 

                                                      
8 The FWS has indicated it is evaluating the possibility of a new refuge headquarters and visitor center along State Road 140 

in the Virgin Valley area.  The headquarters and visitors center are being evaluated in the Sheldon NWR draft CCP.  
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An annual census of pronghorn is conducted in the summer on the Sheldon NWR.  Suspected 
habitat is surveyed via helicopter.  Construction activities likely would decrease their use of areas within 
0.5 mile of the route alternative (Ward et al., 1980; Ward, 1976), but the overall census probably would 
not be affected by the project.  The BLM noted that the annual research projects similar to those 
conducted on the Sheldon NWRs are conducted on BLM-administered lands outside the NWR, including 
annual surveys for greater sage-grouse, raptors, and big game.  The BLM indicated that the Ruby Pipeline 
Project would affect research projects along the proposed route the same way it would affect research 
projects on the NWR.  Thus, we conclude that these types of research projects in and of themselves would 
not preclude approval of the Sheldon Route Alternative. 

 
In addition to research programs, the FWS indicated that the Sheldon Route Alternative could 

affect restoration projects currently in progress on the Sheldon NWR, including invasive weed control, 
feral horse and burro control, rehabilitation of dugout basins in playas, and especially the restoration of 
springs and streams.  The Virgin Creek and Thousand Creek watershed is the restoration priority for the 
FWS.  The FWS has also indicated that it expends large amounts of resources maintaining its fences and 
road crossings to keep livestock out and populations of feral horses and burros under control.  Ruby 
would implement a variety of construction and restoration measures to avoid or minimize impacts on 
these resources regardless of the route chosen or eventually authorized (see sections 4.2.2.3, 4.3.1, 4.3.2, 
4.4.6, and 4.5.7). 

 
If the Sheldon Route Alternative were to be certificated, Ruby would be required to obtain a 

right-of-way grant to cross the Sheldon NWR.  The BLM would be responsible for issuing the right-of-
way grant, but would not issue the grant until the FWS concurred with the route.  If this were to occur, the 
FWS could include numerous mitigation measures in the right-of-way grant including that Ruby provide 
a bond to ensure the construction work is completed according to FWS requirements.  The FWS has 
stated that NWRs are, by law, closed to all public access and use, including rights-of-way, unless the use 
is determined compatible.  Also, according to the FWS, siting a natural gas pipeline represents an 
economic use of a NWR, and such use would need to contribute to the purposes of a refuge or the mission 
of the NWR system.  The purpose of the Sheldon NWR is to conserve wildlife including greater sage-
grouse, pronghorn antelope, and other native species dependent on the sagebrush steppe ecosystem.  The 
mission of the NWR system is to “…administer a national network of lands and waters for the 
conservation, management, and where appropriate, restoration of the fish, wildlife, and plant resources 
and their habitats within the United States for the benefit of present and future generations of Americans.”   

 
The Sheldon Route Alternative, as defined here, would require that the existing State Highway 

140 easement be amended to allow for the project, and would require that a new easement be granted for 
those areas where the pipeline would be routed outside of the existing highway easement.  According to 
the FWS, such an action would further destroy or disturb substantial amounts of high-quality, native 
sagebrush steppe habitat (both along and outside the State Highway 140 easement).  Such wildlife and 
habitat destruction and disturbance would conflict with the NWR’s statutory mandate to maintain 
biological integrity and diversity (NWR System Administration Act of 1966, as amended, 16 U.S.C. 
668ee-668dd).  For these and other reasons, the FWS has made a preliminary determination that the 
Sheldon Route Alternative is not compatible (is inconsistent) with the purposes of the Sheldon NWR or 
the mission of the NWR System.  As noted above, if not found compatible, the BLM is statutorily 
prohibited from granting a right-of-way across the Sheldon NWR.  The FWS has also advised that, if the 
Sheldon Route Alternative were authorized by FERC, there would be delays associated with satisfying 
regulatory requirements.  The FWS would need to initiate additional data gathering and analyses and 
would need to finalize the preliminary compatibility determination (which includes a public review and 
comment period), develop a minimum requirements/minimum tool analysis (for the affected WSA), and 
satisfy NEPA requirements for these federal decisions.  The FWS has advised that due to other higher-
priority commitments and funding/staffing limitations, this effort could take additional months or years 
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and, as a result, it would be highly unlikely that Ruby could complete the pipeline project along this 
alternative route in a timely manner, if ever.   

 
Our goal is to evaluate the benefits and constraints of the Sheldon Route Alternative (a route 

collocated with and/or adjacent to a paved highway, but also within an area dedicated to wildlife 
preservation) with Ruby’s proposed route (a greenfield route across high-quality habitat).  The proposed 
pipeline route near the Sheldon NWR runs through multiple-use public lands managed by the BLM to 
serve multiple public purposes, including some economic uses which can be ecologically damaging like 
livestock grazing, mining, and the development and transmission of energy.  As these lands experience 
legally allowable economic and other development or alteration, native species and habitats could be 
further compromised. 

 
In contrast, the official purposes of Sheldon NWR include conservation and protection of 

migratory birds, endangered and threatened species, and other wildlife, including pronghorn antelope.  
Sheldon NWR management is specifically directed to achieving these purposes, so the quality, 
abundance, and diversity of fish, wildlife, plant, and their habitats on Sheldon NWR would likely increase 
in the future as native habitats and wild populations are further restored, the wilderness character of 
officially designated WSAs are protected, and as destructive economic and other uses are avoided or 
discontinued. 

 
Based on our analysis, it appears that the Sheldon Route Alternative would be technically and 

economically feasible and may result in less environmental impacts on some resources as compared to the 
proposed route.  In particular, it appears that it would reduce impacts on greater sage-grouse and would 
avoid of many of the resource concerns of the Summit Lake Paiute Tribe.  The FWS believes that 
additional fieldwork along the Sheldon Route Alternative would reveal that the route alternative’s 
biological and cultural resources are at least equal in value to those found on the proposed route.  In the 
end, it is clear that the FWS could not concur with a right-of-way grant for the alternate route.  For this 
reason, we do not recommend the Sheldon Route Alternative.   

 
3.4.13 Black Rock Route Alternative 

 
The Black Rock Route Alternative was originally identified by NDOW as an alternative that 

could reduce wildlife habitat impacts by following existing roads (U.S. Highway 95, Jungo Road, and 
State Secondary Route 34) south of the proposed route.  According to NDOW, the proposed route crosses 
greater sage-grouse habitat that is especially high quality and unfragmented.  Like the Sheldon Route 
Alternative, the Black Rock Route Alternative would avoid impacting this type of habitat by virtue of 
being collocated with roads along a large part of its route.   

 
Ruby went through several iterations of the Black Rock Route Alternative (i.e., Black Rock 1, 

Black Rock 2, etc.) while refining the route based on suggestions from the BLM, FWS, and NDOW.  The 
purpose of refining the route was to generally follow roads, to take advantage of railroad and utility 
rights-of-way, and to reduce the route alternative’s overall length.  The resulting route analyzed here 
(Black Rock 7) would head southwest just to the north of Winnemucca, Nevada and the Humboldt River 
from the proposed alignment at approximately MP 424.29.  The alternative alignment would traverse 
broad sagebrush-dominated valleys, salty playas, rolling hills, and grasslands.  The Black Rock Route 
Alternative would closely follow Route 49 and the Union Pacific/Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad 
as it heads west toward Gerlach, Nevada.  The route alternative would turn northwest after 
circumnavigating the Black Rock NCA and follow an existing overhead transmission line through rolling, 
                                                      
9   The route description in the remainder of this paragraph was developed by the BLM to satisfy its visual impact evaluation 

needs. 
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mountainous terrain dominated by sagebrush desert mixed with grasslands and dispersed juniper 
woodlands.  Within this rolling terrain, the Black Rock Route Alternative would cross several remote 
valleys and pass near the Boulder Mountain Wilderness Area.  The route alternative would turn northwest 
into Long Valley in northwestern Nevada where it would reconnect with the proposed route at 
approximately MP 562.2 (see figure 3.4.13-1).  Table 3.4.13-1 presents a comparison of the pertinent 
environmental features of this alternative to the corresponding segment of the proposed route. 

 
TABLE 3.4.13-1 

Black Rock Route Alternative Comparison 

Environmental Factor Black Rock Route 
Corresponding 
Segment of the 
Proposed Route 

Length (miles) 180.0 138.1 

Amount of Extra Workspace, etc. Required (acres) 755.3 506.9 
Amount of Access Roads Required (acres) 293.5 220.0 
Parallel to Existing Rights-of-Way (miles within 500’ of centerline) 52.4 30.1 
Landowners Crossed (number) 55 34 
Private Lands Crossed (miles) 17.0 30.2 
BLM NCAs Crossed (miles) 3.7 0.0 
National Historic Trail Crossings (number) 3 0 
Greater Sage-Grouse Winter Habitat Crossed (miles) 62.3 55.7 
Greater Sage-Grouse Leks (within 2 miles of the centerline) 6 9 
Pronghorn Crucial Winter Habitat Crossed (miles) 18.8 0.0 
Category 1 and 2 Mule Deer Habitat Crossed (miles) 26.3 46.7 
Perennial Waterbodies Crossed (number) 2 3 
Wetland Habitat Crossed (miles crossed) 10.5 3.6 
Cultural Resource Sites Crossed (no. from Class I records review) 102 21 
Additional Compression Required Yes No 
Mineral Resources within 1,500 feet (number) 24 11 
Springs/Seeps within 300 feet (number) 0 4 
Wells within 300 feet (number) 0 2 
Moderate to High Landslides (number of areas) 2 2 
Geologic Faults within 1,500 feet(number) 20 9 
Areas of Shallow Groundwater Crossed (number) 0 2 
Earthquakes within 100 miles (number) 58 8 
Shallow Rock potentially requiring Blasting (miles) 38.0 87.0 
Karst/pseudokarst terrain (miles) 22.0 8.0 

 
The total length of the Black Rock Route Alternative is 180.0 miles, which is 41.9 miles longer 

(30 percent) than the corresponding segment of the proposed route.  This would increase the overall 
project length by 6.1 percent.  This alternative would parallel more existing right-of-way (22.3 additional 
miles) than the proposed route; however, due to its increased length, it also would create more greenfield 
right-of-way (19.6 additional miles) than the proposed route.  The alternative also would require 284.4 
more acres of extra workspace and 73.5 more miles of access roads, and would cross 21 more nonfederal 
landowners (13.2 more miles of private land crossed by the alternative route).  Ruby would be required to 
implement its mitigation plans (e.g., Plan, Procedures, Blasting Plan, Hydrostatic Testing Plan, Spill Plan, 
Noxious and Invasive Weed Control Plan, etc.) as well as our recommendations (see section 5.2) 
regardless of the route chosen.  However, because the alternative is considerably longer than the 
corresponding segment of the proposed route, the impacts of construction and operation (e.g., amount of 
soil exposed to erosion, volume of water needed for hydrostatic testing, amount of routine vegetation 
clearing during operation) would be greater. 
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Figure 3.4.13-1 Black Rock Route Alternative 
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We evaluated various environmental resources along the Black Rock Route Alternative as 
compared to Ruby’s proposed route.  The Black Rock Route Alternative, when compared to the proposed 
route, has the same number of areas of moderate to high landslide incidence, 11 more geologic faults, has 
experienced 50 more earthquake events, and has 18 more miles of karst/pseudokarst terrain.  The 
alternative has 13 more mines/pits/quarries within 1,500 of the right-of-way.  Conversely, the route 
alternative has no areas of shallow groundwater and 49 fewer miles of shallow rock that may require 
blasting.  From a soils limitation perspective, the proposed route crosses fewer miles of highly wind 
erodible, compaction prone, stony-rocky, droughty and hydric soils, while the Black Rock Route 
Alternative crosses fewer miles of prime farmland or areas with shallow bedrock.  Neither route crosses 
any soils classified as highly water erodible.  No registered wells or springs were identified within 300 
feet of the route alternative, whereas two wells and four springs were identified within 300 feet of the 
proposed route.  Ruby estimates the route alternative would require an additional 15,482,050 gallons of 
water for hydrostatic testing and dust control, an approximate 35 percent increase in water use. 

 
A mile-by-mile habitat analysis also was conducted along the Black Rock Route Alternative to 

determine the quality of habitat that exists along the alternative and the corresponding segment of Ruby’s 
proposed pipeline route.  Table 3.4.13-2 summarizes the results of the analysis.  Generally, category 1 is 
high-quality habitat while category 4 is low-quality habitat.  Based on this analysis, the Black Rock Route 
Alternative crosses more greater sage-grouse habitat, mule deer habitat, and pygmy rabbit sites than the 
proposed route, although the greater sage-grouse habitat and mule deer habitat is generally of lower 
quality. 

  
TABLE 3.4.13-2 

Habitat Quality Along the Black Rock Route Alternative and the Corresponding Segment of the Proposed Pipeline 
Route 

Species Category 1 Category 2 Category 3 Category 4 None 

Greater Sage-Grouse (miles crossed)      

Black Rock Route Alternative 20.1 17.4 10.8 6.2 125 

Proposed Route Segment 27.4 16.5 9 0 84.7 

Pygmy Rabbit (number of sites)      

Black Rock Route Alternative 3 2 1 - - 

Proposed Route Segment 1 - - - - 

Mule Deer (miles crossed)      

Black Rock Route Alternative 8.7 17.6 27.2 126.2 - 

Proposed Route Segment 22.5 24.2 55.2 35 - 
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Wall Canyon Creek is crossed by the Black Rock Route Alternative in two locations near MP 

579.  Wall Canyon Creek provides habitat for the Wall Canyon Sucker, a native fish species classified as 
a state species of concern and a BLM sensitive species.  NDOW has been working cooperatively with the 
BLM and the FWS for several years to determine and implement conservation measures that would 
protect the Wall Canyon sucker species from being listed under the ESA.  As a result of this coordinated 
effort, approximately 7 miles of Wall Canyon Creek above the Wall Canyon Reservoir has been identified 
as important habitat for Wall Canyon Sucker.  The FWS has recommended that a minor route adjustment 
less than a few hundred feet to the east would avoid crossing Wall Canyon Creek.  Alternately, if a route 
realignment cannot be incorporated, the FWS recommends that Wall Canyon Creek and its tributaries be 
crossed using a dry crossing method. 

 
Ruby submitted a Class I records review of the proposed Black Rock Route Alternative in May 

2009.  According to the information gathered during this review, the presence of recorded archaeological 
sites and the potential for discovering unrecorded sites along the Black Rock Route Alternative is 
comparable to that of the proposed route.  Twenty-three percent of the 180-mile construction corridor that 
would be needed for the Black Rock Route Alternative has been surveyed for cultural resources; 102 sites 
were recorded, compared to 29 percent surveyed and 21 sites recorded for the 138-mile corresponding 
segment of the proposed route (prior to Class III survey).  Two historic properties along the Black Rock 
Route Alternative, the Applegate Lassen Trail and the Gerlach Water Tower, are listed on the NRHP and 
the Nevada State Register of Historic Places.  

 
The records review of the broader 2-mile study area along the pipeline corridor revealed that both 

the proposed route and the Black Rock Route Alternative contain a similar density of recorded 
archaeological sites, indicating that the discovery of sites along either route is to be expected.  The 
significant site types in the proposed route study area are prehistoric rock shelters, petroglyphs, quarries, 
lithic scatters, and historic roads.  The predominant prehistoric site type in the Black Rock Route 
Alternative is the lithic scatter, with an occasional rock shelter or other rock feature.  However, this 
alternative does contain more recorded historic sites and a higher potential for discovery of historic 
resources.  The towns of Jungo and Gerlach, as well as segments of the Nobles Emigrant Trail and the 
Applegate Lassen Trail, are located in the Black Rock Route Alternative study area.  The recorded 
historic archaeological sites represent themes of transportation, water resources, ranching, and mining 
(Ballard et al., 2009).    
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The Class III survey of the proposed route through Nevada discovered 570 archaeological sites 
within the survey corridor, with 253 of the sites recommended as eligible for listing on the NRHP (see 
section 4.10.1.3).  The Class I records review suggests that a similar density of prehistoric sites and a 
higher density of historic sites would be discovered during a Class III survey of the Black Rock Route 
Alternative. 

 
The Summit Lake Paiute Tribe expressed concern about the potential for the proposed pipeline to 

impact traditional Northern Paiute foods, medicines, and other current or historic subsistence resources.  
The tribe also expressed concerns about known traditional sacred sites and possible burials in this area.  In 
comments on the draft EIS, Native Americans requested additional information, such as completed 
cultural resources pedestrian survey reports.  Prior to issuance of the draft EIS, members of the Summit 
Lake Paiute Tribe and their supporters expressed a preference for either the Sheldon Route or the Black 
Rock Route alternatives over the proposed route.  Based on Ruby’s 2009 fieldwork along the Black Rock 
Route Alternative, it is expected that cultural resources important to the Summit Lake Paiute Tribe are 
present along both routes. 

 
The Black Rock Route Alternative would cross the Black Rock NCA at two locations for a total 

distance of about 3.7 miles.  According to the BLM, the focal point of the Black Rock NCA is the 
Applegate National Historic Trail and the Nobles Emigrant Trail (a branch of the California National 
Historic Trail).  Other important resources within the NCA include pre-history, paleontology, wildlife, 
wild horses, and recreation.  The Black Rock Route Alternative crosses the Applegate National Historic 
Trail at two locations within the NCA.  The alternative also crosses the Nobles Emigrant Trail, but on 
BLM-administered land just outside of the NCA.  At all three trail crossing locations, the alternative 
would follow existing designated utility corridors across the trails.  The corresponding segment of the 
proposed route does not cross the Black Rock NCA or any of the trails.  The BLM has confirmed that 
constructing and operating the pipeline along the Black Rock Route Alternative would be in conformance 
with the ROD and RMP for the Black Rock NCA and Associated Wilderness, and Other Contiguous 
Lands in Nevada (dated July 2004) and that no RMP amendment would be required.  The lands section of 
the RMP (section 2.2.16) includes the following two decisions: 

 
• LAND-4:  Two existing utility corridors (Map 2-9) will be retained.  One corridor crosses 

the mile-wide “neck” in the northwest part of the NCA.  This corridor is one mile wide 
and centers on the existing Los Angeles Water and Power electrical transmission line.  
The second corridor runs in an east-west direction and includes the Union Pacific 
Railroad line and a parallel power line.  This corridor is 2.75 miles wide with the Union 
Pacific Railroad line located near its northern edge. 
 

• LAND-5:  Utility rights-of-way may be granted outside of Wilderness where in 
conformance with visual quality objectives and the NCA Act. 

 
The Black Rock Route Alternative would utilize both of the designated utility corridors and 

would not be constructed outside of the two corridors. 
 
The Black Rock Route Alternative would parallel the southern border of the Black Rock NCA for 

about 27 miles, between MPs 497 and 520, passing within 1 mile of the most well-known resources in the 
NCA, the Black Rock Desert Playa.  The playa is a flat, dry lakebed of ancient Lake Lahontan.  The playa 
has grown in popularity during the past decade as a place for recreation events that need a lot of space, 
including the annual Burning Man Festival.  This event is open to the public for 8 days in late August and 
early September.  Nearly 48,000 people attended the festival in 2009.  If pipeline construction were to 
occur in this area during the festival the influx of non-local workers would increase competition for 
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limited resources, such as lodging and public services, and could disrupt transportation and traffic flow.  
The proposed route would be at least 40 miles from this playa. 

 
Ruby stated that the route and additional length of the Black Rock Route Alternative would 

require moving the Desert Valley Compressor Station to approximately MP 512 and installing one 
additional compressor unit at this station, which would about double air emissions at the station.  Ruby 
would also need to construct a fifth compressor station to achieve the required delivery volumes.  The 
compressor station modifications and additions would increase the total project cost, as would the 
additional length of pipeline required.  According to Ruby, the station modifications and pipeline length 
would add approximately $154 million to the project cost. 

 
The Black Rock Route Alternative meets the project objective and is technically feasible; 

however, it may be economically infeasible.  In our draft EIS we questioned whether Ruby’s cost 
assessment was complete because it did not account for certain cost savings that we believed could be 
achieved with the route alternative, such as less data recovery, fewer construction skips, and reduced 
mitigation.  We also note that Ruby selected its proposed route over both the Northern Route Alternative 
(about 38 miles shorter) and the Central Route Alternative (about 68 miles shorter), suggesting that 
pipeline length, while an important factor, is not the sole determining factor in the eventual cost feasibility 
of the project.  Ruby restated its position during the draft EIS comment period that the alternative would 
not result in a cost savings, but would, in fact, be substantially more costly to build than the proposed 
route.  Ruby cited several reasons for this position, including an expected substantial increased cultural 
resource data recovery, an increase in construction skips and mitigation required for avoiding Category 1 
pygmy rabbit habitat and cultural resource sites, severe topographic conditions along portions of the 
alternative, and the addition of a fifth compressor station.   

 
The overall footprint of the alternative (41.9 extra miles, 19.6 miles of which is greenfield right-

of-way; 284 acres of additional extra workspace; and 73.5 miles of extra access roads) would create a 
larger environmental footprint which we conclude would not significantly outweigh the benefits to be 
gained in certain individual resource area.  We do not believe that the reduction in impacts on greater 
sage-grouse leks, Category 1 and 2 mule deer habitat, and perennial streams provided by the Black Rock 
Route Alternative would necessarily confer an environmental advantage over the proposed route because 
of the added impacts on pygmy rabbit habitat, pronghorn crucial winter habitat, wetlands, national 
historic trails, recreation, and air quality.  The alternative route would also cross 21 more nonfederal 
landowners than the corresponding segment of the proposed route.  For these reasons, we are not 
recommending the Black Rock Route Alternative.   

 
3.4.14 Jungo-Tuscarora Route Alternative 

 
Like the Black Rock Route Alternative, the Jungo-Tuscarora Route Alternative was identified by 

the BLM, FWS, and NDOW during scoping as an alternative that could reduce the project’s impacts on 
wildlife habitat in the region by following existing rights-of-way south of the proposed route.  The first 
half of the Jungo-Tuscarora Route Alternative follows the same route as the Black Rock Route 
Alternative to Gerlach, Nevada (see discussion above).  From Gerlach, however, the Jungo-Tuscarora 
Route Alternative turns northwesterly into California and terminates at the project end point in Malin, 
Oregon (see figure 3.4.14-1).  The total length of the Jungo-Tuscarora Route Alternative is 312.8 miles.  
Table 3.4.14-1 presents a comparison of the pertinent environmental features of this alternative and the 
corresponding segment of the proposed route. 
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Figure 3.4.14-1 Jungo-Tuscarora Route Alternative 
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TABLE 3.4.14-1 

Jungo-Tuscarora Route Alternative Comparison 

Environmental Factor Jungo-Tuscarora Route  
Corresponding 
Segment of the 
Proposed Route 

Length (miles) 312.8 260.9 
Parallel to Existing Rights-of-Way (miles within 500’ of centerline) 166.6 53.2 
BLM NCAs Crossed (miles) 2.5 0.0 
BLM WSAs Crossed (miles) 0.7 0.0 
NWRs Crossed (miles) 1.2 0.0 
National Historic Trail Crossings (number) 2 0 
Greater Sage-Grouse Winter Habitat Crossed (miles) 40.7 74.7 
Greater Sage-Grouse Leks (within 2 miles of the centerline) 17 26 
Pronghorn Crucial Winter Habitat Crossed (miles) 18.7 0.0 
Mule Deer Crucial Winter Habitat  Crossed (miles) 50.0 0.0 
Perennial Streams Crossed (number) 9 22 
Wetland Habitat Crossed (miles) 3.6 15.9 
Additional Compression Required Yes No 

 
Our review of the Jungo-Tuscarora Route Alternative indicates that it is about 51.9 miles longer 

than the corresponding segment of the proposed route, which represents an overall increase in project 
length of 7.7 percent.  The Jungo-Tuscarora Route Alternative parallels more existing right-of-way (113.4 
additional miles) than the proposed route and results in less greenfield right-of-way (61.5 fewer miles).  
The alternative impacts less greater sage-grouse winter habitat (34.0 fewer miles), fewer greater sage-
grouse leks (9 fewer leks),10 fewer perennial streams (13 fewer streams), and less wetland habitat (12.3 
fewer miles).  Conversely, the alternative impacts more pronghorn crucial winter habitat (18.7 additional 
miles), more mule deer crucial winter habitat (50.0 additional miles), and would cross more national 
historic trails (2 additional trails).  Additionally, the route alternative crosses about 2.5 miles of the Black 
Rock Desert NCA, about 0.7 mile of the Tule Mountain WSA, and about 1.2 miles of the Modoc NWR.  
The route alternative follows existing utility or transportation corridors across the Applegate National 
Historic Trail and the Nobles Emigrant Trail, but the BLM would be required to amend its RMP to allow 
for additional utility crossings at these locations.  The Jungo-Tuscarora Route Alternative also passes 
within 1 mile of the Black Rock Desert Playa and could affect the Burning Man Festival if pipeline 
construction were to occur at the same time as the festival (see section 3.4.13 for a more detailed 
discussion of the festival).  The corresponding segment of the proposed route crosses none of these areas.  

 
Ruby stated that the additional length of the Jungo-Tuscarora Route Alternative would require 

installation of additional compression to achieve the required delivery volumes.  The additional 
compression would increase long-term air emissions associated with operating the pipeline.  Ruby also 
stated that the additional compression and additional length of pipeline would increase the total project 
cost by $271 million.  Ruby stated that it has committed to transportation rates in binding precedent 
agreements with its shippers and increased construction costs associated with this route alternative would 
increase transportation rates and the project would be infeasible (i.e., Ruby would not be able to build the 
project to meet the open season contracts; as such, the project objective would not be met).  Also, routing 
the pipeline in California would trigger additional environmental review by the California Public Utilities 
Commission under the California Environmental Quality Act.  The time required for this additional 

                                                      
10 The comparison of greater sage-grouse leks may be misleading because Ruby field-verified many of the lek sites along the 

proposed route, whereas Ruby did not field-verify lek locations along the alternative and instead used existing lek 
information provided by the FWS, BLM, and NDOW. 
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review (up to 1 year or more) would prevent Ruby from meeting its in-service date and would render the 
project infeasible. 

 
The overall footprint of the alternative (51.9 extra miles; 18.7 extra miles of pronghorn crucial 

winter habitat; 50.0 extra miles of mule deer crucial winter habitat; and an additional compressor station 
facility) would create a larger environmental footprint which we conclude would not significantly 
outweigh the benefits to be gained in certain individual resource area.  We do not believe that the 
reduction in impacts on greater sage-grouse winter habitat, greater sage-grouse leks, perennial streams, 
and wetlands would confer a significant environmental advantage over the added impacts on pronghorn 
crucial winter habitat, mule deer crucial winter habitat, national historic trails, WSAs, NWRs, recreation, 
or air quality.  Further, it appears that the route alternative is not economically feasible.  Therefore, we are 
not recommending the Jungo-Tuscarora Route Alternative. 

 
3.4.15 Southern Langell Valley Route Alternative 

 
We recommended in the draft EIS that Ruby incorporate the Southern Langell Valley Route 

Alternative, as depicted in figure 3.4.15-1, into the final pipeline route.  Ruby subsequently adopted this 
alternative, and as such, it is now a part of Ruby’s proposed project.  After the draft EIS was issued, Ruby 
also made one minor realignment to the South Langell Valley Route Alternative to address 
constructability issues at the Lost River.  This too is now part of Ruby’s proposed project.  The data and 
analysis presented in the rest of this final EIS reflect the inclusion of the Southern Langell Valley Route 
Alternative and the minor route realignment into Ruby’s proposal. 

 
Ruby developed the Southern Langell Valley Route Alternative to address the BLM’s desire to 

reduce the project’s impacts on a sensitive archaeological area in Oregon known as the proposed 
Antelope Creek Archaeological District (ACAD) as well as to address a number of non-cultural concerns 
such as crossing a NRCS Wetland Reserve Program (WRP) Easement and crossing three Reclamation 
ditches and/or streams.  The proposed ACAD is located on BLM land within the Klamath Falls Resource 
Area.  The Southern Langell Valley Route Alternative would avoid impacts on the proposed ACAD, as 
currently proposed, by placing the pipeline more than 2 miles to the south of the proposed ACAD (a new 
boundary for the ACAD has since been proposed).  The route alternative departs from the original route 
in Lake County, Oregon at MP 643.2 and proceeds west, terminating at a new MLV location 2.5 miles 
south of the Malin Market Center (see figure 3.4.15-1).  The route alternative connects with the PG&E 
pipeline system at the Oregon-California state line, but does not negate the need for a 2.6-mile-long 
lateral from the interconnect to the Malin Market Center where the Ruby Pipeline Project would intersect 
with other systems.  Table 3.4.15-1 presents a comparison of the pertinent environmental features of this 
alternative to the corresponding segment of the original route. 

 
Ruby’s original route through Oregon was surveyed for cultural resources beginning in April of 

2008.  A total of 32 archaeological sites were identified along the corresponding segment of original route 
from MPs 643.2 to 675.2.  Of these, 1 site was determined eligible for listing on the NRHP, 27 were 
recommended as eligible for listing, 2 sites were recommended not eligible for listing, and 2 sites were 
unevaluated regarding eligibility.  The FERC, BLM, Reclamation, and USFS are currently reviewing a 
revised version of this report and have not yet made any eligibility determinations. 
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Figure 3.4.15-1 Adopted Southern Langell Valley Route Alternative 
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TABLE 3.4.15-1 

Southern Langell Valley Route Alternative Comparison 

Environmental Factor  Southern Langell Valley 
Route  

Corresponding 
Segment of the 
Original Route 

Length (miles) 29.4 31.9 
Parallel to Existing Rights-of-Way (miles within 500’ of centerline) 8.0 5.9 
Landowners Crossed (number) 10 18 
Mule Deer Crucial Winter Habitat  Crossed (miles) 1.3 0.0 
Proposed ACAD Crossed (miles) 0.0 0.3 
Reclamation Canals Crossed (number) 0 3 
Perennial Waterbodies Crossed (number) 2 4 
Wetland Habitat Crossed (miles) 0.5 2.9 
WRP Easements Crossed (number) 0 1 
 BLM Camp Site Adjacent to Right-of-Way (number) 1 0 

 
In a letter dated March 4, 2009, the Klamath Falls Resource Area of the BLM informed FERC of 

its concerns regarding the archaeological values and sensitive cultural resources around the Antelope 
Creek area along the original route.11  This letter included a map of the original boundaries proposed for 
the ACAD, before further data warranted BLM to expand the proposed ACAD boundaries.  On April 1, 
2009, Ruby and its consultants met with the BLM, Reclamation, and Klamath Tribes.  The participants 
agreed at the meeting that the Southern Langell Valley Route Alternative was preferable to avoid the 
proposed ACAD and minimize impacts on sensitive cultural resources and the other aforementioned 
concerns, even though the exact route of the alternative was not finalized at that time.  Parties agreed to 
pursue the southern route because it was believed the route would travel along an existing road.  The 
participant also discussed the three other suggested routes in the area, two of which still crossed the 
proposed ACAD but, according to BLM, in areas of significantly lower site density.  The other route 
avoided the ACAD completely.  None of the three other routes were pursued because of the apparent 
advantages of the Southern Langell Valley Route Alternative.  Ruby was generally agreeable to the 
Southern Langell Valley Route Alternative as presented in the draft EIS as it benefited numerous other 
non-cultural concerns, leading Ruby to adopt it. 

 
The reroute though the Southern Langell Valley was surveyed for cultural resources between 

April 27 and July 3, 2009.  Forty-six archaeological sites were recorded within the Southern Langell 
Valley Route Alternative.  Of these 46 sites, none have been determined eligible for listing on the NRHP, 
34 are recommended as eligible for listing, 9 are recommended as not eligible, and 3 are not fully 
evaluated regarding their eligibility by the consultant.  However, the BLM, Reclamation, and USFS are 
still reviewing site forms and reports, and would make their own determinations of eligibility once their 
review is completed.  Ruby has stated that it could realign its pipeline in the area to avoid direct impacts 
on all sites except one, although this has not been field verified. 

 
Despite the BLM’s involvement in the early discussions with Ruby and others regarding the 

desire to avoid the proposed ACAD, and its agreement with the apparent advantages of the Southern 
Langell Valley Route Alternative, the BLM has now reconsidered its support of the alternativeand has 
indicated that the overall routing in the area should be reassessed.  BLM states that the number of 
religiously significant sites along the Southern Langell Alternative Route is higher than the number of 
sites crossed by the original route.  Additionally, BLM states it will be adjusting the ACAD Boundary to 

                                                      
11  The BLM also reports that it presented its concerns with the proposed route to Ruby on August 21, 2008 via an email and 

offered three alternative routes to be considered with an attached map. 
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continue south as a result of the new inventory and ethnographic data; which will now encompass the 
Southern Langell Valley Route Alternative.  In a November 17, 2009 letter, the BLM urged Ruby to 
consider minor route realignment to avoid significant cultural sites completely; it did not continue to 
express possible objections to the Southern Langell Valley Route Alternative. 

 
We continue to believe the Southern Langell Valley Route Alternative is preferable to a route that 

crosses the proposed ACAD.  Ruby continues to work with the BLM and Reclamation to develop a route 
that avoids the proposed ACAD without adding unacceptable impacts on other resources.  In addition, 
Ruby states it has worked with and continues to work with the Klamath Tribes regarding tribal concerns.  
We acknowledge that the reroute may affect individual cultural resources sites such as rock stacks; 
however, given the density of sites in the area, any route in the general area would likely encounter 
cultural resources sites.  Thus, whether the original route, the Southern Langell Valley Route Alternative, 
or any other route variation is eventually authorized, potential impacts on cultural resources sites would 
be present and further Section 106 consultation would be necessary.  To ensure that Ruby appropriately 
avoids and/or implements mitigation for cultural resource sites potentially occurring along the Southern 
Langell Valley Route Alternative, we recommend a Certificate condition in section 4.10 of this final EIS. 

 
We have concluded that the Southern Langell Valley Route Alternative, including Ruby’s minor 

route realignment at the Lost River and micro-realignments to avoid cultural resources sites, would confer 
an overall environmental advantage over the corresponding segment of the original pipeline route.  The 
Southern Langell Valley Route Alternative is 2.5 miles shorter than the original route, parallels about 3.9 
more miles of existing right-of-way, and affects 8 fewer landowners.  In addition to avoiding the proposed 
ACAD, the route alternative avoids the three Reclamation canals crossed by the original route (the Lost 
River Improved Channel, the Main Drain, and the West Canal), and avoids an NRCS WRP easement.  
The route alternative also crosses two fewer perennial waterbodies and affects 2.1 fewer miles of 
wetlands.  However, it would cross 3.5 miles of withdrawn land under Reclamation’s jurisdiction, the 
Lost River (a perennial waterbody with documented evidence of the presence of the endangered Lost 
River and shortnose suckers), 1.3 miles of mule deer crucial winter habitat, and would pass within 120 
feet of a BLM-administered recreation site at MP R651.8 (Rock Creek Camp). 

 
We acknowledge the BLM’s authority to either permit or deny a right-of-way grant on any 

particular stretch of federally managed land.  Thus, while we conclude that the Southern Langell Valley 
Route Alternative is environmentally preferred, the BLM may ultimately disagree.  Despite the 
advantages of the Southern Langell Valley Route Alternative, we also believe that the corresponding 
segment of the original route is acceptable, dependent upon the completion of the Section 106 process.   
 
 
 
3.5 ROUTE VARIATIONS 

 
Route variations differ from route alternatives in that they are typically shorter in length and do 

not deviate as far from the proposed route as route alternatives, and they are identified to resolve or 
reduce construction impacts on localized, specific resources such as cultural resource sites, wetlands, 
recreational lands, residences, landowner requests, and terrain conditions.  Because route variations are 
identified in response to specific local concerns they are often the result of landowner comments, and may 
not always clearly display an environmental advantage other than reducing or avoiding impacts on 
specific features.  We have considered a variety of factors in evaluating route variations, including length, 
land requirements, the number of landowners affected, and potential for reducing or minimizing resource 
impacts. 
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Ruby and the FERC staff evaluated several minor route variations during the pre-filing process 
and during the development of the pipeline route (see section 1.3).  Additional route variations were also 
evaluated during our review after Ruby submitted its application and throughout the development of our 
draft EIS.  Our evaluation of route variations was based on information provided by Ruby, information 
provided by cooperating agencies, comments provided during public scoping, review of available aerial 
photography and USGS topographic maps, and site visits. 

 
Table 3.5-1 presents a summary of the 16 route variations we considered during our 

environmental review of the project.   
 

TABLE 3.5-1 

Route Variation Summary for the Ruby Pipeline Project 

Name of Variation MP Range Main Reason for Variation Status 

Ryckman Creek 27.3 – 27.7 Avoid wetland impacts Recommended in draft EIS; subsequently 
adopted by Ruby 

Sheep Mountain Road 41.4 – 42.2 Reduce impacts on drainage 
wash 

Recommended in draft EIS; subsequently 
adopted by Ruby 

Woodruff East 51.1 – 51.4 Improve canal crossing 
constructability 

Recommended in draft EIS; subsequently 
adopted by Ruby 

Woodruff West 51.8 – 54.9 Avoid crowding in electric 
transmission line right-of-way 

Recommended in draft EIS; subsequently 
adopted by Ruby 

Prasthofer 75.9 – 76.6 Landowner request and improve 
constructability 

Recommended in draft EIS; subsequently 
adopted by Ruby 

South End Brigham Bench 104.9 – 105.7 Improve constructability on slope Recommended in draft EIS; subsequently 
adopted by Ruby 

Brigham Bench 106.9 – 107.3 Avoid impacts on springs, avoid 
fault line 

Recommended in draft EIS; subsequently 
adopted by Ruby 

North End Brigham Bench 108.5 – 109.1 Avoid crowding in electric 
transmission line right-of-way 

Recommended in draft EIS; subsequently 
adopted by Ruby 

Roper 116.0 – 117.2 Landowner request Recommended in draft EIS; subsequently 
adopted by Ruby 

Peterson Pond 125.4 – 126.3 Landowner request Recommended in draft EIS; subsequently 
adopted by Ruby 

ATK 135.3 – 139.4 Avoid ATK facility Recommended in draft EIS; subsequently 
adopted by Ruby 

State Route 30 214.2 – 222.1 Landowner request Recommended in draft EIS; subsequently 
adopted by Ruby 

Tabor Ranch 287.9 – 299.3 Landowner request, avoid 
irrigation circles 

Recommended in draft EIS; subsequently 
adopted by Ruby 

VORTAC 462.3 – 465.5 Avoid interference with VORTAC 
facility 

Recommended in draft EIS; subsequently 
adopted by Ruby 

Barrel Springs Western  575.7 – 590.0 Avoid sensitive cultural resource 
area 

New since draft EIS; not recommended in 
final EIS 

Bud Garrett Marsh 
Rookery 614.4 – 621.0 Minimize colonial water bird 

nesting habitat impacts 
Recommended in draft EIS; subsequently 

adopted by Ruby 
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We recommended in the draft EIS that all 15 of the route variations be incorporated into the final 
pipeline route because the route variations provided environmental or constructability advantages.  In 
addition, many of the variations were at the request of the particular landowner being crossed.  We 
consider landowner desires and needs, as well as land use practices, to be important factors when 
evaluating alternatives.  Thus, in such cases where environmental resources impacts appear to be similar, 
a landowner’s wishes often “tips the scales” regarding which route is preferred, provided the alternative 
route is not merely transferring impacts onto another landowner.  After the draft EIS was issued, Ruby 
formally modified its project plans and adopted all 15 of the route variations (noted as such in table 3.5-1) 
and as such, they are now a part of Ruby’s proposed project.   

 
After issuance of the draft EIS we also evaluated a potential route variation between MPs 575 and 

590 in an area recently identified as the Barrel Springs TCP.  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. 

 
The data and analyses presented in the rest of this final EIS reflect the inclusion of the 15 route 

variations into the proposed route.  We have, however, retained much of our language from the draft EIS 
in this section regarding the environmental comparison of these variations to the corresponding segment 
of the original route as a means to document our review process. 

 
3.5.1 Ryckman Creek Route Variation 

 
We recommended in the draft EIS that Ruby incorporate the Ryckman Creek Route Variation, as 

depicted in figure 3.5.1-1, into the final pipeline route.  Ruby subsequently adopted the variation and, as 
such, it is now a part of Ruby’s proposed project.  The data and analysis presented in the rest of this final 
EIS reflect the inclusion of this route in Ruby’s proposal.  The Ryckman Creek Route Variation was 
developed to minimize impacts on riparian areas along Ryckman Creek.  This variation involves a minor 
pipeline realignment while generally still following the original proposed route.  The variation diverges 
from the original route at MP 27.3, and reconnects at MP 27.7 (see figure 3.5.1-1).  The total length of the 
Ryckman Creek Route Variation is 0.4 mile.  Table 3.5.1-1 provides a comparison of the pertinent 
environmental characteristics of the variation and the corresponding segment of the original route. 

 
TABLE 3.5.1-1 

Ryckman Creek Route Variation Comparison 

Environmental Factors Ryckman Creek 
Variation 

Corresponding 
Segment of the 
Original Route 

Length (miles) 0.4 0.4 
Parallel to Existing Rights-of-Way (miles within 500’ of centerline) 0.4 0.4 
Landowners Crossed (number) 2 2 
Ephemeral Wash Crossed (number) 3 3 
Wetland Habitat Crossed (miles) <0.1 <0.1 
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Figure 3.5.1-1 Adopted Ryckman Creek Route Variation 
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The Ryckman Creek Route Variation is the same length as the original route and affects very similar 
types and quantities of resources.  The variation places the pipeline further away from Ryckman Creek, 
reduces impacts on riparian areas, and does not affect any different landowners.  Based on this 
information, we determined that the Ryckman Creek Route Variation is preferable to the corresponding 
segment of the original route.   

3.5.2 Sheep Mountain Road Route Variation 
 
We recommended in the draft EIS that Ruby incorporate the Sheep Mountain Road Route 

Variation, as depicted in figure 3.5.2-1, into the final pipeline route.  Ruby subsequently adopted the 
variation and, as such, it is now a part of Ruby’s proposed project.  The data and analysis presented in the 
rest of this final EIS reflect the inclusion of this route in Ruby’s proposal.  The Sheep Mountain Road 
Route Variation was developed to minimize impacts on an unnamed ephemeral wash that is a tributary to 
Salt Creek.  This variation involves a minor pipeline realignment while generally still following the 
original proposed route.  The variation diverges from the original route at MP 41.4 and reconnects at MP 
42.2 (see figure 3.5.2-1).  The total length of the Sheep Mountain Road Route Variation is 0.8 mile.  
Table 3.5.2-1 provides a comparison of the pertinent environmental characteristics of the variation and the 
corresponding segment of the original route. 

 
TABLE 3.5.2-1 

Sheep Mountain Road Route Variation Comparison 

Environmental Factors Sheep Mountain 
Road Variation 

Corresponding 
Segment of the 
Original Route 

Length (miles) 0.8 0.8 
Parallel to Existing Rights-of-Way (miles within 500’ of centerline) 0.8 0.8 
Landowners Crossed (number) 2 2 
Ephemeral Wash Crossed (number) 1 1 
Wetland Habitat Crossed (miles) 0.0 0.0 

 
The Sheep Mountain Road Route Variation is the same length as the original route, and affects 

very similar types and quantities of resources.  The variation places the pipeline further away from the 
ephemeral wash and does not affect any different landowners.  Based on this information, we determined 
that the Sheep Mountain Road Route Variation is preferable to the corresponding segment of the original 
route.   

 
3.5.3 Woodruff East Route Variation 

 
We recommended in the draft EIS that Ruby incorporate the Woodruff East Route Variation, as 

depicted in figure 3.5.3-1, into the final pipeline route.  Ruby subsequently adopted the variation and, as 
such, it is now a part of Ruby’s proposed project.  The data and analysis presented in the rest of this final 
EIS reflect the inclusion of this route in Ruby’s proposal.  The Woodruff East Route Variation was 
developed to improve the constructability of a canal crossing.  This variation involves a minor pipeline 
realignment while generally still following the original proposed route.  The variation diverges from the 
original proposed route at MP 51.1 and reconnects at MP 51.4 (see figure 3.5.3-1).  The total length of the 
Woodruff East Route Variation is 0.3 mile.  Table 3.5.3-1 provides a comparison of the pertinent 
environmental characteristics of the variation and the corresponding segment of the original route. 
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Figure 3.5.2-1 Adopted Sheep Mountain Road Route Variation 
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Figure 3.5.3-1 Adopted Woodruff East and West Route Variations 
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TABLE 3.5.3-1 

Woodruff East Route Variation Comparison 

Environmental Factors Woodruff East 
Variation 

Corresponding 
Segment of the 
Original Route 

Length (miles) 0.3 0.3 
Parallel to Existing Rights-of-Way (miles within 500’ of centerline) 0.0 0.1 
Landowners Crossed (number) 2 3 
Perennial Streams Crossed (number) 1 1 
Wetland Habitat Crossed (miles) 0.0 0.0 

 
The Woodruff East Route Variation is about the same length as the original route and affects very 

similar types and quantities of resources.  The variation improves the pipeline alignment at a canal that 
flows into the Bear River and affects one fewer landowner.  Based on this information, we determined 
that the Woodruff East Route Variation is preferable to the corresponding segment of the original route.   

 
3.5.4 Woodruff West Route Variation 

 
We recommended in the draft EIS that Ruby incorporate the Woodruff West Route Variation, as 

depicted in figure 3.5.3-1, into the final pipeline route.  Ruby subsequently adopted the variation and, as 
such, it is now a part of Ruby’s proposed project.  The data and analysis presented in the rest of this final 
EIS reflect the inclusion of this route in Ruby’s proposal.  The Woodruff West Route Variation was 
developed to avoid crowding near two existing Rocky Mountain Power power lines, and to improve 
pipeline constructability at a highway crossing.  This variation involves a minor pipeline realignment 
while generally still following the original proposed route.  The variation diverges from the proposed 
route at MP 51.8 and reconnects at MP 54.9 (see figure 3.5.3-1).  The total length of the Woodruff West 
Route Variation is 3.1 miles.  Table 3.5.4-1 provides a comparison of the pertinent environmental 
characteristics of the variation and the corresponding segment of the original route. 

 
TABLE 3.5.4-1 

Woodruff West Route Variation Comparison 

Environmental Factors Woodruff West 
Variation 

Corresponding 
Segment of the 
Original Route 

Length (miles) 3.1 3.1 
Parallel to Existing Rights-of-Way (miles within 500’ of centerline)  3.0 2.4 
Landowners Crossed (number) 2 7 
Perennial / Intermittent Streams Crossed (number) 11 11 
Wetland Habitat Crossed (miles) 0.9 1.0 

 
The Woodruff West Route Variation is about the same length as the original route and affects 

very similar types and quantities of resources.  The variation, however, shifts the pipeline route south of a 
nearby Rocky Mountain Power transmission corridor and parallels about 0.6 more mile of the corridor.  It 
also affects five fewer landowners.  Based on this information, we determined that the Woodruff West 
Route Variation is preferable to the corresponding segment of the original route.   
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3.5.5 Prasthofer Route Variation 
 
We recommended in the draft EIS that Ruby incorporate the Prasthofer Route Variation, as 

depicted in figure 3.5.5-1, into the final pipeline route.  Ruby subsequently adopted the variation and, as 
such, it is now a part of Ruby’s proposed project.  The data and analysis presented in the rest of this final 
EIS reflect the inclusion of this route in Ruby’s proposal.  The Prasthofer Route Variation was developed 
to accommodate a landowner’s request to shift the pipeline alignment on their property and to improve 
constructability in an area of steep terrain.  The Prasthofer property is a private tract within the Cache 
National Forest.  This variation involves a minor pipeline realignment while generally still following the 
original route.  The variation diverges from the original route at MP 75.9 and reconnects at MP 76.6 (see 
figure 3.5.5-1).  The total length of the Prasthofer Route Variation is 0.7 mile.  Table 3.5.5-1 provides a 
comparison of the pertinent environmental characteristics of the variation and the corresponding segment 
of the original route.  

          
TABLE 3.5.5-1 

Prasthofer Route Variation Comparison 

Environmental Factors Prasthofer Variation 
Corresponding 
Segment of the 
Original Route 

Length (miles) 0.7 0.7 
Parallel to Existing Rights-of-Way (miles within 500’ of centerline) 0.7 0.7 
Landowners Crossed (number) 2 2 
Perennial Streams Crossed (number) 0 0 
Wetland Habitat Crossed (miles) 0.0 0.0 

 
 The Prasthofer Route Variation is the same length as the original route and affects very similar 
types and quantities of resources.  The route variation addresses a landowner’s concern, does not affect 
any different landowners, and potentially minimizes erosion and restoration concerns by improving 
constructability in steep terrain.  Based on this information, we determined that the Prasthofer Route 
Variation is preferable to the corresponding segment of the original route.   
 
3.5.6 South End Brigham Bench Route Variation 

 
We recommended in the draft EIS that Ruby incorporate the South End Brigham Bench Route 

Variation, as depicted in figure 3.5.6-1, into the final pipeline route.  Ruby subsequently adopted the 
variation and, as such, it is now a part of Ruby’s proposed project.  The data and analysis presented in the 
rest of this final EIS reflect the inclusion of this route in Ruby’s proposal.  The South End Brigham Bench 
Route Variation was developed to improve constructability in steep terrain.  This variation moves the 
pipeline to the north and follows a more direct route on a steep hill (40 percent grade).  The variation 
diverges from the originally proposed route at MP 104.9 and reconnects original routeat MP 105.7 (see 
figure 3.5.6-1).  The total length of the South End Brigham Bench Route Variation is 0.8 mile.  Table 
3.5.6-1 provides a comparison of the pertinent environmental characteristics of the variation and the 
corresponding segment of the original route. 
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Figure 3.5.5-1 Adopted Prasthofer Route Variation 3-46 3-47 
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Figure 3.5.6-1 Adopted North End, South End and Brigham Bench Route Variations
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TABLE 3.5.6-1 

South End Brigham Bench Route Variation Comparison 

Environmental Factors South End Brigham 
Bench Variation 

Corresponding 
Segment of the 
Original Route 

Length (miles) 0.8 0.8 
Parallel to Existing Rights-of-Way (miles within 500’ of centerline) 0.0 0.0 
Landowners Crossed (number) 4 5 
Perennial Streams Crossed (number) 0 0 
Wetland Habitat Crossed (miles) 0.0 0.0 

 
The South End Brigham Bench Route Variation is about the same length as the original route, 

improves constructability in an area of steep terrain, and affects one fewer landowner.  Based on this 
information, we determined that the South End Brigham Bench Route Variation is preferable to the 
corresponding segment of the original route.   

 
3.5.7 Brigham Bench Route Variation 

 
We recommended in the draft EIS that Ruby incorporate the Brigham Bench Route Variation, as 

depicted in figure 3.5.6-1, into the final pipeline route.  Ruby subsequently adopted the variation and, as 
such, it is now a part of Ruby’s proposed project.  The data and analysis presented in the rest of this final 
EIS reflect the inclusion of this route in Ruby’s proposal.  The Brigham Bench Route Variation was 
developed by Ruby to minimize impacts on groundwater springs, improve the pipeline alignment at a 
geologic fault, and avoid crowding near an existing and future Rocky Mountain Power power line.  This 
variation involves a minor pipeline realignment while generally still following the original proposed 
route.  The variation diverges from the original route at MP 106.9 and reconnects at MP 107.3 (see figure 
3.5.6-1).  The total length of the Brigham Bench Route Variation is 0.4 mile.  Table 3.5.7-1 provides a 
comparison of the pertinent environmental characteristics of the variation and the corresponding segment 
of the original route. 

 
The Brigham Bench Route Variation is the same length as the original route and affects very 

similar types and quantities of resources.  The route variation minimizes impacts on groundwater springs, 
improves the pipeline alignment at a geologic fault, minimizes crowding near existing and future electric 
transmission lines, and does not affect any different landowners.  Based on this information, we 
determined that the Brigham Bench Route Variation is preferable to the corresponding segment of the 
original route.   

 
TABLE 3.5.7-1 

Brigham Bench Route Variation Comparison 

Environmental Factors Brigham Bench 
Variation 

Corresponding 
Segment of the 
Original Route 

Length (miles) 0.4 0.4 
Parallel to Existing Rights-of-Way (miles within 500’ of centerline) 0.0 0.0 
Landowners Crossed (number) 4 4 
Perennial Streams Crossed (number) 0 0 
Wetland Habitat Crossed (miles) 0.0 0.0 
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3.5.8 North End Brigham Bench Route Variation 
 
We recommended in the draft EIS that Ruby incorporate the North End Brigham Bench Route 

Variation, as depicted in figure 3.5.6-1, into the final pipeline route.  Ruby subsequently adopted the 
variation and, as such, it is now a part of Ruby’s proposed project.  The data and analysis presented in the 
rest of this final EIS reflect the inclusion of this route in Ruby’s proposal.  The North End Brigham Bench 
Route Variation was developed to improve the pipeline alignment at a geologic fault and at a future 
Rocky Mountain Power power line.  This variation involves a minor pipeline realignment while generally 
still following the originally proposed route.  The variation diverges from the original route at MP 108.5 
and reconnects at MP 109.1 (see figure 3.5.6-1).  The total length of the North End Brigham Bench Route 
Variation is 0.7 mile.  Table 3.5.8-1 provides a comparison of the pertinent environmental characteristics 
of the variation and the corresponding segment of the original route. 

 
TABLE 3.5.8-1 

North End Brigham Bench Route Variation Comparison 

Environmental Factors North End Brigham 
Bench Variation 

Corresponding 
Segment of the 
Original Route 

Length (miles) 0.7 0.6 
Parallel to Existing Rights-of-Way (miles within 500’ of centerline) 0.0 0.0 
Landowners Crossed (number) 3 4 
Perennial Streams Crossed (number) 0 0 
Wetland Habitat Crossed (miles) 0.0 0.0 

 
The North End Brigham Bench Route Variation is slightly longer than the original route, but 

affects very similar types and quantities of resources.  The route variation affects one fewer landowner 
and improves constructability at a geologic fault and an electric transmission line corridor.  Based on this 
information, we determined that the North End Brigham Bench Route Variation is preferable to the 
corresponding segment of the original route.   

3.5.9 Roper Route Variation 
 
We recommended in the draft EIS that Ruby incorporate the Roper Route Variation, as depicted 

in figure 3.5.9-1, into the final pipeline route.  Ruby subsequently adopted the variation and, as such, it is 
now a part of Ruby’s proposed project.  The data and analysis presented in the rest of this final EIS reflect 
the inclusion of this route in Ruby’s proposal.  The Roper Route Variation was developed to 
accommodate a landowner request to realign the pipeline on their property.  The variation involves a 
minor pipeline realignment while generally still following the originally proposed route.  The variation 
diverges from the original route at MP 116.0 and reconnects at MP 117.2 (see figure 3.5.9-1).  The total 
length of the Roper Route Variation is 1.2 miles.  Table 3.5.9-1 provides a comparison of the pertinent 
environmental characteristics of the variation and the corresponding segment of the original route. 

 
The Roper Route Variation is the same length as the original route and affects very similar types 

and quantities of resources.  The variation also affects two fewer landowners and addresses the 
landowner’s concern with the original pipeline alignment.  Based on this information, we determined that 
the Roper Route Variation is preferable to the corresponding segment of the original route.  



 

 
 

3-67 
 

Figure 3.5.9-1 Adopted Roper Route Variation
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TABLE 3.5.9-1 

Roper Route Variation Comparison 

Environmental Factors Roper Variation 
Corresponding 
Segment of the 
Original Route 

Length (miles) 1.2 1.2 
Parallel to Existing Rights-of-Way (miles within 500’ of centerline) 0.0 0.0 
Landowners Crossed (number) 2 4 
Intermittent Tributaries Crossed (number) 6 6 
Wetland Habitat Crossed (miles) 0.0 0.0 

 
3.5.10 Peterson Pond Route Variation 

 
We recommended in the draft EIS that Ruby incorporate the Peterson Pond Route Variation, as 

depicted in figure 3.5.10-1, into the final pipeline route.  Ruby subsequently adopted the variation and, as 
such, it is now a part of Ruby’s proposed project.  The data and analysis presented in the rest of this final 
EIS reflect the inclusion of this route in Ruby’s proposal.  The Peterson Pond Route Variation was 
developed to accommodate a landowner request to realign the pipeline on their property.  This variation 
involves a minor pipeline realignment while generally still following the original proposed route.  The 
variation diverges from the original route at MP 125.4 and reconnects at MP 126.3 (see figure 3.5.10-1).  
The total length of the Peterson Pond Route Variation is 0.9 mile.  Table 3.5.10-1 provides a comparison 
of the pertinent environmental characteristics of the variation and the corresponding segment of the 
original route.   

 
TABLE 3.5.10-1 

Peterson Pond Route Variation Comparison 

Environmental Factors Peterson Pond 
Variation 

Corresponding 
Segment of the 
Original Route 

Length (miles) 0.9 0.9 
Parallel to Existing Rights-of-Way (miles within 500’ of centerline) 0.0 0.3 
Landowners Crossed (number) 3 3 
Perennial Streams Crossed (number) 2 2 
Wetland Habitat Crossed (miles) 0.5 0.5 

 
The Peterson Pond Route Variation is the same length as the original route and affects very 

similar types and quantities of resources.  It also addresses the landowner’s concerns and does not affect 
any different landowners.  Based on this information, we determined that the Peterson Pond Route 
Variation is preferable to the corresponding segment of the original route.   
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Figure 3.5.10-1 Adopted Peterson Pond Route Variation 
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3.5.11 ATK Route Variation 

 
We recommended in the draft EIS that Ruby incorporate the ATK Route Variation, as depicted in 

figure 3.5.11-1, into the final pipeline route.  Ruby subsequently adopted the variation and, as such, it is 
now a part of Ruby’s proposed project.  The data and analysis presented in the rest of this final EIS reflect 
the inclusion of this route in Ruby’s proposal.  The ATK Route Variation was developed by Ruby to 
straighten its proposed route and avoid possible national security concerns associated with constructing 
near an ATK manufacturing facility.  ATK is an aerospace and defense company whose products consist 
of military and commercial ammunitions, solid rocket propulsion systems, aircraft structures, and satellite 
components.  The variation involves moving the route alignment about 0.25 mile to the north.  The 
variation diverges from the original route at MP 135.3 and reconnects at MP 139.4 (see figure 3.5.11-1).  
The total length of the ATK Route Variation is 4.1 miles.  Table 3.5.11-1 provides a comparison of the 
pertinent environmental characteristics of the variation and the corresponding segment of the original 
route.   

 
TABLE 3.5.11-1 

ATK Route Variation Comparison 

Environmental Factors ATK Variation 
Corresponding 
Segment of the 
Original Route 

Length (miles) 4.1 4.1 
Parallel to Existing Rights-of-Way (miles within 500’ of centerline) 0.0 0.7 
Landowners Crossed (number) 4 5 
Perennial Streams Crossed (number) 5 5 
Wetland Habitat Crossed (miles) 0.2 0.0 

 
The ATK Route Variation is the same length as the original route and affects one fewer 

landowner (ATK).  However, it parallels less existing right-of-way and affects slightly more wetland 
habitat.  The primary advantage of the variation is its alignment to avoid concerns associated with the 
ATK facility.  All things considered, we determined that the ATK Route Variation is preferable to the 
corresponding segment of the original route.   

            
3.5.12 State Route 30 Variation 

 
We recommended in the draft EIS that Ruby incorporate the State Route 30 Variation, as depicted 

in figure 3.5.12-1, into the final pipeline route.  Ruby subsequently adopted the variation and, as such, it 
is now a part of Ruby’s proposed project.  The data and analysis presented in the rest of this final EIS 
reflect the inclusion of this route in Ruby’s proposal.  The State Route 30 Variation was developed to 
accommodate a landowner request to shift the pipeline from a route parallel to and approximately 0.2 
mile north of State Route 30, to the south side of the highway and closer to the highway easement.  The 
same private landowner would be affected by either route.  The variation diverges from the original route 
at MP 214.2 and reconnects at MP 222.1 (see figure 3.5.12-1).  The total length of the State Route 30 
Variation is 8.0 miles.  Table 3.5.12-1 provides a comparison of the pertinent environmental 
characteristics of the variation and the corresponding segment of the original route.  

  
The State Route 30 Variation affects similar types and quantities of resources as the original 

route, except the variation is closer to an existing road for its entire length.  Based on this information, we 
determined that the State Route 30 Variation is preferable to the corresponding segment of the original 
route.   
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Figure 3.5.11-1 Adopted ATK Route Variation
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Figure 3.5.12-1 Adopted State Route 30 Route Variation
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TABLE 3.5.12-1 

State Route 30 Variation Comparison 

Environmental Factors State Route 30  
Variation 

Corresponding 
Segment of the 
Original Route 

Length (miles) 8.0 7.9 
Landowners Crossed (number) 1 1 
Parallel to Existing Rights-of-Way (miles within 500’ of centerline) 8.0 0.0 
Perennial and Intermittent Waterbodies and Canals Crossed (number) 29 29 

Wetland Habitat Crossed (miles) 0.0 0.0 

 
3.5.13 Tabor Ranch Route Variation 

 
We recommended in the draft EIS that Ruby incorporate the Tabor Ranch Route Variation, as 

depicted in figure 3.5.13-1, into the final pipeline route.  Ruby subsequently adopted the variation and, as 
such, it is now a part of Ruby’s proposed project.  The data and analysis presented in the rest of this final 
EIS reflect the inclusion of this route in Ruby’s proposal.  The Tabor Ranch Route Variation was 
developed to accommodate a landowner request to avoid pivot irrigation systems.  The variation diverges 
from the original route at MP 287.9 and reconnects at MP 299.3 (see figure 3.5.13-1).  The total length of 
the Tabor Ranch Route Variation is 10.6 miles.  Table 3.5.13-1 provides a comparison of the pertinent 
environmental characteristics of the variation and the corresponding segment of the original route.   

 
TABLE 3.5.13-1 

Tabor Ranch Route Variation Comparison 

Environmental Factors Tabor Ranch 
Variation 

Corresponding 
Segment of the 
Original Route 

Length (miles) 10.6 11.4 
Parallel to Existing Rights-of-Way (miles within 500’ of centerline) 0.0 0.5 
Landowners Crossed (number) 4 4 
Intermittent Washes Crossed (number)  6 15 
Wetland Habitat Crossed (miles) 0.0 0.0 

 
The variation is 0.8 mile shorter, affects nine fewer intermittent washes, accommodates the 

landowner’s request to avoid pivot irrigation systems, and does not affect any different landowners.  The 
variation, however, does not parallel any existing right-of-way, whereas the original route parallels 0.5 
mile of existing right-of-way.  Overall, we determined that the Tabor Ranch Route Variation is preferable 
to the corresponding segment of the original route.   

 
3.5.14 VORTAC Route Variation 

 
We recommended in the draft EIS that Ruby incorporate the VORTAC Route Variation, as 

depicted in figure 3.5.14-1, into the final pipeline route.  Ruby subsequently adopted the variation and, as 
such, it is now a part of Ruby’s proposed project.  The data and analysis presented in the rest of this final 
EIS reflect the inclusion of this route in Ruby’s proposal.   
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Figure 3.5.13-1 Adopted Tabor Ranch Route Variation  
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Figure 3.5.14-1 Adopted VORTAC Route Variation
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 Ruby’s original route passed close to a VHF Omnidirectional Range/Tactical Aircraft Control 
(VORTAC) facility at MP 463.6.  The VORTAC Route Variation was developed to provide a wider 
separation between the VORTAC facility and the pipeline to avoid interference with the VORTAC site.  
This variation involves a minor pipeline realignment while generally still following the originally 
proposed route.  The variation diverges from the original route at MP 462.3 and reconnects at MP 465.5 
(see figure 3.5.14-1).  We note that Ruby’s route maps in Appendix B of this final EIS show this variation 
as beginning at MP 459.1, as opposed to MP 462.3.  However, Ruby has not filed a request for another 
route variation at this location, and as such we consider the route as shown in figure 3.5.14-1 as Ruby’s 
subsequently adopted proposed route that we are analyzing in this final EIS.  The total length of the 
VORTAC Route Variation is 3.5 miles.  Table 3.5.14-1 provides a comparison of the pertinent 
environmental characteristics of the variation and the corresponding segment of the original route. 

        
TABLE 3.5.14-1 

VORTAC Route Variation Comparison 

Environmental Factors VORTAC Variation 
Corresponding 
Segment of the 
Original Route 

Length (miles) 3.5 3.2 
Parallel to Existing Rights-of-Way (miles within 500’ of centerline) 0.0 0.0 
Landowners Crossed (number) 1 1 
Perennial Streams Crossed (number) 0 0 
Wetland Habitat Crossed (miles) 0.0 0.0 

 
   The variation, which is entirely on federal land administered by the BLM, affects very similar 

types and quantities of resources as the original route but ensures that interference with the VORTAC 
facility is avoided.  Based on this information, we determined that the VORTAC Route Variation is 
preferable to the corresponding segment of the original route.   

 
3.5.15 Barrel Springs Western Route Variation 

 
In consultation with the BLM, Ruby is currently evaluating a potential route variation through the 

area identified as the proposed Barrel Springs TCP12 in Washoe County in northwestern Nevada and Lake 
County in southern Oregon, between MPs 575.7 and 590.0 (Figure 3.5.15-1). 

 
Although a civil survey has not been performed on the Barrel Springs Western Route Variation, 

the route variation totals about 14.3 linear miles.  The route variation diverges from the proposed route at 
about MP 575.7 and is generally aligned approximately 1.5 miles west of Ruby’s proposed route before 
reconnecting to the proposed route at MP 590.0.  Based on topography and resource concerns, the route 
variation may be sited up to 2.0 miles from the proposed route.  The route variation and the corresponding 
segment of the proposed route are located almost entirely on BLM-administered land.  No new or 
different landowners would be affected by the route variation. 
 

The corresponding segment of Ruby’s proposed route roughly follows the corridor of an existing 
transmission line with an associated access road.  Because access to this route variation is limited by the 
number of pre-existing access roads in the area, the variation would require a limited number of 
perpendicular road crossings.  Ruby would also rely more heavily on its construction right-of-way for 
access.  Therefore, the right-of-way width along this variation would have to be widened and there would 
be little opportunity to restrict the right-of-way width below 115 feet along the variation. 

                                                      
12  FERC staff notes that the cultural property in question is a proposed TCP and carries no designated status at this time. 



 

 
 

3-77 
 

Figure 3.5.15-1 Barrel Springs Western Route Variation
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           Archaeological sites and associated features recorded within the boundaries of the proposed TCP 
have been identified by Fort Bidwell tribal members as ritual areas associated with subsistence resource 
procurement and spiritual practice.  These archaeological sites and features appear to be visited by some 
Fort Bidwell tribal members for the purposes of ritual, historical commemoration, and the teaching of 
tribal youth regarding traditional cultural sites and practices.  The tribe has identified the following as 
primary species of concern within the proposed TCP: groundhog (marmot), deer, pronghorn (antelope), 
jackrabbit, greater sage-grouse, trout, yampah, wild plum, chokecherry, and willow.  The route variation 
under consideration intersects the proposed Barrel Springs TCP in two places, but reduces the total area 
of pipeline disturbance through the area.  An eastern route variation was considered by the BLM and 
Ruby but deemed non-viable because of topography and other resource issues.  The eastern route 
variation also would impact a greater area of the proposed Barrel Springs TCP than does the western 
route variation. 

 
Ruby performed a preliminary Class I cultural resources records review of the route variation.  

Seven previous archaeological surveys have been conducted in proximity to the route, and 41 sites have 
been identified.  The sites include lithic scatters, rockshelters and petroglyphs.  At least four of the 
surveys were conducted twenty years previous, and thus will require further pedestrian survey to confirm 
their accuracy.  Based on this limited review, it appears that impacts on cultural resources may be similar 
for both the proposed route and the route variation.  However, the variation would present the least area of 
ground disturbance within the boundaries of the proposed Barrel Springs TCP, as currently defined.   

 
Ruby has not performed any biological surveys along the route variation.  Because the variation is 

generally sited within the same north/south environmental biome as Ruby’s proposed route, it appears 
that the impacts on vegetation, wildlife, and water resource features would be similar.  The route variation 
crossing of Twelvemile Creek (a proposed WSR) has not been evaluated for impacts on potential 
Outstandingly Remarkable Values; however, we note that the Lakeview RMP restricts crossing of 
recreational river segments to existing rights-of-way.  For this reason, the route variation would not 
conform with the Lakeview RMP, whereas the corresponding segment of the proposed route would 
conform with the RMP.  Ruby’s proposed route and associated access roads are known to be within 2 
miles of two active and four inactive greater sage-grouse leks in the Barrel Springs area; however we do 
not have lek information for the route variation at this time.  
 

We (FERC staff) have reviewed the Barrel Springs Western Route Variation and conclude that 
absent information to the contrary there is no compelling reason to require Ruby to move its proposed 
alignment.  The proposed route is adjacent to a power line corridor and associated access road, while the 
variation follows a previously undisturbed greenfield route.  The route variation would be similar in 
length to the proposed route and would affect very similar types and quantities of resources as the 
proposed route.   

 
While avoidance of historic properties is always clearly preferable, we note that the National Park 

Service’s National Register Bulletin 38 (Guidelines for Evaluating and Documenting Traditional Cultural 
Properties [sic[) advises “…that a property is eligible for inclusion in the National Register does not 
necessarily mean that the property must be protected from disturbance or damage” but that the 
appropriate consideration and consultation take place.  We believe that issues concerning the proposed 
TCP can be addressed by the Section 106 process, and in any event, Ruby has filed its intention to address 
tribal concerns in the Barrel Springs area.  Thus, we conclude that the proposed route is environmentally 
preferable to the route variation.  We are not recommending this alternative and it is not considered 
further in this final EIS.  However, we acknowledge that both route alignments are located largely on 
BLM land and the BLM may ultimately approve the route variation through the right-of-way grant 
process. 
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3.5.16 Bud Garrett Marsh Rookery Route Variation 
 
The Bud Garrett Marsh Rookery Route Variation was developed in response to a request from the 

ODFW to avoid impacts on colonial water bird nesting habitat in a marsh on the north side of Goose Lake 
and avoid an ongoing wetland restoration project being undertaken by Bud Garrett and Ducks Unlimited.  
The variation diverges from the original route at MP 614.3 and reconnects at MP 621.0 (see figure 3.5.16-
1).  The total length of the Bud Garrett Marsh Rookery Route Variation is 7.1 miles.  Table 3.5.16-1 
provides a comparison of the pertinent environmental characteristics of the variation and the 
corresponding segment of the original route.   

 
TABLE 3.5.16-1 

Bud Garrett Marsh Rookery Route Variation Comparison 

Environmental Factors Bud Garret Marsh 
Rookery Variation 

Corresponding 
Segment of the 
Original Route 

Length (miles) 7.1 6.7 
Parallel to Existing Rights-of-Way (miles within 500’ of centerline) 0.3 0.0 
Landowners Crossed (number) 9 7 
Perennial Streams Crossed (number) 1 1 
Wetland Habitat Crossed (miles) 1.7 3.8 

 
The Bud Garrett marsh, rookery, and restoration project are part of a dynamic marsh system used 

by migratory birds within the desert and mountain region of the Intermountain West region.  Migratory 
birds are dependent on each closed basin system since the nearest adjacent marsh basins may be as much 
as 100 miles away.  Several agencies and organizations, including the Oregon Watershed Enhancement 
Board, Oregon Wildlife Heritage Foundation, FWS, BLM, ODFW, and NRCS, are working together to 
restore, enhance, and acquire easements to protect these vital wetland and riparian habitats (FWS, 2009a).  

 
The Bud Garrett Marsh Rookery Route Variation is 0.4 mile longer than the proposed route and 

affects two additional landowners.  However, the variation crosses 2.1 fewer miles of wetlands and avoids 
known heron nesting habitat on the north side of Goose Lake as well as the ongoing wetland restoration 
project conducted by Ducks Unlimited.  Both the ODFW and Ducks Unlimited support this variation.  
The ODFW has requested that no construction occur within 1,200 feet of the Bud Garrett marsh from 
May 1 to July 15.  Ruby believes that the route variation is located a minimum 1,200 feet from the marsh; 
therefore, a construction timing restriction is not required.  Based on this information, we determined that 
the Bud Garrett Marsh Rookery Route Variation confers an environmental advantage over the 
corresponding segment of the proposed route.  We recommended in the draft EIS that Ruby incorporate 
the Bud Garrett Marsh Rookery Route Variation, as depicted in figure 3.5.16-1, into the final pipeline 
route.  Ruby subsequently adopted the variation and, as such, it is now a part of Ruby’s proposed project.  
The data and analysis presented in the rest of this final EIS reflect the inclusion of this route in Ruby’s 
proposal. 
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Figure 3.5.16-1 Adopted Bud Garrett Marsh Rookery Route Variation
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3.6 ABOVEGROUND FACILITY SITE ALTERNATIVES 
 
Ruby constrained its search for compressor station sites to those areas along the proposed route 

that best provided suitable access and ancillary facilities, such as electric distribution lines.  Ruby 
proposed to site its compressor stations near existing roads; therefore, no new access roads to compressor 
stations would be required.  Compressor stations also would be sited far from noise-sensitive locations 
and residential developments, and would not adversely affect sensitive environmental resources as 
discussed in section 4.   

 
Ruby also constrained its search for meter stations to sites near the intersections of the proposed 

route and the planned and existing pipelines because the locations of meter stations would be linked to the 
locations of the interconnects.  Similarly, the locations of pig launchers/receivers and MLVs were linked 
to the locations of planned and existing facilities; all pig launchers/receivers would be constructed within 
Ruby’s proposed compressor stations facilities or adjacent to proposed meter stations or MLVs.  The 
locations of MLVs along the project route are based on DOT safety regulations that specify the maximum 
distance between sectionalizing MLVs.  These regulations also require that MLVs be located in readily 
accessible areas.  Although the specific location of any one MLV may be adjusted slightly, it cannot be 
substantially moved or eliminated.   

 
We conclude that Ruby’s proposed aboveground facility sites are environmentally acceptable 

based, in part, on the commitments in Ruby’s application and supplemental filings (e.g., Ruby’s Plan, 
Restoration and Revegetation Plans, Unanticipated Discoveries Plan, etc.) and our independent evaluation 
of the best available data (including information and analysis provided by cooperating and other resource 
agencies).  Further, we did not receive comments regarding the siting of aboveground facilities during 
scoping and we did not identify any specific environmental problems associated with the proposed sites 
that would warrant an alternative analysis.  We are not considering alternative locations for the 
aboveground facility sites at this time. 




