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If there were a Blues song about Ruby Pipeline… 

“My, oh my, oh my! Ruby! Just look what you done made yo’ daddy do!  
He done lost all his hair and what he got left done gone gray, girl!  

Ruby! Why don’t you settle yo’ restless ways?!” 
 

The very sound of that name has become synonymous with being aggravated, frustrated, and pissed off in general. 
These days, it seems as though a person can’t log onto the internet, check emails, or even visit their favorite blog page 
without seeing “RRuubbyy  PPiippeelliinnee” blasted across the screen, followed promptly by the latest horrible headline telling of the 
wake left in her path across the West.  

Well, I can’t say that I’m totally innocent against these very charges; no, in fact, I am mostly guilty of them. But I can 
say that this edition’s style is going to be a “telling-it-like-it-is” because quite frankly I have just about had enough of Ruby 
and her constant drama! And yet, she just keeps coming back with more.  

This edition is going be laid out much differently than other editions. The reasoning for this is because I have spent the 
past two and a half weeks trying to pull this one together. Each time I would think I had all the information I’d needed to 
finish up and post, not more than a few minutes would go by and I would find that there was yet another piece to the 
puzzle.  

At the time of this writing, I am still not sure that I have all of the information, but if I don’t go ahead with the edition 
now, you all won’t get to see it for another 5-10 years.  So, the best way I know to do this is to give a run-down of the 
evidence and its corresponding entity, and of course, let you be the judge.  
 I have pored over countless – and I do mean countless – pages of Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements 
(FEIS), and even more comments and responses from everyone under the sun who either has a problem with Ruby or 
doesn’t.  I have researched and investigated almost every possible lead I could that could be something that would support 
the claims that are being made by so many, on both sides.  
 What I have found has bored me to tears (literally!) and then in the very next page or packet, I would be completely 
enthralled at the evidence that lay before me. I mean, I knew there were going to be a few skeletons in the closets; and I 
knew there were going to be some flat out false accusations, but my goodness!  

I found both, and then more and some further on down the line. I will keep it as short and sweet as possible, but we got 
a lot to cover. Be forewarned, the first part is really boring, with all of the “technical” writings and FEIS monotonous 
language. But, they set the premise for what is to come, and they also give you a clear position to start from for the 
decisions to make later. So, without further adieu, here goes… 

 

Webster says that the meaning of semantics is linguistics, or relating to meaning or the differences between meanings of 
words or symbols. The hullaballoo about whether or not Ruby was going to work with the BLM to remove wild horses and 
burros to enable construction and placement has brought about nothing but denials. When it all boils down the to nitty 
gritty, kind of seems like semantics to me, but I will let you decide. 

Ruby FEIS, Executive Summary, pg ES-1 states: 

“All actions on federal lands proposed in Ruby’s application and in subsequent filings must comply with the respective 
resource management plans of the affected federal land managing agencies, or the management plans must be 
amended to include the project. If Ruby is approved as proposed, the BLM and USFS may be required to amend 
certain resource management plans to ensure consistency. FWS would not need to amend its plans. This EIS examines 
the proposed action and alternatives that would require amendments or other administrative actions by the federal 
land managing agencies.” 

Ruby FEIS, Executive Summary, pg ES-4 states: 

“Construction and operation of [Ruby] could result in numerous impacts on the environment.” 

Ruby evaluated : 

“…geology, soils, water resources, vegetation, wildlife, fisheries, special status species, land use, visual resources, 
socioeconomics, cultural resources, air quality, noise, and safety.” 

…and: 

“…considered cumulative impacts of this project with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions in the 
project area.”  

…and found: 



 
“…the major issues identified in our analysis are in regard to: geologic hazards, paleontological resources, soils, 
waterbody crossings, water use, wetlands, federally threatened and endangered species, sagebrush steppe habitat, 
greater sage-grouse, pygmy rabbit, migratory birds, visual resources, non-local worker housing, and cultural resources. 

…and recommended: 

“…additional mitigation measures to minimize or avoid these impacts.  

In this opening document of the FEIS, there is no mention of wild horses and burros or the impact on their existence in 
Ruby’s wake. As you can see, there is mention of just about every other species that inhabits the West and their habitats. 
Throughout the rest of the FEIS, there are mentions regarding wild horses and burros and their status, control, 
management, and effects on Ruby. In fact, throughout the many assessments and studies included in the FEIS as a whole, 
what I found was that there are very limited, and frankly minimal, references to the wild horses and burros and Ruby’s 
affects on their lives as a whole. Only two and half pages of three hundred and twelve pages in the Ruby FEIS, Section 4, 
Environmental Analysis refers to the wild horses and burros.  

If regulatory approval is received from FERC (Federal Energy Regulatory Commission), Ruby would like to start 
construction in the May-June 2010 time frame. Of course, that’s if, before when, they receive approval. Actual 
construction start dates would be determined thereafter for all phases of the project afterwards.  

Of the 675.2 miles of 42 inch natural gas pipeline, from East to West, an approximated total of 35 miles of the proposed 
pipeline will pass through these HMAs:  

Jurisdiction Complex HMA Gather Dates AML Est. Pop. 
Winnemucca  
Field Office 

Calico Complex 
Black Rock Range West 01/05/10 – 01/11/10 93 Unknown* 
Warm Springs Canyon 01/12/10 – 01/19/10 175 Unknown* 

Surprise  
Field Office 

N/A Wall Canyon 09/2007 25 43 
N/A Nut Mountain 09/2007 55 35 
N/A Massacre Lakes 10/1988 35 130 

AMLs and Estimated Populations From National Wild Horse and Burro Program, HA and HMA Statistics by State FY2009 pdf.  
*Due to the recent gather activities, estimated populations for each HMA have not been tallied at the time of this writing.  

 
Map courtesy of Matt Dill, Pryor Mountain Wild Mustang Center 

Remember, Ruby PR man Richard Wheatley stated in You Be the Judge, 6th Edition 

“Ruby has never discussed or in any way advocated removal of horses or burros by the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) or any other entity. Ruby has never participated in any effort to remove wild horses or burros 
from the Project area, and no one at Ruby has had any discussion with the BLM, or any other entity, concerning any 
such effort.” 

And: 

“In the Ruby response, we also acknowledged the BLM's policy to reduce wild horse populations, per its policy, in 
appropriate management areas. Further, we stated we consulted BLM wild horse and burro specialists in 
developing our management approach (regarding reclamation/revegetation, etc.).  Some special interest groups 
took the response out of context and used it against us to allege we advocated the removal program and discussed 
that with the BLM to benefit the Project, which Ruby did not nor ever has.” 



 
During the draft process for the EIS, the Office of Energy Projects (OEP) requested response from Ruby as follows: 

“Discuss Ruby’s approach to preventing problematic right-of-way reclamation due to wild horses and burros 
grazing, and provide a summary of discussions with the BLM addressing this issue.” 

According to Ruby’s contact information obtained from their website, Mr. Dan Gredvig is the Right of Way Supervisor for 
Ruby Pipeline, LLC. In the response to this request from OEP, it was noted to be “prepared by or under the supervision 
of: Dan Gredvig, Consultant, Right-of-Way”. There are no signatures on this page. The response stated the following:  

“POD Appendix K, Draft Restoration and Reclamation Plans for Wyoming, Utah, Nevada, and Oregon filed with 
FERC in July 2009, specifies actions to minimize wild horse and burro grazing within the reclaimed ROW: “Ruby 
will work with the BLM to minimize wild horse and burro grazing along the restored ROW for three years. Possible  
management actions would be to provide water sources away from the ROW, include low palatable plant species in 
the seed mix such as sagebrush, temporary fencing with gaps, and/or reduce wild horse populations following BLM 
policy in appropriate management areas.” BLM wild horse and burrow resource specialists were consulted in 
developing this management approach.” 

Ruby FEIS, Section 4, Environmental Analysis, 4.5.7 Wild Horses & Burros, pg 4-115: 

“As with livestock grazing impacts on restored construction areas, wild horses and burros could be attracted to the new 
plant growth in reclaimed areas, and their grazing could affect the seeding success and recovery of ROW vegetation. 
Ruby has committed to working with the BLM to limit wild horse and burro grazing along the reclaimed right-of-way 
for 3 years following construction by providing water sources away from the right-of-way, including low-palatable 
plant species (such as sagebrush) in the seed mix, placing temporary fencing, and/or reducing wild horse and burro 
populations in appropriate HMAs. Any efforts to reduce wild horse and burro populations would be done in 
consultation with the BLM and in accordance with BLM policies.” 

Sounds like the same thing to me.  

The Ruby FEIS file name or association of “POD Appendix K” may be referred to as 20100108-4001(23286857) or 
Appendix L, Ruby’s Draft Restoration and Revegetation Plans: Wyoming, Utah, Nevada, and Oregon, dependent upon the 
download source. For this edition, the file will be referred to as such.  

Ruby FEIS, Appendix L, Section 8, Livestock & Wild Horse Grazing Control states: 

“ROW will cross through livestock grazing allotments and wild horse/burro management areas on BLM land. [New] 
growth will attract livestock. Excessive grazing may cause plant establishment efforts to fail. The following 
management practices for livestock grazing will be implemented: 

_ Leave the ROW surface in a roughened condition; 
_ Include low palatable plant species in the seeding mix such as sagebrush and western yarrow; and 
_ Negotiate with allotment permittees to limit livestock grazing in the ROW by using one or more of the following 
options: herding or placing salt licks and/or protein blocks one-mile distance from the ROW, fencing crucial 
habitat areas, deferring grazing for two to three years, closing pasture,  implementing seasonal deferment, and/or 
reducing stocking preference. Ruby may compensate permittees if reduced stocking preference or pasture closure 
occurs. 

Ruby will work with the BLM to limit wild horse/burro grazing along the reclaimed ROW for three years. A possible 
management action would be to provide water sources away from the ROW.”  

Ruby FEIS, Section 4, Environmental Analysis, 4.5.7 Wild Horses & Burros, pg 4-113 states: 

“While the proposed pipeline route crosses the southern portion of the Massacre Lake HMA, impacts on this herd are 
expected to be low as … the wild horses and burros typically do not use this portion of the HMA. BLM expressed 
concern [construction would restrict] wild horse and burro access to important water sources as … access points are 
located north and south of the proposed route [across] HMAs. Construction … could affect wild horses and burros by 
restricting access to water sources [and] movement within the HMA …. reducing availability of forage and sanctuary or 
the ability to escape areas of human disturbance; and displacing horses and burros, which could intensify their impacts 
on other areas.” 

And on page 4-114: 

“The BLM would require, as part of its ROW grant, that Ruby implement mitigation techniques to ensure water 
supplies are available to wild horses and burros during construction.” 

BLM has identified 17 different locations for Ruby to install water sources for the wild horses and burros that are still 
within the boundaries of the HMAs. Ruby agrees to this, and recognizes that “impacts on wild horse and burro access to 
water sources would likely be greatest during summer and fall months.” A possible solution:  

“Water may need to be hauled-in … to mitigate the project’s effects to wild horses and burros, and water hauling sites 
would need to be predetermined so that water could be made available to the horses if the need arises.” 

FEIS, Section 4, Environmental Analysis, on page 4-114: 

“FWS has expressed concern that [construction] could result in additional wild horses or burros entering the 
Sheldon NWR. FWS could then be required to increase its expenditures to manage the wild horse and burro 



 
populations, which could detract from the funds necessary to manage other NWR resources. Ruby has committed 
to coordinating with Sheldon NWR to implement / maintain access restriction controls to prohibit the migration of 
wild horses and burros onto the Sheldon NWR. Ruby would coordinate with the FWS to repair or replace any cattle 
guards on the Sheldon NWR damaged by construction, and install new fencing, gates, or cattle guards at key areas. 
Finally, Ruby would erect fences to restrict animal movement out of the HMAs.” 

 

So basically, so far Ruby’s FEIS states all of the measures imaginable to keep the wild horses and burros out of the way. 
Semantics?  

Officials from Ruby and BLM all say no, they are not using Ruby as a reason to remove wild horses and burros from the 
HMAs affected by Ruby’s construction. Ok. I’ll buy that for a quarter. 

What I won’t buy is how much time and energy has been spent on studying, protecting and making amendments and 
deferments for every other species and their habitats except the wild horses and burros. There is more instruction about 
their control, management, and effects on Ruby.  

I will leave you with this for tonight. I encourage each of you to study the FEIS and its supporting documentation. Don’t 
stop at just the information that is listed here, or with the information that pertains wholly to the wild horses and burros. 
Keep digging, keep reading, and you will find more than you thought was there to begin with, which is a lot.  

Part 2 will be out tomorrow night. It will explore more of the same as discussed in this part, but will also explore the 
alternative routes, their reasoning for and against implementation.  

In the meantime, think on this question: 

Why is there so little attention being paid to the Spirit of the West,  

and so much attention being paid to everything else? 

As always, stay safe… And never give up! 
 
Thank you, 
 
Tracie Lynn Thompson 
Owner & Lead Instructor 
Lessons Learned Equine Instruction 
(409)658-4491 cell 
tracielynnthompson@yahoo.com 
themustangprojectblog-messages@yahoo.com 
  

TThhee  MMuussttaanngg  PPrroojjeecctt  BBlloogg  PPaaggee   

WWoorrkkiinngg  ffoorr  BBeetttteerr  MMaannaaggeemmeenntt  OOppttiioonnss  aanndd  CCoohhaabbiittaattiioonn   

TThhrroouugghh  CCoommpprroommiissee  aanndd  CCoommmmuunniiccaattiioonn  ffoorr  tthhee  AAmmeerriiccaann  WWiilldd  MMuussttaanngg   
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